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State Policy Agendas in a System of Separation of Powers 

Very limited attention is paid to the variegated character of state policy agendas.  We simply do not know why state policy agendas vary across the states yet careful inspection reveals vast differences in attentiveness to major issues.  In this paper, I map major characteristics of state policy agendas and develop and test models that account for variation in attentiveness to redistributive issues across the American states and across the three branches of government.   

 I analyze a model of state policy agenda setting that integrates the ideological preferences of the political actors across government institutions with those of constituents and looks at the conditioning effects of elections and the preferences and influence of other institutional actors. The analysis also controls for the effects of interest organizations, party competition, party control, selection-retention factors, and socio-economic controls.  Redistributive “agenda space,” defined as the proportion of state policy agendas devoted to redistributive issues out of their total agendas, will serve as the dependent variable in the analysis.  The empirical analysis investigates the allocation of agenda attention to redistributive policies across all 50 states during the period of 1994-1996.  

This paper demonstrates that state redistributive agendas are a function of both elite and mass preferences conditioned by patterns of inter-institutional competition, electoral contingencies and party effects (control and competition).  In addition to the importance of elite and mass preferences, this analysis illustrates the importance of contextual and institutional factors in understanding the attentiveness of state institutions to these issues.  This paper shows how ideological preferences, political context, institutional settings, and socio-economic factors shape public policy in the American states, influencing the overall redistributive nature of the states.

“Influencing the policy agenda, the set of issues that receive serious attention by policymakers, has long been viewed as one of the most important sources of political power” (Edwards and Wood 1999, 327).  Nonetheless, very limited attention is paid to state government policy agendas.  As the policy role of the states expands through devolution (Peterson 1995; Francis 1999; Hanson 1999; Soss, Schram, Vartanlan, O’Brien 2001); however, it becomes extremely important to examine state government policy agendas and the forces influencing these agendas, because quite frankly political power lies in the hands of those who control the agenda and/or those who determine policy options (Lupia 1992; Baumgartner and Jones 1993; Jones 1994).

This paper seeks to understand why governments do and do not address certain issues.  For example, during the mid to late 1990’s some of the primary policy issues of concern for the American states were: reproductive issues (including issues such as abortion and contraception), affirmative action, energy, education, environmental issues (i.e., air quality), minority rights (including ethnic, racial, and social minorities), tobacco, and welfare.
   If we simply focus on two issues, welfare issues and reproductive issues, during the period of my analyses (1994-1996), we see an interesting story.  

Figure 1 demonstrates that although welfare was considered to be of significance by majority of the states, the states devoted variable attention to this issue across the three branches of government: all three branches of government addressed this issue in some states (e.g., New York, Pennsylvania, Washington, etc), in others only one branch of government addressed this issue (e.g., Louisiana, North Dakota, and Wyoming), and there was at least one state (Nevada) that did not place the welfare issue on its governmental agenda at all during the period of this study.  

Figure 1 Here

Figure 2 shows a similar array of patterns across the states, but the pattern of agenda attention to reproductive issues is slightly different than that illustrated regarding welfare.  Although there are some states (e.g., Texas, California, and Michigan) where similar patterns of attention were devoted to both issues across the three branches of government, there are some states (e.g., Georgia, Nevada, and Pennsylvania) that illustrate vast differences in agenda attention across these two policy issues.  

Figure 2 Here

Why do some states tackle certain issues while others ignore them?  Fundamentally why does variability in agenda attention within and across the states exist, why are there differential patterns of attention across policy issues, and what are the implications of policy variability across the three branches of government?  

This paper addresses these questions through a rigorous comparative analysis of the state government agendas and examines the variation in attention devoted to economic and social redistributive policies.   I have chosen to study agenda attention to redistributive policies because the divisiveness and intensity surrounding redistributive policy choices and the potential detrimental consequences associated with these policies make them a prime candidate to coherently study elite decision-making and agenda setting at the state level.     

This study contends that the extent to which each branch of government is willing to make difficult agenda setting choices is as a function of varying institutional rules and arrangements, elite and mass preferences, and political and economic resources.  The institutional rules and the political and economic resources with which the elite actors and the public have access, define how vulnerable or autonomous the actors in each branch of government are to external pressures, and how responsive each branch of government is when deciding their redistributive agendas. 

Agenda Setting and the States

Cobb, Ross, and Ross (1976) argue that the study of “agenda building is ideally suited for comparative analysis.”  Yet despite the impressive empirical and theoretical advancements in our understanding of the forces influencing agenda setting, majority of the attention has been on national institutions (Baumgartner 2001).  To date there has been scant systematic comparative study of the agenda setting process (see a national cross-institutional study-Flemming, Wood, and Bohte 1999; two state-level legislative studies-Bratton and Haynie 1999; Mooney and Lee 1999; a few cross-national studies- John 1998; Zahariadis 1995; Baumgartner 1989).
The most significant findings of past studies of agendas and agenda setting have alerted us to where issues come from, how issues gain government attention, who determines which issues are allotted attention, issue definition, issue expansion, and policy change (Schattschneider 1960; Bachrach and Baratz 1962; Cobb and Elder 1972; Kingdon 1984; Polsby 1984; Stone 1989; Baumgartner and Jones 1993; Rochefort and Cobb 1994; Sharp 1994).

These studies cover a wealth of interesting ideas, nonetheless, their focus has been limited to national politics and specific policy areas, with a handful of exceptions mentioned above that approach the study of agenda setting comparatively.  

What appears to be lacking are analyses that examine agendas across the states or across several national governments, or across more than one branch of government (i.e., executive, legislative, and judicial), assessing the influence and importance of a broad array of factors that are allowed to vary across contexts, thereby allowing for the evaluation of the independent influence of diverse factors in the agenda setting process.  The neglect of comparative analyses of this variety is problematic because the rich tapestry of agenda setting and policymaking within and across the states and across national governments are not revealed and are thus left unexamined.  

Based on the current literature, we have snapshots of agenda setting within one institution, primarily the legislature, and/or in one contextual setting (i.e., national-level analyses).  Expanding our research efforts to encompass more systematic, comparative studies of agenda building allows us to refine our theories and hypotheses, thereby enhancing our understanding of how government agendas are formed.  For this reason, this analysis comparatively examines agenda setting within and across the states and the three branches of government.  

Government Agendas and Agenda Setting

In this paper, I use Cobb and Elder’s (1983) definition of the formal governmental agenda to refer to what I mean by the term agenda.  Hence, the agenda represents the issues for which state governments (i.e., legislatures, state supreme courts, and governors) actively pursue policy outputs (see also Kingdon 1984).   Agenda setting refers to the act of deciding which issues or problems deserve serious policymaking attention.   Agenda space, as defined here, concerns the totality of issues addressed by a political institution.   I study redistributive agenda setting by examining the explanatory influence of institutional discretion (in other words the openness of an institution to be responsive to external policy preferences), elite and mass preferences, and the political and economic resources on state government attention to redistributive policy issues.   

Looking across the three institutions of government, I examine the percentage of each branch’s total agenda dedicated to actively pursuing particular policy issues.  Moreover since agenda space is finite, I contend that agenda resources (or the percentage of agenda attention) designated to one policy area is interesting because, as several scholars have noted, the attentiveness to one issue comes at the expense of resource allocation to other policy areas (Flemming, Bohte, and Wood 1997; see also Cobb and Elder 1983; Baumgartner and Jones 1993; Rochefort and Cobb 1994).  Hence, this paper is concerned with the factors that influence how government institutions choose to allot proportions of their total agenda space to particular policy areas.  For governors, the total agenda space is comprised of all issues addressed in the State of the State Address in a given year.  For state legislatures, the total agenda space is comprised of all bills considered by the legislative body in a given session.  For courts, the total agenda space refers to the issues in the docketed cases in a given year.  


When state government institutions compile their agendas, they not only identify what issues are of interest, but government agenda formation also determines the politics (i.e., the scope and nature of conflict) that will surround issue development and public policymaking (see Schattschneider 1960; Lowi 1964,1972).   I contend that the conflictual nature of redistributive policies sets the tone of political response and government attention given to these types of policies, hence, examining the agenda setting process by which these issues get on state government agendas allows me to examine a hard case scenario, a scenario wherein the political actors should be least likely to pursue these types of issues, thereby allowing me to investigate what factors are at work to influence policy makers to grant attention to such unlikely issues.  

