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Innovation and Diffusion Models
in Policy Research

FRANCES STOKES BERRY
AND WILLIAM D. BERRY

Although most actions by governments are incremental in that they marginally
modify existing programs or practices, and much research about policymaking
seeks to explain why it tends to be incremental, ultimately every government pro-
gram can be traced back to some nonincremental innovation.' Thus, one cannot
claim to understand policymaking unless one can explain the process through
which governments adopt new programs. Recognizing this, public policy schol-
ars have conducted extensive inquiry into policy innovation.

When people speak of innovation in common parlance, they usually refer to
the introduction of something new. But when should a government program be
termed “new?” The dominant practice in the policy innovation literature is to
define an innovation as a program that is new to the government adopting it
(Walker 1969, p. 881). This means that a governmental jurisdiction can innovate
by adopting a program that numerous other jurisdictions established many
years ago. By embracing this definition, students of policy innovation explicitly
choose not to study policy invention—the process through which original policy
ideas are conceived. To flesh out the distinction via illustration, a single policy
invention can prompt numerous American states to innovate, some many years
after the others.

This chapter will review the dominant theories of government innovation in
the public policy literature. However, we will see that these theories borrow heavily
from ones developed to explain innovative behavior by individuals: for example,
teachers using a new method of instruction (studied by education scholars),
farmers adopting hybrid seeds and fertilizers (studied by rural sociologists), and
consumers purchasing new products (studied by marketing scholars).” We will

223



224

also see that theories of government innovation share many commonalities with
models that seek to explain erganizational innovation.

Some studies of government innovation have been cross-national, investigatin
how nations develop new programs and how such programs have diffused across
countries {Heclo 1974; Collier and Messick 1975; Brown et al. 1979; Tolbert and
Zucker 1983; Kraemer, Gurbaxani, and King 1992; Simmons 2000; Simmons and
Eikins 2004; Weyland 2004; Brocks 2005; Gilardi 2005; Meseguer 2005a, 2005b),
Other studies have focused on innovation by local or regional governments within
the United States (Aiken and Alford 1970; Crain 1966; Bingham 1977; Midlarsky
1978; Lubell et al. 2002) or regional governments in other nations (Ito 2001). But
the vast majority of empirical research on government innovation has examined
policymaking by the American states. Because of this, we will devote our primary
attention to state-level research. Although most models of policy innovation we
describe can be extended to national and local governments, some of these models
hinge at least partially on the competitive nature of states within a federal system
and thus must be modified when applied to local or regional governments within
a unitary system, or to nations in an international system or an organization like
the European Economic Community.

Despite the extensive number of studies of state government innovation, at

a general level, there are two principal forms of explanation for the adoption of a
new program by a state: internal determinants and diffusion models (Berry and
Berry 1990). Internal determinants models posit that the factors leading a juris-
diction to innovate are political, economic, or social characteristics internal to the
state. In these models, states are not conceived as being influenced by the actions
of other states. In contrast, diffusion models are inherently intergovernmental;
they view state adoptions of policies as emulations of previous adoptions by other
states. Both types of models were introduced to political scientists in Walker’s
(1969} seminal study of state government innovation across a wide range of
policy areas.’

This chapter begins with separate discussions of the central features of inter-
nal determinants and diffusion models. We then turn to the methodologies
that have been used to test them. Although most scholars have acknowledged
that few policy adoptions can be explained purely as a function of (1) internal
determinants {with no diffusion effects) or (2} policy diffusion {with no im-
pact by internal factors), most empirical research conducted before 1990
focused on one type of process or the other. At the time of their introduction
during the late 1960s and early 1970s, the “single-explanation” methodologies
developed were highly creative approaches using state-of-the-art quantitative
techniques, However, more recent research has shown that these traditional
methodologies are severely flawed (Berry 1994b). In 1990, Berry and Berry pre-
sented a model of state lottery adoptions reflecting the simultaneous effects of
both internal determinants and policy diffusion on state adoption behavior
and employed event history analysis to test their model. In the last decade and a
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half, this approach has been emulated and extended in dozens of studies (see
the Appendix).

DIFFUSION MODELS

Rogers (1983, p. 5) defines diffusion as “the process by Wh;fh an H;)I:;:fflzi ;ﬁ
communicated through certain channels over time among ; ffe mem s of 2 s0-
cial system.” Students of state policy innovation positing di usm.nim fels con-
ceive of the governments of the fifty American 'states as afsomat stys em and
maintain that the pattern of adoption of state po’hcy r'esuI.tS rom ds :ix e}: emulat
ing the behavior of other states. Various alternative dl.ffuswn models d?fference
developed (each of which will be discussed be‘low), with the priirntarz;dst rence
being the “channels” of communication and mﬂueqce assumet o ula.t How
ever, we would argue that all these models hypothesize that states em
f three basic reasons. ' ‘
Ot};}e;sft(,)rs;r;;oleam from one another as they borro?w innovations Pt?rcelv:l(i :s
successful elsewhere. Relying on the classic model of mc.remental deasm?m m; k%
(Lindblom 1965; Simon 1947), Walker (1969.) hypotbesxzes that state pollcyGuCk
ers faced with complex problems seek det;ispnmakmg shortcut§ (sc?e a s}(: Glick
and Hays 1991; Mooney and Lee 1995). Landblqm (1?65) mallnta;ns ﬁerna_
critical method of simplification is to restrict consideration to only t (})}Sﬁ; a erma-
tives that are marginally different from the status quo. Walker argues tha :Od;ﬁ_
simplification method is to choose alternatives that, although Flot minor modith
cations of current policy, have been pﬁrsued axxldtProvzrf) (e,ft}ff::l;i; Sers }}fr(:; ;t i%) "
ssence, by showing how emulation her s .

2;}:;: t:rtleiitlinirf :implify?ng compglex decisions, policy d'lffusmn tgeorlsts':};:;i

demonstrated how the adoption ofal r?onh:cremental policies can be consi
i i erlying incrementalism.

mgizlgfulic,’i;:iom;et% with each other: they emulate p.olicit?s of (I}thgr ste;tese;o

achieve an economic advantage over ;fther ;tate;tortav01;i£ﬁlg;g€clll§3el§a:fz;i ei;
i ce, states may decrease welfare benelits to m

i:gilfsﬁi ;revent bzcoming a “welfare magnet” for the p(')cg (fetersanR;;nr?l

Rom 1990; Volden 2002; Berry, Fording, and Hanson 2003; 1 ailey etm 1 Rom

2004; Berry and Baybeck 2005). Similarly, a state may adopt otte}rly b(; reduce

the incentive for its own citizens living near a boundary to cross bt ek e In

play in another state’s game (Berry and Berr_y 1990; Berry am‘d Bayt.e(‘:e " ra.ms

a final example, states may adopt economic development incentive prog

i tate
- already present in other states to prevent an exodus of businesses from the s

Gray 1994).° . ]
( T}ird, Walker (1969, p. 891) argues that, despite the autonomy that sFatesnpcosr
sess in a federal system, there is pressure on all states to conform to nationally ©

regionally accepted standards. Such pressure leads states to adopt programs that
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have already been widely adopted by other states. Sometimes the pressure is whag
DiMaggio and Powell (1983) label “coercive,” when federal mandates give state
governments little choice. In other cases, there is “normative” pressure on state
officials to adopt the best practices in other states. State officials tend to be social.
ized into shared norms by common professional training (such as the master’s i
public administration degree) and by interaction in professional associations
(e.g., the National Emergency Management Association).

As we review the various diffusion models developed in the policy innova-
tion literature, each focusing on a different channel of communication and
influence across government jurisdictions, we will see that each model relies on
one or more of these three reasons to justify why states emulate other stateg
when making public policy. We begin with the two models most commonly
proposed in the literature-—the national interaction model and the regional
diffusion model—and finish with several other models positing different chan-
nels of influence.

