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I. Introduction


States are more than laboratories of democracy.  They are small democratic entities within the larger national entity, notable as both key components of the larger whole and as being imbued with aspects of sovereignty within their spheres.  With the devolution revolution and other trends in federalism, the need for good governance on the state-level has increased, but this has not always been the case (Donahue 1999).  The expanding role of state government in American society necessitates finding the mechanisms that lead to policy priorities on the state level.  

While it is easy to recognize the pervasiveness of the national government and the national political culture by seeing the similarities in policy and social norms throughout the country, it is the differences between the state policy outcomes that hint at the diversity and the uniqueness of the states.  Certain characteristics of the various states render each different from others, often quite different from nearby neighbors—given that each of these states is unarguably part of the same country.  This paper will explore the linkage between state institutions, political culture, public opinion, and public policy.  This will allow for an examination of which individual, group, institutional, and cultural characteristics have the most impact on policy and, thereby, will provide some insight into health and representative nature of the American states.    

We employ a model using ordinary least squares to predict state policy priorities on a scale comparing state priorities for collective goods versus particularized benefits developed by Jacoby and Schneider (2001).  Public opinion variables drawn from Erikson, Wright, and McIver (1993), interest group variables employed by Gray and Lowery (1996), a state political culture variable from Elazar (1994), and two social diversity variables from Hero (1998) are used to assess the influences of specific factors on state policy priorities.  We find support for current research that shows a strong tie between state partisanship and policy priorities (Jacoby and Schneider 2001; Erikson, Wright, and McIver 1993).  Interest group strength and interest group diversity appear to influence state policy priorities, while Elazar’s (1994) political culture variable shows little or no effect throughout the analysis.  Finally, we find that Hero’s (1998) formulation of white ethnic diversity is a strong predictor for state policy priorities.  


Political scientists are often skeptical of democracy as it relates to state governments.  State residents see themselves as citizens of the United States primarily, and they are more likely to look to the national government to solve the large problems that face them.  As seeming backwaters that receive little of their residents’ political attention when compared to national politics, states would appear to be inopportune places to look for responsiveness much less dynamic representation.  Scholars argue that the lack of popular attention is evidence of non-responsiveness.  Without attention, there is no informed public opinion.  According to Treadway (1985), public opinion does not exist for most issues facing state governments, and very little of that public opinion gains the attention of policymakers in any case.  Still, states have characteristic traits that make them different from the others in the nation, and several researchers have noted that these characteristics result not only from the individuals who live in a state, but also the culture, institutions, and groups that provide the context in which those individuals live (Elazar 1994).    

II. The Direct Impact of Public Opinion on Public Policy 

 SEQ CHAPTER \h \r 1Erikson, Wright, and McIver (1993) challenged the notion that state governments are non-responsive to their constituents’ ideological preferences, arguing that political ideology is the most significant determinant of public policy choices within states.  The authors argue that the connection between voter preferences and state policy results is consistent with democratic theory as defined by Downs (1957) and Hotelling (1929).  However, many studies, particularly in the field of political science, have called into question the assumption that citizens possess informed public policy preferences and even the ability of the electorate to make rational political choices (Campbell et al 1960).   Erikson, Wright, and McIver (1993) find evidence in support of Downs’ model, providing evidence that electoral accountability, and the rational decisions of party elites competing in electoral politics, leads to the connection between opinion and policy. 


Erikson, Wright, and McIver (1993) differentiate between party identification and ideology.  The authors note that a statistical relationship does not exist between the two, but that each provides an explanation for the policy outcomes in the states.  First, the various state electorates deserve their conservative or liberal reputations, with Southern states ideologically more conservative and Northeast states more liberal (both in the general electorate and within the parties).  Second, the ideological difference between rank and file party members is significant.  Additionally, political parties alter ideologies across time in an attempt to manifest the will of an electoral majority.  Thus, a state such as Lousiana could be only 20.0% Republican and 40.0% conservative, while Kansas was 38.3% Republican and 36.5% conservative between 1976 and 1988 (Erikson, Wright, and McIver 1993, 15-16).  Lastly, ideological identities appear more stable over time than party preferences, but both are useful in determining policy outcomes.