Attention to Redistributive Policy Across the Three Branches of State Government

Montesquieu (1752) maintained that there are three types of government power: legislative (the power to make laws), executive (the power to enforce laws), and judicial (the power to interpret laws).  He believed that it was dangerous for a single person to possess such supreme authority; hence he advocated the separation of these roles of government.  The framers of the United States Constitution adopted the system of separation of powers and checks and balances as a means of limiting government control.  Although the primary purpose of the separation of powers was to create a system of checks and balances wherein political authority is shared, this system also created three unique institutions with varying rules of organization, contextual settings, resources, and incentive structures for the elites who work within them.  Consequently, these variations across the three institutions of government, especially across the American states, present an interesting arena to examine elite predispositions to respond to exogenous political forces and the degree to which each branch is vulnerable to pressures from mass interests, interest group influences, and the preferences of other branches of government.  


I maintain that the fundamental differences in institutional rules and political settings across the state institutions will influence whether or not it is politically beneficial or detrimental to the political goals of the governmental actors within those institutions to impose their personal policy preferences on agenda setting decisions or to allow exogenous political forces to shape their decisions.    When rules and settings insulate actors from external pressures to pursue their personal policy interests, agenda setting decisions will reflect the preferences of that branch of government.  Alternatively when the branch of government is vulnerable to external pressures vis-à-vis the rules governing that institutions’ behavior, decisions about the agenda will reflect the preferences of outside forces, such as public opinion or interest groups.

Hence, I posit that the institution in which elites work condition their responsiveness to external political factors when allocating attention to redistributive policy issues.  Examining the responsiveness of elites across all three branches of government, I hypothesize that the institutional structure (e.g., gubernatorial strength, district level competition, and judicial selection/retention methods) of the three branches lead the elites of each branch to respond differently to mass and elite preferences (e.g., public preferences and the preferences of elites from other branches of government) and to economic and political resources (e.g., interest group activity, mobilization efforts, income disparity), which subsequently shapes the extent to which the governments across the states consider redistributive policy.  

The specific variables included in the statistical models across the three branches and the expected relationships are shown in Tables 1-3 (Table 1: Gubernatorial Agendas, Table 2: legislative Agendas, and Table 3: Judicial Agendas).  (See Appendices 1 and 2 for description and operationalization of variables.)

Tables 1-3 Here

Executive

Many governors see their role in the executive branch as designed to execute the law, initiate policy (as issue catalysts or agenda setters) of public interests, and to exert veto power as an indication of disapproval of legislative policy (Beyle 1999; Dometrius 1999).   Nonetheless, he/she can only propose policy to the legislature; he can not see it through the entire policymaking process).  This leads the governors to be responsive to the pressures of their constituents and the influences of external actors, such as legislators and interest groups (see Beyle 1992; Morehouse 1998).   

 Regarding redistributive policy issues, I hypothesize that because governors must gain broad-based approval from a state-wide constituency, they will have a tendency to pursue their own preferences as well as respond to political forces that promote the pursuit of redistributive issues.  I further propose that varying degrees of gubernatorial power (e.g., term limits, veto power, appointment power, and budgetary control) will shape the governor’s behavior in making his redistributive agenda decisions (Schlesinger 1965, 1971; Dometrius 1979, 1988; Rosenthal 1993).  As a result, in setting their redistributive agendas, I expect that governors will demonstrate a mid-range level of responsiveness, falling somewhere between the legislatures and the courts.  Moreover, I hypothesize that this level of responsiveness allows the governors (who have a favorable preference to support redistribution) the opportunity to be the most redistributive of all the three branches.  Because the governors function within an institutional setting, which allows them to either pursue their own preferences or to respond to external influences, the governors can stay in tune with what is best for the state and the citizens of the state, thereby providing a wide array of redistributive policy benefits to their diverse constituencies. 

Legislature

There is a rich literature on legislative responsiveness (see Miller and Stokes 1963; Fiorina 1973; Eulau and Karps 1977; Kuklinski 1978; Uslaner and Weber 1979; Luttbeg 1992), that argues that legislators are conditioned by their fear of electoral sanction to respond to their constituency's preferences and to bring home benefits to their districts by participating in distributive politics.  Moreover, there is also support in the literature that suggests that legislators are not only responsive to the interests of their district constituents, but they are also responsive to the pressures of other governmental actors in the form of gubernatorial and judicial preferences (see Ray 1982; Stein and Bickers 1991, 1994, 1996; Bickers and Stein 1996, 1997; Wiggins, Hamm, and Bell 1992; Thomas and Hrebenar 1996).   

The structural arrangements of the legislature are designed to promote distributive goals; however, the legislators’ are also predisposed to respond to their constituents’ preferences (Arnold 1990).  Accordingly the legislators must balance their efforts to pursue distributive policies with their efforts to respond to their constituents’ redistributive demands.   All things being equal across the three branches, I hypothesize that although the legislators may be sympathetic to the redistributive needs of the lower-class, when setting their redistributive agendas, the legislature will be the most responsive to outside forces beyond the influence of their personal preferences and consequentially the least redistributive.  Because of the incongruity evidenced between the divisive nature of redistributive policies and the political environment in which legislators act,  I expect that legislatures will be the most responsive to external political pressures (i.e., their constituency’s preferences, the preferences of other branches of government, the influence of interest groups, etc.), advantageously pursuing policy choices that will promote their reelection goals and their career ambitions (Schlesinger 1991; Aldrich 1995).    

Judiciary

Of the three branches of state government, the judiciary is commonly reasoned to be the least political because the institutional setting of the court typically provides the justices with more latitude to pursue politically risky strategies, such as redistributive polices.   However, unlike the life tenure term awarded to United States Supreme Court justices, which has been argued to “make the case against responsiveness [of the United States Supreme Court justices to outside political forces] palatable” (Segal 1997, 42), selection/retention methods for state supreme court justices vary across the states, thus making the case in support of countermajoritarian behavior less appealing for politically motivated state supreme court justices.   Furthermore, there is evidence that suggests that the selection/retention methods of state supreme courts motivate justices to be responsive to external forces for fear of political sanction (Brace and Hall 1990, 1993, 1995, 1997; Hall 1987, 1992, 1994, 2001).  

I contend that although the institution affords justices the opportunity to be more redistributive, the preferences of the justices also play a vital role in agenda decisions.    Thus when the justices are inclined to champion the cause of the have-nots, I hypothesize that all things being equal, the state supreme courts will be the least responsive to external political pressures beyond the influence of their personal preferences and the most redistributive of the three branches— providing the most neutral, unbiased policy decisions “balancing the playing field” between the haves and the have-nots.  Yet, where the state supreme courts are elected, even though the justices may support redistributive policy, I hypothesize that the justices will behave similar to the legislators and governors because elected institutions give external actors greater access, making these institutions more vulnerable to interested parties (see Caldeira and Wright 1990; Olson; 1990; McGuire and Caldeira 1993).  

Agenda Setting Analyses Across the Three Branches of Government

The analyses examine the agenda space allotted to redistributive policies across state agendas as a whole and across the three branches of government, to see how agendas vary from one state to another and across state government institutions.  First, I descriptively assess the dependent variable (the percentage of attention to redistributive policy issues) across the three branches, looking at both the size and diversity of the relative agenda space devoted to redistributive policies across institutions within a state and comparatively across states.  I consider four types of redistributive policies, two economic policies and two social policies.  I also consider the extent to which these policies appear on some agendas, but not on others, as well as how much agenda space is allocated to these policies.  

Economic Redistributive Policy

1. Welfare/Healthcare – policies that expand the delivery of benefits to the poor, aged, veterans, such as AFDC, Medicaid, WIC, etc.

2. Education
 – policies that expand access to education, policies considering such as the allocation of more money and resources to public education particularly for poor children, etc.

Social Redistributive Policy

3. Reproductive Rights – policies that expand reproductive rights and liberties, such as abortion access, abortion control, contraception, etc. 

4. Homosexual rights – policies that expand homosexual rights and liberties, such as homosexual marriages, homosexual adoptions, etc.

Combined these four policies provide adequate representation of typical social and economic redistribution by state government.  These policies were also selected for this study because they have been identified as four policy areas of growing concern to scholars, politicians, and the citizenry.

Following the descriptive analysis, I conduct a Weighted Least Squares (WLS) analysis of the state government agendas.
   Because these data are cross-sectionally dominant (looking at the states between 1994-1996), I am limited in making any broad statements regarding longitudinal forces affecting agenda setting in the states.  Nonetheless, the cross-sectional breadth of the data allow me to definitively gauge cross-sectional variety and to concretely illustrate how agenda setting varies systematically in theoretical and substantive ways.  

Descriptive Analysis of the Dependent Variable: Percentage of Attentiveness to Redistributive Policy 


Looking at the dependent variables across all three branches of government, the descriptive analyses emphasize the importance of this study.  Figures 3 and 4 illustrate that there is wide variation in attention to redistributive policy across states, across institutions, and across policies.  The range of percentage of attention dedicated to social and economic redistribution differs substantially across the three branches: governors: 0-47.2%, legislatures: .9-8.5%, and state supreme courts: 4.5-30.2%.   