The National Interaction Model

This model assumes a national communication network among state officials
regarding public-sector programs in which officials learn about programs from
their peers in other states. It presumes that officials from states that have already
adopted a program interact freely and mix thoroughly with officials from states
that have not yet adopted it, and that each contact by a not-yet-adopting state
with a previous adopter provides an additional stimulus for the former to adopt.
The probability that a state will adopt a program is thus proportional to the
number of interactions its officials have had with officials of already-adopting
states (Gray 1973a}. There are, indeed, formal institutional arrangements that
encourage the thorough mixing of states. Chief among these are various associa-
tions of state officials that allow individuals with similar positions across the fifty
states to meet periodically in national conferences. These include associations of
elected “generalist” officials such as the National Governors’ Association and the
National Conference of State Legislatures, each of which have numerous com-
mittees on specific policy areas, as well as organizations of functionalist officials
such as the National Association of General Service Administrators.

This learning model was developed and formalized by communication theo-
rists analyzing the diffusion of an innovation through a social system (assumed
to be of fixed size) consisting of individuals. In equation form, the model can be
expressed as

AN,=N;—N, { =bN, ; [L-N;_]. [Equation 1]

In this model, L is the proportion of individuals in the social system that are
potential adopters (a value assumed to remain constant over time), and serves as
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{ a ceiling on possible adoptions. If every person in the system is unconstrgm;d
¥ d may adopt, L equals one. N; is the cumulative proportion of adopt.ers in the
: :zcial system at the end of time period ¢, Nf—l is the cum‘ulau?e propzl)m(tm ag th?
end of the previous period, and thus AN pis t}.le proportion of new adop frs ug

ing period £.° With some algebraic manipulation, the terms in Equation 1 can be

rearranged to yield

Ny= (BL+1) Np_y - bN*_;. [Equation 2]

Then, since Equation 2 is linear, given data on the timing of adopti?ns by all
potential adopters, the parameters b and L can be estimated by regressing Ny on
N,_jand N,/ . ‘ . -

z‘V\}'hen thetcémulative proportion of adopters is graphed against .tlme, liqu\g
tion 1 yields an S-shaped curve, like that reflected in Figure 8.1. Early in ?he 1h -
sion process, adoptions occur relatively infrequently.'The rate of adol:;tlons t enl
increases dramatically but begins to taper off again as the pool of potentia
adopters becomes small. ‘ N —

III; an important early effort to enhance the theoretical precision of‘ sltate gc});v’
ernment innovation research and explain states’ adoptions of new policies with a

L

Cumulative
Proportion
of States
Having
Adopted
(N)

' Time (t)

FIGURE 8.1 S-Shaped Curve Consistent with National Interaction Model
{Equation 1) :
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widely applicable general theory of innovation, Virginia Gray (1973a; see also
Menzel and Feller 1977; Glick and Hays 1991) employs Equation 2, assuming
that the social system is the community of American states. Setting the time
period as the calendar year, her regression analyses show that adoptions of several
state policies—inclyding Aid to Families with Dependent Children, education
policies, and civil rights laws—fit the equation very closely. But several factors
limit the utility of the national interaction model—-as traditionally conceived in
Equations 1 and 2—for students of government innovation.

First, the model assumes that, during any time period, all potential adopters
that have not yet adopted are equally likely to do so; the only variable influencing
the probability that a potential adopter will adopt during any time period is the
cumnulative number of adopters prior to that period. Indeed, the model treats all
potential adopters as totally undifferentiated actors who interact “randomly,”
that is, who are equally likely to have contact with all other members of the social
system. Thus, the theory is well suited for when the social system is a large soci-
ety of individuals and the scholarly interest is in a macro-level description of the
diffusion process. While certainly in any society friendships and work and family
relations guarantee that an individual’s interactions with other members of the
society are nonrandom, when studying the diffusion of a new consumer product
through a large society, for instance, it may suffice to employ a model assuming
random interaction. But when studying the diffusion of a policy through the
fifty states, it seems less reasonable to treat the states as undifferentiated units; we
know that Mississippi differs in many ways from New York, and our theory
should probably take some of these differences into account. It is also likely that
contacts between officials from different states are patterned rather than ran-

dom.® It makes sense, for example, that politicians and bureaucrats in New York
will have more contact with their counterparts in New Jersey than with officials
in Mississippi.

Recently, the logic underlying the national interaction model has been mod-
ified to reflect a recognition that the professional associations encouraging
interaction among state officials involve some states more than others, thereby
prompting probabilities of policy adoption that vary across states. For exam-
ple, Balla (2001} hypothesizes that states whose insurance commissioners sat
on a committee of the National Assaciation of Insurance Commissioners with
jurisdiction over the regulation of HMOs were more likely than others to
adopt model legislation proposed by the committee, due to the greater central-
ity of commissioners in the informational networks surrounding the proposed

legislation.
The Regional Diffusion Model

Whereas the national interaction model assumes that states interact with each other
on a national basis, the regional diffusion model posits that states are influenced
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rimarily by those states geographically proximate. qut of t.hesehmodgls assx;ms
that states are influenced exclusively by those states with which they sh are :; o
der; as such, we call them neighbor models. Specﬁﬂ:alij, these. {110;1&15 1 ypgt es:}zle
that the probability that a state will adqpt a policy is positively dre itfi . tt(; e
pumber {or proportion) of states bordering it that have ah‘ead}ir a c;lp ; i te*g,,
Berry and Berry 1990; Mintrom 1997; Balla 2‘0(}1.).'0the.r mode ;,wl ich we eznr}
fixed-region models, assume that the nation 1s divided into mu 1tlpfe rei;gloniatgs
contiguous states) and that states tend ;(i eniglgst;a the policies of other s
ithi region {e.g., Mooney and Lee . -
WItI;l;It‘I:}ll:aianI;;eg zlgld cémgpetition czn be the batsis for assuming that dgffumim
channels are regional in nature. States are more hkely'to‘}eam frf)n}) nearby :c,taa(zz
than from those far away because states can more easily “analogize” to Promn; ¢
states, which tend to share economic and social pr.ob’lems and ha;:: envm)nn:i ]ilee
similar enough so that policy actions may have smn-lar effects (Mooney an <
1995; Elazar 1972). However, it is when policy adoptions are attempts Lo comp !
with other states that the likelihood of regionally 'focused, rather .tl}an r;anons 31'
based, diffusion seems greatest. Because of constraints on the mobility o trlnos Lrtxh
dividuals and firms, states are more likely to compete with nearby states t ;mﬂ\:ié b
those far away. For example, states worried about l'osmg revenue——es.peaae (if {hose
with large population centers near a border—-ar'e likely to be very C(jinc;rnt about
whether their immediate neighbors have lotteries but unconcerned about r mote
states. Similarly, states fearful of becoming a welfare magnet may mal;e 1mmee0 ¢
responses to policy changes by neighbors W}th large cqncentfatlons o Poofr p’a1 £a
near their borders but may pay no attention to policy ad)ustmer}ts in far-away
d Baybeck 2005). . '
Sta:lil(lgigg g?(ed—rz:ion and neighbor models are similar in thaF their erpp}tlsz;i
is on the emulation of nearby states, the models are subtly dlff;arel‘:lt in it
specified channels of influence. Fixed-region rflodels presume h(l on1 yglgl:ﬂu‘
itly) that all states within the same region experience the same ¢ alnne s {influ
ence. In contrast, neighbor models—Dby avoiding ﬁxed' regional group gthat
states and instead pointing to the influence of all bordering sta?es—-assu?ne x
each state has a unique set of reference states for cues on pubh;s;ectc:l'( mr:;\(:m
tions. Although one can discern policies whe're a neighbor mode md est mor
sense than a fixed-region formulation (e.g., in tt‘1e'cas§ of 10ttc?ry a og 1 imi
and vice versa, neither pure model is entirely rea%lstlc. leed-reglyn mo j zom_
ply implausibly that some states-thos.e borderang' another rzgllon—;izn com
pletely unaffected by some of their neighbors. Neighbor mode s.as) me the!
states that are close but share no border {e.g., \{ermon’f an§ Mamed have no
influence on one another. A more realistic re.glonz'ﬂ diffusion IT{O i mtier
assume that states are influenced most by their neilghbors. but also by otion
states that are nearby. One simple specification consistent with this ~assu;rip on
is that the level of influence of one state over another is proportional to
distance between the two states.
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imilarities wi that are not geographi-
- i £ ways. But states share similarities with states *
peader-Lassard Modeh ?aﬁ var;zj:i;ate.y(}mssback, Nicholson-Crotty, and Petefson {2'004,.sefe a%so
Niczoll)son-(}rotty 2004) stress especially the importance of ﬁdsologlial tsunﬂatntt;r;
] i i ion by a state will be greatest on sta
: sing that the effect of a policy adoptlox} ' ¢
1 ﬁ:jf ;)re tlgle most ideologically similar (on a hberal-conser'\;atwe contn;g:x;;i)t.i}(?;t
licies diffuse based on a wide range 0 ,
Volden (2006) finds that po s diff \ ge of ‘polivia
i i tates.” Weyland ( . P-
raphic and budgetary similarities across s : o)
gsg;(l)fdesp that policies diffuse along “channels of culturzzll ;omnl:ox(l;g(t)); agd;;;)
i i i i rooks . P
ic connection” among nations 1n Latin Amerlca,' an . :
g‘;zcis policies to diffuse within “peer groups [of nations], organized on the basis
of shared geopolitical and economic characteristics.

