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         California Government in Comparative Perspective


State and local governments play a very important part in most all facets of domestic policy.  State and local governments are the major provider of education and are critically important in such other domestic policy areas as crime and corrections, social welfare, environmental protection, infrastructure and economic development.  Spending by state and local governments accounts for approximately 11% of the Gross Domestic Product (i.e., the value of the U.S. economy).  By contrast, federal spending accounts for approximately 20% of the Gross Domestic Product. 

In comparison to the vast majority of nations in the world, U.S. government spending is quite low in relation to the size of our economy.   U.S. federal spending ranks 144th out of the 160 nations of the world.   


This is a particularly interesting time to study California politics and policy.  As you have no doubt read, California is having a very difficult time financing the services that residents have come to expect their state to provide.  Accordingly, the politics of the California budget will be a major topic of this course.   Throughout the course I will compare California to other states in terms of both political structure and policy content. 

Your grade will be based upon three equally weighted factors: your cumulative score on a series of unannounced quizzes (less your three lowest quiz scores), your total points on the term paper, and a comprehensive final examination.  Missed quizzes are automatically dropped.  Thus, in order to be eligible for a make-up quiz, you would have to miss four quizzes (i.e., one more than the number dropped) and have a valid excuse for the fourth missed quiz.  Furthermore, in order to take a make-up quiz, you must notify me within one week after the quiz was given in class.  Examinations and quizzes will contain both essay and objective questions.  Any term paper turned in after the end of the class period on the date due will be lowered 10 points per day late.  Just so there is not a misunderstanding, term papers turned in later than the class period on the date due are considered one day late.  Excuses such as you forgot to bring the term paper to school or that your computer malfunctioned are not accepted.  Do not email the term paper.  You will lose more points than if you submitted a “hard” copy later.  If you give your term paper to someone else to turn in, you bear the responsibility.


I use a relative grading method.  Thus, your grade is determined by how well you score relative to other students.  For example, six out of ten points on a quiz is an excellent score if everyone else scores lower, but a poor score if everyone else scores higher.  The final grades in the course are geared to the average grade distribution for upper division political science courses (approximately 2.7 on a 4.0 scale).


The number and importance of the unannounced quizzes means that to be successful you need to both read the assignment by the date due and regularly attend class.  If you use your dropped quizzes to cover missed quizzes, this will likely force you to count quizzes you took, but scored low on.  As you will probably average one, or more quizzes per week, attendance and preparation are critical.


As I mentioned at the top of the syllabus, I encourage you to call me at home with your questions.  I will never make you feel foolish for having asked a question.  As one who has asked a seemingly infinite number of “foolish” questions, I under stand one’s reluctance to admit ignorance.  Furthermore, do not avoid calling me because you feel so confused you would not know what to ask.  Just call me at home and I can help you.  However, I can only help you if you give me the opportunity.  The best times to call are listed at the top of the previous page.

The required readings for the course are:

(1)Politics in States and Communities, 13th or 14th edition, by Thomas R. 
Dye and Susan A. MacManus (hereafter “Dye and MacManus”);

(2) California Challenges (hereafter “CC” available at my website: 

www.csulb.edu/~cdennis click on “Courses” and look under “POSC 326”);

(3) California Budget (hereafter “CB” available at my website);

(4) California Tax (hereafter “CT” available at my website);
(5) Policy Directions (hereafter “PD” available at my website);

(6) California Politics and Policy from Newspapers and Policy Analysts – 

Typically once, or twice, per week I will email links to articles on California politics and policy.  These articles will appear on quizzes (but not the final exam) from 2-10 days after I email the link to you.

          Reading Assignments
Please Note: Always keep up with the dates below.  Even if class is cancelled, we will make the dates below.

Assignment 1 –Dye and MacManus, Chapters 1-2 due read 1/30
READ THE FOLLOWING CLOSELY: Throughout the semester two recurring themes of critical importance to the operation of our democracy will be stressed: (1) How representative of public opinion are the policies and actions of government?; and (2)  How fair are the policies and actions of government?  Numerous presentations in class, as well as both quiz and final exam questions, will highlight these two themes.  As you answer the potential quiz questions below, think of these themes.  For example, one of the questions below asks you about the initiative process.  I could easily ask you on a quiz something such as: How could one argue that the initiative process increases representation?  Conversely, how could you argue that the initiative process decreases representation?  How could you argue that the initiative process increase fairness? How could you argue that the initiative process decreases fairness? The questions ahead are aimed at how the textbook presents material.  Thus, you can answer these questions directly from the book.  As you answer the questions from the book think of how this information might be used to examine both the degree of representation and fairness in the American political system.  The quiz questions will come from three sources: (1) questions that appear in the coursepack; (2) knowledge from the coursepack questions applied to representation and fairness; and (3) questions from the past two lectures.
Potential Quiz Questions from Dye and MacManus Include: What is the difference between the amount of population growth and the rate of population growth? Per capita means “per person.”  Looking at page 10, how does California compare to other states in terms of per capita personal income?  How do the per capita income and education rankings compare?   In terms of the percentage of the population who are African-American, how does California compare to other states?  In terms of the percentage of the population who are Hispanic, how does California compare to other states?  How do Dye and MacManus define state policy liberalism?  Which region(s) of the country are high in terms of policy liberalism?  How strong is the relationship between the liberalism of a state’s electorate and the liberalism of that same state’s policies?  Why do state constitutions tend to be very lengthy documents?  Why have interest groups and citizen movements increasingly sought policy change through amendments to the state constitution?  Why do constitutional reformers argue policy matters should not be part of the constitution?  Concerning the number of constitutional amendments submitted to voters, how does California compare to other states? Even with a system of checks and balances, do state constitutions tend to emphasize executive power over legislative power or vice versa?  The constitutional power of a governor is severely limited by what?  From whom do local governments derive their authority?  What was the Founder’s view of direct democracy?  According to proponents what are the advantages of direct democracy?  What is the argument that opponents of direct democracy make in favor of a representative system of government?  According to the authors, what is the relationship between the ideological leanings of a state and the type of issues which appear on the ballot?  When asked their opinion of the initiative process, what does the majority think?  What has been the effect of term limits on the influence of staffers and lobbyists in the legislative process? 
Assignment 2 – Dye and MacManus, Chapter 3 due read by 2/6
Remember the discussion under Assignment 1 concerning the themes of representation and fairness for quiz/exam questions as you read this week’s readings.  After reading the assignment think about how one could argue that federalism increase representation?  Alternatively, how could one argue that federalism decrease representation?   Similarly, apply federalism to the question of fairness.
Potential Quiz Questions Include: What does federalism mean? What are suppose to be the advantages of federalism?  What are suppose to be the disadvantages of federalism?  Concerning federalism and/or clarity of lines of authority, the governmental response to Hurricane Katrina demonstrated what?  What has been the principal instrument used in the expansion of national power?   What is the basis of the ideological argument over the use of federal grants-in aid?  Concerning the public’s trust, how do state and local governments compare with the federal government?  What caused the shift from centralized federalism to the “new” federalism? What was the impact of U.S. v. Lopez (1995) on federalism? In the cases that shielded states form lawsuits, what was the voting split on the U.S. Supreme Court? 
Assignment 3– Dye and MacManus, Chapter 4 due read by 2/13
Remember the discussion under Assignment 1 concerning the themes of representation and fairness for quiz/exam questions as you read this week’s readings.  For example, are trends in voter participation increasing, or decreasing, representation?  
Potential Quiz Questions Include: How does voter turnout in state and local elections compare with turnout in presidential elections? How does the turnout rate in California compare with other states?  How well does a socioeconomic explanation of the variation in voter turnout rates over the states fare?  What is the relationship between a person’s educational attainment and their probability of voting?  Do nonpartisans or partisans vote at a higher rate?  After accounting for education, income, age and mobility, how do Hispanic voting rates compare with African-American and white voting rates?  Why was a property requirement for voting used in the United States in the 1780s?  Approximately what percentage of people age 18-24 are in college?  What is the difference between an “intent” test and an “effects” test?  Overall, what type of interest groups (e.g., environment groups would be a “type”) are most numerous in state politics?  Lobbyists spend the bulk of their time on what?  If a state’s economy becomes more diversified, what tends to be the impact on the strength of the interest group system in that state?  What is the relationship between the strength of the political parties in a state and the strength of the interest groups in a state?  Typically, what is the key to success of a protest activity? Define and differentiate the four official responses to protest discussed in Dye and MacManus. 
Assignment 4– Dye and MacManus, Chapter 5 due read by 2/20
Remember the discussion under Assignment 1 concerning the themes of representation and fairness for quiz/exam questions as you read this week’s readings.  For example, would adherence to the responsible parties model increase or decrease representation? Why?  Do you think adherence to the responsible parties model would increase or decrease the fairness of public policy?  Why?
Potential Quiz Questions Include:  What are the fundamental flaws in the responsible parties model?  What is the relationship between a voter’s level of education and the political party they tend to identify with? What is the relationship between a voter’s income and the political party they tend to identify with?  Republican party activists tend to be more ______ than the general public, and Democratic party activists tend to be more ________ than the general public.  How would you describe the degree of centralization of American political parties? Are American parties better thought of as self-governing or being governed by state laws?  Over the past 30 years have registered Republicans typically outnumbered registered Democrats or vice versa?  What does united party government mean?  If divided government does not effect the number of bills passed, what does it impact?  Party competition is most likely to produce policy differences under what distribution of public opinion? What types of policies do the Democratic and Republican parties most disagree about?  What is the most successful method of negative campaigning?  What do Dye and MacManus conclude has been the effect of campaign finance reforms? 
Assignment 5– Dye and MacManus, Chapter 6 due read by 2/27
Remember the discussion under Assignment 1 concerning the themes of representation and fairness for quiz/exam questions as you read this week’s readings. For example, what was the impact of reapportionment on representation and policy fairness?
Potential Quiz Questions include: Demographically, how do state legislators differ from the general public?  Are most state legislatures full or part-time?  Typically, do moderates or extremists have an easier time raising campaign funds?  Roughly what percentage of state legislators are elected in noncompetitive general elections?  Over time are more, or less, state legislative races competitive?   Why?  Approximately what percentage of incumbent state legislators who run for re-election are re-elected?  What was the impact of the reapportionment revolution of the 1960s?  What has the U.S. Supreme Court said about using race in drawing state legislative districts?  Does the state legislative process emphasize speed over deliberation or vice versa?   Concerning the degree of legislative professionalism, how does the California legislature compare to legislatures in other states?  According to legislative staffers, who in the state legislature has the most influence on policy? Do the criteria typically used for assignment of state legislators to committees strengthen or weaken the power of special interests in the state legislative process? How representative are state legislative committees of the views of the entire chamber?  What has been the impact of term limits? According to Dye and MacManus, do more state legislators see themselves as delegates or trustees? How do term limits for state legislators impact the power of governors in the state legislative process?  How do state legislative term limits effect the likelihood of bipartisanship?  What is perhaps the single most important influence on the behavior of state legislators?  What types of issues are the most partisan in state legislatures?  
Assignment 6 – Term Paper Phase I – due 3/5
The purpose of the initial term paper assignment is to make sure you have a “doable” topic.  So that you have an idea of what the various steps in this process lead up to, read the sample term paper (last 14 pages of the coursepack).  Don’t let the statistics scare you.  It’s incredibly simple and all explained in the coursepack.  The discussion later in this section will explain how to obtain each of the items you need to submit for Assignment 6.  Each of you is to work entirely alone (i.e., no “group” projects). First, you need to submit the initiative number, year, statewide vote (i.e., the percent voting “yes”) and explanation of the statewide ballot proposition (i.e., no county initiatives or propositions – only statewide ballot initiatives) that will form the basis of your term paper.  Since I will be using Proposition 8 in 2008 (same-sex marriage) as the example for all parts of the term paper you cannot use any initiative which deals with gay rights (e.g., same-sex marriage, domestic partners, etc.).  Additionally, at least 30% of those voting must vote on the losing side.  I will discuss how to find ballot initiatives and how to do the rest of the assignment later in this discussion.  This assignment takes a while to explain.  It isn’t difficult.  However, you’ll need every portion of this discussion.  So, grab a cup of tea or coffee (you’ll be at this for a while)!  Second, by the date this assignment is due, you need to have emailed me a version of the Excel spreadsheet entitled “326CaliforniaDataset” (available at www.csulb.edu/~cdennis click on “Courses” and look under POSC 326) to which you add the percentage of the countywide vote in favor (i.e., voting “yes”) for each county in California.  Instructions on how to do this appear later in this assignment.  Third, by the date this assignment is due you need to have emailed me a version of the Excel Spreadsheet entitled “326ComparativePolicyAnalysis” (available at www.csulb.edu/~cdennis click on “Courses” and look under POSC 326) containing the score on your policy scale for each state (just keep reading).  Additionally, the email you send me needs to explain what each step in your policy scale means.  Thus, how is state policy on the subject matter of the ballot initiative you selected different in a state which receives a score of “1” from a state which receives a score of “2”?  How to do this is explained later in this assignment.  This assignment is worth 30 points (10 points for each section).  Late assignments lose 10 points.
Here’s how do to the first section of Assignment 6.  In order to find a statewide ballot initiative that can serve as the basis for your term paper go to go to: http://calvoter.org/voter/elections/archive and examine statewide California ballot initiatives over the 1994-2010 period.  Click on the appropriate year and then click on “Propositions.”  For reasons which will be discussed ahead, it would be a good idea to select several different initiatives that interest you.  Every initiative will not meet the class requirements.  Since I am using Proposition 8 in 2008 (same-sex marriage ban) as the basis for each phase of the term paper, you cannot use Proposition 8, or any initiative dealing with gay rights (e.g., previous propositions on marriage, domestic partnerships, etc.).