Figure 3 Here

The descriptive analyses of agenda attention to redistributive policy issues across the three branches of government present some fascinating findings.  Not only is there a significant difference across governor, state legislature, and state supreme court agenda attention to redistribution in general (governor mean agenda attention to redistribution is an interesting 24%, whereas the state legislature mean agenda attention to redistribution is only about 4%, and the state supreme court mean agenda attention to redistribution is 14%), but there is also significant variation across economic and social redistribution.   

Figure 4 Here

The results reveal that governors are only slightly more likely to pursue economic redistribution than social redistribution, while state legislatures are an amazing 6 times more likely to pursue economic redistribution than social redistribution, and state supreme courts are a little more than 3 times more likely to pursue economic redistribution rather than social redistribution.  

The cross-institutional comparison of the redistributive tendencies of the three branches of government demonstrates some interesting propensities that are both substantively and statistically significant.  Although governors are only slightly more likely to pursue economic redistribution than state supreme courts, governors are almost 4 times more likely to pursue economic redistribution than state legislatures.  Social redistributive tendencies are especially remarkable, governors are 3 times more likely to pursue social redistribution than state supreme courts, and governors are almost 20 times more likely to pursue social redistribution than state legislatures, as one would expect given their at-large election.  These findings give substantial support to the conjecture that the political contexts within which governmental actors operate (i.e., the institutional structure and the institutional arrangements of a particular venue) condition their redistributive proclivities.   

Overall, these results illustrate that there are dramatic disparities in agenda attention allotted to social and economic redistribution across the states, and there are pronounced institutional variations as well.  The pronounced differences in agenda attention dedicated to redistributive issues illustrated here provide significant support for the basic notion that institutional structure and political context shape the redistributive propensities of government actors, giving heightened importance to the study of agenda setting in the states and across the state institutions.  Moreover, these findings suggest, as expected, that the political actors within these state institutions are responding to diverse political goals and political stimuli in setting their redistributive agendas.  Consequently, the rest of this paper will empirically explain what factors shape the variation in attention to redistributive issues across the states and across the three branches of government. 

Statistical Analyses Across the Three Branches

To test the hypotheses discussed in the previous section, I use WLS regression to assess the responsiveness of the elites across the three branches of government to mass and elite preferences and social and economic resources when setting their redistributive agendas.  I present a simple cross-sectional analysis of the average percentage of redistributive issues on the gubernatorial, legislative, and judicial agendas.  
Gubernatorial Analyses


Using the dependent variable, the percentage of all redistributive issues on the governors’ agendas, I investigate the determinants of gubernatorial attentiveness to redistributive policy issues.  

In Table 4, 38% of the variance is explained.  The analysis presents some interesting and promising results.  Model 1 performs reasonably well.  Although institutional strength and elite preferences do not appear to have a significant influence on gubernatorial redistributive agenda decisions, it does seem that the nature of the governors’ political position (state-wide election to the executive) predisposes governors to respond to the mobilization efforts of their constituents. Moreover, the interest group organization variables reveal that heightened interest group activity can be both beneficial and detrimental to the pursuance of redistribution, dependent on the type of group activity: heightened activity of welfare issues interest groups enhances the likelihood that the governors will pursue redistributive policy, while heightened activity of religious interest groups inhibits governors’ attentiveness to these issues.   Thus, welfare issue groups are shown to encourage governors to be more sympathetic to addressing redistributive policy, while heightened religious organization activity obstructs the pursuance of such issues.   The income disparity and the Gross State Product Per Capita (GSP) variables are also significant, as expected, governors’ decisions to pursue redistributive issues are positively related to high levels of income disparity and GSP.  Thus, this finding suggests that when making the “hard choice” to pursue redistributive policies, governors use income disparity as an indicator that there is a need for redistributive policy among their constituents, and governors use a high GSP as an indicator of the financial resources available to the state to pursue redistributive policies.  These findings reveal that gubernatorial attentiveness to redistribution is conditioned primarily by the governors’ resources to attend to these issues.  

Table 4 Here

To examine whether there are varied factors determining the diverse levels of agenda attention dedicated to social redistribution vs. economic redistribution, I estimate two separate models to ascertain any empirical differences across these alternative agendas. 

Model 2 presents the results of the economic redistributive model.  The results are rather interesting, 50% of the variance is explained, and as expected, this model reveals that economic determinants shape the governors’ attentiveness to economic redistribution.  The findings in this model are very similar to the results in Model 1.  As predicted, the income disparity and the GSP variables are shown to have a definitive influence on gubernatorial attentiveness to economic redistribution.  The gubernatorial strength variable is also significant, but not in the hypothesized direction, suggesting that even strong governors are reluctant to pursue economic redistributive issues, due to the conflictual nature of economic redistributive policies and the potentially detrimental consequences associated with these policies.  Thus, the fear of political sanction discourages strong governors from pursuing economic redistributive policies, in spite of the level of protection or insulation afforded to these governors as a result of their gubernatorial strength.  Governor attention to economic redistributive policies, such as public assistance and educational expenditures, is shaped by the governors’ responsiveness to interest group behavior and the availability of economic resources in the state.  

Model 3 presents the results of the social redistributive model where 38 % of the variance is explained.  These findings are informative and illustrate some distinct determining factors of social redistributive policy, not revealed in Models 1 and 2.   Unlike in the preceding two models, the gubernatorial strength variable and the state ideology variable are significant and in the hypothesized direction.  This finding suggests that although strong governors do not appear to be willing to pursue economic redistributive policies, strong governors are willing to go against their personal preferences and tackle the politically divisive social redistributive issues when they have the support of mass preferences and a mobilized constituency.  The lower-class mobilization variable is a surprising finding in this model because I expected the mobilization of lower-class individuals to be more significant in influencing gubernatorial attentiveness to economic redistributive policies (Model 2), such as welfare issues, not social redistribution, which does not appear on the surface as a lower-class issue.  Nonetheless, it appears that the mobilization of lower-class individuals has a notable impact on governors’ social redistributive agendas, predisposing governors to focus their attention and resources on these issues. The findings in this model reveal that when pursuing social redistributive issues, governors are primarily influenced by institutional setting, mass preferences, and group mobilization efforts.  

Legislative Analyses

Using the dependent variable, the percentage of all redistributive issues on the state legislative agendas, I investigate the determinants of legislative attentiveness to redistributive policy issues.  

I conduct three analyses looking at three different dependent variables: an analysis of all redistributive issues (both economic and social redistribution), an analysis of only economic redistributive issues, and an analysis of only social redistributive issues.

Table 5 presents some rather promising and interesting results.  Model 4 explains 39% of the variance.  The results in this analysis suggest that both political and economic factors are determinants of legislative attentiveness to redistributive policy.  The competitive institutional setting of the legislatures, the political resources made available to lower class individuals through their mobilization efforts, and the economic indicators of income inequality and GSP have a significant impact on state legislators’ redistributive agenda decisions.   I also find legislative ideology to be significant, suggesting that the responsive nature of competitive states create a political arena that is conducive to liberal legislators engaging in liberal policy, thereby allowing these legislators the discretion to reveal their redistributive proclivities.  

Table 5 Here

Model 5 presents the results of the economic redistributive model; almost 38% of the variance is explained.  Model 5 is similar to Model 4, except in Model 5 governor ideology is also significant in the hypothesized direction.  This finding suggests that when setting their economic redistributive agendas, state legislators are responsive to the ideological preferences of the governor.  It is not surprising that governor preferences are an important determinant of the legislatures’ economic redistributive agendas because it is necessary for the state legislatures and the governor to collaborate on economic policy in an effort to have a balanced state budget.  The court ideology variable is significant, but in the opposite direction, possibly suggesting several alternatives: 1) the threat of sanction by the courts is not real enough to compel the legislators to form calculated decisions on social redistributive issues in accordance with the state supreme court justices’ preferences, 2)  the state legislatures are more liberal than the state supreme courts on issues of redistribution and thereby pursue redistributive policy in opposition to the ideological preferences of the courts, or 3) the state legislators only pursue redistribution when the state supreme courts do not provide an accommodating policy venue for the issue.  These findings suggest that a more in depth analysis of the interaction between the state supreme courts and the state legislatures is needed to interpret this intriguing finding.  Moreover, the findings in Model 5 are similar to Model 4, illustrating that institutional setting, political factors, and economic resources shape economic redistributive agendas; however, the results also show that elite preferences influence the calculated decisions of legislators to address these policy issues as well.  


Model 6 presents the results of the social redistributive model, where 33% of the variance is explained.  This model presents results very similar to the economic model of legislative redistribution, although in this model governor ideology is not significant and percentage of religious interest organizations is significant and in the hypothesized direction.  Thus, these findings indicate that institutional setting, elite preferences, and political and economic indicators shape legislators’ attentiveness social redistributive policy.   
Judicial Analyses

Using the dependent variable, the percentage of all redistributive issues on the state supreme court agendas, I investigate the determinants of judical attentiveness to redistributive policy issues.  