Leader-laggard models assume that certain states are pioneers in the adoption of 5
policy, and that other states emulate these leaders (Walker 1969, p. 893). Most of.
ten, scholars presume that leadership is regional, with states taking cues from one
or more pioneer states within their geographical region (Walker 1969, 1973; Grupp
and Richards 1975; Foster 1978). This model can be modified easily, however, to
reflect the notion of national leaders: states that, when they adopt a new program,
increase the likelihood that other states, regardless of their geographical location,
will adopt. Leader-laggard models are consistent with the presumption that, in any
policy area, some states” personnel are more highly regarded by their peers than
other states’ and that policymakers are more likely to turn to these states for cues’?
As such, these models assume that states emulate other states in a learning process
rather than because of interstate competition or a general pressure to conform.”
Although there are certainly strong reasons to expect leader states to emerge,
thus forming the groundwork for leader-laggard diffusion, such models are often
flawed by their failure to identify a priori (1) the states (or even types of states)
that are expected to be pioneers, and (2) the predicted order of adoption of the
states expected to follow. Indeed, without an a priori theoretical prediction of
which state(s) will lead and the order in which the remaining states will follow, a
leader-laggard model is virtually nontestable; any adoption pattern will involve

some state (which ex-post-facto could be designated the pioneer) adopting a pol-
icy first and other states adopting afterward.

Vertical Influence Models

. L. ther
The vertical influence model sees states as emulatmg not tl':e Soi:;e; ;{c(i)es o
«p orizontal” diffusion process——but, instead, ‘
states—as part of a “horizon : e D
i ight view this model as conceptually
the national government. One migh i0del : y simiatl
i ifies that there is a single pioneer stal&; ,
leader-laggard model, which speci o e o the
i the same role as a state-ievel p .
the national government serves ploneer. 10 e
tional government as a resu
extent that states emulate the na : r o an
imilari dels is indeed quite strong; the
rocess, the similarity between mo :
Ie)mmer;t is analogous to a widely respected leader state. But the reasons states ar

influenced by the national government to adopt policies extend beyond learning.

One leader-laggard model that clearly specifies the channels of diffusion is the
hierarchical model developed by Collier and Messick (1975). Studying the pattern
of social security adoptions by nations around the world, these authors hypothesize
that the pioneers in social security were highly (economically) developed nations
and that social security programs diffused down a hierarchy of nations from most
developed to least developed.” Such an hypothesis specifies (in a testable fashion)
the characteristics of leaders (high economic development) and a clear ordering of
successive adoptions (from most-developed to least-developed countries). But note
that, though the hierarchical model specifically posits diffusion of a policy across
jurisdictions, its empirical prediction of a strong relationship between economic
development and earliness of adoption is indistinguishable from that of an internal
determinants model, which assumes no influence of states on one another and, in-

stead, posits that the sole determinant of the propensity of a state to adopt is its
level of development.

Isomorphism Models

Some have argued that a state is most likely to take cues about adopting a new
policy from other states that are similar, as these states provide the best informa-
tion about the nature of the policy and the likely consequences of adopting it."”
Sometimes this may lead to regional diffusion, as nearby states tend to be similar

In some cases, the national government can simply }xlr‘xa;date f:er(tiantl ztaec;;x::)n:lsl:z
i Registration Act, which required sta .
states (e.g., the National Voter ; « e e icles)
i te at the same time they register their : .
people to register to vo ¢ ey e e wnintereting
i iffusion, it is a highly

Although one might label such a process diffusion, Al
iffusi discretion is eliminated by nationa .

form of diffusion, as nearly all state ational ey

i i i Its when states retain discretio

A more interesting theoretical process resu : ; e
i ides i tives for the adoption of a policy by
the national government provides incent ‘ n of a potey

i ial incentives resulting from a tederai gr
states. Typically, there are financia . m a federal g H
i i f Medicaid and associated administration p
aid program, as in the case 0 DO B o
i 70) shows how the Social Security

In another example, Derthick (19 Lot

h the AFDC grant to the states. \
haped state welfare programs throug  / :
i’\f’ilpch and Thompson (1980) find that policies for whxFI} the federal govermg.;:;t.
offers incentives diffuse faster than “state preserve” pohcies (see also Brown ;
H i
Soss et al. 2001; Allen, Pettus and Haider-Markel 2004).

INTERNAL DETERMINANTS MODELS

i ta
Internal determinants models presume that the factors causing a state t;)czic;pthe
new program or policy are political, economic, anddsosfaﬂl:u c}.xaracgerclis oo
i i these models preclude diffusion €
state. Thus, in their pure form, ' et
a state is influenced by the actions of other states or the national governm
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Certainly, once a policy is adopted by one state, it is extremely unlikely that ap

other state’s adoption would be completely independent from the previous one-
Unless the two states arrived at the same (or very similar) policy via a highl'
improbable coincidence, at a minimum there must have been a diffusion fmn):
one state to the other of the idea for the policy. Thus, we believe that internal
determinants models must acknowledge that, when a state adopts a policy new to
the. American states, media coverage and institutionalized channels of communpj.
cation among state officials make it likely that knowledge of the policy spreads to
cher states.” However, such models assume that, once a state is aware of the pol-
icy, the internal characteristics of the state are what determine if and when an
adoption will occur, rather than pressure created by other states’ adoptions or
explicit evaluations of the impacts of the policy in earlier-adopting states.