In Erikson, Wright, and McIver (1993) differences between states are determined by partisan and ideological identification.  Education, age, income, age, race, religion, gender, and size of place are all significant determinants of both party identification and ideological identification.  Each variable operates in the same direction for party and ideology except education (which produces more Republicans and more liberals as it increases).  After removing the demographic variables, the remaining artifact is the political culture of a state.  The authors explore several conceptions of state political culture, measuring states by region, history, and other factors, but they suggest that this formulation is somewhat incomplete.


Next, the authors conclude that policy-makers “do a good job of delivering liberal policies to liberal states” (Erikson, Wright, and McIver 1993, 95).  As measured across time and across the spectrum of issues, long-term ideological preferences result in policies that support the ideological agenda of a state electorate’s mean in issues involving spending and a range of other policy outcomes.  Several intervening and complimentary variables exist between liberal opinions and liberal policies.  These include party elite liberalism, Democratic Party identification, and the success of the Democratic Party.  Tests of elite liberalism among Democrats and other variables attempt to construct a framework to explain the success of Democrats, but the determinants of core ideology are more difficult to uncover.  Although some differences exist in single issues, the authors provide evidence that in a broad sense political parties struggle to define themselves at the political center of each state. 

 
The authors conclude, “public opinion is of major importance for determination of state policy” (Erikson, Wright, and McIver 1993, 10).  Their evidence suggests that state ideology--as measured by the electorate’s preferences--determines policy outcomes, through the interaction of electoral politics and party elites with governmental institutions.  They find that states are political communities with coherent and unique ideological tendencies and preferences, and the measure of liberalism versus conservatism is a better predictor of state preferences than socioeconomic variables.  States in which the mean voter is more liberal have correspondingly liberal policy outcomes.  Party leaders determine party ideology, while state electorates set the “ideological tone of state policy by rewarding the state parties closest to their own ideological views” (11).  Acting in concert, these factors lead to clear choices for the electorate. 

III. The Impact of Interest Groups on Public Policy 


Jacoby and Schneider (2001) give considerable attention to the role of interest groups in the policy choices of state governments.  Organized for the purpose of influencing policy, interest groups make their existence and their preferences known to state legislators and government agencies.  Consistent with Edelman (1960), this approach recognizes that organized interests are both more likely to have a coherent message and access to decision-makers.  On a state-level, interest groups would seem more influential precisely because of the diminished awareness of state issues suggested by Treadway (1985).  Therefore, the linkage between interest groups preferences and governmental awareness of policy options is more evident than it is for the linkage between aggregated individual preferences (such as they exist) and policy options.  This is especially clear, given the severe financial limitations faced by policy-makers.      

Much of state policy-making involves making choices between numerous priorities using very limited resources (Jacoby and Schneider 2001).  Because state policy-makers do not have the option of meeting all requests, their decisions invariably provide losers as well as winners.  Therefore, state policy-making is not a comprehensive examination of good policies designed to meet all of the various problems of the state but an effort to determine priorities and to attempt to meet those.  The argument in favor of interest group preeminence suggests that if state leaders are confined to putting out fires, those groups most adept at setting off the alarm will receive the most attention.

One choice for policy-makers is between using scarce resources to provide collective goods or to provide particularized benefits.  While each state provides benefits of both kinds, states that place a priority on particularized benefits—often those with a social welfare component—would appear to have a different perspective on the role of government from those states that view government’s role as providing for collective goods—typically policing and community development.        

Jacoby and Schneider (2001) compare the impact of organized and unorganized public opinion within states by examining the role of interest groups in these state policy priorities.  Jacoby and Schneider (2001) compare the impact of Erikson, Wright, and Mc Iver’s public opinion variables: electorate partisanship and electorate ideology, with three variables that measure interest group activity:  interest group strength, interest group diversity (from Gray and Lowery 1996), and size of government
.  Private interest groups appear to be most effective when they are few in number and are concentrated in particular substantive policy areas.  Additionally, Jacoby and Schneider (2001) consider a state’s region of the country.       

Jacoby and Schneider’s (2001) model provides evidence that interest groups play a considerable role in the policy priorities of state governments.  Conversely, electorate ideology is not a significant predictor of policy priorities, when interest groups and region are taken into account.  On one level, the diminished importance of ideology is important, because it supports other work on representation.  Governmental actors must be aware of public preferences to act on them.  However, the more apparent opinion-policy connection between partisanship and priority remains significant even controlling for these other factors.  Finally, region might be acting as a proxy for political culture to the degree that cultural traditions in the United States are regional.  If so, political culture could tend to measure a predisposition to ideology.