Again, I conduct 3 analyses: a general analysis of redistributive agendas including social and economic redistributive issues and two separate analyses, one of the economic redistributive issues and one of the social redistributive issues.   

 The analysis in Model 7 found in Table 6 performs modestly well; almost 46% of the variance is explained.  As hypothesized, when deciding their general redistributive court dockets (including both economic and social redistribution), the state supreme court justices tend to respond to the need to balance the playing field.  State supreme court justices attentiveness to redistribution is shaped by heightened interest group mobilization efforts and the salience of societal inequality as indicated by income disparity levels in the states.   

Table 6 Here
Contrary to my hypothesis, the governor ideology variable is significant in the negative direction.  One possible explanation for this finding is that the governors may have already promoted redistributive policies, thus resulting in fewer redistributive conflicts brought before the state supreme courts.  Going back to the Civil Rights Movement example, if the President or Congress had addressed civil rights issues, it would have been less likely or even unnecessary for the NAACP to take the issue before the federal courts.  Hence, regardless of the justices’ preferences or their responsiveness to external factors, it is important to note that the judiciary’s agenda, or the courts’ dockets, are extremely dependent on what issues do and do not get addressed on the governor or the legislative agendas.   The redistributive nature of the courts is closely linked to the redistributive nature of the other two branches of government.  For example, if the governor and legislature in a state are sufficiently providing redistributive opportunities for their constituencies, the court will have fewer redistributive cases available for docket consideration.  Thus, the availability of redistributive opportunities on the courts is dependent on the legislatures’ and the governors’ lack of preference desire or political feasibility to designate attention to redistributive issues on their agendas.  Consequently, another explanation for this finding is that the courts may choose to place redistributive issues on their dockets in response to the governors’ lack or deficiency in addressing redistribution.  Nonetheless for the most part, the findings for this model suggest that the disparity evinced between the haves and the have-nots in addition to increased interest group activity predisposes state supreme court justices to address redistributive issues when setting their dockets.  
Model 8 presents the results of the economic redistributive model; 36% of the variation is explained.  The results in this model are very similar to the general model of redistribution in Model 7.   This analysis is practically identical to the general model.  The same variables are significant in the same direction, except the interest group variable is not significant.  When building their economic redistributive agendas, the state supreme court justices are responsive to income disparity and governor preferences.  


In Model 9, the social redistributive model also presents some surprising and supportive results.   This model explains an astounding 78% of the variation.   Similar to the state legislators’ behavior when setting their social redistributive agendas, yet, unlike the general and economic court models of redistribution, the justices are responsive to not only income disparity and heightened interest group activity but also to lower-class mobilization efforts and the institutional structure of the courts.  So as expected, courts where justices participate in elections have a smaller percentage of controversial social redistributive cases on their agenda than non-elected courts.  And also as expected, when the mobilization efforts of the have-nots are greater, there is a greater percentage of docketed cases on the courts’ agendas that involve social redistributive issues.  

Summary

Taken as a whole, the results from these three sets of analyses indicate that when setting their redistributive dockets, the diverse institutional settings within which elites work across the states condition their responsiveness to outside political forces.  

Although I do not find the expected influence of elite and mass preferences consistently across the three branches, the results on state redistributive agendas do show that institutional structure and political and economic indicators are determinants of gubernatorial, legislative, and judicial attentiveness to redistributive policy issues.  Moreover, I find that state supreme court justices are more responsive to external political factors than I anticipated.   It appears that only state legislators are responding to their personal preferences, but their preferences only exert a minimal impact on their agenda decisions and are not the primary determinant of their attentiveness to redistribution.  Hence, actors in all three branches are all skillfully responding to the politics surrounding redistributive policies in divergent ways.  Governor redistributive agendas are conditioned by governor strength, heightened welfare interest group activity, lower-class mobilization, and GSP.  State legislators’ decisions to pursue redistributive policies are influenced by electoral competition, the legislators personal preferences and gubernatorial and judicial preferences, political resources (lower-class mobilization and the percentage of women in the legislature), and economic indicators (income disparity and GSP).   And state supreme court justices’ proclivities to place redistributive policies on their dockets are shaped by the institutional setting within which they work, governor preferences, heightened interest group activity, lower-class mobilization, and income disparity.   

To my surprise, both the state legislators and the state supreme court justices seem to be the most consistently responsive to external factors beyond their personal preferences across the social and economic redistributive models.   I had anticipated that, all things being equal, the state supreme court justices would be the least responsive, state legislatures would be the most responsive, and the governors would fall in the middle.  However, based on the findings in the preceding empirical models, I have found that the governors, legislators, and justices are all responsive to exogenous forces to varying degrees which therefore influences the diverse levels of attention to redistribution found across the three branches illustrated in the descriptive anaylses.  The political actors within these institutions are responding to diverse institutional rules, political ambitions, and political stimuli to attain their goals.  These findings have underscored the significance and the need for further investigation into how the politicians across the three branches of government make calculated agenda decisions based on their political motivations, their roles in government, and the institutional setting within which they work.

Table 1.  Expected Relationships of the Gubernatorial Hypotheses
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	Gubernatorial Strength 
	+

	Governor Ideology
	+

	Legislative Ideology
	+

	Court Ideology
	+

	State Ideology 
	+

	Government Professionalism
	+

	Percentage of Welfare Interest Group Organizations
	+



	Percentage of Religious Issue Interest Group Organizations 
	__

	Income Disparity
	                                  +



	Lower-class mobilization
	+

	GSP per capita
	+

	Divided Government
	__


Table 2.  Expected Relationships of the Legislative Hypotheses
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	Legislative Electoral Competition 
	+

	Governor Ideology
	+

	Legislative Ideology
	+

	Court Ideology
	+

	State Ideology 
	+

	Legislative Professionalism
	+

	Percentage of Supporting Interest Group Organizations: Welfare, Education, and Women’s Issue Groups 
	+



	Percentage of Opposing Interest Group Organizations: Religious Issue Group 
	__

	Income Disparity
	+



	Lower-class mobilization
	+

	Percentage of Women Legislators
	+

	GSP per capita
	+

	Divided Government
	__


Table 3.  Expected Relationships of the Judicial Hypotheses
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	Selection-Retention 
	__


	Governor Ideology
	No Relationship


	Legislative Ideology

	No Relationship

	Court Ideology
	+

	State Ideology 
	No Relationship

	State Supreme Court Professionalism
	+

	Percentage of Supporting Interest Group Organizations: Welfare, Education, and Women’s Issue Groups 
	+



	Percentage of Opposing Interest Group Organizations: Religious Issue Group 
	__

	Income Disparity
	+

	Lower-class mobilization
	+

	Intermediate Appellate Court
	+



TABLE 4.  Determinants of Gubernatorial Attentiveness to Redistributive Policy
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	Economic Redistributive Issues

Model 2
	Social 

Redistributive Issues

 Model 3

	Gubernatorial Strength 
	
	-.0510

(.064)
	-.1100*

(.060)
	.0620*

(.038)

	Governor Ideology
	
	-.0010

(.001)
	-.0010

(.001)
	-.0010

(.001)

	Legislative Ideology
	
	-.0010

(.001)
	-.0010

(.001)
	-.0010

(.001)

	Court Ideology
	
	-.0030

(.003)
	-.0040

(.003)
	.0010

(.002)

	State Ideology 
	
	.0010

(.004)
	.0050

(.004)
	.0060**

(.002)

	Government Professionalism
	
	.0040

(.030)
	.0040

(.027)
	-.0050

(.017)

	Percentage of Welfare Interest Group Organizations
	
	.0520**

(.015)
	.0450**

(.013)
	__



	Percentage of Religious Interest Group Organizations 
	
	-.0660

(.052)
	__


	.0420

(.029)

	Income Disparity
	
	2.142*

(1.070)
	2.951**

(1.012)
	-.9410

(.595)

	Lower-class mobilization
	
	.009**

(.004)
	.0130**

(.004)
	.0050*

(.002)

	GSP per capita
	
	.0180**

(.261)
	.0160)**

(.006)
	.0010

(.004)

	Divided Government
	
	-.0460

(.083)
	-.0420

(.077)
	-.0090

(.046)

	Constant
	
	-.8150

(.596)
	-1.007*

(.561)
	.3010

(.314)

	Adjusted R2

N 
	
	.376

50
	.506

50
	.380

50
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Explanatory Variables
	
	All Redistributive Issues
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Redistributive Issues

 Model 6

	Legislative Electoral Competition 
	
	.0010*

(.001)
	.0010*

(.001)
	.0010*

(.001)