The Choice of a Dependent Variable

One important theoretical issue in the construction of internal determinants
fxlodels is how the dependent variable—the propensity of a state to adopt a pol-
icy or a set of policies—is defined. In research prior to the 1990s, most internal
determinants models made the American state the unit of analysis and employed
idependgnt variable that assumes that, the earlier a state adopts, the greater its

innovativeness.” Empirical analysis was cross-sectional, and the dependent vari-
a.bie was generally measured at the interval level by the year of adoption (or some
linear transformation thereof) or at the ordinal level by the rank of a state when
states are ordered by their time of adoption (Canon and Baum 1981; Glick 1981;
Gray 1973a; Walker 1969). However, a dichotomous version of this variable’
which indicates whether a state had adopted a policy by a specified date, was a15(;
used (Filer, Moak, and Uze 1988; Glick 1981; Regens 1980),

More recent research generally conceptualizes the propensity of a state to
adopt a policy differently. The unit of analysis is still the American state but is
now the state in a particular year. More precisely, the unit of analysis is the Amer-
ican state before it adopts the policy and, thus, still eligible to adopt in a particu-
la'r Year.” The dependent variable is the probability that a state eligible to adopt
will do so during that year (e.g., Berry and Berry 1990, 1992; Hays and Glick
1997; Mintrom 1997). Empirical analysis is pooled (cross-sectional/time-series)
where states are observed over multiple years, )

One important distinction between the two dependent variables is that the
gm{yabiﬁ:y of adoption is a concept that is (1) defined for each state at any point
in time and (2) free to change over time, whereas the earliness of adoption takes
ona single fixed value for each state, determined by the year it adopts. A second
distinction is that, while the timing of a state’s adoption relative to other states is
fundamental to its score on the “earliness of adoption” variable, relative timing is
not necessarily relevant to a determination of a state’s propensity to adopt when a
“probability of adoption” conception is utilized. A state adopting a policy decades
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Jater than most other states is not necessarily deemed as having had a (stable) low
propensity to adopt; it is possible that the state had a low probability for many
ars but that changing conditions led to an increased probability of adoption.

Although we are reluctant to declare either of these dependent variables—
earliness of adoption or probability of adoption—as unambiguously the best
one for internal determinants models, we believe that greater advances have
come from models using the latter dependent variable, a position on which we
will elaborate below. Furthermore, our discussion of the theory underlying in-
ternal determinants models in this section will emphasize conceptualizations
in which the dependent variable is the probability of adoption.

‘When propensity to adopt is conceived of as the probability of adoption, the
focus of research must be a single policy."* However, when studying the innova-
tiveness of states as reflected by their earliness of adoption, attention can focus
on either one policy or a set of policies. At one extreme are studies designed to
explain states’ adoptions of a single policy or program (e.g., Berry and Berry’s
[1990] analysis of the lottery, and Hays and Glick’s [1997] research on state liv-
ing wills}). Other internal determinants models have focused on multiple policy
instruments in a single issue area (e.g., Sigelman and Smith’s [1980] research on
consumer protection, covering twenty-eight different kinds of consumer legis-
lation). At the other extreme is Walker’s (1969) analysis of a state’s innovative-
ness index, reflecting the earliness of adoption of a set of eighty-eight policies
spanning a wide range of economic and social issue areas, and Savage’s (1978)
innovativeness measure based on sixty-nine policies.

Implicit in the Walker and Savage measures of innovativeness is that it is rea-
sonable to conceive of a general proclivity of a state to innovate across a wide
range of issue areas. Some are skeptical of this claim; in a classic exchange with
Walker, Gray (1973a, 1973b) claims that states can be highly innovative in one
program area but less innovative in others, thereby rendering any general inno-
vativeness score useless. Of course, whether states are innovative generally and
across a range of policy areas is an empirical question, and if the evidence is
supportive, it is useful to develop models explaining generic innovativeness,

But even the variation already documented in state innovativeness across issue ar-
eas makes it obvious that, for any individual policy, the propensity of states to adopt
the policy cannot be explained fully by a general proclivity to innovate (Gray 1973a).
For this reason, even if generic innovativeness is a useful concept, we still ought not
treat it as the ultimate dependent variable. A good alternative is to take the course of
Mooney and Lee (1995), Hays and Glick (1997), and Soule and Earl (2001), who
conceive of a state’s general proclivity to innovative as just one of a set of indepen-
dent variables that influences the probability that a state will adopt a particular
policy. The idea is that states vary in their general receptivity to new ideas, and that
this is one factor that accounts for their differential probabilities of adopting any
specific program. The strength of the role played by general receptivity relative to
other specific determinants of the probability of adoption is assessed empirically.
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Hypotheses from Internal Determinants Models

Much of the theory underlying internal determinants models of state governmen
innovation can be traced to research about the causes of innovativeness at the jp.

dividual level. For example, a tremendous level of support has been generated for
the proposition that persons with greater socioeconomic status—higher levels of

education, income, and wealth—are more likely to innovate than persons with lesg
status.” A high level of education provides individuals access to knowledge aboyt
innovative practices and an openness to new ideas. Many innovations cost money
or involve financial risks for those who adopt them; greater income and wealth
provide people the resources necessary to absorb these costs. Similar hypotheses
have been developed about innovation in organizations. Organizations of greater
size and with greater levels of “slack resources” are assumed to be more innovative
than smaller organizations and those with fewer resources (Rogers 1983; Cyert
and March 1963; Berry 1994a). In turn, Walker (1969, pp. 883-884) explicitly
draws on these organizational-level propositions to support the hypothesis that
larger, wealthier, and more economically developed states are more innovative,

Indeed, we can turn to the literature on organizational innovation for a frame-
work useful for assessing the variety of internal determinants likely to influence
the probability that states will innovate. Lawrence Mohr (1969, p. 114) proposes
that the probability that an organization will innovate is inversely related to the
strength of obstacles to inrfovation, and directly related to (1) the motivation to
innovate, and (2) the availability of resources for overcoming the obstacles. This
proposition suggests a valuable organizational device, since among the hypothe-
ses frequently reflected in internal determinants models are those concerning the
motivation to innovate, as well as the obstacles to innovation and the resources
available to surmount them.

We will review these hypotheses, emphasizing those that seem to be applicable
to a wide range of policies. However, we recognize that explaining the adoption
of any specific policy is likely to require attention to a set of variables that are ad
hoc from the point of view of innovation theory but critical given the character
of the politics surrounding the issue area in question. For example, states with
strong teacher unions are less likely to adopt school-choice reforms (Mintrom
1997), and states with large fundamentalist populations are less likely to adopt
several policies considered immoral by many fundamentalists: state reforms (in
the pre-Roe period) making abortions more accessible, and state lotteries
(Mooney and Lee 1995; Berry and Berry 1990). A strong presence of religious
fundamentalists in a state does not diminish the likelihood of adoptions of every
policy, just those raising moral issues central to their religious beliefs,

An explanation of the adoption of any specific policy also is likely to require
independent variables that are relevant not because they are determinants of the
Propensity of a state to adopt a new policy but hecause they influence the prefer-
ences of policymakers concerning the substantive issues raised by the new policy.

Frances Stokes Berry and William D, Berry,
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' For instance, a legislator’s response to a proposal fo.r a new welttare pr’ogram
. should be driven partially by the same factors. deteirn}xnlng the legislator’s reac-
1 tion to a proposal for an incremental change in existing welfare programs, such
as increasing benefit levels. In another example, researcb !)Y Berry)and B?rry
‘ (1992, 1994) on state tax policy finds that thf: factors explal.mng states ad(?ptlons
of new tax instruments are virtually identical to thfe variables accounting f(?r
decisions to increase the rates in existing taxes—despite the fact t}%at t'he imposi-
tion of a tax new to a state can unambiguously be termed a policy innovation
whereas an increase in the rate for an existing tax would pr'o.bably be v1e'wed‘ as an
incremental policy choice. What seems to drive thP: politics of taxation in the
American states is the unpopularity of taxes, and this unpopularity affects both
i tax increases."

mcii: l;;l:::xi a()I;dhypotheses from internal determina.nts theories of government
innovation will emphasize variables that seem espegally re!evant forw explammgf
the adoption of new programs. This means that we will not dls§uss a »;lde rzﬁige o19
factors widely believed to influence both innovative and routine po lcymﬂ ng.
For example, citizen and elite ideology are freqt'n.enﬂy }{ypothesmed to in ulence
the adoption of many programs that reflect traditional hberal—conservange ¢ ;a\f-
ages {e.g., Mooney and Lee 1995; Berry and Berryh 19?2; Sapaft 2004). But their
influence is not relevant to an understanding of pthy innovation per se, b§cause
ideology is widely perceived to influence routine or incremental pohcy;;,hmces as
well (Hill, Leighly and Andersson 1995; Clingermayer and Wood 1995).