IV. The Role of Political Culture

If political culture consists of the stable and transmitted portion of political thought, custom, worldview, societal factors, and institutional structure, then almost any measure of political behavior on the individual or institutional level carries an element of political culture.  However, political culture should offer more than a categorization of otherwise observable phenomena given a tendency for people of a similar mindset to live in close proximity.  Examinations of political culture should show that policy priorities and political behavior are different in some enhanced or interactive way, based not only on aggregations of individual opinion but also based on the interaction of people within the culture.  However, political culture is not necessarily a singular measure but a combination of several other characteristics.

How a person interacts with his location influences virtually every aspect of his life.  Elazar (1994) suggested, “political boundaries represent one major way in which people seek to organize space for their use” (3).  If this is so, if residence within a political boundary confers membership in a group, if a commonality and a feeling of cohabitation is recognized between people by virtue of their residence within a political border, then the extension is not excessive to posit that they will develop similarities in worldview over time.

Elazar (1994) viewed the American political culture as a synthesis of a marketplace orientation with a concern for the commonwealth.  Both new Americans and migrants from the eastern seaboard carried these competing visions across the continent, advancing their regional worldview along with the advancing frontiers of American settlement.  Much of the country was settled by former residents of the Mid-Atlantic States who brought a strong utilitarian vision characterized by limited community intervention, and structured partisanship tied to a system of mutual obligation.  These cultures recognized a high degree of ethnic, social, and religious pluralism, because they placed their greatest faith in the economic or marketplace model.  

Although less pervasive, the dominant cultures of other states include those with moralistic cultures and those with traditionalistic cultures.  Moralistic cultures see the role of government as promoting the commonwealth.  Community intervention in private affairs is considered more acceptable, but politicians are also held to higher standards of personal integrity.  Government service is a public service, and politicians are expected to overcome individual loyalties, political friendships, and partisan loyalties to provide good government.  According to Elazar (1994), this culture emanated from New England and advanced into the upper Midwest and Pacific Northwest primarily because of North Sea and Jewish immigrants in addition to migrants from New England.  The third political culture—concentrated in the South but present elsewhere—is the traditionalistic culture.  Formed in a pre-commercial agrarian context, this political culture focuses primarily on maintaining traditional patterns of societal structure with a rigid hierarchy and competition between factions of elites.   

Elazar (1994) noted that everyone is destined to be somewhere.  In his construction, location is not just a measure of being in a particular place but of being in a particular time and a particular culture.  The time element is crucial, because there are both historical and modern components of political culture.  Also, state cultural characteristics need not be permanent and immutable.  In Elazar’s model (1984, 1994), state political culture derives from patterns of immigration and interactions between the new arrivals and the existing culture.  This is consistent with Tocqueville’s explanation of democratic government in America, which he credited to an agrarian elite the conception of the American government and constitutional system.  According to Tocqueville, the system had survived although that elite did not.    

For Elazar (1994) early settlement had a lasting impact on communities and the states they comprised.  He saw political culture as dynamic, but this dynamism existed within a contextual framework established across time.  Thus, specific policy choices might change according to modern necessities, but a state culture’s predisposition toward a particular worldview informs future political considerations within the state and is therefore relatively stable.  Future immigration might alter state political culture, but this change will occur more slowly than just the rate of immigration would predict.  At any specific point, individuals are constrained by the time, place, and culture in which they live.  This constraint should influence both the policy options available to government and the preferences of the citizenry—two elements captured in part by public opinion variables—however, the connection between individuals and their government should also be affected.

Hero (1998) provides an alternative approach to social context in the states that at once challenges Elazar’s (1994) approach and provides a meaningful complement.  Hero’s (1998) social diversity perspective contends that state politics and policy is heavily influenced by racial and ethnic diversity within states.  As an evaluation of contemporary social structures, the social diversity perspective places its attention on the present inhabitants of a community, rather than the first settlers.  One utility of this approach is that it recognizes the interaction between the dominant group in the culture and minorities as well as white ethnics.  