	Governor Ideology
	
	.0001

(.001)
	.0001*

(.001)
	-.0001

(.001)

	Legislative Ideology
	
	.0001*

(.001)
	.0001*

(.001)
	.0001**

(.001)

	Court Ideology
	
	-.0010

(.001)
	-.0010*

(.001)
	-.0010**

(.001)

	State Ideology 
	
	.0010

(.001)
	.0010

(.001)
	.0010

(.001)

	Legislative Professionalism
	
	.0540

(.040)
	.0540

(.034)
	.0090

(.008)

	Percentage of Welfare Interest Group Organizations
	
	.0007

(.003)
	.0020

(.002)
	__



	Percentage of Religious Interest Group Organizations 
	
	-.0080

(.006)
	__


	-.0020*

(.001)

	Income Disparity
	
	.1700**

(.159)
	.0240

(.150)
	.0660*

(.033)

	Lower-class mobilization
	
	.0020**

(.001)
	.0020**

(.001)
	.0010**

(.001)

	Percentage of Women Legislators
	
	.0020**

(.001)
	.0010**

(.001)
	.0010**

(.001)

	GSP per capita
	
	.0050**

(.002)
	.0040**

(.001)
	.0010*

(.001)

	Divided Government
	
	.0001
(.013)
	.0001
(.012)
	-.0040

(.003)

	Constant
	
	.2470**

(.093)
	.1560*

(.079)
	.0530**

(.018)

	Adjusted R2
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TABLE 6.  Determinants of Judicial Attentiveness to Redistributive Policy
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Explanatory Variables
	
	All Redistributive Issues

Model 7
	Economic Redistributive Issues

Model 8
	Social 

Redistributive Issues

 Model 9

	Selection-Retention 
	
	-.0001

(.022)
	.0270

(.021)
	-.0260**

(.008)

	Governor Ideology
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	-.0010**
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	-.0170

(.015)
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(.006)

	Percentage of Welfare Interest Group Organizations
	
	.0040

(.005)
	.0060

(.004)
	__



	Percentage of Religious Interest Group Organizations 
	
	-.0370**

(.017)
	__


	-.0250**

(.006)

	Income Disparity
	
	1.669**

(.447)
	1.129**

(.418)
	.5580**

(.161)

	Lower-class mobilization
	
	.001

(.001)
	-.0001

(.001)
	.001**

(.001)

	Intermediate Appellate Court
	
	.0660**

(.027)
	.0770**

(.023)
	-.0190*

(.010)

	Constant
	
	.8310**

(.189)
	.5700**

(.177)
	.2730**

(.065)

	Adjusted R2

N 
	
	.457

50
	.363

50
	.781

50




Figure 1. State Government Attention to Welfare Issues




Figure 2. State Government Attention to Reproductive Issues 






Figure 4.  Institutional Comparison of Mean Percentage of Attention Dedicated to Social and Economic Redistributive Issues Across the Governor, Legislature, and State Supreme Court Agendas
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APPENDIX 1

Outline of Data Sources and Variable Descriptions

	Variables
	Data
	Description of Variables
	Source

	Dependent Variable
	Governor Agendas
	Percentage of redistributive policy issues referenced in the Governor’s State of the State Address in a given year based on the population of issues referenced in governor speeches between 1993-1996.
	Daniel DiLeo State Governors’ State of the State Speeches Content Analysis Database: http://www.personal.psu.edu/

faculty/d/x/dxd22/

	
	Legislative Agendas
	Percentage of redistributive policy bills introduced in a given session based on the population of bills introduced in legislative sessions between 1994-1996.
	Author’s calculations based on data drawn from Westlaw Data Collection from the Bills-Old Data Archive

	
	State Supreme Court Agendas
	Percentage of redistributive policy cases on the court’s docket in a given year based on state samples taken between 1995-1996.
	Brace-Hall NSF State Judicial Database:  http://www.ruf.rice.edu/

~pbrace/statecourt



	Explanatory Variables

Explanatory Variables
	Elite and Public Preferences
	Gubernatorial Ideology
	Berry et. al. 1998 

American Journal of Political Science

	
	
	Legislative Ideology 
	Berry et. al. 1998 

American Journal of Political Science

	
	
	Court Ideology
	Brace, Langer, Hall 2000 Journal of Politics

	
	
	State Ideology 
	Erikson, Wright, and McIver (1993)

	
	Institutional Factors 
	Gubernatorial Power: Weak vs. Strong governor
	Beyle 1999 in Politics in the American States: A Comparative Analysis

	
	
	Legislative Electoral Competition
	Author’s calculations based on data compiled by Michael Berkman from the Book of the States

	
	
	Selection/Retention: Elected vs. Appointed state supreme courts
	Author’s calculations based on data drawn from the Book of the States

	
	Political Resources 

Political Resources
	Government Professionalism
	Barrilleaux 1999 in American State and Local Politics: Directions for the 21st Century

	
	
	Legislative Professionalism
	King 2000 Legislative Studies Quarterly

	
	
	Court Professionalism
	Brace and Hall 2001

Law and Society Review 

	
	
	Income Disparity
	Langer 1999 Social Science Quarterly

	
	
	Percent Welfare Organizations of total interest organizations 
	Gray and Lowery (1996) 

http://www.unc.edu/depts/polisci/lowery_docs/state_totals_1980,_199%231228.xls

	
	
	Percent Religious Organizations of total interest organizations 
	Gray and Lowery (1996) 

http://www.unc.edu/depts/polisci/lowery_docs/state_totals_1980,_199%231228.xls

	
	
	Lower-class Mobilization
	Hill, Leighley, and Hinton-Anderson 1995 American Journal of Political Science



	
	
	Percentage of Women Legislators
	Center for the American Woman and Politics: http://www.rci.rutgers.edu/~cawp/facts/map.html

	
	
	Intermediate Appellate Court
	Author’s calculations based on data drawn from the Book of the States

	
	Control Variables
	Gross State Product Per Capita
	Bureau of Economic Analysis Regional Accounts Data: http://www.bea.doc.gov/bea/

regional/gsp/action.cfm

	
	
	Divided Government
	Author’s calculations based on data drawn from the Book of the States

	
	
	
	


APPENDIX 2

Variable Explanation and Operationalization
 

Dependent Variables:  Explanation of Coding Rules

1. Governor Agendas: Measured as the percentage of redistributive policy issues that expand redistribution referenced in the Governor’s State of the State Address in a given year based on the population of issues referenced in governor speeches between 1993-1996.  I use State of the State speeches for the governors and not the governors’ budget proposals because I am more interested in using an executive form of the agenda that is most similar to the introduction of bills in the legislature and the courts’ docket in the state supreme courts.  I use Daniel DiLeo’s categorization for redistributive issues on the governors’ agendas.  Although there is some subjectivity involved in coding the governors’ speeches, a high level of intercoder reliability (.86) was achieved in coding State of the State Speeches (DiLeo 1997).  An extensive list of the issues coded for the governors’ speeches can be found at: http://www.personal.psu.edu/faculty/d/x/dxd22/items.htm  (Also see Appendix 3 for a detailed look at the issues coded for the governor speeches).

2. Legislative Agenda: Measured as the percentage of redistributive policy bills that expand redistribution introduced in a given session based on the population of bills introduced in legislative sessions between 1994-1996.  Redistributive issues on these agendas were coded using Westlaw drawing from the Bills-Old Data Archive using the following search language: ST( State Abbreviation included within these parentheses) & DA(AFT 12/31/1993 & BEF 01/01/1997) & “Issue of interest e.g., expansion of issues such as AFDC, Medicare, abortion, school choice , homosexual rights, etc. included within these quotes”  

3. State Supreme Court Agendas: Measured as the percentage of redistributive policy cases that expand redistribution on the court’s docket in a given year based on state samples taken between 1995-1996.  Using the Brace-Hall NSF State Judicial Database, I coded redistributive issues on the court dockets by searching the database for the issues by name (e.g., abortion, Medicaid, etc.) in the case issue classification section of the database and coded the issues accordingly in my data set for this project.  

Independent Variables Operationalization

Elite and Mass Preferences:

1. Gubernatorial Ideology:  Taken from the Berry et al. (1998) measure of state government ideology from the states that is composed of the governors’ and the legislatures’ ideology that is derived using party ideology estimates.

2. Legislative Ideology: Taken from the Berry et al. (1998) measure of state government ideology from the states that is composed of the governors’ and the legislatures’ ideology that is derived using party ideology estimates.

3. Court Ideology:  As measured by Brace, Langer, Hall (2000) using state supreme court justices’ preferences to estimate ideology.