Factors Reflecting the Motivation to Innovate. Nume'rous sch}(:lars h.ave
hypothesized that problem severity is an important deter.mu'lant of the mfgtlyal-
tion to innovate. Problem severity can influence the motivation of state o ci s
to adopt a policy directly by clarifying the need for the pfohcy, or mlchr;ctgo ;
stimulating demand for the policy by societal‘ groups. Ff)r instance, Allar ( ;
p. 529) maintains that poor economic conditions contributed to t}‘xe adop;u;)p (?
Mothers’ Aid programs by increasing “demand‘and need for asswtance). imi-
larly, Stream (1999) proposes that the rate of uninsurance among a stat.e s popu-
lation influences the likelihood that the state will adopt a set of health insurance
reforms. Also, Mintrom and Vergari (1998, p. 135) argue that the greater tl}e ratio
of state education funding to local funding, the more likely that a state legislature
i ider “systemic reform like school choice” o
nggggfliient?;ts often assume that the principal goal ‘of elected ofﬁc:alshls hto
win reelection (e.g., Mayhew 1974; Kiewiet and McCubbins ‘1 985). AltI}}oug‘ t ol;i
assumption suggests that elected officials sl}ould be responsive to public OI‘)tlhnlt on
when deciding whether to adopt a new policy, the response should varylml) e
level of electoral security of state officials: the more 1nsecure.they feel, ( "
more likely they are to adopt new policies thajc are popular ‘f"“h the e eilol;aor,
and (2) the less likely they are to adopt new policies that are widely unpo;:i :H’led
at least sufficiently unpopular with some segment of the electorate to be de
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controversial. Two corollaries of this proposition have frequently been intrq.
duced in the state innovation literature. One relates to interparty competition,
Walker (1969) argues that politicians anticipating closely contested elections are
especially likely to embrace new programs to try to broaden their electoral sup-
port. Implicit in this hypothesis is that the new programs are popular with the
public. In the case of unpopular programs (like the imposition of a new tax),
electoral competition is likely to reduce the probability that a state’s politicians
will support the program.

Politicians’ levels of electoral security also vary with the amount of time untjl
their next election, Reasoning similar to the above suggests that the closer it is to
the next statewide election, the more likely a state is to adopt a new popular pro-
gram and the less likely it is to adopt an unpopular new policy or one that is
highly controversial. This proposition has received support in the case of highly
popular state lotteries (Berry and Berry 1990), very unpopular mandatory taxes

{Mikesell 1978; Berry and Berry 1992}, and controversial school choice initiatives
{Mintrom 1997).

Obstacles to Innovation and the Resources Available to Overcome Them.
Theories of individual and organizational innovation have stressed the impor-
tance of financial resources (i.e., wealth and income levels for individuals and
“slack resources” for an organization) and other characteristics (e.g., a high level
of education for an individual and large size for an organization) reflecting the
capability of the potential adopter to innovate. Similar kinds of resources are
often held to be critical for government innovation.

Some new government programs require major expenditures, and therefore
the availability of financial resources is a prerequisite for adoption. Thus, one
can hypothesize that the fiscal health of a state’s government often has a positive
impact on the propensity of a state to adopt a new policy (Allard 2004; Lowry
2005).”" Analogous to the notion of highly capable individuals or organizations
is the concept of states with strong governmental capacity. Walker (1969), Sigel-
man and Smith (1980), Andrews (2000), and McLendon, Heller and Young
(2005) maintain that states having legislatures that give their members generous
staff support and extensive research facilities should be more likely to adopt new
policies than states with less professionalized legislatures, and Brooks (2003)
posits that party fragmentation is inversely related to the likelihood of innova-
tion.” Alternatively, it can be argued that the capacity of a state’s economy to
finance extensive public services is the ultimate determinant of the state’s propen-
sity to innovate (Daley and Garand 2005). Such capacity is reflected by several
measures of economic development common in the literature, including per
capita income, gross domestic product, and level of urbanization.

Walker (1969, p. 884) suggests that states with high levels of economic develop-
ment have a greater probability of adopting even those policies which do not
require large budgets (e.g., enabling legislation for zoning in cities or a state
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] council on the arts), partly due to their greater adaptivity and tolerance for
1 change. Furthermore, Wagner (1877; see also Mann 1980; Berry and Lowery 1987)
| hypothesizes that economic development prompts increased demand for govern-

ment services, Greater personal income by a state’s cit'fzens leads them tc? deman'd
go\remmental services that might be considered %u)’(un‘es when persorfal mcc;)r;)e is
low. Similarly, greater urbanization and industn:»:xhzatlon lead to social problems
that often require “collective” governmental solutions (Hoﬁerbert 1966).

Others have argued that, although adequate financial resources are '?1 prereq(—i
uisite for government innovation, individt‘lals who ftdvocate pohcy i eiats atr;l
are willing to devote their energies to pushing these 1d'eas can be‘ crltlci 0 0{;
adoption of a new policy. Most of the scholarly attention to the impor anceh
so-called policy entrepreneurs, both inside and outside of governme(rllt, as
focused on their role in agenda setting (Kingdon 1984; Baumgartner an Jones

. 1993; Schneider, Teske and Mintrom 1995). But recently, Mintrom (1997; see

also Mintrom and Vergari 1996) offers evidence of the it.np(?rt.aflce' of Poh;y
entrepreneurs in facilitating the adoptior% of school choice initiatives in tg fi
states.” Similarly, Sabatier and Jenkins-Smith (2006)‘ argue tba.t adv‘ocacy Cﬁatz

tions—coordinated groups of governmental'off'icmls,' activists, }o;u'na 1; s,
researchers, and policy analysts—can be crucial in paving the way for policy

1 %4

ad?:éle(::is, several theorists, recognizing the rarity of geverpment 1nn0ve}tlon,
have argued that innovation can be expected to occur only'* in the unuslua Kicase
wherein various independent conditions happen to occur simultaneous Y. r;g'
don (1984, chap. 8) speaks of policy windows—'rare perl(?ds of opportunity for
innovation—that are created when a new political executive takes office, an im-
portant congressional committee chair change§ hands, and/or some I;ventuzl;
crisis generates an unusual level of public.attentlon to some profblem. e af‘;g e
that policy entrepreneurs consciously wait for such wmdf)ws 0 opporttén;} zrr

press their policy demands. In their study of tax adoptions, Berryhan ;i
(1992; see also Hansen 1983) argue that taxes tend to be adopted:v clan se;’er !
unrelated political and fiscal conditions converge to cxfeate a rare “politica Og

portunity”; for example, the presence of a fiscal crisis in government occurring

when the next election is not near and when one or more neighboring states has
recently adopted a new tax.