After finding several statewide ballot propositions over the 1994-2010 period of interest, you will need to find the voting split on each proposition (i.e., the percentage of the statewide in favor of each of the ballot propositions you are interested in).  To do this go to:
www.sos.ca.gov/elections/elections_elections.htm (there is an 

“underline” between elections and elections.htm – thus the last part of the address is elections_elections.htm) and pick a ballot initiative over the 1994-2008 period in which at least 30% of those voting voted on the losing side.  If you are interested in an election more recent than appears in the archive discussed above, go to http://voterguide.sos.ca.gov  

As you will later see, the term paper involves using the vote for each county in California.  The requirement is that at least 30% of those voting statewide must voting for the losing side, not 30% in each county.  Just so there is not confusion, a vote on which the losing side received less than 30% of the statewide vote cannot  be used.  It does not matter whether the initiative “passed” or “failed” (i.e., it does not matter whether the “yes” or “no” side received more votes).    
Here’s how to do the second portion of Assignment 6. The title of this course is “California Government in Comparative Perspective.”  Accordingly, part of the term paper involves comparing policy on the topic of your initiative with policy in the other 49 states.  As you will see more clearly in Assignment 11, part of the term paper involves testing hypotheses about how various socioeconomic and political factors in states are related to the type of policy a state pursues in the policy area of your ballot initiative.  If all states have identically the same policy you cannot proceed.  Thus, there must be some variation in policy over the states.  If not, you need to choose a different ballot initiative.


As previously mentioned, I will be using Proposition 8 (which banned same-sex marriage) as the example of how to do the term paper.  To undertake this portion of Assignment 6 I need to develop a measure of state policy concerning gay unions.  I’ll show you how to do this with two examples.  In the first, each state is scored on a 5 step scale from the most tolerant position (5) to the least tolerant position (1).  The scale is as follows: 5 = state recognizes same-sex marriage, 4 = state recognizes civil unions and/or domestic partnerships, 3 = state does not have a law or constitution provision regarding same-sex marriage (this category was placed below recognition of civil unions and above prohibiting same-sex marriage by law because such a position neither secures nor inhibits gay marriage), 2 = state prohibits same-sex marriage by law, 1 = state prohibits same-sex marriage in state constitution (Dye and MacManus, Politics in States and Communities, 13th ed., p. 545).  Prohibiting same-sex marriage through a constitutional amendment is more certain than using a state law.  Thus, category “1” is less accepting of gay unions than category “2.”  


As you noticed in the reference, the measure in the preceding paragraph was taken from the textbook.   I also went looking on the internet 
for state policy concerning gay unions and constructed the following measure: 5 = state allows gay marriage, 4 = State allows civil unions that provide state-level spousal rights to same-sex couples, 3 = state allows domestic partnerships or other agreements that provide some state-level spousal rights to unmarried couples,  2 = state only recognizes same-sex unions from other states, 1 = state does not recognize same-sex unions.  Notice how each ascending step means a more tolerant, or “accepting,” position concerning gay unions.  
Just because I used a 5 step scale in the preceeding example does not mean that you need a 5 step scale.  For example, if you were measuring state policy toward labor unions, a useful scale might simply be whether or not the state is a “right-to-work” state (i.e., whether you have to join a union as a condition of employment with “1” for states where a worker does not have to join a union if the plant is unionized – thus a right-to-work state - and “0” for states where a worker must join a union if the plant is already unionized).  Alternatively, if you are looking at state wage policies, there might be several approaches.  One measure might be that a state either has a minimum wage that is higher than the federal minimum wage  (scored “1”) or the state does not and simply uses the federal minimum wage (scored “0”).  A better measure might be the dollar amount of money over the federal minimum the state requires.  Thus, if the state simply used the federal minimum wage the state would receive a score of “0” and if it had a minimum wage $1.5 above the federal minimum wage it would receive a score of 1.5.  The number of steps in your policy scale should be a function of how many meaningfully different state policies there are in the policy area of your paper.  Not some predetermined number of categories.  Obviously, your policy scale must contain at least two categories.  If you had only one category state policy would be a “constant” (i.e., all states would have the same policy) and not a “variable” and would be of no interest to us.  If you use an amount of money that a state spends on a particular program as the policy measure (e.g., dollars spent on education) you need to think through whether, or not, the amount of money a state spends should be adjusted by the state’s income and/or population.  For example, wouldn’t a state with an average family income of $40,000 be making a greater effort for education if it spent $5,000 per student than a state with an average family income $50,000 that spent $5,000 per student?  If it is a total amount of money the state spent, should we divide by the population (i.e., put the figure on a per person or per capita basis)?  In some cases there may not be a good reason to divide an amount of money by either state income or population.  If your policy measure concerns money spent by a state, you need to explain either why we should, or should not, adjust for state population and/or income.  I can perform the computations for you.  You need to explain the reasoning. 
The email you send me needs to tell the source (i.e., interest group, website, etc. and how I can find it) and explain the logic of each step in the scale.  You need to explain the logic of your policy scale in very concrete terms.  Thus, don’t say that if a state scores “2” it has a “good” policy, “1” a “fair” policy and “0” a “poor” policy.   “Good” according to what?  How much “better” is a state that scores “2” than a state that scores “1”?  Thus, is there a numerical score on some particular measure that an interest group is then using to classify states as “good,” “fair,” or “poor”?  If so, what exactly is the logic of the interest group’s rating?  How much of some particular component changes a state’s score from, say, “0” to “1”?  You need to have a strong defense for your scale.  The next couple paragraphs will show you actually scales people have proposed and the questions I raised.

Example
According to Wendy Zimmerman and Karen C. Tumlin of The Urban Institute, the enactment of the federal Personal Responsibility and Work Opportunity Act (PRWORA) on August 22, 1996 imposed restrictions on legal and undocumented immigrants’ eligibility for a wide range of benefits.  Furthermore, it drew distinctions among immigrant groups in new ways.  Before PRWORA, undocumented immigrants were ineligible for all major federal assistance programs.  The law classified immigrants as either qualified or unqualified, which now restricted certain lawfully documented immigrants along with undocumented immigrants from most welfare services.  Qualified immigrants include lawful permanent residents, refugees and other groups admitted for humanitarian reasons, and certain battered spouses and children.  All other immigrants are considered unqualified, including those with permission to remain in the US but without legal permanent resident status.  Unqualified immigrants were now barred from broader set of benefits than before.  However, they were still eligible for certain emergency services.  


Using the information from the aforementioned publication “Patchwork Policies: State Assistance for Immigrants under Welfare Reform” I have designed a policy scale that assesses each states welfare policy towards immigrants.  The scale involves both Pre-enactment of PRWORA state policy and Post-enactment of PRWORA state policy.  Furthermore, there are two types of welfare that are most consistent across the states.  These two types of welfare are: Temporary Assistance for Needy Families (TANF) and Medicaid.  Therefore, the scale assesses whether the state funds both these services for legal immigrants or not.  The scale is as follows*

0= none pre & none post 



LEGEND

1= 1 pre & none post




Pre = pre enactment

2= 1 pre & 1 post 




Post = post enactment

3= both pre & none post




Both = state funds both Medicaid & TANF

4= both pre & 1 post




1 = state funds either Medicaid or TANF

5= both pre & both post




None = state does not fund Medicaid and TANF

*scale reflects the funding of TANF and Medicaid welfare services in each state towards legally documented immigrants with 5 being both services are state funded as well as most liberal welfare policy, and 0 being no state funding of these services as well as least liberal welfare policy. All other numbers represent a states’ level of funding of these two services.  In other words, these numbers represent whether a states policy covers funding of both services or not.  Higher numbers represent more funding of welfare services and a more liberal welfare policy, and lower numbers represent less funding of welfare services and a less liberal welfare policy.
Questions I raised:

 (1) Why be concerned with policy prior to the 1996 reforms?

(2)  You don’t have a category of none pre and 1 post? (i.e., look at “1= 1 pre & none post”)  Did 
any state have this combination?

(3)  If you use both pre and post 1996, how should the eras be weighted (i.e., should each era 

count the same)?

(4)  Why is category 3 (both pre & none post) more supportive of immigrant rights than category 
2 (1 pre & 1 post)?

 When searching for a policy measure be inventive.  You can always try a straightforward “google” search and see what it yields.  In order to find each state’s policy toward gay unions I literally typed “State Policy on Gay Unions.”  After digging through several of the options, I found the necessary information to construct the previously discussed measure. The best single source I’ve found for finding state policies is stateline (www.stateline.org). To make the most use of the stateline website proceed as follows: (1) go to www.stateline.org ; (2) click on "All States" (upper left corner of the screen); (3) scroll down the left side of the screen to "Public Policy Links" and click; (4) choose the appropriate policy area and work from there (i.e., go to the various websites listed under each policy area).  You may need to click on each individual state (i.e., they may not have one page that shows policy across all 50 states).   Another good source is the National Conference of State Legislatures (www.ncsl.org).  Additionally, the Center for Budget and Policy Priorities (www.cbpp.org) has much useful policy information by state.  Furthermore, interest groups are often good sources of policy measures across the states.  For example, I typed “Environmental Interest Groups” on a google search and was able to find the environmental interest groups that I have long been familiar with (e.g., the League of Conservation Voters).  Many interest groups list various policies for each state.

In order to use the ballot initiative you selected in the first portion of Assignment 6, you need to have a comparative policy measure with a score for each of the 50 states.  Otherwise, you need to select a different ballot initiative (i.e., repeat the first step in Assignment 6). 
Once you have a policy measure you need to enter the scores in the Excel spreadsheet entitled “326ComparativePolicyAnalysis” available at www.csulb.edu/~cdennis (Click on “Courses” and look under POSC 326).  After going into Excel and opening file “326ComparativePolicyAnalysis” do the following: (1) go to column B and beginning in row 2 (don’t use row 1 as it contains the variable name “Policy”) and enter the score for each state using the “up” and “down” cursors (i.e., immediately below “Policy”); (2) double check all entries (e.g., instead of 2 did you enter 3? -  if you make a mistake just highlight the cell with the mistake and type in the correct figure - do not use either percent signs or decimal points).  The scores must be entered in the following order  (be sure to omit the District of Columbia – it isn’t a state – also, don’t worry about the other columns of data – you’ll use those later): 

1.  Alabama

2.  Alaska

3.  Arizona

4.  Arkansas

5.  California

6.  Colorado

7.  Connecticut

8.  Delaware

9.  Florida

10. Georgia

11. Hawaii

12. Idaho

13. Illinois

14. Indiana

15. Iowa

16. Kansas

17. Kentucky

18. Louisiana

19. Maine

20. Maryland

21. Massachusetts

22. Michigan

23. Minnesota

24. Mississippi

25. Missouri

26. Montana

27. Nebraska

28. Nevada

29. New Hampshire

30. New Jersey

31. New Mexico

32. New York

33. North Carolina

34. North Dakota

35. Ohio

36. Oklahoma

37. Oregon

38. Pennsylvania

39. Rhode Island

40. South Carolina

41. South Dakota

42. Tennessee

43. Texas

44. Utah

45. Vermont

46. Virginia

47. Washington

48. West Virginia

49. Wisconsin

50. Wyoming
Double check your entries and save the file. NOTE: even though you won’t use all of the columns of data in this dataset now, you WILL need them later in the semester.
Here’s how to do the third (and final) portion of Assignment 6. As you will see more clearly in Assignment 11, part of the term paper involves testing hypotheses about how various socioeconomic and political factors are related to the countywide vote on your ballot proposition.  The first stage in accomplishing this is to enter the percentage of the countywide vote in favor (i.e., voting “yes”) on your ballot proposition for each county in California in the Excel spreadsheet entitled, “326CaliforniaDataset” (available at www.csulb.edu/~cdennis click on “Courses” and look under POSC 326).  After downloading the file from my website here is what I want you to do: (1) go to www.sos.ca.gov/elections/elections_elections.htm (there is an “underline” between elections and elections.htm – thus the last part of the address is elections_elections.htm) and click on the election in which your initiative appears; (2) scroll down to “Statewide Measures” and click on “Statewide Summary Propositions”; (3) write the percentage (i.e., not the actual number of votes but rather the percentage of the vote) in favor (i.e., “yes”) on your proposition for each county in the grid which appears immediately ahead (even though there are Excel options you cannot “cut and paste” – you need to write the percentage in the appropriate blanks below  and then enter these handwritten numbers into the Excel file “326California Dataset” – do not use either decimal points or percent signs – thus 54.4% should be entered in the grid below as 54 while 54.5% should be entered as 55 – don’t worry about the other columns of data – you’ll use them later);