4. State Ideology: As measured by Erikson, Wright, and McIver (1993) from the updated Wright, McIver & Erikson Data 1976-1999 using data only between 1995-1996 found on John McIver’s Website: http://sobek.colorado.edu/~mciverj/wip.html.
Institutional Factors:

1. Gubernatorial Power: Measure of weak vs. strong governor as measured by Beyle (1999) in Politics in the American States: A Comparative Analysis.      

2. Legislative Electoral Competition: Measure of district level competition ranging from 0 to 100 (as the scale increases from 0, it indicates greater competition) taken from Holbrook and Van Dunk (1993).

3. Selection/Retention: Measure of elected vs. appointed state supreme courts drawn from the Book of the States, 1=elected and 0=appointed.  
Political Resources:

1. Government Professionalism: Measure taken from Barrilleaux (1999) in American State and Local Politics: Directions for the 21st Century.  This measure of state government professionalism is used as a proxy measure of gubernatorial professionalism. 

Professionalism = State government Efficiency              

                              State government Productivity  

2. Legislative Professionalism: As measured by King (2000), which updates Peverill Squire’s measure of state legislature professionalization which assesses legislative pay, staff, resources, days of session, etc.   
3. Court Professionalism: A measure of legal professionalism based on the resources of the state supreme courts as measured by Brace and Hall (2001).  

4. Income Disparity: An income distribution measure of inequity across the states as measured by Langer (1999).  

5. Percent Welfare Organizations of total interest organizations: Measure of percent of welfare organizations in a state as measured by Gray and Lowery (1996).  The data can be found at http://www.unc.edu/depts/polisci/lowery_docs/state_totals_1980,_199%231228.xls.

6. Percent Religious Organizations of total interest organizations: Measure of percent of religious organizations in a state as measured by Gray and Lowery (1996). The data can be found at http://www.unc.edu/depts/polisci/lowery_docs/state_totals_1980,_199%231228.xls.

7. Lower-class Mobilization: Measure of lower-class mobilization as measured by Hill, Leighley, and Hinton-Anderson (1995).
8. Percentage of Women Legislators:  Measure of the percentage of women in the state legislature as measured by the Center for the American Woman and Politics.  The data can be found at http://www.rci.rutgers.edu/~cawp/facts/map.html.

Control Variables:

1. Intermediate Appellate Court:  Measure of the existence of an intermediate appellate court in the states based on data compiled from the Book of the States, 1= intermediate appellate court present and 0=intermediate appellate court not present.

2. Gross State Product Per Capita: Measure of the gross state product per capita as recorded by the Bureau of Economic Analysis Regional Accounts Data.
3. Divided Government:  Measure of the presence of divided government in the legislature based on data compiled from the Book of the States, 1= divided government, 0=unified government.
Note: Dependent variable is the percentage of redistributive policy on the legislative agendas in Model 4, percentage of economic redistributive policy on the legislative agendas in Model 5, and social redistributive policy on the legislative agendas in Model 6.  Entries are WLS regression coefficients, standard errors shown in parentheses.  N=49 because the electoral competition measure was not calculated for Louisiana.  Asterisks= statistical significance: * p< .05 and **p< .01 in a one-tailed test.








Note: Dependent variable is the percentage of redistributive policy in Model 1 on the gubernatorial agendas, percentage of economic redistributive policy on the gubernatorial agendas in Model 2, and social redistributive policy on the gubernatorial agendas in Model 3.  Entries are WLS regression coefficients, standard errors shown in parentheses.  Asterisks= statistical significance: * p< .05 and **p< .01 in a one-tailed test. 
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Source: Author’s calculations based on data drawn from 3 databases: Daniel DiLeo’s State Governors’ State of the State Speeches Content Analysis Database, Westlaw Data Collection of State Legislature bill archives, and Brace-Hall NSF State Judicial Database.  See Appendix for further explanation of the data.





Other includes issues such as a budget, taxes, energy concerns, election and campaign finance, etc.





Other includes issues such as a constitutional challenges, environmental concerns, crime, death penalty appeals, etc.





Other includes issues such as economic development, crime, infrastructure, etc.





Mean= 144 cases














Institutional 


Discretion Variable





Preference Variables





      











Political and Economic Resources Variables






































Control Variables





Mean= 45231 bills speeches





Mean= 21 speeches
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Governor Social and Economic Redistributive Agendas





Legislature Social and Economic Redistributive Agendas*





State Supreme Court Social and Economic Redistributive Agendas





Figure 3.  State Comparison of Mean Percentage of Attention Dedicated to Social and Economic Redistributive Issues Across the Governor, Legislature, and State Supreme Court Agendas 








Source: Author’s calculations based on data drawn from the Governor, Legislature, and State Supreme Court Databases.  See Appendix for further explanation of the data.





*Note: Ten state legislatures dedicated at least 5% of their agendas to redistribution: California, Colorado, Florida, Illinois, Indiana, Kentucky, Minnesota, Ohio, Oregon, and Utah.





TABLE 5.  Determinants of Legislative Attentiveness to Redistributive Policy 





* All of the state legislatures dedicate less than 10% of their agendas to social and economic redistribution.








Less than 10% of the institution’s agenda was dedicated to social and economic redistribution 








Greater than 10% and less than 20% of the institution’s agenda was dedicated to social and economic redistribution 








Greater than 20% and less than 30% of the institution’s agenda was dedicated to social and economic redistribution 





>30% of the institution’s agenda was dedicated to social and economic redistribution 





Agenda Attention to Redistributive Issues Across the Three Branches of Government





Source: Author’s calculations based on data drawn from the Governor, Legislature, and State Supreme Court Databases.  See Appendix for further explanation of the data.





Issue did not appear on the agenda of any of the 3 branches  





Issue appeared on the agenda of the state supreme court 





Issue appeared on the agenda of the legislature 





Issue appeared on the agenda of the legislature and the state supreme court 





Issue appeared on the agenda of the   governor and the legislature 





Issue appeared on the agenda of all 3 branches: the governor, the legislature, and the state supreme court





Agenda Attention to Reproductive Issues Across the Three Branches of Government





Source: Author’s calculations based on data drawn from the Governor, Legislature, and State Supreme Court Databases.  See Appendix for further explanation of the data.





Issue did not appear on the agenda of any of the 3 branches  





Issue appeared on the agenda of the state supreme court 





Issue appeared on the agenda of the legislature 





Issue appeared on the agenda of the legislature and the state supreme court 





Issue appeared on the agenda of the   governor and the legislature 





Issue appeared on the agenda of all 3 branches: the governor, the legislature, and the state supreme court





Agenda Attention to Welfare Issues Across the Three Branches of Government
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Note: Dependent variable is the percentage of redistributive policy in Model 1 on the judicial agendas, percentage of economic redistributive policy on the judicial agendas in Model 2, and social redistributive policy on the judicial agendas in Model 3.  Entries are WLS regression coefficients, standard errors shown in parentheses.  Asterisks= statistical significance: * p< .05 and **p< .01 in a one-tailed test.














Institutional 


Discretion Variable





Preference Variables





      











Political and Economic Resources Variables























Control Variables






































Institutional Discretion Variable





Preference Variables














     














Political and Economic Resources Variables















































 Control Variables











� This information was obtained from the National Governor’s Association “Key State Issues” available online at www.nga.org and from the National Conference of State Legislatures News Articles and Policy Issues available online at www.ncsl.org. 


� I classify education as an economic policy because I consider the economic, not the social, equity of school policy.  For example, I examine policies that consider the allocation of money and resources to poor children and disadvantaged children (See DiLeo 2001). 


� Upon careful examination of the residuals obtained from several Ordinary Least Squares (OLS) regression for the institutional agendas, it was apparent that heteroskedasticity was present in the data.  I conducted Weighted Least Squares (WLS) analyses of the data to correct this problem.  