Hero (1998) sees the various states as homogenous, heterogeneous, or bifurcated.  Those state that have both a large minority population and a large white ethnic population are said to be heterogeneous.  Heterogeneous states tend to have socioeconomic and political patterns that are recognizably typical in the minds of many Americans.  In these states, a small group of predominantly white citizens form the upper class, with the large middle class comprised of most of the rest of whites including white ethnics.  Racial and ethnic minorities tend to represent the bottom group.  Bifurcated states are those with a large racial or ethnic minority but few white ethnics.  In bifurcated states—typically states of the South or the Southwest—the socioeconomic and political culture has a pyramid shape with a small group of whites comprising the top and another group of white citizens representing a truncated middle class, and the bulk of minorities at the bottom.  Race and ethnicity is not an element of political discourse in the homogenous states.  These are states in which the entire social system is comprised of whites.  

There is considerable overlap between the social diversity perspective (Hero 1998) and the state political culture perspective (Elazar (1984, 1994).  While the temptation is to emphasize the difference in the manner in which these perspectives were constructed, it is important to recall that state political culture is precisely the interaction between a state’s history and its current residents, a moving average of past and present.  Where the measures provide the same result, regardless of the story they tell, this reinforces the conviction that states have characteristics that are defined by factors other than public opinion and interest group activity.  Where the measures appear to disagree, this presents a vision of a state that is evolving or of several competing characteristics.  This should provide some insight into the interaction between social diversity today and the immigration patterns of the now-receding past. 

V. Modeling the Connection Between Policy Priorities and Public Opinion

This paper examines policy priorities as measures by Jacoby and Schneider (2001), using data from 1992.  The policy priorities scale measures the policy choices that states make in terms of appropriations.  Given their limited resources of states, this approach recognizes an opportunity cost inherent in state budgetary decisions.  Under this principle, money spent on one type of resource is foregone in terms of the other.  Largely, this trade off is between particularized benefits and collective goods.  The Jacoby and Schneider (2001) scale provides a higher score to states as their propensity to spend on collective goods increases.  All conclusions drawn will reflect the impact of the variables considered in the literature above on these policy priorities.

Each of the approaches above presents a different perspective on the nature of the public in American society.  Erikson, Wright, and McIver (1993) present a defense of democratic theory that offers electorate ideology and electorate partisanship as the primary explanation for policy choices.  In this approach public opinion is best measured using attributes that people possess on the individual level.  Less attention is placed on whether this opinion is organized and the relative access to power possessed by different members of society.  For this paper, we use the Erikson, Wright, and McIver ideology and partisanship data for 1992 to measure the influence of these variables on policy priorities.  Consistent with the theory in Erikson, Wright, and McIver (1993), we would expect partisanship and ideology to help explain policy priorities.  Given the expected relative positions of the political parties and the views consistent with liberal and conservative ideologies, increased conservatism and Republicanism within a state’s electorate should be consistent with an increased tendency toward spending on collective goods.  However, there is a fundamental difference between partisanship (which might be readily apparent to political actors in a state through elections and horse race-type polling) and ideology (which might only be discernable through historical trends and various advocacy groups).  Therefore, other explanatory variables should have a larger impact on the apparent strength of ideology than on the strength of partisanship.

Jacoby and Schneider (2001) consider the role of interest groups on policy priorities.  Organized interests would appear to have a disproportionate influence on state governments, provided that information about public opinion on specific issues is more difficult to obtain.  For that reason, both the strength and diversity of interest groups within a state are important determinants of state policy priorities (Gray and Lowery 1996).  Particularly, we would expect that interest group diversity is a sign of pluralism and wide access by various viewpoints to state decision-makers.  Furthermore, Jacoby and Schneider (2001) argue that government and government employees act as advocates for themselves in state policy-making.  In many cases, this advocacy is for collective goods, such as “housing and community development, law enforcement, and highways” (561).  Jacoby and Schneider (2001) utilize data on interest group strength and diversity available from Gray and Lowery (1996).  Also, they include a variable for the size of state government, because those groups are powerful statewide interests in their own right.  Increased values for interest group strength and diversity would appear to indicate a more open policy environment, influenced by forces other than the state lawmakers and other dominant political actors.  Additionally, the needs of individuals and otherwise underrepresented segments of the population can be brought to the attention of policy-makers through interest group activity.  Therefore, we hypothesize, consistent with Jacoby and Schneider (2001), that increased interest group strength and interest group diversity are both consistent with spending on particularized benefits, while increased government size is consistent with a priority for collective goods.