1.  Alameda ____

2.  Alpine     ____

3.  Amador  ____

4.  Butte       ____

5.  Calaveras ____

6.  Colusa  ____

7.  Contra Costa  ____

8.  Del Norte ____

9.  El Dorado ____

10.  Fresno ____  

11.  Glenn   ____

12.  Humboldt  ____

13.  Imperial  ____

14.  Inyo ____

15.  Kern ____

16.  Kings ____

17.  Lake   ____

18.  Lassen ____

19.  Los Angeles ____

20.  Madera ____

21.  Marin ____

22.  Mariposa ____
23.  Mendocino ____
24.  Merced ____
25.  Modoc  ____
26.  Mono  ____ 
27.  Monterey ____
28.  Napa ____
29.  Nevada ____
30.  Orange ____

31.  Placer  ____

32.  Plumas ____

33.  Riverside ____

34.  Sacramento ____

35.  San Benito ____

36.  San Bernardino ____

37.  San Diego ____

38.  San Francisco ____

39.  San Joaquin ____

40.  San Luis Obispo ____

41.  San Mateo ____

42.  Santa Barbara ____

43.  Santa Clara ____

44.  Santa Cruz ____

45.  Shasta ____

46.  Sierra ____

47.  Siskiyou ____

48.  Solano ____

49.  Sonoma ____

50.  Stanislaus ____

51.  Sutter ____

52.  Tehama ____

53.  Trinity ____

54.  Tulare ____

55.  Tuolumne ____

56.  Ventura ____

57.  Yolo ____

58.  Yuba ____
(4) now open Excel file “326California Dataset” and enter the percentages in column B beginning in row 2 (don’t use row 1 – that contains the variable name “Prop”) using the “up” and “down” cursors (i.e., immediately below “Prop” – the variable name for “proposition”); (5)  double check all entries (e.g., instead of 57 did you enter 577? - if you make a mistake just highlight the cell with the mistake and type in the correct figure - remember do not use either percent signs or decimal points).  Double check your entries and save the file.  NOTE: even though you won’t use all of the columns of data in this dataset now, you WILL need them later in the semester.

Now you should be ready to send me an email that contains each of the following: (1) the number (e.g., Proposition 8), election year and brief description of your ballot initiative; (2) the percentage of the statewide vote in favor (i.e., “yes”) on the initiative (remember at least 30% must vote on the losing side); (3) a description of your policy scale (i.e., what each score means and the logic of why a score of “2” is greater than a score of “1” – thus a score of “2” is greater than score “1” in terms of what? Why? If state expenditures, adjusting for income or population? Why or Why not?); (4) Excel spreadsheet “326ComparativePolicyAnalysis” with the scores on your policy measure for all 50 states entered in the order mentioned previously; (5) Excel speadsheet “326CaliforniaDataset” with the percentage of the countywide vote in favor (i.e., “yes”) for each county in California on your ballot proposition with the counties in the order mentioned previously.  Send me an email with the previous 5 items by the date due and you’re done!
Assignment 7 – Dye and MacManus, Chapter 7 and CC due read by 3/12  (“CC” - California Challenges – like all non-textbook readings is available at my website: www.csulb.edu/~cdennis – click on “Courses” – you might as well download the other nontextbook readings – California Taxes – “CT”  and California Budget – “CB”) Remember the discussion under Assignment 1 concerning the themes of representation and fairness for quiz/exam questions as you read this week’s readings.
Potential Quiz Questions Include: According to Dye and MacManus, how do public expectations for a governor measure up to the governor’s power?  What limits a governor’s ability to control the state bureaucracy? What does a line item veto allow a governor to do?   How do voters apportion blame for a poor economy among the President/Congress vs. state governors?  Approximately what percentage of governors who run for re-election are re-elected? How strong is the relationship between tax increases and gubernatorial re-election rates?  According to Jacksonian “popular democracy” how can we ensure public control of state government?  How did the Reform movement weaken the power of governors? What does modern public administration suggest concerning gubernatorial power over the state executive branch? How have states responded to the suggestions of modern public administration?  What do interest groups tend to think about the reforms suggested by modern public administration?  How does the power of the governor of California compare to governors of other states? Typically is the governor or the legislature more popular?

Potential Quiz Questions from CC include: In terms of growth potential, how does California’s economic base compare with the national and world economy?  If greater federal anti-recession efforts are needed, what does Levy recommend? What are the “Five Facts” about California over the next ten years? What ideas does Levy suggest for conversations about workforce policy?   What does Levy think of the goal of making California an attractive place to live and work but restrict growth? What does Levy think of the goal of limiting growth to the “good jobs”?  How would Levy evaluate the argument that unauthorized immigrants are filling more of the low-skilled jobs in California and this is causing California to have too many low-skilled workers? What is missing in a discussion of unauthorized immigrants that focuses on them not paying income taxes but using public services (e.g., schools)? General Fund spending is approximately what percentage of personal income in California?  Concerning the relationship between customers and revenue, how is government different from business?  How would Levy reduce California’s structural deficit?   According to Levy, what to most proponents of “living within our means” mean?  What does Levy mean when he says “the starting point matters”? For the 2000-2008 period, how did General Fund spending increase relative to population and inflation growth?      
Assignment 8–Dye and MacManus, Chapters 8-9 due read 3/19
Remember the discussion under Assignment 1 concerning the themes of representation and fairness for quiz/exam questions as you read this week’s readings.  For example, would the method of judicial selection favored by reformers increase or decrease representation?  Why?  Would such a process increase or decrease fairness?  Why?
Potential Quiz Questions Include: Approximately what percentage of government employees work for state and local government?  Do Dye and MacManus more see the bureaucracy as strictly implementing policy or as engaging in policymaking?  Concerning state and local government expenditures per capita (i.e., per person), how does California rank in relation to other states? Concerning the number of state and local employees per 10,000 population, how does California rank in relation to other states?  What percentage of state and local employees are unionized?   Why do politicians frequently prefer a regulatory approach to achieve a goal? Under privatization, is the role of government more to provide services or produce services?   What has research found concerning the performance of state government agencies? How does an agency “win” at the budget game? Politically, what mistake do citizen groups make in the budgetary process? What do Dye and MacManus think of the utility of the incremental approach to budgeting? What is probably the most important difference between judicial decision making and the decision making process in other branches of the government? Concerning the degree of litigiousness, how does the United States compare to other nations? What appears to be the impact of jury service on one’s opinion about the court system? How do judicial salaries compare with those paid in prestigious law firms? What method of judicial selection do “reformers” typically prefer? Relative to Republican judges, Democratic judges are more likely to decide cases in favor of what groups/interests?  What is the difference between judicial activism and judicial restraint? In terms of the crime rate, police protection and incarceration rate, how does California compare to other states? Does increased police protection significantly reduce crime? What are two disadvantages of “community policing”? (325: high cost and increased danger for police officers) How did the “broken windows” approach work in New York City?  
Assignment 9 – Dye and MacManus, Chapter 10,  CB (entire) and CT (entire), due read by 4/4
Remember the discussion under Assignment 1 concerning the themes of representation and fairness for quiz/exam questions as you read this week’s readings.  For example, would changing from a mayoral to a city manager form of government likely increase or decrease representation?  Why?  Would such a change likely increase or decrease the fairness of public policy? Why?
Potential Quiz Questions Include: Constitutionally, what is the basis of local government? Are most citizens able to identify which local government has the responsibility for a particular service?    What is “Dillon’s rule”?  What is the intended effect of home rule? What critical distinction is the council-manager form of city government based upon?  What form of city government do large cities typically use? What typically causes a city to change its form of government?   What type of electoral system do racial and ethnic groups typically prefer? Have recent federal court cases made it easier or more difficult to defend the use of at-large elections? According to Dye and MacManus, what is the level of accountability of special districts to the general public?   
Potential Quiz Questions from CB include: In terms of General Fund spending as a percentage of state income, how did the 2009-2010 California State budget rank among all state budgets adopted since Proposition 13 (1978) went into effect?  How does California compare to other states in terms of state government employees as a percentage of state population?   If you include local government employees how does California rank?  What does the author think about the desirability of a second stimulus package?   What did Republican candidate Tom Campbell say about the desirability of a modest temporary tax increase?  Instead of measuring change in state spending by adjusting for population and inflation, what standard does the author recommend?   If you take the 1999-2009 period how did General Fund spending change when adjusted for population and inflation? 
Potential Quiz Questions from CT include: According to Levy and Pastor, by what standard should a tax increase be judged? If state taxes are increased, does the money “disappear”?  In the short-term, why would an increase in income taxes on high-income earners have a positive effect on economic growth? What did the Public Policy Institute study find concerning the impact of business relocations on jobs (i.e., unemployment)? What do Levy and Pastor think of the argument that we can significantly reduce California’s budget problems by reducing waste, fraud and abuse? 
Assignment 10 – Dye and MacManus, Chapter 11 are due read by 4/9
Remember the discussion under Assignment 1 concerning the themes of representation and fairness for quiz/exam questions as you read this week’s readings. For example, did the changes brought about by the reform movement increase or decrease representation?  Why?  Did these changes likely increase or decrease the degree of policy fairness?  Why?
Potential Quiz Questions include: What is the level of interest in community political affairs?  Why might increased political participation be undesirable?  Does the impact of the reform movement (nonpartisanship, council-manager government and separate municipal elections) increase or decrease voter turnout?   Which groups gain under the reform movement?    Among homeowners, what is the impact of education and income on support for public expenditures? How did the old-style political machine operate?  What was the core “belief” of the reform movement (i.e., how did they view politics)?  The city manager form of government was based on the separation of administration from what other factor?  Today, does the distinction at the heart of the previous question make sense? Who is the major source of information for most council members?  Do most city council members desire a strong city manager?  How do the powers of mayors match the challenges they face? Are mayors who are directly elected typically more powerful than mayors chosen from the city council?   According to Dye and MacManus, what are the policy consequences of increased minority representation on city councils?  How does the importance of interest groups at the community level compare to their importance at the state or national levels?  In terms of socioeconomic status, who tends to be members of environmental groups? Who do citizens think are the best community problem solvers? 
Assignment 11 – Term Paper Phase II – 4/16
The purpose of Assignment 11 is to provide you will all the information and ideas necessary to write your term paper.  This assignment is worth 30 points: (1) 10 points for the logic and detail of your outline; (2) 10 points for the sources you use – pay particular attention to the recommended sources (i.e., use the Los Angeles Times, Sacramento Bee, California Journal and avoid the Orange County Register, Fox News, etc.); and (3) 10 points for performing the statistical analysis and reporting this information at the appropriate places in your outline.  It’s not difficult!  Just keep reading and I’ll show you how to do everything.
The first portion of Assignment 11 is to formulate and test hypotheses concerning both the countywide vote on your ballot proposition and the variation between states in the policy area of your ballot initiative.   In order to formulate your hypotheses and understand how to test them, you need to read the ensuing section on political concepts and relationships.   Additionally, this next section also discusses the various policy models which will play an important role in your paper.  Finally, the definitions and relationships discussed in the next section will be of tremendous value on the final examination.  So, let’s proceed!  
Political Concepts and Relationships 


Political scientist have discovered many concepts and relationships that should form the theoretical underpinning of your term paper.  A concept is an abstraction representing an object, a property of an object, or a certain phenomena.  For example, an individual’s level of education is a concept.   In order to make the concept useful we need to operationalize it (i.e., formulate a measure of the concept).  We might operationalize education as the number of years of school an individual has attained.  Alternatively, we might measure education with a dichotomous (i.e., two category) measure: the individual has either attained at least a bachelor’s degree or they have not.  Since all individuals do not have the same amount of education, education is a variable.  Alternatively, if everyone had the same amount of education, education would be a constant.   We are interested in the behavior of variables, not constants.  
A hypothesis  is a relational statement between concepts.  For example, in the sample term paper I examine the relationship between the level of education in a California county and the support for Proposition 8 (same-sex marriage ban) in that same county.  The results show that the higher the level of education in a county (the greater the percentage of the county’s population who are 25, or older, who have at least a bachelor’s degree) the lower the percentage of the vote in favor of Proposition 8.  Since higher scores on one variable (level of education) are associated with lower scores on another variable (support for Proposition 8), this is a negative relationship.  If, on the other hand, higher county education levels had been associated with a higher percentage of the county vote in favor of Proposition 8, this would have been a positive relationship.   The variable that influences is called the independent variable while the variable being influenced is called the dependent variable.  Thus, if a person’s level of education influences their degree of support for gay rights then education is the independent variable and the individual’s degree of support for gay rights is the dependent variable.  The essence of your term paper is to formulate and test relationships between variables that are likely to influence the vote on the ballot initiative you select and to influence what types of policies states undertake in the policy area of your ballot initiative.   

As you will notice when you look at the sample outline and sample term paper, the first test of variable relationships concerns what influences the vote on your particular ballot initiative.  In order to tests plausible hypotheses concerning this question we need to turn to the political science literature on public opinion.  To facilitate discussing public opinion I am going to make three distinctions: 1 - abstract vs. specific; 2 – economic vs. noneconomic; and 3 – liberal vs. conservative.