� I would like to thank Thom Blaylock, Colin Elliott, and Kellen Backer, three Rice University undergraduate students, who assisted with the data collection, coding, and data analysis of the dependent variables: the court docket issues, the governor speeches, and the legislative bill introductions.  
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		Oregon		14		17.86		0		17.8571		Oregon		18%				Maine		20		25.00		10.00		15.00										Oregon		0%		18%

		California		16.5		18.18		6.0606		12.1212		California		18%				Maryland		23		17.39		8.70		8.70										California		6%		12%

		Arizona		15.5		19.35		12.9032		6.4516		Arizona		19%				Massachusetts		15.5		32.26		6.45		25.81										Arizona		13%		6%

		Virginia		20		20		10		10		Virginia		20%				Michigan		18.5		21.62		10.81		10.81										Virginia		10%		10%

		Pennsylvania		29.5		20.34		13.5593		6.7797		Pennsylvania		20%				Minnesota		13.5		29.63		14.81		14.81										Pennsylvania		14%		7%

		South Dakota		19.5		20.51		10.2564		10.2564		South Dakota		21%				Mississippi		11.5		26.09		17.39		8.70										South Dakota		10%		10%

		Florida		24		20.83		20.8333		0		Florida		21%				Missouri		23.5		17.02		8.51		8.51										Florida		21%		0%

		Alaska		28.5		21.06		14.04		7.02		Alaska		21%				Montana		13		23.08		3.85		19.23										Alaska		14%		7%

		West Virginia		19		21.05		5.2632		15.7895		West Virginia		21%				Nebraska		33.5		11.94		5.97		5.97										West Virginia		5%		16%

		Michigan		18.5		21.62		10.8108		10.8108		Michigan		22%				Nevada		18		47.22		2.78		44.44										Michigan		11%		11%

		Iowa		23		21.74		8.6957		13.0435		Iowa		22%				New Hampshire		15.5		32.26		0.00		32.26										Iowa		9%		13%

		Kansas		22.5		22.22		8.8889		13.3333		Kansas		22%				New Jersey		20		15.00		5.00		10.00										Kansas		9%		13%

		Montana		13		23.08		3.8462		19.2308		Montana		23%				New Mexico		19.5		15.38		5.13		10.26										Montana		4%		19%

		Idaho		29.5		23.73		13.5593		10.1695		Idaho		24%				New York		23		26.09		17.39		8.70										Idaho		14%		10%

		Maine		20		25		10		15		Maine		25%				North Carolina		11		45.45		0.00		45.45										Maine		10%		15%

		Rhode Island		20		25		20		5		Rhode Island		25%				North Dakota		27		29.63		22.22		7.41										Rhode Island		20%		5%

		Oklahoma		23.5		25.53		12.766		12.766		Oklahoma		26%				Ohio		18.5		37.84		32.43		5.41										Oklahoma		13%		13%

		Mississippi		11.5		26.09		17.3913		8.6957		Mississippi		26%				Oklahoma		23.5		25.53		12.77		12.77										Mississippi		17%		9%

		New York		23		26.09		17.3913		8.6957		New York		26%				Oregon		14		17.86		0.00		17.86										New York		17%		9%

		South Carolina		29		27.59		20.6897		6.8966		South Carolina		28%				Pennsylvania		29.5		20.34		13.56		6.78										South Carolina		21%		7%

		Wisconsin		17		29.41		23.5294		5.8824		Wisconsin		29%				Rhode Island		20		25.00		20.00		5.00										Wisconsin		24%		6%

		Minnesota		13.5		29.63		14.8148		14.8148		Minnesota		30%				South Carolina		29		27.59		20.69		6.90										Minnesota		15%		15%

		North Dakota		27		29.63		22.2222		7.4074		North Dakota		30%				South Dakota		19.5		20.51		10.26		10.26										North Dakota		22%		7%

		Massachusetts		15.5		32.26		6.4516		25.8065		Massachusetts		32%				Tennessee		10.5		9.52		0.00		9.52										Massachusetts		6%		26%

		New Hampshire		15.5		32.26		0		32.2581		New Hampshire		32%				Texas		14		35.71		7.14		28.57										New Hampshire		0%		32%

		Arkansas		16		34.38		3.125		31.25		Arkansas		34%				Utah		18.5		5.41		0.00		5.41										Arkansas		3%		31%

		Delaware		28.5		35.09		28.0702		7.0175		Delaware		35%				Vermont		27.5		36.36		29.09		7.27										Delaware		28%		7%

		Connecticut		28		35.71		25		10.7143		Connecticut		36%				Virginia		20		20.00		10.00		10.00										Connecticut		25%		11%

		Texas		14		35.71		7.1429		28.5714		Texas		36%				Washington		17.5		17.14		11.43		5.71										Texas		7%		29%

		Vermont		27.5		36.36		29.0909		7.2727		Vermont		36%				West Virginia		19		21.05		5.26		15.79										Vermont		29%		7%

		Ohio		18.5		37.84		32.4324		5.4054		Ohio		38%				Wisconsin		17		29.41		23.53		5.88										Ohio		32%		5%

		Kentucky		15.5		38.71		3.2258		35.4839		Kentucky		39%				Wyoming		32.5		15.38		3.08		12.31										Kentucky		3%		35%

		North Carolina		11		45.45		0		45.4545		North Carolina		45%																						North Carolina		0%		45%

		Nevada		18		47.22		2.7778		44.4444		Nevada		47%																						Nevada		3%		44%

				20.78		23.4372		10.967938		12.469672





Legislative Chart Data

		State				Avg Totals		Redis %		Social %		Economic %		Soc %		Eco %				Redis % for Chart		Mean Values

		North Dakota		North Dakota		1072.5		0.89		0.09%		0.79%		0.09		0.79		0.88		1%		0.48		3.11

		South Dakota		South Dakota		1221.5		1.19		0.12%		1.06%		0.12		1.06		1.18		1%		3.59