In some respects, the social diversity perspective (Hero 1998) and Elazar’s (1984, 1994) state political culture theory are complimentary.  Hero (1998) considers characteristics of state population diversity in the present, while Elazar (1994) considers population from an historical perspective.  If a state is to constantly renew and build upon its past, then this interaction is critical to understanding a state at a moment in time.  We have included both variables that comprise Hero’s social diversity index: state minority diversity and state white ethnic diversity.  Of course, Hero (1998) does not address state policy priorities and spending so much as policy outcomes and their effects on various groups in society.  The distinction between priorities and outcomes is especially important to Hero’s (1998) view that policy outcomes are unequal for minority groups.  However, any adequate measure of policy priorities requires a measure of contemporary population demographics similar to the provided by Hero (1998).  Additionally, priorities and outcomes are connected at least to the degree that the choice to distribute particularized benefits or collective goods is aimed at benefiting different groups in society.  Given the caveats above, we would expect that the social diversity perspective would predict that state policies designed to aid individuals (particularized benefits) would enjoy the most support in states where minority and ethnic populations are high.

Elazar (1994) does not suggest that state political culture is the sole determinant of policy-making within the states.  Instead, this perspective suggests that states have characteristics determined by their founding that are not entirely explicable using measures that define a momentary glimpse.  Instead, state political culture provides an explanation for how public opinion is translated into public policy and the importance of social institutions on the functioning of government.  In states with moralistic cultures, government is seen as an institution that can solve problems of individual people or groups.  In traditionalistic states, the role of government is not to solve individual problems but to provide for collective goods and to protect the social order.  Individualistic states carry some characteristics of both.  This presents a rough continuum from Moralistic to Traditionalistic, which Elazar (1994) makes explicit (284).  Unfortunately, these measures of political culture represent an amalgam of state characteristics: history, migration patterns, etc.  Additionally, other characteristics, arguably, could be considered aspects of state political culture.  Perhaps, a more meaningful measure state political culture would consist of each of the component parts of culture.  However, Elazar’s (1994) measure provides an overall perspective.  Therefore, we hypothesize that states that have traditionalistic cultures will be supportive of collective goods and less supportive of particularized benefits.

VI. Results

Ordinary least squares is used to estimate the effects of the independent variables on the state policy priorities.  The results are presented in Table 1.  Model 1 replicates of Jacoby and Schneider’s (2001) original model for the 1992 data including variables for interest group strength and diversity as well asregion.  We find the same results here, all variables statistically significant at the .05 level except for electorate ideology and southern states.  

Looking at Model 2, we replace the region variables with a scale derived by Elazar from his state political culture variables (Elazar 1994, 284).  Here we see, again, that state public opinion influences state policy priorities only through the expressed partisanship of individual citizens.  States with a larger number of Democratic identifiers will focus their resources on programs that provide particularized benefits to needy groups.  As Jacoby and Schneider (2001) argue, a large proportion of the literature would lead us to believe that individuals do not connect ideological abstractions such as the liberal-conservative continuum to policy choices (Converse 1964; Jacoby 1995).  This would support the finding here that the effect of state electorate ideology on policy priorities is small and not statistically different from zero.

Interest group strength and diversity still appear to play a strong role in influencing state policy priorities.  The data show that states with a smaller number of groups relative to the state economies and more narrowly concentrated group interests both increase the importance of spending on particularized benefits.  As Jacoby and Schneider (2001) argue, private interest groups are more successful when they are small in number and are concentrated in particular substantive policy areas.  These groups usually seek particularized benefits for their members.  The fact that in all of our models except Model 3 we find strong significant results for both interest group variables indicates the strength in which interest groups influence state policy priorities.

Looking again at Model 2, we see that including Elazar’s culture variable does nothing to change our results for the public opinion variables or interest group variables.  However, we find that culture does not appear to have an effect on state policy priorities.  In fact, by including culture rather than region, we lose a significant amount of explanatory power (R² drops by .17) and the effect of culture is not statistically different from zero.  It appears here, that Jacoby and Schneider’s use of region rather than culture is a better fit for the model.  This finding points to the interpretation that region may be a better predictor of state political culture than Elazar’s formulation of the variable.