NOVATION
A UNIFIED MODEL OF STATE GOVERNMENT IN
REFLECTING BOTH INTERNAL DETERMINANTS AND DIFFUSION

We propose that models of state government innovation should take the follow-
ing general form:

ADOPT; ;= f (MOTIVATION; , RESOURCES/OBSTACLES, 1, OTHER-
" POLICIES; ,, EXTERNAL; ;) [Equation 3]
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The unit of analysis for this equation is the American state eligible to adopt
p.opcy in a particular year (t). The dependent variable—ADOPT: 7~—is the prob:
bility that state 7 will adopt the policy in year t. EXTERNAL. ¢ 3enotes variable
reflecting diffusion effects on state 7 at time £; thus, these varia%les would m"zasurS
the behavior of other states (or the national or local governments) at time ¢ o -
the recent past. o

The remainder of the terms in the function fare internal determinants. MOT].
VATI'ONI-, ¢ Tepresents variables indicating the motivation of public officials in
state 7 at time ¢ to adopt the policy; these variables would include the severity of
Fhe problem motivating consideration of the policy, the character of public opin-
ion and electoral competition in the state, and other ad hoc motivation factors
RESOURCES/OBSTACLES j,+ denotes variables reflecting obstacles to innovation-
and the resources available for overcoming them. For many policies, the state’s
level of economic development and the professionalism of its legislature would
F)e among the variables included. Factors indicating the presence (and skill) of
interested policy entrepreneurs, or the strength of advocacy coalitions, in a state
Fou}d a'lso be included.” Finally, OTHERPOLICIES,- ¢1s a set of dummy variables
lpdlcatmg the presence or absence in state i of other policies that have implica-
tions for the likelihood that the state will adopt the new policy.

"J?he impacts of previous policy choices on the probability of adopting a new
pohcy~ have virtually been ignored in the empirical literature on state govern-
ment innovation, but we contend that models of policy innovation must recog-
nize the effects of one policy choice on another. Mahajan and Peterson (1985
pp. 39-40) identify four types of “innovation interrelationships”: innovationsi
may be (1) independent, (2) complementary, (3) contingent, or (4) substitutes
This typology has relevance for explaining state policy adoptions. .
. If we are seeking to explain the adoption of policy B, and policy A is largely
independent of B (in the sense that a state’s probability of adopting B is unaf-
fected by whether it has already adopted A), obviously we need not concern
ourselves at all with policy A. But policies of the other three types are not so
safe.ly ignored. Sometimes two policies are complementary: the adoption of
policy A increases the probability that a state will adopt policy B. For example
a state that has previously chosen to license one type of auxiliary medical praC:
t1t10mfr (such as physician assistants) may have created a precedent that would
make it more I?kely that advocates of licensing other auxiliary personnel (such
as nurse practitioners) will be successful. If so, a model designed to explain
state licensing of one type of medical practitioner should include an explana-
tory variable indicating whether a state has previously adopted licensing of
some other type of auxiliary medical personnel.

Note that a positive relationship between the probability of adoption of policy
B and the presence of policy A can exist without A and B being complementary if
the relationship is spurious—resulting from both policies’ adoptions being influ-
enced by a common set of variables. For example, if the probability that a state
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will adopt one type of welfare reform is positively related to the presence of
another similar type of reform, yet that relationship is exclusively due to the fact
that the same kinds of causal forces are at work in the adoption of both policies,
the two welfare reforms should not be viewed as complementary. Only when the
adoption of one policy changes conditions in a state so as to make the state more
receptive to the other policy would we term the two policies complementary. *

Another possibility is that policy B’s adoption is contingent on the previous
adoption of policy A, in which case the probability that a state will adopt B is
zero until the state adopts A. Brace and Barrilleaux (1995) present a theory of
state policy reform designed to explain changes in existing programs in a variety
of policy areas. The adoption of many of these policy changes is contingent on a
state’s previous adoption of the program being reformed. In this case, the units
of analysis must exclude each state in all years prior to its adoption of the initial
legislation.” ;

A final alternative is that policy A is a substitute for policy B. When A is an
exact substitute for B, completely precluding the possibility of adopting B, the
solution is to exclude from the units of analysis those state-years in which A is
present. However, exact policy substitutes are rare; partial substitutes are more
likely. In this case, the adoption of A does not preclude the adoption of B; it only
reduces its likelihood. For instance, it may be that different “school-choice”
plans currently being considered by states are partial substitutes. One possibility
is that states create charter schools in an attempt to diminish the prospects that a
more “radical” program—such as school vouchers—will be adopted. In this case,
a state’s previous adoption of a charter school program would lower the proba-
bility that the state would establish a voucher program.”

A recognition that some policies are substitutes suggests that we should also
entertain models that involve more complex dependent variables than the prob-
ability that an individual policy will be adopted (ADOPT, in Equation 3). Some-
times it might be best to assume that a state makes a choice between multiple
alternatives. For example, Berry and Berry (1992) studied the adoption of sales
and income taxes separately, assuming for each that states without the tax may
choose to adopt or not in any year. But it may more accurately reflect the process
of decisionmaking to conceptualize states that have neither tax in any year as
having three choices: adopt a sales tax, adopt an income tax, or adopt neither.*®

Another way in which a conceptualization of a dependent variable can over-
simplify reality is by failing to distinguish between what Glick and Hays (1991, p.
836; see also Downs and Mohr 1976) refer to as “superficial” and “deep” adop-
tion. For example, two states might adopt an anti-discrimination program (in
housing or the workplace), one of which is largely symbolic, whereas the other
involves an extensive commitment of resources through investigatory and en-
forcement actions. Calling them both anti-discrimination programs and treating
them as functionally equivalent may mask variation essential for understanding
the innovation process at work.
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Some of the variation in the “depth” of a policy adoption may be due to what
Glick and Hays (1991; see also Clark 1985) call policy reinvention. Implicit in the
notion of reinvention is a diffusion model, which justifies the states’ emulation of
other states’ policies by an assumption that states learn from each other. This
learning model is more sophisticated than those discussed above, however, be.
cause it assumes that states use information about the impacts of a policy in
other states not only to assist them in deciding whether to adopt the policy but to
help them refine the policy in light of the other states’” experiences. In turn, early
adopters can reform their policies to take advantage of the experiences of late
adopters who passed a modified version of the initial policy.”

EARLY APPROACHES TO TESTING INTERNAL
DETERMINANTS AND DIFFUSION MODELS

Prior to 1990, the literature on state government innovation was dominated by
empirical research testing (1) internal determinants explanations that assume no
diffusion occurs, or (2) diffusion models that assume no effects of internal deter-
minants. Berry (1994b) argues that each of the three major models of govern-
ment innovation—internal determinants, national interaction, and regional
diffusion-—is associated with a distinct methodology for empirical testing and
explores the ability of these techniques to detect the true innovation process un-
derlying policy adoptions. She does this by applying the methodologies to data
generated from simulated innovation processes with known characteristics.
Berry’s results, which we summarize here, paint a very pessimistic picture of the

ability of the traditional methodologies to help us understand state government
innovation.”

Testing Internal Determinants Models

Internal determinants models were traditionally tested with cross-sectional
regression {or probit or discriminant) analysis (e.g., Regens 1980; Glick 1981;
Canon and Baum 1981; Filer, Moak, and Uze 1988). The dependent variable was
a measure of how early a state adopted one or more policies {or whether or not
some policy had been adopted by a certain date), whereas the independent vari-
ables were political and socioeconomic characteristics of the states.