Abstract means something broad and specific means something narrow.  For example, an abstract question might be: Do you believe in equal rights for all?  A specific question in this same area might be: Do you believe gays should have equal marriage rights to non-gays?  The literature on public opinion tells us that people give more tolerant, or “pro-freedom,” answers to abstract questions and less tolerant answers to more specific questions.   Depending upon how the question is phrased, about 85% of Californians will say that they support equal rights for all.  However, a majority of California voters voted in favor of Proposition 8 which denies equal marriage rights to gays.  Thus, California voters were more tolerant in the “abstract” than in the “specific.”  That’s the way public opinion typically works.   Similarly, the vast majority of voters will tell you they believe in a free market.  However, at any given time about 70% of voters will also say that the minimum wage should be increased.  I’m not making a case against having a minimum wage.  I am just pointing out that adherence to a free market would not only preclude increasing the minimum wage it would preclude having a minimum wage in the first place (i.e., wages and prices would be free to go as low or as high as the interaction of buyers and sellers took them).


A second important distinction to make in public opinion is between economic and noneconomic issues.  Although every political issue cannot be completely categorized as being economic or noneconomic, the vast majority of issues are primarily in one category or the other.  For example, at first blush you might think that the issue of federally funded abortions could not be classified as either economic or noneconomic.  Abortion itself is a noneconomic issue.  However, the question of federal funding brings economics (i.e., money) into the issue.  Nevertheless, I would argue that federally funded abortions is essentially a noneconomic issue.  The debate on the issue concerns the right of abortion, not finances.  Thus, those who argue against federally funded abortions do not do so on the basis of saving the federal government money, rather they argue it on the basis that no one should have access to an abortion.   Therefore, I would classify federally funded abortions as a noneconomic issue. 


A third useful distinction to make concerning public opinion is between liberal and conservative.  The following definitions are relative and not absolute.  Thus, the definitions will employ relative terms such as “more” or “less” rather than all or nothing.   Utilizing the economic/noneconomic categorization of issues discussed previously, I would offer the following definitions of liberal and conservative:

liberal – greater emphasis on reducing economic inequality and maintaining economic security/greater support for the noneconomic freedom to differ; conservative – greater individual free choice with less concern for economic inequality and security/less commitment to the noneconomic freedom to differ.  


Some examples will help clarify the contrast between liberal and conservative.  President George W. Bush pursued both tax cuts heavily skewed in favor of the wealthy and privatization of Social Security.   The liberal opposition to the Bush Tax Cuts was based in large part on how much benefit Bush’s Tax Cuts gave to the wealthy in an era when the wealthy were already increasing their incomes at a much greater rate than middle and low income households.   Approximately 40% of the money from the Bush Tax Cuts goes to the wealthiest 1% of households (i.e., households with an annual income of over $340,000).   Roughly speaking, over the past 20 years the incomes of the wealthiest 1% of American households have increased at approximately 10 times the rate of middle and low income households.   The points I just raised could be interpreted as a “liberal” orientation to economics.  Put another way, questions of economic inequality are not nearly as important to conservatives as to liberals.   A rather voluminous literature in political economy indicates that more liberal governments produce lower unemployment rates (which helps those who gain work as well as the bargaining power of labor in relation to ownership), more progressive tax systems (i.e., the opposite of the Bush Tax Cuts) and greater income gains for low and middle income groups than conservative governments.   

President George W. Bush’s desire to privatize Social Security also fits well with the previous definitions of liberal and conservative.  Privatization means that rather than being guaranteed (as under the current system) a Social Security recipient’s income would depend upon how their investments performed.  The “security” in Social Security is the notion of a guarantee.  Thus, privatization violates the underlying concept of Social Security.  As the definitions of liberal and conservative indicated, “security” is not as high a priority for conservatives as for liberals.  In 1935, when Social Security was enacted, conservatives typically opposed it. It is not surprising that a later conservative president would try to violate the central concept of a program conservatives did not agree with when it became law.  Note that Social Security (1935), the Wagner Act (1935 – which is the modern basis of labor union strength) and Medicare (1965) all became law under more liberal (i.e., Democratic) administrations.  

In the recent presidential campaign didn’t Obama favor repealing the Bush Tax Cuts for those making over $250,000 per year (approximately the wealthiest 2% of households) and a health insurance program covering more Americans than McCain?  Yes.  That is the long-term pattern in economic issues comparing liberal and conservative candidates and governments.   Studies of the U.S. Congress indicate that over 95% of the time, the Democratic congressional candidate is more liberal than her, or his, Republican opponent for the same seat.  Similarly, if you examine the voting of California state legislators on legislation selected by the California Chamber of Commerce, you will notice that virtually all Democratic state legislators vote in the direction favored by the California Chamber of Commerce less than 20% of the time while the corresponding figure for Republicans is greater than 90%.  That’s quite a difference.   As I will mention many times in class, a candidate’s political party affiliation may not tell you everything about them, but it does tell you an awful lot!      

The sample term paper involves Proposition 8.   Proposition 8 bans same-sex marriage.  Thus, it is a noneconomic issue.   Political liberals were opposed to Proposition 8 because it denies marriage equality to same-sex couples (i.e., goes against the equal protection of the laws).  This would be an example of a strong commitment to the freedom to differ (i.e., differ by sexual orientation).  By contrast, conservatives (except libertarians) tended to weigh what they felt were moral considerations more highly than equal treatment.  

As you will see in both the sample outline and term paper, part of this project involves formulating and testing hypotheses about how voters will vote on your particular ballot initiative.   Therefore, it is important to know what political scientists have found concerning attributes of voters.  Class readings and discussions have focused on the relationship between socioeconomic status and various behaviors.  Remember that a person’s socioeconomic status is determined by their educational attainment, income and the status of the occupation they perform.  I want you to focus on education and income.   In economic issues income is typically a good predictor of someone’s opinion.  The “basic” relationship is that the higher a person’s income the less supportive they will be of liberal economics.  Alternatively, we could say that the relationship between income and support for economic liberalism is negative.   Thus, those with higher incomes are less likely to support universal health insurance, increasing the minimum wage and having the wealthy bear a higher proportion of the tax burden than are those with lower incomes.  In economic issues, self-interest is a good, but not perfect, predictor of opinion.  

In noneconomic issues education is a better predictor of someone’s opinion than income.  The “basic” relationship is that the higher the level of education an individual has the more liberal their opinions on noneconomic issues.  Alternatively, we could say that the relationship between education and noneconomic liberalism is positive.  The probable reason for this relationship is that education exposes a person to different ideas and cultures.  While this process does not mean a person will change their views, it does typically lead to a greater appreciation and understanding for why others may hold different opinions.  Since tolerance and equality are the underpinnings of liberal positions on noneconomic issues, increasing education often translates into more liberal thinking on noneconomic questions.  
Any theory is more useful the more widely it can be applied.  A major goal of political science is to see how widely we can apply our theories.  Applying the aforementioned information to religion, there should be (and is) a negative association between a person’s educational attainment and the fundamentalism of the church they attend.  Thus, the more well-educated a person, the less fundamentalist the church they are likely to attend.  Part of the reason for this relationship is probably that the more fundamentalist the church, the less ambiguity there is in the church’s beliefs.  Alternatively, more ambiguity means that there is more to debate, question and consider.  All of those qualities appeal more to the well-educated than the less well-educated.  
Applying this material to art also explains why impressionist paintings are more likely to be purchased by the well-educated.  Unlike a photograph, an impressionist painting involves ambiguity: people will argue over what the painting “is about.”  Such debates appeal more to the well-educated than the less well-educated.       

Education is also linked to issues involving delayed gratification.  For example, consider health/safety and environmental issues.  The “basic” relationship is that the more well-educated a person the more they support health/safety regulations and government regulation for environmental protection.   All of these issues involve delayed gratification: giving up something today in exchange for a better tomorrow.  Isn’t the whole process of education an exercise in delayed gratification?  Probably.  You spend four years pursuing a degree in the hopes that it will produce a better career/life than you would otherwise have had.  That’s why it’s easier to make the pro-health and safety argument to the more well-educated.  Furthermore, the pro-regulation position (i.e., the liberal position) is based on the notion that individual action will bring about positive results.  Thus, the pro-regulation position is less fatalistic.  If asked why they smoke, how often do you hear smokers say something such as, “when it’s your time to die you’ll die.”  That’s fatalistic.  If you avoid smoking in order to lengthen your life, you have assumed that life isn’t fatalistic (i.e., that your action may make a difference).  From the research I’ve seen, adherence to fatalism and education are negatively (i.e., inversely) related.  Thus, the greater a person’s level of education the less fatalistic they tend to be.    

In terms of electoral support, the Democratic coalition consists of African-Americans, Hispanics, well-educated women (i.e., women holding higher than a bachelor’s degree), secular voters (e.g., those who do not attend church and do not own guns) and union families.   By contrast, the Republican coalition consists of white evangelical Protestants, Southerners, rural voters, exurbia (more rural than the suburbs – e.g., Temecula), young white blue collar voters without college degrees and wealthy men.  With the exception of wealthy men, the Republican’s primary appeal to these groups is on cultural, or noneconomic, issues. The contested groups in the electorate are basically groups that are liberal on economic issues and conservative on noneconomic issues (e.g., Catholics, men with graduate degrees, retired women and married blue collar women).  These coalitions are detailed in pollster Stanley Greenberg’s book entitled, The Two Americas.

In the sample term paper you will notice a discussion of elite and mass opinions.  Generally speaking, elites (e.g., elected political officials) are more likely to have a political philosophy than non-elites.  Additionally, if both an elite and a non-elite person have a political philosophy, elites are more likely to apply abstract philosophical commitments to specific situations.  This difference between the philosophical consistency of elites and masses likely occurs for two reasons: (1) the greater importance of politics to political elites than to the mass of citizens means that political elites are more likely than non-elites to develop a political philosophy and; (2) elites are typically more well-educated than most citizens and, as such, are more likely to “constrain” themselves to philosophical coherence (i.e., to force their abstract commitments such as everyone having equal rights to the concrete support for equal marriage rights for gays).   

When you read the sample term paper you’ll notice that I defend the hypothesis of a negative relationship between the percentage of the countywide presidential vote for Obama vote and support for Proposition 8 (i.e., the greater the percentage of the countywide vote for Obama the lower the percentage of the countywide vote in favor of Proposition 8) in terms of a party’s ability to persuade it’s own voters.  The voting literature suggests that while to a significant extent voter’s select a party based upon the party’s issue positions, the issues positions of the party can also influence voter’s opinions.  This is especially true when voter’s either have little information or are cross-pressured (e.g., have one set of beliefs urging a “yes” vote on Proposition 8 and a different set of beliefs urging a “no” vote on Proposition 8).  


As both the sample outline and sample term paper indicate, part of the term paper involves examining your policy area in terms of policy models that political scientists have developed.  While not exhaustive of all possible models, I want you to focus on the following six models of policymaking: the group model, the partisan model, the median voter model, the rational model, the incremental model and the elite/mass model.


The group model of policy asserts that contemporary policy will reflect the balance of power between contending interests.  Thus, if there are two groups and Group A has twice the resources (e.g., number of members, money, etc.) of Group B then policy should be closer to Group A’s position than to Group B’s position.  Political scientists have usefully applied the group model of politics to the battles between various groups over both education policy (e.g., teacher’s unions, student groups, college trustees, etc.) and tax policy (e.g., broad business groups such as the U.S. Chamber of Commerce, labor unions, oil and gas interests, etc.).
A variation of the group model is the partisan model.  In this case “the groups” are Democratic and Republican officeholders and the electoral constituencies each party represents.  The partisan model of policy is that the two major political parties represent voters with different policy preferences.  When in power, each party pursues policies that benefit it’s core constituencies.  Political scientists have used this model primarily in economic policy.   For example, a number of studies have found that Democratic voters are typically poorer than Republican voters and that Democratic political control results in a less unequal (i.e., more equal) distribution of income than under Republican political control.  Democratic political control produces this reduced income inequality through lower unemployment rates, more progressive tax policies (i.e., the tax burden is shifted more to higher income groups) and more government spending on services primarily benefiting lower income groups (e.g., Pell Grants for poor students, public transportation, Medicaid, etc.) than Republican political control.  The “326Comparative PolicyAnalysis” file does not contain a measure of political party strength in state government.  Thus, there is not one, or more, variables showing whether the state has a Democratic or Republican governor or either parties’ share of the state legislature.  However, the Obama measure is a good, but not perfect, measure of the liberalism of a state’s government.  As a number of studies of state politics indicate, the more liberal the electorate in a state the greater the percentage of that state’s presidential vote in favor of the Democratic candidate, the more liberal that state’s government and the more liberal that state’s policies.   Thus, more liberal electorates elect more liberal state officials who enact more liberal policies.

The median voter model of public policy argues that in a two-party democratic political system public policy should be in compliance with the preferences of the median (or middle) voter.  For example, if we rank-order 101 voters from most liberal to most conservative, policy should be congruent with the preferences of the 51st voter (i.e., the median voter) in our rank-ordered list.   The logic of the median voter model is that the victorious party would receive the voters of either voters 1-51 (and thus defeat the party represented by voters 52-101) or voters 51-101 and therefore defeat the party represented by voters 1-50.  Either way, the victorious party would need to secure the vote of voter 51 (i.e., the median voter).