In Model 3 we run the same regression, but this time we include Hero’s (1998) variables for white ethnic diversity and minority diversity.  This addition causes the effect of interest group diversity to drop below conventional significance levels.  Additionally, we see that only the white ethnic diversity in a state has an effect on state policy priorities.  The negative coefficient for white ethnic diversity indicates that states that have a high white ethnic population place more importance on spending for particularized benefits than spending on collective goods.  This is consistent with the conclusion that states with high white ethnic diversity are more likely to be located in the northeast and are predominately democratic states.  Figure 1 shows this relationship graphically.  Northeastern states such as New Jersey, Connecticut, Rhode Island, Massachusetts, New York, and Pennsylvania, all appear on the lower right hand corner of the scale indicating higher priorities placed on particularized benefits and high levels of white ethnic diversity.  At the other end of the spectrum we see states such as North Dakota, Idaho, Wyoming, Montana, South Dakota, Kansas, and Iowa.  These are mostly western states with low levels of white ethnic diversity (majority white/Caucasian states), and they typically prioritize their spending to focus on collective goods.

Once again, there is little support for Elazar’s political culture variable.  This time the coefficient is slightly larger.  However, the standard error increases as well.  The fact that Model 2 and Model 3 both show no effect for political culture, leads us to construct a fourth and final model that drops political culture from the analysis. 

Model 4 shows the same substantive conclusions we have seen in the prior models.  Electorate partisanship is still significant at the .05 level and in the same expected direction.  The interest group variables again show the expected strong relationships with state policy priorities.  With state political culture not present in the model, the effects for minority diversity and white ethnic diversity change very little.  State policy priorities appear to have no relationship with minority diversity and a very strong relationship with white ethnic diversity.  The reasons for this may lie in that high levels of exist in both minority diversity is representing either bifurcated states or heterogeneous states—two types with very different policy outcomes.  According to Hero (1998) states with high levels of minority diversity are more likely to be bifurcated states that consist of large minority populations and large white (non-ethnic) populations.  Since, we see that states with large white ethnic populations strongly prefer spending on particularized benefits and states with large non-ethnic white populations spend more on collective goods, it would follow that states with large minority populations but also large white non-ethnic populations would still tend to be more favorable towards collective goods spending, since in practically every state white non-ethnics outnumber minorities.

Overall, Model 4 appears to be the best fit for explaining state policy priorities in terms of the theories examined in the paper.  It maintains the effects that Jacoby and Schneider (2001) found for interest groups, government size and electorate partisanship, while also giving strong support to Hero’s (1998) white ethnic diversity variable.  The R² is lower than that of Jacoby and Schneider’s (2001) model.  However, we believe by including Hero’s (1998) diversity variables we have added something theoretically more valid than simply region.  There is more to a state than just the region in which it is placed.  By including measures of social diversity in place of dichotomous regional variables, we feel that by using Hero’s (1998) measures we have provided a theoretical basis for the variation in policy priorities from region to region.

VII. Conclusion

The results suggest that Elazar’s (1994) measures of state political culture do not provide much insight into the decisions of policy-makers concerning state policy priorities, whether taken alone or in tandem with other explanatory variables.  While this does not demonstrate that political culture measures are unimportant to the study of political science and public policy, some consideration is needed as to which aspects of political culture potentially drive policy priorities.  First, each of the models considered in this paper show a clear link between partisanship and policy.  While this is very different from ideology, this result shows that an electorate in a two-party state should be able to affect policy priorities through the efforts of legislators and other state leaders to win reelection.  While this is generally supportive of democratic theory, as expressed by Downs (1957) and Erikson, Wright, and McIver (1993), evidence also suggests that electorate partisanship is a durable characteristic in the electorate (Green, Palmquist, and Schickler 2002).  Given the strength of partisan attachment, at least some consideration should be given to the long-term reasons for state partisanship.  In many parts of the country, partisanship is the result of history or habit.

Interest groups are also an important determinant of policy priorities.  At least potentially, organized interests can act as an interface between government and individuals.  While polling on specific issues within a state is scarce, these groups can bring public concerns to the attention of lawmakers and administrators.  When interest groups within a state are large and diverse, they can bring to policy-makers a range of viewpoints.  Therefore, this pluralism can bring the concerns of otherwise disadvantaged groups, as well as those of the more powerful, to the attention of policy-makers.  We also see that government and private interest groups have a tendency to compete for the scarce resources of government.  Diverse private interest groups appear consistent with a priority on particularized benefits.