Several problems with this cross-sectional regression strategy are immediately
apparent. The first pertains to the year for observing independent variables. If
one measures the independent variables in a year that is later than some states’
adoptions, one winds up attempting to account for the behaviors of these states
with variables measured after the behavior has occurred. Thus, the only logical
alternative is to measure the independent variables in the year that the first state
adopts {or some earlier year). But when adoptions of the policy are spread over
many years, this approach requires an implausible assumption that late-adopting
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states’ behavior can be explained by the characteristiFs of tlfose states many years
prior. Moreover, the cross-sectional approach to testing an internal determmangs
model does not permit an assessment of the e‘ffects of van:ables t‘hat c}f{ange Slll -
stantially over time; each state is 2 single case in the analysis, ha}flnil a fixe WL ueS:
for each independent variable. Finally, although the 'cross-.sectu;n approac tl
suitable for testing an internal determina'nts”model in wl.nch the Sril)pensmtr b(;
adopt is defined as the “earliness of adop‘uor}, a cross~sect10n§l'mo fe (Icantr}on be
used if the dependent variable is conceptualized as the probability of adoptio

r year. '
: plit;filziliioil to these limitations, Berry finds that the cross-s.ectlonal ;pﬁroa;lclh
to testing internal determinants models cannot be trusted to dlscelrg vtv et i zgn tse
adoptions of a policy by states are actually generatffd by mternad e ermf un;
She finds, for example, that simulated policy adoptlol?s generate ouli 0 atp e
regional diffusion process—with no impact at all by‘ internal state ¢ ardai.er 1
tics—tend to exhibit evidence of internal deterr.nmants when a tra dl 'm?}?
cross-sectional model containing independent variables frequently useh in §
literature is estimated. The empirical problem is tl}at states near each ot ler ten |
1o have similar values on many political and socioeconomic charact;ns;tllcs' ;)
states. Thus, policies that diffuse regionally—say by being passed t0h~ ?;1 eniﬂ%
states—tend to yield an order of adoption by states that correlates highly w
these internal characteristics.

Testing the National Interaction Model

As noted earlier, the national interaction model was traditiona'lly tes;:d umgrg
time-series regression to estimate a model in the form of @quatxonhz.h ox:evd:
Berry finds that this regression approach. cannot reliably d1§celin w Et e(rlat ffor
icy’s adoptions are the result of national 1f1teract10n. In particular, w acler:i data for
simulated policy adoptions generated either (1) by" a pure reglog fusion
process, or (2) solely as a result of internal deter.mlnants are use to es (; nate
Equation 2, the results often support the hypothesis that the policies sprea
ional interaction process. .

nat’Il'(l)lzaempirical prfblem here is that, for any pOliC).f for "Nthh a gra'ph ﬁistzg
cumulative proportion of states having a.dopted agamst‘nme apprommaort an
S-shape similar to Figure 8.1, the regression apprloach will gex‘lerate siu%p o

the national interaction model. Unfortunately, this ?-shape will result or'nd 0};
process that produces a period of infrequent adoptions followed by a p&rﬁ o
more frequent adoptions {which is inevitgbly follow<.3d by a tapegm? 0 N
rate of adoptions as the number of remaining potz?ntlal adopters dec n}fasi{;s ol
cies that diffuse regionally can produce this adoption pattern. Even po éc e
are adopted as independent responStlasktclt interélal :ltate:( czr;ti:t;toarz Scil,]ilth(;l eahh;

olicy that is most likely to be adopte .
zcérort:z:nr?iiei}f aalilatioynal economic boom cycle lifts the economies of all states,
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adoptions by many states may be clumped together to produce a period of fre. :

quent adoptions sandwiched by periods with less frequent adoptions.

Testing Regional Diffusion Models

The classic approach to testing regional diffusion models was Walker’s {1969; see
also Canon and Baum 1981) factor analytic technique. Walker used factor analysis
to isolate groupings of states that have similar orders of adoption for eighty-eight
policies. He then observed that the groupings coincide with regional clusters of
states, which he interpreted as empirical evidence for regional diffusion.

Berry simulates state adoptions of 144 policies, each diffusing regionally
based on a pure neighbor model. When the data for these 144 policies are factor
analyzed according to Walker’s procedure, there is strong support for the re-
gional diffusion proposition. Thus, Berry finds evidence that Walker’s method-
ology correctly identifies neighbor-to-neighbor diffusion when it exists. Our
hunch is that the methodology also successfully shows support for the re-
gional diffusion hypothesis when employed with policies that diffuse via
fixed-region diffusion. If we are correct, the good news would be that factor
analysis reliably detects diffusion when it exists in either of two prototypic
forms: neighbor to neighbor, or in fixed regions. But the bad news would be
that the technique is not able to distinguish the two similar—but still dis-
tinct——types of regional diffusion. Even more disconcerting is that Berry finds
that Walker’s methodology yields support for the regional diffusion hypothesis
when applied to simulated policies known to diffuse via a pure national
interaction model with no regional element whatsoever. She also finds evi-

“dence that policy adoptions generated purely as a result of internal determi-

nants can indicate the presence of regional diffusion when an alternative
single-explanation methodology is used.”

TESTING A UNIFIED MODEL OF STATE GOVERNMENT
INNOVATION REFLECTING BOTH INTERNAL DETERMINANTS
AND DIFFUSION USING EVENT HISTORY ANALYSIS

State politics scholars have developed a number of explanations for the adoptions
of new policies by the American states. These include both internal determinants
models and a range of diffusion models pointing to the influence of states on one
another. Dating back to early path-breaking studies on policy innovation and dif-
fusion by Walker (1969) and Gray (1973a), scholars have recognized that these
various models are not mutually exclusive, that a state may adopt a new policy in
response to both conditions internal to the state and the actions of other states.
Prior to 1990, however, when conducting empirical analysis, these same scholars
ignored the nonexclusive nature of these explanations by analyzing them in isola-
tion. Of course, analysts did not purposely misspecify their models; rather, the
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1 of methods commonly used by social scientists prior to the 1990s did not
it proper specification. . o
%};foztulr)lately, Berry’s (1994b) simulation results show' that thc:z1 dlsc;phne;
i h to testing the various expianations o
1990 compartmentalized approac e )
S i s i ion th irical evidence about these
i to question the emp :
overnment innovation cails in ' o vee” that i, no
i i . Berry finds no evidence of “false neg; » th 5
explanations from this era e eion
i he early tests for the presence g
reason to believe that t . ce of Fegon o thess
i i i the impact of internal determinan t
national interaction, and et ‘ h these
a disturbing pattern o
hen they are present. But she does fin :  patt ‘
D e thodologi d regional diffusion, national
itives” ologies to find reg
ositives”—a tendency for the metho . . !
?nteraction, or the effect of internal determinants wh;x; n(f) shuch dmﬂtxil;cgfa;;xie
i Berry developed a model of the adop
ally exists. In 1990, Berry and P ’ B O apt
i i tion 3, positing that a state’s prop y
lotteries taking the form of Equa ) TSy o
is i both internal and external to the states,
a lottery is influenced by forces ' tes and they
it usi i is. Tn the next section, we summari Ty
tested it using event history analysis. : marize Berny o
’ i i del. Then we examine a variety P
Berry's event history analysis mo ‘ O e roped
have introduced as the literature 1.
refinements that other scholars s
i i ince the turn of the century—event hustory
Since 1990—but especially since the t . s
has been employed across a wide variety of policy arenas to testa r:;(;?el.ofl s ate
innovation reflecting both internal determinants and interstate diitusion;

Appendix lists some of these studies.”