The incremental model of public policy is that change in policy takes place in small amounts over time.  Rather than incur the political costs of large scale policy change (through political opposition and the sheer difficulty of designing large scale policy change), the easiest path for policymakers is to make minor modifications to existing policy.   Political scientists have usefully applied the incremental model to change in federal and state budgets and civil rights policy.


During the mid-1960s the federal government expanded the civil rights of African-Americans.  These changes could be classified as relatively incremental for two reasons: (1) the changes were broken up into several steps that took place over the 1964-68 period: nondiscrimination in employment (1964), voting rights (1965) and housing (1968) and; (2) the order of the policy changes was directly related to the perceived “threat” to white voters.  Thus, racially integrating a neighborhood through nondiscrimination in housing is more proximate to people than either making it more possible for people to vote or not to be discriminated against in seeking employment.  This is why civil rights forces pursued the most easily attained goals first (e.g., nondiscrimination in employment and voting) before moving into more conflictual policy areas (e.g., nondiscrimination in housing).

The elite/mass model of public policy is a “top/down” vision of public policy where elites (both elected and/or unelected government officials) either persuade, or impose, policy on an electorate which may be opposed to the policy.  Like the incremental model, political scientists have used the elite/mass model to explain civil rights policy.  American elites were much more favorable than non-elites to expanding the civil rights of African-Americans and wanted to move much quicker in this direction than non-elites.  As discussed previously, a large difference between elites and the mass public is that elites typically have a well-developed political philosophy and more fully apply their abstract philosophical commitments to concrete situations.  


The role of the courts are particularly useful in understanding the importance of the elite/mass model to both civil and gay rights.  Justices are well-educated people who typically possess a political philosophy.  Additionally, justices are more protected from electoral reprisals than most popularly elected officials.   In the civil rights area it was the unelected U.S. Supreme Court that lead the way toward school integration in the famous Brown vs. the Board of Education (1954) case instead of either elected officials (many of whom desired such changes but were afraid of electoral reprisals) or a majority of the public demanding school integration.  Similarly, it was the California State Supreme Court which affirmed the equal rights of gays to marry.  Proposition 8 was a move by the electorate to restrict the equal marriage rights that the California State Supreme Court said gays have.   Thus, like civil rights, it was elites, not masses, that were the driving force behind equal rights for gays.    

The final policy model is the rational model.  The rational model suggests that a policy change will occur when the benefits from such a change outweigh the costs of such a change.   The rational model has been used in circumstances where benefits and costs can be relatively accurately estimated.   For example, some elements of budgetary and criminal justice policy have been usefully studied by the rational model.    

To make the rational model applicable, it is frequently necessary to estimate both political and time costs.   Thus, while it could be “rationally” argued that raising gasoline taxes would produce greater benefits (cleaner air, less disease and medical costs) than costs, the public is reluctant to prefer immediate costs (i.e., increased gasoline taxes) over even greater long-term benefits.  Additionally, from a policy change standpoint, it is important to what extent the “winners” and “losers” from a policy change know who they are.  To return to the gasoline tax example, many of the “winners” from increased gasoline taxes do not know who they are.  While higher gasoline taxes would lead to less pollution and less lung cancer, the beneficiaries do not know that their own lives would be saved.  However, the “losers” from higher gasoline taxes (e.g., SUV owners) do know who they are.  Such a combination makes an economically rational policy such as higher gasoline taxes politically “irrational” (i.e., could have high political costs for elected officials favoring higher gasoline taxes).  Thus, policy is not always “rational.”  While the previous discussion of policy models draws on a vast literature, the most important source was various editions of Understanding Public Policy by Thomas R. Dye.

Now I will apply the material in the Political Concepts and 


Relationships section to the sample term paper concerning Proposition 8 and demonstrate how to do the statistical analysis.  The first part of the statistical analysis is to explain variation in county support levels for Proposition 8.  The percentage of the countywide vote in favor of Proposition 8 ranged from 75% to 25%.  Obviously, these percentages are quite different.  What I will be attempting to do is explain why these county support levels for Proposition 8 are so different.  I will use the data in the Excel file, “326CaliforniaDataset.”  Each column in the spreadsheet contains the scores on a different variable.  The first row contains the variable names while rows 2 through 59 contain the scores on each variable for each of the 58 counties in California.   The variables (i.e., columns) are as follows:

Column                  Variable Name            Description 

     A                             County                   Name of County

     B                             Prop                       Percentage of the countywide

                                                                    vote in favor (i.e., “yes”) on your 

                                                                    ballot proposition.  This is the data 

                                                                    you entered in Assignment 6.  For 

                                                                    me, this is the percentage of the 

                                                                    county voters who voted “yes” on 

                                                                    Proposition 8.                 

     C                             College                  Percent of those 25 and older 







   in the county who have at least a               

                                                                    bachelor’s degree.

     D                             Medinc05               County median household income

                                                                    in thousands of dollars for 2005.

                                                                    A score of 46.5 would mean

                                                                    that half the households in that

                                                                    county had an income greater than

                                                                    $46,500 and half the households                 

                                                                    had an income less than $46,500

                                                                    in 2005.

     E                             Obama                   Percentage of the countywide

                                                                    presidential vote for Barack

                                                                    Obama in the 2008 general

                                                                    election.


Since column A is simply the county name is does not represent a variable of interest to us.  However, it is useful to make sure we enter our data in the correct order.  Column B, the percentage of the countywide vote in favor of Proposition 8, is what I am trying to explain (i.e., the dependent variable).   That leaves the variables in columns C (college), D (median income) and E (Obama – Democratic Party strength or liberalness of the political climate in a state).   Since Proposition 8 is a noneconomic issue, median income is not a theoretically important variable.  While county median income is related to the countywide vote on Proposition 8, this relationship mostly likely occurs because income is related to education.  Thus, the higher income counties are also more well-educated counties.  As the discussion in “political concepts and relationships” makes clear, theory strongly suggests that education, not income, is related to tolerance.  Therefore, since theory does not suggest that income has an impact on tolerance, I will not examine it.  However, the “political concepts and relationships” section suggests that both education (i.e., variable “college”) and the Obama vote should be negatively associated with the percentage of the countywide vote in favor of Proposition 8.  Thus, the higher the educational level in a county the lower the percentage of the vote in favor of Proposition 8 should be.  Likewise, the greater the percentage of the countywide vote for Barack Obama the lower the percentage of the vote in favor of Proposition 8 should be.   
 Immediately ahead I will show you how to obtain the necessary correlation in several different versions of Excel.  If you can’t get the statistical results in Excel, I will later show you an alternative method.  So, don’t panic! After showing how to obtain the necessary correlations in each version of Excel  I will interpret the results. 
For Excel 97/Excel 2003 (later versions of Excel follow immediately after Excel 97/2003)
(1) go into Excel; (2) in the upper left corner of the screen click on “file;” (3) click on “open”; (4) click on whatever drive you have the Excel spreadsheet  “326CaliforniaDataset” and open the file; (5) click on “Tools” and scroll down and click on “Data Analysis” (if you do not see “Data Analysis” you may need to activate it – if so, click on “Tools,” then click on “Add-Ins,” click on “Analysis Tool Pak” and click on “OK” – “Data Analysis” should now appear under “Tools”); (6) highlight “Correlation” and click on “OK”; in the box to the right of “Input Range” type: $B$2:$E$59 and click “OK” - which should yield output in the form immediately below (if not, recheck your steps – e.g., perhaps you mistakenly typed a semi-colon instead of a colon between 2 and $).

	
	Column 1
	Column 2
	Column 3
	Column 4

	Column 1
	1
	
	
	

	Column 2
	-0.85879
	1
	
	

	Column 3
	-0.58616
	0.796222
	1
	

	Column 4
	-0.88105
	0.745731
	0.59839
	1


Since column 1 is column “B” (we didn’t ask Excel to read column A, so column 1 above is the first column we asked to be read – hence column B – the percentage of the countywide vote in favor of Proposition 8 and column 2 is column “C” the number -.85879 above is the correlation between the countywide vote in favor of Proposition 8 and the percentage of those 25 and older who hold at least a bachelor’s degree.  Since we are not interested in the correlation between the vote on Proposition 8 and median income, -.58616 is unimportant.  However, if your ballot proposition is economic in nature, then the correlation between the vote on the proposition and median household income would matter.  In the above output the -.88105 correlation between the vote on Proposition 8 (column 1) and the percentage of the countywide vote for Barack Obama (column 4 – i.e., the 4th column we asked Excel to read which is column E in the spreadsheet), is important.  It tests the second hypothesis I am examining.  The other results do not test the hypotheses we are interested in and are, hence, not important.  The “1s” which appear above are not important.  Since anything is perfectly correlated with itself (i.e., if you put on your shoes it perfectly predicts that you will put on your shoes), the ones in the table above do not matter.
For Excel 2007: (1) go into Excel; (2) in the upper left corner of the screen click on “file;” (3) click on “open”; (4) click on whatever drive you have the Excel spreadsheet  “326CaliforniaDataset” and open the file; (5) click on “Formulas”; (6) click on “More Functions”; (7) click on “Statistical”; (8) click on “Correl”; (9) in the “Function Arguments” box  in the space for “Array 1” type: B2:B59 and in “Array 2 type: C2:C59 (which will tell you the correlation between the percentage of the countywide vote in favor of your proposition (Proposition 8 in my case) and the percent of those 25, or older, having a bachelor’s degree – the correlation will appear in the lower right side of the “Function Arguments” box as soon as you complete your entry in “Array 2” (in my case the correlation was -.85879); (9) Copy down the correlation to two digits but do not “round” (i.e., write a correlation of -.85879 as -.85) making sure to mention between which two variables this correlation pertains to (e.g., is this the correlation between the percentage voting “yes” on your in the county and the percentage of those in the county who are 25, or older, who have at least a bachelor’s degree or is it the correlation between the countywide vote and median household income?) (10) Now repeat the process leaving “Array 1” the same as in the previous step but changing “Array 2” to: E2:E59 (which will tell the correlation between the countywide vote on your proposition and the percentage of the countywide vote for Barack Obama in the 2008 general election - .88105 for my data).   If your ballot proposition is economic in nature, then you should not be interested in the correlation between the vote on the proposition and education, but rather the correlation between the vote on the proposition and income.   Since my ballot initiative is noneconomic, education, not income, was of importance.  
ALTERNATIVE PROCEDURE FOR OBTAINING THE STATISTICAL RESULTS.  Use the computers in the Horn Center (lower campus). Since you can’t download datasets on campus, you need to have the Excel files on a flashdrive before coming to campus. Either at home, or in the Horn Center, you need to save each  Excel  file you will use as a “Tab delimited Text” file (i.e., should have a “txt” file extension name).  This is the only type of Excel file that Stata can read. You can check to see if your file has been saved as a “Tab delimited” text file by going in to Excel and: (1) click on “open”; (2) look in the lower right corner of the box which appeared as a result of step 1 and change the header from “All Excel Files” to “Text Files” and see if you actually have a file by the correct name (i.e., the only Excel files that should now be visible will be Tab delimited text files – so if the file name doesn’t appear, you need to repeat the previous steps on creating the Tab delimited text file).  After you have saved your data as Tab delimited text files, look for Stata 11 under “programs” in the computers in the Horn Center.  Then, do the following: (1) go into Stata11 (if by any change there is a different version of Stata – e.g., 9 or 12  just use it - the version number shouldn’t matter for what we’re doing); (2) assuming you saved the file as a Tab delimited text file to the H drive, type your version of the following command in the Stata command box to retrieve the file: 

insheet using H:/326CaliforniaDataset.txt (press “enter”).  

BE CAREFUL! (e.g., don’t forget insheet using in the previous command line).  For convenience, I’m going to reprint the results in Table 1 of the sample term paper (last few pages of the coursepack) immediately ahead.