		Nevada		Nevada		1131		1.50		0.31%		1.19%		0.31		1.19		1.50		2%

		Maryland		Maryland		4490.5		1.61		0.22%		1.39%		0.22		1.39		1.61		2%

		Alabama		Alabama		4810		1.80		0.35%		1.44%		0.35		1.44		1.79		2%

		Tennessee		Tennessee		6161.5		1.81		0.32%		1.49%		0.32		1.49		1.81		2%

		New Hampshire		New Hampshire		2018		1.88		0.37%		1.51%		0.37		1.51		1.88		2%

		New York		New York		18987		1.89		0.22%		1.67%		0.22		1.67		1.89		2%

		Delaware		Delaware		1766.5		1.90		0.40%		1.50%		0.40		1.50		1.90		2%

		Georgia		Georgia		4556.5		1.98		0.37%		1.60%		0.37		1.60		1.97		2%

		Hawaii		Hawaii		9683.5		1.75		0.15%		1.60%		0.15		1.60		1.75		2%

		Arkansas		Arkansas		1859		2.04		0.27%		1.78%		0.27		1.78		2.05		2%

		Idaho		Idaho		1686		2.05		0.06%		1.99%		0.06		1.99		2.05		2%

		Iowa		Iowa		2472.5		2.10		0.47%		1.64%		0.47		1.64		2.11		2%

		Wyoming		Wyoming		803		2.37		0.12%		2.24%		0.12		2.24		2.36		2%

		New Mexico		New Mexico		3401		2.37		0.10%		2.26%		0.10		2.26		2.36		2%

		Louisiana		Louisiana		7092		2.44		0.16%		2.28%		0.16		2.28		2.44		2%

		Pennsylvania		Pennsylvania		6613		2.46		0.26%		2.21%		0.26		2.21		2.47		2%

		South Carolina		South Carolina		3722		2.47		0.54%		1.93%		0.54		1.93		2.47		2%

		Massachusetts		Massachusetts		9004.5		2.59		0.28%		2.31%		0.28		2.31		2.59		3%

		West Virginia		West Virginia		2922.5		2.69		0.33%		2.36%		0.33		2.36		2.69		3%

		Wisconsin		Wisconsin		2349		2.92		0.60%		2.32%		0.60		2.32		2.92		3%

		Alaska		Alaska		1348.5		2.71		0.45%		2.26%		0.45		2.26		2.71		3%

		Vermont		Vermont		1380.5		3.19		0.33%		2.86%		0.33		2.86		3.19		3%

		North Carolina		North Carolina		3747.5		3.35		0.49%		2.86%		0.49		2.86		3.35		3%

		Rhode Island		Rhode Island		6222		3.36		0.89%		2.47%		0.89		2.47		3.36		3%

		Texas		Texas		7231.5		3.50		0.44%		3.06%		0.44		3.06		3.50		3%

		Washington		Washington		4454.5		3.51		0.68%		2.83%		0.68		2.83		3.51		4%

		Kansas		Kansas		2410.5		3.61		0.54%		3.07%		0.54		3.07		3.61		4%

		Nebraska		Nebraska		1661.5		3.64		0.69%		2.95%		0.69		2.95		3.64		4%

		Montana		Montana		1020.5		3.77		0.54%		3.23%		0.54		3.23		3.77		4%

		Michigan		Michigan		5624		3.93		0.72%		3.21%		0.72		3.21		3.93		4%

		Maine		Maine		1623		3.94		0.40%		3.54%		0.40		3.54		3.94		4%

		New Jersey		New Jersey		7657.5		3.96		0.26%		3.70%		0.26		3.70		3.96		4%

		Connecticut		Connecticut		5397		4.03		0.20%		3.83%		0.20		3.83		4.03		4%

		Virginia		Virginia		10378.5		4.20		0.37%		3.83%		0.37		3.83		4.20		4%

		Oklahoma		Oklahoma		5580.5		4.24		0.47%		3.77%		0.47		3.77		4.24		4%

		Mississippi		Mississippi		6353.5		4.45		0.61%		3.83%		0.61		3.83		4.44		4%

		Arizona		Arizona		2212.5		4.59		0.47%		4.11%		0.47		4.11		4.58		5%

		Missouri		Missouri		2792		4.87		1.07%		3.80%		1.07		3.80		4.87		5%

		Colorado		Colorado		2355		5.52		0.28%		5.24%		0.28		5.24		5.52		6%

		Kentucky		Kentucky		2316		5.61		1.04%		4.58%		1.04		4.58		5.62		6%

		Indiana		Indiana		2370.5		5.82		0.53%		5.29%		0.53		5.29		5.82		6%

		California		California		16167		5.86		0.36%		5.51%		0.36		5.51		5.87		6%

		Minnesota		Minnesota		6710.5		6.01		0.94%		5.07%		0.94		5.07		6.01		6%

		Utah		Utah		1851.5		6.10		1.05%		5.05%		1.05		5.05		6.10		6%

		Illinois		Illinois		7340		6.23		1.31%		4.92%		1.31		4.92		6.23		6%

		Florida		Florida		8714.5		6.37		0.49%		5.88%		0.49		5.88		6.37		6%

		Oregon		Oregon		1895		7.39		0.42%		6.97%		0.42		6.97		7.39		7%

		Ohio		Ohio		1518.5		8.53		1.65%		6.88%		1.65		6.88		8.53		9%

						4523.14		3.5394086361						0.4760779962		3.0633306398





Courts Chart Data

		State		Avg Totals		Redis %		Soc %		Eco %		Redis % for Chart		Social %		Economic %

		Georgia		200		4.5		2.75		1.75		5%		3%		2%

		Arizona		61		4.92		1.64		3.28		5%		2%		3%

		Florida		200		5		2		3		5%		2%		3%

		Mississippi		200		5		2		3		5%		2%		3%

		North Carolina		125		6.4		1.2		5.2		6%		1%		5%

		Texas		242		6.61		2.07		4.55		7%		2%		5%

		Indiana		156.5		7.03		2.24		4.79		7%		2%		5%

		Delaware		73.5		8.16		3.4		4.76		8%		3%		5%

		Arkansas		200		8.25		3.5		4.75		8%		4%		5%

		New Mexico		77.5		9.03		1.29		7.74		9%		1%		8%

		Kansas		156.5		9.27		1.28		7.99		9%		1%		8%

		Wyoming		171		9.36		1.17		8.19		9%		1%		8%

		Montana		199.5		10.28		3.51		6.77		10%		4%		7%

		Wisconsin		109.5		10.5		5.48		5.02		11%		5%		5%

		Nevada		171		10.53		2.63		7.89		11%		3%		8%

		Oklahoma		120		10.83		3.75		7.08		11%		4%		7%

		West Virginia		200		11		3		8		11%		3%		8%

		California		85		11.18		4.12		7.06		11%		4%		7%

		Washington		116		11.21		4.31		6.9		11%		4%		7%

		Alabama		200		12		0		12		12%		0%		12%

		Maryland		119		12.61		3.36		9.24		13%		3%		9%

		Illinois		114.5		12.66		3.06		9.61		13%		3%		10%

		Colorado		189.5		13.19		3.96		9.23		13%		4%		9%

		New Jersey		85.5		13.45		4.09		9.36		13%		4%		9%

		Virginia		113		14.16		2.65		11.5		14%		3%		12%

		Utah		87.5		14.29		1.71		12.57		14%		2%		13%

		Louisiana		125		14.4		0.8		13.6		14%		1%		14%

		Tennessee		101		14.85		2.97		11.88		15%		3%		12%

		Rhode Island		192		15.1		4.69		10.42		15%		5%		10%

		South Dakota		143		15.38		2.45		12.94		15%		2%		13%

		New York		184.5		15.45		3.52		11.92		15%		4%		12%

		South Carolina		155		15.81		3.23		12.58		16%		3%		13%

		Iowa		100		16		3		13		16%		3%		13%

		North Dakota		200		16.25		6.25		10		16%		6%		10%

		Michigan		78.5		16.56		1.27		15.29		17%		1%		15%

		Massachusetts		193.5		16.8		7.49		9.3		17%		7%		9%

		Nebraska		200		17.25		4		13.25		17%		4%		13%

		Oregon		79		17.72		3.8		13.92		18%		4%		14%

		Pennsylvania		152		17.76		3.62		14.14		18%		4%		14%

		Minnesota		140.5		18.15		1.42		16.73		18%		1%		17%

		New Hampshire		163		18.71		4.6		14.11		19%		5%		14%

		Connecticut		152		18.75		3.62		15.13		19%		4%		15%

		Vermont		92		20.11		11.96		8.15		20%		12%		8%

		Kentucky		106.5		20.66		4.69		15.96		21%		5%		16%

		Alaska		138		21.38		6.16		15.22		21%		6%		15%

		Hawaii		88.5		20.9		11.3		9.6		21%		11%		10%

		Maine		200		22		6.75		15.25		22%		7%		15%

		Ohio		195.5		26.34		6.14		20.2		26%		6%		20%

		Idaho		134.5		27.88		7.06		20.82		28%		7%		21%

		Missouri		89.5		30.17		3.91		26.26		30%		4%		26%

				143.53		14.116		3.6974		10.418





Elected_Non Data

		State		Elected_Non		Avg cases		Red%		Soc%		Eco%

		Alabama		1		200		12		0		12

		Arkansas		1		200		8.25		3.5		4.75

		Georgia		1		200		4.5		2.75		1.75

		Idaho		1		134.5		27.88		7.06		20.82

		Illinois		1		114.5		12.66		3.06		9.61

		Kentucky		1		106.5		20.66		4.69		15.96

		Louisiana		1		125		14.4		0.8		13.6

		Michigan		1		78.5		16.56		1.27		15.29

		Minnesota		1		140.5		18.15		1.42		16.73

		Mississippi		1		200		5		2		3

		Montana		1		199.5		10.28		3.51		6.77

		Nevada		1		171		10.53		2.63		7.89

		North Carolina		1		125		6.4		1.2		5.2

		North Dakota		1		200		16.25		6.25		10

		Ohio		1		195.5		26.34		6.14		20.2

		Oregon		1		79		17.72		3.8		13.92

		Pennsylvania		1		152		17.76		3.62		14.14

		Tennessee		1		101		14.85		2.97		11.88

		Texas		1		242		6.61		2.07		4.55

		Washington		1		116		11.21		4.31		6.9

		West Virginia		1		200		11		3		8

		Wisconsin		1		109.5		10.5		5.48		5.02

						154.0909090909		13.6140909091		3.2513636364		10.3627272727

		Alaska		0		138		21.38		6.16		15.22

		Arizona		0		61		4.92		1.64		3.28

		California		0		85		11.18		4.12		7.06

		Colorado		0		189.5		13.19		3.96		9.23

		Connecticut		0		152		18.75		3.62		15.13

		Delaware		0		73.5		8.16		3.4		4.76

		Florida		0		200		5		2		3

		Hawaii		0		88.5		20.9		11.3		9.6

		Indiana		0		156.5		7.03		2.24		4.79

		Iowa		0		100		16		3		13

		Kansas		0		156.5		9.27		1.28		7.99

		Maine		0		200		22		6.75		15.25

		Maryland		0		119		12.61		3.36		9.24

		Massachusetts		0		193.5		16.8		7.49		9.3

		Missouri		0		89.5		30.17		3.91		26.26

		Nebraska		0		200		17.25		4		13.25

		New Hampshire		0		163		18.71		4.6		14.11

		New Jersey		0		85.5		13.45		4.09		9.36

		New Mexico		0		77.5		9.03		1.29		7.74

		New York		0		184.5		15.45		3.52		11.92

		Oklahoma		0		120		10.83		3.75		7.08

		Rhode Island		0		192		15.1		4.69		10.42

		South Carolina		0		155		15.81		3.23		12.58

		South Dakota		0		143		15.38		2.45		12.94

		Utah		0		87.5		14.29		1.71		12.57

		Vermont		0		92		20.11		11.96		8.15

		Virginia		0		113		14.16		2.65		11.5

		Wyoming		0		171		9.36		1.17		8.19

						135.2321428571		14.5103571429		4.0478571429		10.4614285714
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Institutional Percentage Chart
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Inter-Institutional Chart

		Institution		Avg cases		Red%		Soc%		Eco%				Red%		Social %		Economic %		Other %

		Governor		20.78		23.4372		10.967938		12.469672				23.44%		10.97%		12.47%		76.56%		89.03%		87.53%

		Legislature		4523.14		3.5394086361		0.4760779962		3.0633306398				3.54%		0.48%		3.06%		96.46%		99.52%		96.94%

		State Supreme Court		143.53		14.116		3.6974		10.418				14.12%		3.70%		10.42%		85.88%		96.30%		89.58%