Perhaps the most interesting finding concerns Hero’s social diversity perspective.  White ethnic diversity—the aspect of the social diversity perspective that largely determines whether states with large African American, Asian, and Latino population percentages are bifurcated or heterogeneous—is highly predictive of whether states support collective goods or particularized benefits.  However, minority diversity in the state is non-significant.  Probably, this is because states with large minority populations can be either bifurcated or heterogeneous.  Therefore, the significance of white ethnic diversity is supportive of Hero’s (1998) theory.  With this measure, we see the strength of social diversity as an explanation of the policy priorities of government. 

We see that three quite divergent approaches all have an influence on the policy priorities of states.  While electorate partisanship, interest groups, government size, and diversity all have characteristics that imply aspects of political culture, this paper serves as a reminder that political culture consists of components.  Some of these components might be captured by these variables in part, but they are more important for what they tell us themselves. 
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Table 1. Ordinary Least Squares Regression of State Policy Priorities

	Independent Variables
	Model (1)
	Model (2)
	Model (3)
	Model (4)

	Public Opinion
	
	
	
	

	   Electorate Partisanship
	-29.89

(13.40)

-.207


	-33.76

(15.84)

-.234
	-35.59

(14.19)

-.247
	-28.66

(13.23)

-.199

	   Electorate Ideology
	9.55

(19.21)

.046
	-18.10

(23.58)

-.086
	30.86

(26.51)

.147
	14.52

(23.48)

.069

	Interest Groups
	
	
	
	

	   Interest Group Strength
	-.067
(.016)

-.345


	-.083

(.021)

-.425
	-.070

(.023)

-.363
	-.076

(.022)

-.391

	   Interest Group Diversity
	-509.05

(188.50)

-.217


	-535.82

(248.74)

-.229
	-302.92

(234.27)

-.129
	-404.27

(222.50)

-.173

	  Government Size
	.0778

(.028)

.078
	.106

(.036)

.322
	.077

(.033)

.233
	.076

(.033)

.229

	Region
	
	
	
	

	   Northeast
	-20.35

(4.88)

-.385


	
	
	

	   Southern
	4.69

(4.67)

.107


	
	
	

	   Western
	7.75

(4.56)

.158
	
	
	

	Culture
	
	1.08

(1.11)

.115
	1.55

(1.20)

.164
	

	Hero’s Diversity Variables
	
	
	
	

	   Minority Diversity
	
	
	2.42

(15.25)

.020


	13.56

(12.66)

.113

	  White Ethnic Diversity
	
	
	-107.44

(29.35)

-.445
	-98.27

(28.71)

-.407

	Constant
	90.94
	73.57
	78.75
	92.32

	R²
	.79
	.62
	.72
	.71

	Adjusted R2
	.75
	.56
	.66
	.66


Standard Errors are in parenthesis.  Standardized coefficients beneath standard errors.

Coefficients in bold are significant at p<.05.  

Figure 1. State Policy Priorities by Level of State White Ethnic Diversity
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Sources: 

Hero, Rodney E. 1998. Faces of Inequality: Social Diversity in American Politics. Oxford University Press: New York. 

Jacoby, William G. and Saundra K. Schneider. 2001. “Variability in State Policy Priorities: An Empirical Analysis.”         The Journal of Politics. 63: 2, 544-568.
Figure 2. State Policy Priorities by State Political Culture
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Sources: 

Elazar, Daniel J. 1994. The American Mosaic: The Impact of Space Time and Culture on American Politics. Westview Press: Bolder, CO, pg. 284.

Jacoby, William G. and Saundra K. Schneider. 2001. “Variability in State Policy Priorities: An Empirical Analysis.”         The Journal of Politics. 63: 2, 544-568.

Figure 3. State Policy Priorities by Interest Group Diversity
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Source: 

Jacoby, William G. and Saundra K. Schneider. 2001. “Variability in State Policy Priorities: An Empirical Analysis.” The Journal of Politics. 63: 2, 544-568.
� Jacoby and Schneider (2001) argue that government agencies and government employees are an interest group that advocates for desirable programs and to protect itself.  Therefore, they are likely to support collective goods that require a large number of administrators: law enforcement, community development and housing, etc. 