Table 1

Correlation of Countywide Educational Attainment 

and the Countywide vote for Barack Obama 

with the Countywide Percentage of the Vote 

in favor of Proposition 8




Educational Attainment

-.85




Support for Barack Obama    
-.88

To obtain the results above in Stata, type the following in the command line:
correlate prop8 coll00 obama

The results appear immediately ahead
             |    prop8   coll00    obama

-------------+---------------------------

       prop8 |   1.0000

      coll00 |  -0.8588   1.0000

       obama |  -0.8810   0.7457   1.0000

Your variable names will be different.  But that’s “how to do it.” 
INTERPRETING THE STATISTICAL RESULTS
As mentioned above, the correlation between the percentage of the countywide for in favor of Proposition 8 and the percentage of the county residents 25 and older who have at least a bachelor’s degree is -.85879.    Since the number is “negative” it tells me that the higher the percentage of the county population 25, and older, that has at least a bachelor’s degree the lower  the percentage of those voting in favor of Proposition 8.   Since education is typically positively associated with tolerance (i.e., the more educated you are the more tolerant you tend to be), and Proposition 8 expressed intolerance toward gays, I would have expected (i.e., hypothesized) a negative association between these two variables.  This is exactly what happened.  Since correlation can assume values between +1 and -1 with 0 indicating no association at all, -.88 is a very strong negative association.  With data of this type the following interpretation scheme is reasonable: .80-1.0 very strong, .6-.79 strong, .4-.59 moderate, .2-.39 weakly moderate, 0-.19 weak.  A correlation of .0 indicates no association.  It is important to note the difference between strength and direction: both .85 and -.85 are equally strong associations, the difference is strictly in their direction.  In the example above the negative .85 (i.e., -.85) tells me that education and support for Proposition 8 are strongly oppositely related (i.e., the more highly educated the county the less supportive the county was of Proposition 8).  If the association had been .85 it would have told me that the more highly educated the county the more supportive of Proposition 8.  Obviously, this was not the case.  The    -.88 correlation between support for Proposition 8 and the Obama vote tells me that the greater the vote for Senator Obama the lower the support for Proposition 8.  As with education, the association is very strong.   These are the results reported in Table 1 of the sample term paper.  
The second portion of the data analysis is to explain variation in policy over the 50 states on the subject matter of your ballot proposition.  In my case this means to explain variation in state policy concerning gay unions.  To undertake this analysis you need Excel file “326ComparativePolicyAnalysis.” This is the file to which you added a comparative measure of state policy in Assignment 6.  The variables (i.e., columns) are as follows:

Column                  Variable Name            Description 

     A                             State                      State Name 

     B                             Policy                     The comparative policy measure 

                                                                     you created in Assignment 6.  

     C                             Educ05                  Percent of those 25 and older 







   in the state who have at least a               

                                                                    bachelor’s degree in 2005.
     D                             Medinc01               State median household income

                                                                    in thousands of dollars for 2001.

                                                                    A score of 46.5 would mean

                                                                    that half the households in that

                                                                    state had an income greater than

                                                                    $46,500 and half the households                 

                                                                    had an income less than $46,500

                                                                    in 2001.

     E                             Obama                   Percentage of the statewide
                                                                    presidential vote for Barack

                                                                    Obama in the 2008 general

                                                                    election.

     F                             PolicyLib                State policy liberalism from Dye 
                                                                    and MacManus, Politics in States 
                                                                    and Communities, 13th ed., p. 19,  
                                                                    coded as follows: 1 = strong 
                                                                    conservative, 2 = conservative, 3 = 
                                                                    middle of the road, 4 = liberal, 5 = 
                                                                    strong liberal.

Using the procedure in Excel that I used with the previous analysis, I correlated “policy” with each of the following: Educ05, Obama and PolicyLib.  This tests the following hypothses: The more highly educated the electorate in a state the more liberal the state’s policy toward gay unions; the greater the percentage of the statewide vote for Barack 

Obama in the 2008 general election the more liberal the state’s policy toward gay unions; and the more liberal a state’s policies the more liberal that same state’s policy will be toward gay unions.  The rationale for each hypothesis follows from the discussion in “policy concepts and relationships.”  The results appear in Table 2 of the sample term paper.   If your ballot initiative is economic in nature, you should use state median household income instead of state education.  

In order to complete the paper, use the following sources: First, for the political contributions of interest groups to the electoral battle over your initiative (1) go to  http://calvoter.org/voter/elections/archive; (2) click on the appropriate election; (3) click on “Propositions”; (4) click on the appropriate proposition; (5) scroll down to “Follow the Money” and click on “campaign finance reports.” Second, newspaper accounts can provide much useful information.  The newspaper I want you to use are the Los Angeles Times (www.latimes.com) and the Sacramento Bee (www.sacbee.com).   Another very important source is the California Journal.  You can access it electronically through the CSULB library website as follows: go to www.csulb.edu/library; click on “Locate Specific Journals by title”; under “Or search only the e-journals collections” type California Journal to the left of the “Search” prompt; click on “Search”; click on “Lexis Nexis Academic.”  The California Journal was a very useful source for the sample term paper.  Additionally, very useful analyses of ballot propositions and the issue(s) they pertain to are available at the Legislative Analyst’s Office (www.lao.ca.gov)  the California Budget Project (www.cbp.org) and the Public Policy Institute of California (www.ppic.org).        
Opinion polls can be useful in your paper.  To locate opinion polls taken in California do the following: (1) go to www.calvoter.org/research.html; (2) click on “Voter Resources”; (3) click on “California Politics & Policy; (4) click on “Polls, Surveys & Research.”  You can also find poll results at the Los Angeles Times and Sacramento Bee websites (www.latimes.com and www.sacbee.com).  

The sample term paper outline appears immediately ahead.  The outline (and the reasoning behind it) will make much more sense to you if you first read the sample term paper.  The sample term paper is contained in the final 14 pages of the coursepack.  Notice that neither the sample term paper outline nor the sample term paper itself advocate any position on the ballot proposition.  We are functioning as social scientists, not policy advocates.  
Outline for the Sample Term Paper 

I. Brief Discussion of Proposition 8

A. Proposition 8 was a response to the California State Supreme 

Court’s ruling in In re Marriages (2008) which affirmed the right of same-sex couples to marry. 
B. Proposition 8 Banned Same-Sex Marriage

C.  Proposition 8 Approved by a 52.3% to 47.7% margin
II. Why Same-Sex Marriage Was Not Satisfactorily Handled through the 
Legislative Process in California 

A. Since majority public opinion was in opposition to the opinion of  the majority party in both houses of the California legislature (i.e., Democratic state legislators), the state legislature would not produce the two-thirds vote necessary to start the procedure to amend the California Constitution to prohibit same-sex marriage.
1. Gays voters and civil libertarians are a fundamental
part of the Democratic electoral coalition in California.




a. Thus, Democratic legislators who support a





same-sex marriage ban could face a





difficult primary challenge.

2. While a majority of California voters voted in


favor of Proposition 8, the margin of


victory was considerably smaller than


for Proposition 22 in 2000.  

III. Analysis of the Public Vote on Proposition 8

A. Since more highly educated voters tend to be more socially 

tolerant, we can hypothesize that the more highly educated the voters in a county the lower the percentage of the countywide vote in favor of Proposition 8.
1. The -.85 correlation between the percentage of those 25 and 

older holding at least a bachelor’s degree and the percentage of the countywide vote in favor of Proposition 8 offer strong support for the hypothesis. 

B. Since the Democratic Party is more supportive of gay rights than 

the Republican Party, we can hypothesize that the higher the percentage of the countywide Presidential vote for Barack Obama the lower the percentage of the countywide vote in favor of Proposition 8.
1. The -.88 correlation between the percentage of the 

countywide Presidential vote for Barack Obama and the percentage of the countywide vote in favor of Proposition 8 offer strong support for the hypothesis.

IV. Policy Models and the Same-Sex Marriage Issue in California
A. Group Model - Since there was more money contributed by 

groups favoring Proposition 8 than by groups opposing Proposition 8, it could be argued that if Proposition 8 is not overturned by a later court ruling, same-sex marriage policy would relatively accurately reflect the balance of power among the participating groups.          
B. Partisan Model - Democratic Governor Gray Davis and Democratic 

majorities in both houses of the California legislature greatly expanded gay rights over significant Republican opposition.  The unpopularity of same-sex marriage probably precludes the Democrats from attempting to pass a constitutional amendment to reverse the same-sex marriage ban imposed by Proposition 8.

C. Median Voter Model - Since Proposition 8 would seem to reflect 

the current views of a majority of the voters, it could be argued that the although it did not occur by political parties pursuing the median voter, current same-sex marriage policy is, nonetheless, congruent with the views of the median voter.      

D. Incremental Model -  As with civil rights, the pattern of small 

changes in policy and moving from less controversial to more controversial policy areas seems to apply rather well to change in gay rights.       


E. Elite/Mass Model 

1. Elites tend to be more socially tolerant than non-elites.

2. As with civil rights, an unelected court took the lead in


securing fundamental rights to an unpopular group.


F. Rational Model - One could certainly argue [as has Congressman 

Barney Frank (D-Massachusetts)] that same-sex marriage has no effect on heterosexual marriage.  By such reasoning, since same-sex couples would “gain” from an officially recognized marriage and heterosexual couples would be unaffected, the “rational” policy would seem to be to legalize same-sex marriage.  However, opponents of same-sex marriage would argue that this would lead to moral decline in society and would, hence, not be “costless.”    

V. Explaining Variation in State Policy Concerning Gay Unions

A. Since more highly educated voters tend to be more socially 

tolerant, we can hypothesize that the more highly educated the voters in a state the more supportive a state’s policy will be toward gay unions.

1. State policy toward gay unions was coded as follows:
5 = state recognizes same-sex marriage, 4 = state recognizes civil unions and/or domestic partnerships, 3 = state does not have a law or constitution provision regarding same-sex marriage (this category was placed below recognition of civil unions and above prohibiting same-sex marriage by law because such a position neither secures nor inhibits gay marriage), 2 = state prohibits same-sex marriage by law, 1 = state prohibits same-sex marriage in state constitution.

a. The higher a state scores on the scale above (i.e., 2 is 

greater than 1 and 3 is greater than 2, etc.) the more supportive a state’s policy is toward gay unions (i.e., the more liberal a state’s policy

toward gay unions).  


2. The .52 correlation between the percentage of a state’s

population 25 and older who have a least a bachelor’s degree and that same state’s policy toward gay unions offers rather strong support for the hypothesis. 

B. Since the Democratic Party has been more supportive of gay 

rights than the Republican Party we can hypothesize that the higher the percentage of a state’s vote for Barack Obama the more supportive that state’s policy toward gay unions.


1. The .63 correlation between the percentage of a state’s

presidential vote for Barack Obama and a state’s policy toward gay unions offers rather strong support for the hypothesis. 

C. A state’s policy toward gay unions could likely be related to the 

types of policies that state has adopted in other policy areas.   Therefore, a reasonable hypothesis would be that the more liberal a state’s policies the more liberal that same state’s policy will be toward gay unions.  

1. The .60 correlation between the liberalism of a state’s 

policies and that same state’s policy toward gay unions offers rather strong support for the hypothesis.
NOTE: SOURCES USED ARE LISTED IN THE BIBLIOGRAPHY TO THE

SAMPLE TERM PAPER (LAST PAGE OF THE COURSEPACK) 

Assignment 12 – Dye and MacManus, Chapter 14 and Policy Directions (available at my website) due read by 4/23
Remember the discussion under Assignment 1 concerning the themes of representation and fairness for quiz/exam questions as you read this week’s readings.  For example, what types of taxes appear to increase fairness?  Why?  What types of taxes appear to decrease fairness?  Why?
Potential Quiz Questions from Chapter 14 Include: As a percentage of the Gross Domestic Product, how does state and local government spending compare to spending by the federal government?  As a percentage of GDP, how did government expenditures change between 1990 and 2000? What specific tax provides the most money for state governments (look at Figure 14-2 rather than the text)? What specific tax provides the largest source of tax revenue for local governments  In terms of the percentage of their budget spent on education, how does local spending compare to state spending? What is the difference between “progressive,” “regressive” and “proportional” taxes? In terms of who bears the tax burden, how should property taxes by classified?  What is the argument in favor of property taxes by local governments? In terms of who bears the tax burden, how should sales taxes be classified? What is the argument in favor of states relying of the sales tax? What is the fastest growing source of state and local government revenue?  When is it easier to make a state’s tax system more progressive? How does the state and local tax burden in California compare to other states? According to Dye and MacManus, at what level does voter resistance to income taxes rise?  At what level does voter resistance to sales taxes rise?  How have tax limits impacted state governments differently than local governments?  Relative to other cutback strategies, how popular are “across-the-board” cuts?  Why? What is the weakness in “across-the-board” cuts?  
Potential Quiz Questions from PD include:  How has the distribution of income in California changed over the past few decades?  Who has a higher standard of living, the very poor in the United States or in Sweden?   What is the relationship between tax rates and economic growth?  
How do tax rates in the U.S. compare to the other nations mentioned? Why do government run social insurance systems cost less than private market social insurance systems?  What political changes over the past 40 years have reduced the likelihood of the government adopting policies that more benefit low and middle-income households?  What possible policy changes might undo the changes of the past 40 years?  How would the wage subsidy plan work?  In addition to the wage subsidy plan, what other policies are discussed that would improve the fortunes of low and middle-income Americans?  How could it be argued that allowing the Bush Tax Cuts to expire and adopting the “Wealth Tax” are very fair means of paying for the programs that would help low and middle-income Americans?
Assignment 13 – Dye and MacManus, Chapters 16-17 due read by 4/30
Remember the discussion under Assignment 1 concerning the themes of representation and fairness for quiz/exam questions as you read this week’s readings.  For example, would a school voucher program likely increase or decrease the fairness of education policy?  Why?

Potential Quiz Questions Include: Is public education primarily a responsibility of the federal government or state and local governments? What does the evidence suggest concerning the relationship between state spending for education and economic growth? Compared to other states, how does California rank on high school graduation rates?  Compared to other states, how does California rank on average SAT scores?  According to the Coleman report, what influences educational performance?  Who opposes charter schools and what arguments do the opponents make? What is the argument in favor of school vouchers? What is the argument against school vouchers?  What does research conclude about the effectiveness of the Head Start program? According to critics, what is wrong with the No Child Left Behind Act?  In a typical recent year, approximately what percentage of Americans live in poverty? How did the Temporary Assistance to Needy Families Act change welfare policy? Is welfare reform a success? 
Assignment 14 – Term Paper due on 5/7
The submitted version of the term paper is worth 90 points. The points are distributed as follows: (1) 20 points for the discussion of why a ballot initiative was used (5 points for the sources you used); (2) 20 points for the analysis of the countywide vote on your initiative; (3) 20 points for the analysis using the policy models; (4) 20 points for the section on comparative state policy; (5) 10 points for mechanics (e.g., writing style).  Late papers lose 10 points per day late.  Make sure that you read the sample term paper (which appears immediately ahead) very, very closely.  Notice each of the following: (1) the paper does not advocate a “position” on the topic of the ballot initiative – you are a scientist, not an advocate; (2) the paper contains a very short discussion of the ballot initiative (i.e., just tell me what it does – don’t put a copy of the exact wording in the paper); (3) the paper does not use the first person (i.e., don’t say “I think that” or “I feel that,” etc.).
>>Final Examination: Monday, May 14th 12:30-2:30 p.m.

Proposition 8 – An Analysis of Issue Formation,

Popular Support and Policymaking
Kimberly Johnson
POSC 326

On November 4, 2008, California voters approved Proposition 8, a revision to the California Constitution which eliminated the right of same-sex couples to marry, by a margin of 52.3% to 47.7% (California Secretary of State).  The purpose of this paper is to explain why California’s political system, both elected officials and voters, has responded to the issue of same-sex marriage in the manner it has.  This analysis begins by explaining why the same-sex marriage issue was not satisfactorily resolved by elected state officials (i.e., the state legislature and the governor).  Thus, why was an initiative necessary?  

Since same-sex marriage became the subject of a statewide ballot initiative, the next step is to analyze how California’s voters voted on the initiative.  Toward this end, several hypotheses are developed and tested concerning how various demographic groups in the electorate should be expected to vote on this initiative.   The analysis uses county-level demographic data.    
A richer theoretical analysis of how California’s political system has responded to the same-sex marriage issue can be attained by applying models of policymaking to the same-sex marriage issue in California.  According, the next section of this paper examines policymaking on same-sex marriage in California through six different models of policymaking: the group model, the partisan model, the median voter model, the rational model, the incremental model and the elite-mass model.

Since we can both test and develop theories of the policymaking process by comparing policy across states, this paper concludes by comparing California’s gay unions policies to other states.  The analysis is particularly concerned with the extent to which variation in state policies toward gay unions can be explained by the relative policy liberalism of states.  Thus, we can see how variation across states on gay unions conforms with variation in other areas of state policy. 
Why Same-Sex Marriage Was Not Satisfactorily Handled through the Legislative Process in California 

In a republican form of government, elected officials are suppose to make the laws that govern citizens.  Since the same-sex marriage issue was the subject of a statewide ballot initiative, it can be assumed that this issue was not handled by elected state officials in a manner that was sufficiently satisfactory to preclude a challenge to same-sex marriage policy in California immediately prior to the vote on Proposition 8.  
Proposition 8, which banned same-sex marriage, was a response to the California State Supreme Court’s ruling in In re Marriage Cases which legalized same-sex marriage (Dorf 2008).   Since Proposition 8 passed, albeit by a relatively small margin (52.3% to 47.7%), it could be taken as a statement of majority public opinion on this issue.  Similarly, in 2000, approximately 61% of California voters voted in favor of the Proposition 22 which effectively banned same-sex marriage (California Secretary of State). 
While public opposition to same-sex marriage seemed to lessen over the 2000-2008 period, and the majority in favor of Proposition 8 was considerably smaller than the majority in favor of Proposition 22 (52.3% vs. 61.4% - California Secretary of State), the vote in favor of Proposition 8 indicates that a majority of voters still oppose same-sex marriage.  While the public can be mislead into voting opposite to it’s preferences, there is no available evidence to indicate that this was the case with Proposition 8.  Therefore, the research question immediately before us concerns why elected officials in California could not produce legislation consistent with majority public opinion concerning same-sex marriage.   
While the governor of California can help set the state legislative agenda and veto legislation, the state legislature is the fundamental component of the state lawmaking process.   According, this analysis focuses on the incentives and costs for the California legislature to enact legislation that would limit marriage options in a manner consistent with Proposition 8.  As discussed in both the reading assignments and class lectures, state legislators tend to respond in a manner consistent with majority public opinion.  The association between majority public opinion and legislative voting is especially strong when the issue is highly salient (i.e., visible) to the public (POSC 326 9/21/09).  
Since majority public opinion was in favor of banning same-sex marriage and the issue was highly salient (i.e., attracted much attention), the California legislature could have been expected to pass legislation similar to Proposition 8.  It is important to note that given the nature of the legal opinion by the California State Supreme Court in In re Marriages Cases, if the California legislature were to act it would need to propose either a constitutional amendment or revision, either of which would have require a two-thirds vote in both houses of the legislature.  Therefore, we need to examine the degree to which the electoral incentives to achieve a two-thirds vote existed in the California legislature in the time period between the California State Supreme Court decision in In re Marriages Cases and the public vote on Proposition 8.      

Previous research by political scientists suggests several important reasons why the California legislature did not pass the enabling legislation for either a constitutional amendment or a constitutional revision banning same-sex marriage after the California State Supreme Court’s ruling permitting such marriages.  Since the Democratic party controlled both houses of the California legislature over the 2000-2008 period, it makes sense to begin the analysis by examining the costs and benefits to Democratic state legislators of enacting a same-sex marriage ban.  
While a majority of the entire California electorate supports a same-sex marriage ban, that is not likely to be the case among Democratic voters.  Given the high level of previous support of gay rights legislation (e.g., domestic partners) by both Democratic legislators and former Democratic governor Gray Davis, gay voters in California are strong aligned with the Democratic party (POSC 326 9/18/09).   Additionally, the social liberalism or civil libertarianism of the Democratic party attracts socially liberal non-gay voters to the Democratic party (POSC 326 9/18/09).  Moreover, elite opinion is typically more philosophically coherent than mass public opinion (POSC 326 Coursepack).  Thus, while many Democratic voters may both support equal rights for all and also support a same-sex marriage ban, Democratic legislators are much more likely to both have a political philosophy and apply it to concrete circumstances.  Therefore, Democratic legislators would be highly unlikely to simultaneously support both equal rights for all and a same-sex marriage ban.  Furthermore, Democratic campaign contributors tend to be  well-educated/high income voters who are likely strong supports of gay rights.  Finally, those voters who both oppose gay marriage and are willing to cast a primary or general election vote all most entirely based on this issue are highly likely to be in the Republican party (POSC 326 10/1/09).  Thus, relative to most opponents of same-sex marriage, Democratic voters who oppose same-sex marriage are less likely to cast a vote on the basis of a candidate’s stance on this issue.  Therefore, unless a Democratic state legislator is from an extremely socially conservative district (i.e., rural), there are very strong incentives for them to oppose a same-sex marriage ban.  Thus, for most Democratic legislators the “cost” of supporting a same-sex marriage ban could easily be an expensive primary campaign and ultimate defeat.          


The incentives for Republican state legislators in California are quite
different from Democratic state legislators.  At the current time, evangelical Christians supply more votes to Republican candidates than any other group commonly designated by electoral scholars (POSC 326 10/1/09).  

Additionally, evangelical Christians tend to be both strongly opposed to same-sex marriage and willing to cast votes on the basis of a candidate’s stand on this particular issue.  Therefore, should a Republican state legislator in California not support a same-sex marriage ban, they would have a serious risk of attracting a strong challenger in their next primary.  Even if such a Republican legislator won their next primary, apathy among evangelical Christian Republicans could quite possible bring about defeat in the ensuing general election.  Therefore, the costs of a Republican legislator not being perceived as sufficient opposed to same-sex marriage are likely to be quite “high.”  

As the preceding analysis indicates, there would be very high political “costs” for both Democratic and Republican legislators who voted against the dominant position of their own party (i.e., vote in favor of the position taken by the opposition party).  Additionally, since same-sex marriage involves a “right,” it is difficult to compromise.  Whereas financial issues are relatively easy to compromise (e.g., split the difference between two opposing amounts of money), rights involve an “all or nothing” quality: either a group can do something or it cannot.  The history of civil unions as an alternative to same-sex marriage exemplify this situation.  The central reason to have civil unions is so that same-sex relationships are not perceived as equal to heterosexual relationships.   Therefore, the combination of strong incentives for the majority party to oppose majority public opinion on an issue which cannot be compromised resulted in the state legislature not passing the enabling legislation for either a constitutional amendment or revision after the California State Supreme Court’s opinion affirming the right of same-sex marriage.  It is also important to note that Governor Schwarzenneger, who opposes a ban on same-sex marriage, would not have been likely to prod the legislature into passing the necessary legislation.  Thus, the combination of needing a two-thirds vote in both houses of the legislature when the electoral incentives of the majority party were to oppose majority public opinion and compromise was neither possible legislatively or politically meant that voters would have to use the initiative process in order to make public policy conform to majority public opinion.    

Analysis of the Public Vote on Proposition 8

Since the legislative process could not produce same-sex marriage policy in accordance with majority public opinion, voters needed to use the initiative process in order to obtain their policy preference.  Therefore, the next step in understanding how the political system in California has responded to the same-sex marriage issue is to analyze the public vote on Proposition 8.  As previously mentioned, Proposition 8 was passed on November 4, 2008,  by a vote of  52.3% in favor to 47.7% opposed.  


The literature on electoral behavior suggests several hypotheses that could help explain why voters voted as they did on Proposition 8.  Before developing and testing hypotheses, it is important to note that while the hypotheses will concern county-level voting, the theory underlying the hypotheses is based on the behavior of individuals, not counties.  Given that we do not have access to individual-level data on the variables we need, a county-level analysis is the best available alternative.  


Proposition 8 could be thought of as a vote to restrict the civil rights of a particular group.  The more tolerant an individual the more likely they are to favor equal protection for groups who face discrimination.  The literature on public opinion indicates that the more well-educated an individual the more likely they will support equal civil rights for all groups (POSC 326 Coursepack).  The logic underlying this relationship is that education exposes an individual to a wider variety of ideas and cultures and that such exposure brings about greater tolerance.  Thus, the more well-educated a voter, the less likely they will vote in favor of Proposition 8. Therefore, generalizing from individuals to counties the following hypothesis seems reasonable:


H1 
The more highly educated the electorate in a county the lower

the percentage of the countywide vote in favor of Proposition 8.

Education is measured as the percentage of county residents 25 and older, who have at least a bachelor’s degree in 2000.  The data were taken from the County and City Databook. 

A second factor that can influence an individual’s vote is their party affiliation.  While voter’s often choose a party based on the party’s stance on issues, voters can also be influenced by the stances their party takes on issues (POSC 326 Coursepack).  Over the past decade Democratic party platforms have consistently been more supportive of gay rights than Republican party platforms.  Additionally, the combination of former Democratic Governor Gray Davis and Democratic majorities in both houses of the California legislature produced many new legal protections for gays (Ainsworth 2004; Dolan and Garrison 2008).  Thus, a Democratic voter who might not initially have been very supportive of gay rights issues could later become supportive due to the influence of Democratic leaders.  
As class discussion has mentioned, the presidential vote is often used by political scientists to measure the policy predispositions of voters (POSC 326 Coursepack).  Since voters typically have more familiarity with the policy positions of presidential candidates than candidates for lesser offices, a voter’s presidential vote is often a good relative statement of their policy stances.   Therefore, generalizing from individuals to counties the following hypothesis seems reasonable:


H2 
The greater the percentage of the countywide vote for Barack 

Obama in the 2008 general election the lower the percentage of the countywide vote in favor of Proposition 8.

The percentage of the countywide presidential vote for Barack Obama was provided by the California Secretary of State.  

Findings

Table 1 shows the correlation between both countywide educational attainment and the percentage of the countywide vote in favor of Proposition 8 and the correlation between the countywide vote for Barack Obama and the percentage of the countywide vote in favor of Proposition 8.
Table 1

Correlation of Countywide Educational Attainment 
and the Countywide vote for Barack Obama 

with the Countywide Percentage of the Vote 

in favor of Proposition 8




Educational Attainment

-.85



Support for Barack Obama    
-.88

The results offer very strong support for each hypothesis.   Both countywide education attainment and countywide support for Barack Obama are, as hypothesized, negatively associated with the percentage of the countywide vote in favor of Proposition 8.  Thus, the higher the level of education attainment in a county, the lower the percentage of the vote in favor of Proposition 8 in that same county.  Similarly, the higher the percentage of the countywide vote for Barack Obama in the 2008 general election, the lower the percentage of the countywide vote in favor of Proposition 8.  Additionally, since both correlations are over .8, both relationships are very strong.  
Policy Models and Public Policy Concerning Gay Unions in California

Over the past several decades political scientists have developed models to explain the development of public policy in many different areas of public policy.   The purpose of this section is to apply these policy models to the development of public policy in California concerning gay unions.  While none of the particular policy models perfectly explain the development of public policy concerning gay unions in California, most all of the models further our understanding of policy in this area.  The analysis utilizes six policy models: the group model, the partisan model, the median voter model, the rational model, the incremental model and the elite/mass model.

The group model of policy asserts that contemporary policy will reflect the balance of power between contending interests (POSC 326 Courepack).  While individuals provided much of the campaign contributions to both sides in the Proposition 8 campaign, campaign contributions by groups provides important information about the groups involved in same-sex marriage policy specifically and gay rights issues more generally.  Various religious organizations, especially the Mormon church, were large contributors in favor of Proposition 8 while civil liberties groups such as the American Civil Liberties Union opposed Proposition 8 (Reese 2008; Stromberg 2008).  Since there was more money contributed by groups favoring Proposition 8 than by groups opposing Proposition 8 (Stromberg 2008), it could be argued that if Proposition 8 is not overturned by a later court ruling, same-sex marriage policy would relatively accurately reflect the balance of power among the participating groups.          

A variation of the group model is the partisan model.  In this case “the groups” are Democratic and Republican officeholders and the electoral constituencies each party represents (POSC 326 Coursepack).     The Great Depression brought a very large number of African-American voters into the Democratic Party.   Partially for this reason, since the Great Depression the Democratic Party has been more favorable to civil rights than the Republican Party.  Building on this past, the Democratic Party is more the party of civil libertarians and gay activists while socially conservative Christians are prime supports of the Republican party.  Therefore, the parties should differ on same-sex marriage policy.   As mentioned previously, former Democratic Governor Gray Davis and Democratic majorities in both houses of the California legislature greatly expanded the rights of gay couples over significant Republican opposition (Dolan and Garrison 2008).  
The unpopularity of same-sex marriage probably precludes the Democratic legislators from attempting to pass a constitutional amendment to reverse the same-sex marriage ban imposed by Proposition 8.  However, should Proposition 8 be overturned by the California State Supreme Court, Democratic legislative strength would most likely prevent the California legislature from obtaining the two-thirds vote required to place a constitutional amendment before the voters.

The median voter model asserts that in a two-party democratic political system public policy should be in compliance with the preferences of the median (or middle) voter (POSC 326 Coursepack).  Since Proposition 8 would seem to reflect the current views of a majority of the voters, it could be argued that the although it did not occur by political parties pursuing the median voter, current same-sex marriage policy is, nonetheless, congruent with the views of the median voter.      


The incremental model of public policy argues that change in policy is likely to occur in small amounts over time (POSC 326 Coursepack).  Rather than incur the political costs of large scale policy change (through political opposition and the sheer difficulty of designing large scale policy change), the easiest path for policymakers is to make minor modifications in existing policy.  Of particular importance to same-sex marriage policy is the application of incrementalism to civil rights policy.

During the mid-1960s the federal government expanded the civil rights of African-Americans.  These changes could be classified as relatively incremental for two reasons: (1) the changes were broken up into several steps that took place over the 1964-68 period (nondiscrimination in employment in 1964, voting rights in 1965 and nondiscrimination in housing in 1968) and; (2) the order of the policy changes was directly related to the perceived “threat” of the policy change to white voters (POSC 326 Coursepack).  For example, racially integrating a neighborhood through nondiscrimination in housing is more proximate to people than either expanding voting rights or banning discrimination in employment.  This is why civil rights forces pursued the most easily attained goals first (voting rights and nondiscrimination in employment) before moving to more controversial policy areas (nondiscrimination in housing).   
Changes in gay rights would seem to fit this same general pattern.  Even those who are not very accepting of gay rights would probably admit that gays need legal protection from both employment and housing discrimination.  California has adopted nondiscrimination policies in both these areas.  Civil unions were a vehicle to avoid the more emotionally charged issue of marriage.  A change from civil unions to same-sex marriage would be perceived by many as meaning full equality regardless of sexual orientation.  This is likely why the same-sex marriage issue is more controversial than other gay rights issues.  At least in terms of progress coming from elected officials the incremental pattern of small changes in policy and moving from less controversial to more controversial policy areas seems to apply rather well to changes in gay rights as well as civil rights.   However, non-incremental change (such as school integration or the legality of same-sex marriage) typically first comes from the more electorally- shielded court system.  It is important to note that it was the unelected United States Supreme Court that ordered school integration (Brown vs. the Board of Education 1954) ten years prior to major civil rights action by Congress (1964).  Although the elected mayor of San Francisco acted before the California State Supreme Court to end discrimination in marriage policy, San Francisco is only a minority of the population of California.  For the vast majority of California, it was the action of the relatively electorally-shielded California State Supreme Court which moved first to end marriage discrimination.  Thus, there is a similar pattern to policy change in civil rights and gay rights.        

The elite/mass model of public policy is a “top/down” vision of public policy where elites (both elected and/or unelected government officials) either persuade, or impose, policy on an electorate who may be opposed (POSC 326 Coursepack).  Political scientists have used the elite/mass model to explain civil rights policy.  American elites were much more favorable than non-elites to expanding the civil rights of African-Americans and wanted to move much more quickly in this direction than non-elites.  A large difference between elites and the mass public is that elites typically have a well-developed political philosophy and more fully apply their philosophical commitments to concrete situations (POSC 326 Coursepack).  
Court justices are a well-educated political elite who typically possess a political philosophy.  As previously mentioned, it was the unelected U.S. Supreme Court which made large changes in civil rights policy long before either elected public officials acted or a majority of the population demanded action.  Similarly, in the case of same-sex marriage rights, it was the California State Supreme Court, not either the California legislature or a majority of California voters, who demanded marriage equality.  As with civil rights, the elite/mass model is very useful in understanding policy change concerning gay rights.        

 
The final policy model is the rational model.  The rational model suggests that a policy change will occur when the benefits from such a change outweigh the costs of such a change (POSC 326 Coursepack).   In order to make the rational model applicable, it is frequently necessary to estimate both political and time costs.   Thus, while it could be “rationally” argued that raising gasoline taxes would produce greater benefits (cleaner air, less disease and medical costs) than costs, the public is reluctant to prefer immediate costs (i.e., increased gasoline taxes) over even greater long-term benefits.  Additionally, from a policy change standpoint, it is important to what extent the “winners” and “losers” from a policy change know who they are.  
With the exception of same-sex couples who want to marry, it is difficult to estimate gains and loses from legalizing same-sex marriage.   One could certainly argue that same-sex marriage has no effect on heterosexual marriage.  By such reasoning, since same-sex couples would “gain” from an officially recognized marriage and heterosexual couples would be unaffected, the “rational” policy would seem to be to legalize same-sex marriage.  However, opponents of same-sex marriage argue that legalizing same-sex marriage would lead to moral decline in society and, hence, not be “costless.”    

Explaining Variation in State Policy Concerning Gay Unions

Much can be learned about the policymaking process by examining variation in state policies.   The 50 American states can be viewed as 50 different laboratories for policymaking.   Comparative state policy analysis offers two advantages over single state analyses.  First, we can see to what extent the factors that influence policymaking in one state influence policy making in other states.  If we find that the factors strongly correlated with policy adoption in one state are replicated across states, the greater the confidence we have in our model of policymaking.  Concerning state policy toward gay unions, we need to examine how strongly the factors related to the countywide vote on Proposition 8 in California (educational attainment and support for the Democratic Party) are related to variation in state policy  across the 50 states.  Second, by comparing policies across states, we can examine the impact of factors that vary across states but remain constant within a state.  The literature on comparative state policy suggests that there are policy patterns across states (Dye and MacManus 2009).  For example, a state which has strong environmental laws might be more likely to have a more tolerant policy concerning gay unions than a state with weak environment laws.  Since state policy is the same across all counties in a state (i.e., state environment policy is the same in all 58 counties in California), we cannot place a state’s policy regarding gay unions in the context of the types of policies the state adopts by examining only one state.  Rather, we need to analyze variation in policy across the 50 states.     

In the ensuing analysis, the dependent variable (i.e., the variable we are trying to explain) is a state’s policy toward gay unions.  Each state is scored on a 5 step scale from the most tolerant position (5) to the least tolerant position (1).  The scale is as follows: 5 = state recognizes same-sex marriage, 4 = state recognizes civil unions and/or domestic partnerships, 3 = state does not have a law or constitution provision regarding same-sex marriage (this category was placed below recognition of civil unions and above prohibiting same-sex marriage by law because such a position neither secures nor inhibits gay marriage), 2 = state prohibits same-sex marriage by law, 1 = state prohibits same-sex marriage in the state constitution (Dye and MacManus 2009,  p. 545).  An alternative measure was constructed with the following categories: 5 = state allows gay marriage, 4 = state allows civil unions that provide state-level spousal rights to same-sex couples, 3 = state allows domestic partnerships or other agreements that provide some state-level spousal rights to unmarried couples,  2 = state only recognizes same-sex unions from other states, 1 = state does not recognize same-sex unions.  These two measure correlated rather strongly (.77).  The statistical results presented ahead are not greatly affected by choice of measure.  The ensuing analysis is based upon the first measure (i.e., from Dye and MacManus).

As discussed in both course readings and class discussion, political scientists have developed measures of the liberalism of a state’s policies based upon a broad range of issues.  This study uses the state policy liberalism measure reported in Dye and MacManus (2009, p. 19).  Liberal state policies include tighter restrictions on guns, more permissive abortion laws, more permissive welfare eligibility and a more progressive state tax system (i.e., with the more wealthy bearing a greater share of the tax burden).  State policy liberalism is coded as follows: 1 = strong conservative, 2 = conservative, 3 = middle of the road, 4 = liberal, 5 = strong liberal.

Now that we have the necessary measures, we can proceed to a comparative analysis of state policies concerning gay unions.  The reasoning reported previously about the hypothesized relationship between educational attainment and the percentage of the vote for Barack Obama is the same for this analysis as for the previous analysis of the countywide vote on Proposition 8.  Measuring both educational attainment and the vote for Barack Obama as was done previously but changing our focus to accounting for variation is state policy concerning gay unions, two reasonable hypotheses would be:
H3 
The more highly educated the electorate in a state the more

liberal that state’s policy toward gay unions.

H4 
The greater the percentage of the statewide vote for Barack 

Obama in the 2008 general election the more liberal that state’s policy toward gay unions. 


As discussed previously, a state’s policy toward gay unions could be related to the types of policies that state has adopted in other policy areas.   Therefore, the final hypothesis is:
H5 
The more liberal a state’s policies the more liberal that state’s 
policy will be toward gay unions.  
As the results in Table 2 below indicate, the higher a state’s educational attainment, the greater the percentage of the statewide presidential vote for Barack Obama in the 2008 general election and the more liberal a state’s policies the greater the liberalism of a state’s policy toward gay unions.  Since each of the correlations is in the .5-.6 range, the associations are rather strong.  Thus, these results offer solid support for the three hypotheses.  

Table 2
Correlation of State Educational Attainment, Percentage of 
the Statewide Presidential Vote for Barack Obama 

and State Policy Liberalism with the Liberalism of 
State Policy Toward Gay Unions



Educational Attainment

.52



Percent of Statewide    




Presidential Vote for

.63



Barack Obama




State Policy Liberalism               .60
Discussion

This study has several important results for the politics of gay unions in California and public policy more generally.  First, when public opinion is opposite to the political party controlling the state legislature, state policy is not likely to conform to majority public opinion.  At least in the policy area of this study (state policy toward gay unions) the initiative process did provide the public with a method to make state policy conform to majority public opinion.  However, since majority public opinion may be contrary to both the California and U.S. Constitutions, public policy may not conform to majority public opinion over the longer term.   

Since a ballot initiative, Proposition 8, to prohibit same-sex marriage was placed on the California ballot, the next step in understanding the formation of state policy in California toward gay unions was to analyze the vote on this initiative.  Using county-level data, the findings indicate that public tolerance toward gay unions is positively associated with educational attainment.  Thus, the greater the educational attainment in a county the less supportive of Proposition 8 were the voters in that county.  

Similarly, political orientation was also an important predictor of countywide voting on Proposition 8.  The more supportive of the Democratic presidential candidate the voters in a county the less supportive of Proposition 8 were the voters in that same county.    

Changing the analysis from the counties in a state to the variation in policy toward gay unions across states, this study finds strong support for the same relationships.  Thus, the more well-educated a state and the greater the support for the Democratic presidential candidate in a state, the more tolerant that state’s policy toward gay unions.   Additionally, the more liberal a state’s policies are generally, the more tolerant that state’s policy toward gay unions.  

The findings of this study strongly suggest that support for gay rights is following a similar path to support for civil rights issues of the past.   More liberal voters are more supportive of civil rights than less liberal voters.  Similarly, more liberal states adopt stronger civil rights policies than more conservative states.  What might be different between longitudinal change in civil rights and gay rights is the direction of change.  Thus, will gay rights continue to increase with little, or no, reversals, or will gay rights be more subject to reversals (such as Proposition 8) than were civil rights?
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