Berry and Berry’s (1 990) Event History Analysis Model

Event history analysis is an ideal methodology foF estimating the coefﬁC{entz ;)(11’
an innovation model taking the form of Equation 3 {Box-Steffensmeier

Jones 2004). In event history analysis, we conceive of a risk set, the states that (at

. L .  crete-
any point in time) are at risk of adopting the‘ policy in que.stlon. Ifl a dlsz'()ds
time model, the period of analysis is divided into a set of discrete time pe 3

typically years. The dependent variable—the probability that a state in ﬂ;}es ;f,t
s)e;t will adopt during year t—is not directly observablel.lHov?vel} “161:1 cagni \Z e
i i he state adopts the policy in the

for each state in the risk set whether t a e e
i d 0). For policies that can be adopted by

(typically coded 1) or not {score adopred By ach

isk set after they adopt the policy; s
only once, states fall out of the ris ; ; policy s
i iod of analysis, the time-series 10T pend

state that adopts during the peried o ‘ ' e depe ven
i i le 1 in the year of adoption.

variable is a string of zeros followed by a singl ' e

i i iod of years, the event history model,

for the states in the risk set over a perio . : ! .

ii:;ngra dichotomous observed variable, can be estimated using logit or probit

imum likelihood techniques.” ' . )

mztl}flll?;andmum likelihood estimates of the coefficients for the gdep(ier}den;;:r; .
i i information on the predicted imp

bles in the event history model offer inf . 1 .

iheie variables on the propensity of states In the risk set to adopt theh pohcyi.%isiigt

procedures common in the analysis of probit and logit results, the coe
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estimates can, in turn, be used to generate predictions of the probability that a
state with any specified combination of values on the independent variables will
adopt the policy in a given year. Furthermore, one can estimate the change in
the probability of adoption associated with a specified increase in the value of
any independent variable when the remaining independent variables are held
constant (Tomz, Wittenberg, and King 2003). Such estimated changes in proba-
bility yield easily interpretable estimates of the magnitude of the effect of the
independent variable.

Berry and Berry (1990) employ event history analysis to test a model of state
lottery adoptions. Their model includes internal determinants reflecting the
motivation of politicians to adopt a lottery (e.g., the proximity to elections),
the obstacles to innovation (e.g., the presence of a sizable population of reli-
gious fundamentalists), and the presence of resources for overcoming obstacles
{e.g., whether there is unified political party control of government), as well as

a variable specifying interstate diffusion—the number of previously adopting
neighboring states.

Recent Refinements to Event History Modeling
of State Policy Innovation

In event history studies of state policy innovation conducted since 1990, the
inclusion among the independent variables of the number {or percentage) of
contiguous states that have previously adopted a policy remains the most com-
mon specification of diffusion (e.g., Mintrom 1997; Hill 2000; Balla 2001; Allard
2004; Chamberlain and Haider-Markel 2005; Langer and Brace 2005; Allen
2005). But recent event history studies have specified several alternative forms of
diffusion. Mooney and Lee (1995), Andrews (2000), and Allen, Pettus, and
Haider-Markel (2004) have modeled fixed-region diffusion by defining regions
of the country and including a measure of the percentage (or number) of states
from a state’s region that have previously adopted. Balla (2001) includes a
measure of whether a state’s insurance commissioner sat on a committee with
jurisdiction over the regulation of HMOs in a model predicting the adoption of
model legislation proposed by the committee. Allen, Pettus, and Haider-Markel’s
(2004) study of the adoption of truth-in-sentencing laws specifies vertical influ-
ence, with a variable indicating whether the national government had passed
1994 legislation creating financial incentives for states to adopt.

Event history analysis is flexible enough to model other forms of policy diffusion
as well. Our earlier suggestion to allow for the greatest influence by i’s neighbors,
yet some influence by other nearby states (an effect that diminishes with the dis-
tance from i), can be operationalized by constructing a dummy variable for each
state (1 if a state has adopted the policy, 0 if not) and taking a weighted average of
these dummies across states, where the weights are proportional to the distance
from state i. Leader-laggard diffusion can be modeled with a dummy variable
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indicating whether state i’s presumed “leader” has alregdy ac}opted t.he policy.
Even the thorough mixing of states assumed by t}}e national interaction model
can be specified in an event history model; the mdependent variables wogld
include the percentage of the fifty states that has prewgusly adopted the policy.
However, we do not recommend this approach, preferring that scholars develop
more realistic formulations of national interaction. o .
Although the above event history specifications of diffusion reflect a variety
of channels of intergovernmental influence, empirical support for these s'peaﬁ-
cations fail to shed light on the reasons one govemment.emulates the actions of
another, Two recent papers have sought to overcome this weaknelss 01'c previous
research by designing models to determine whether interstate dxffusgn is due
to policy learning or economic competition. In a study‘ of Indian gaming inno-
vation, Boehmke and Witmer (2004) claim that learning should influence the
signing by a state of its first Indian gaming corx}gact, but not the subseq}t:e}rlxt
expansion of these compacts. In contrast, competition should mﬂuence_ both the
initial signing of a compact and ensuing expansion. Boehmke and Witmer use
generalized event count regression to estimate mOfiels of the number gf comc-1
pacts signed by a state in a year, and they find eV{dence of both learning e:in
competition. Berry and Baybeck (2005) argue that, 1{ a state adopt§ alottery due
to policy learning, its response to neighboring.states. afloPnons will be the same
regardless of the location of the state’s population within its bo.rders. ‘If, however,
the state adopts a lottery to prevent a loss of revenues wbén its ‘resxdents Cross
state borders to play other states’ lotteries (i.e, compeh?mn), its response to
neighboring states’ adoptions will vary depending on the. dlstanf:e of its residents
from other states with lotteries (and, thus, the ease with which regdents can
travel to the other states). Berry and Baybeck use geographic inforr.natxon systems
(GIS) software to measure the concern of state officials about f€31dents gomg tg
other states to play the lottery based on the location o_f the state’s population, an y
employ this variable in a model of state lottery adoption to assess t‘he p'resen;:e }c:
economic competition. Their empirical analysis §hows th.at the diffusion of the
lottery occurs due to competition rather than polxcy learnl{lg. o
Our general model of state innovation—Equation 3—includes a set of var-
ables (OTHERPOLICIES; ;) indicating the presence or absenf:e of other pohmﬁs
influencing the likelihood that a state will adopt the new policy, but early appli-
cations of event history analysis did not incorporate this aspef:t of Equation 3.
Several recent studies have tested models incorporating the impacts ?f other
policies. Balla’s (2001) analysis of the adoption of the HMO Model Act includes
a variable indicating whether a state had previously adopted another model a}ft
complementary to the HMO legistation. Soule'ax?d Earl (2001) test whet}}:ertt te
propensity of a state to adopt a hate crime law is influenced by whether the state
had adopted other hate crime legislation. o o ictor
Berry and Berry’s (1990, 1992, 1994) initial applications of everl;tb.;st 0);
analysis to the study of state policy innovation assumned that the probability
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adoptif)n i§ constant over time. Yet, it is unlikely that the true policy process
occurring in states conforms to this assumption. For instance, the pressure to
adopta new policy—and hence the probability of adoption—can increase gradu-
ally over time as coalitions designed to promote the policy are built. Similar}
when intense efforts to secure adoption of a policy fail in a year, the probabilit g’;’
adoption may be reduced the year following as advocates of the policy tire of};h
battle and decide to marshal their resources for the future. More recent studiez
Eave al}awed the probability of adoption to vary over time (i.e., have allowed for

duration dependence”) using strategies suggested by Beck, Katz, and Tucker
(‘1998) a‘nd Buckley and Westerland (2004); they include dummy variables for
time periods, or a time counter {or some transformation of time—e.g., the nat-
ural logarithm or cubic smoothing splines) among the independent var';ables.

Tbe vast majority of event history innovation studies have confined their at-

tention to a nonrepeatable event—the adoption of a policy or program that
can occur only once—so that, after a state adopts, it is no longer at risk of
adopuon, Jones and Branton (2005) note that event history analysis is also
applicable to modeling state innovation when multiple policies can be adopted
s0 that states remain at risk for adoption after their first adoption. Berry anci
Berry (1992) offer an example of this form of repeated-event event histor
ana}ysis in their study of state tax innovation, in which the observed dependen)t{
variable is a dichotomous indicator of whether any new tax is adopted in a year.
Boehmke and Witmer (2004) specify an innovation model in which multiple;
events (e.g., a state signing an Indian gaming compact) may occur in the same
year anfl estimate it with generalized event count regression. This alternative to
event history analysis is appropriate when it is reasonable to assume that varia-
tion in the number of adoptions in a year yields substantively meaningful
information about the “extent” or “degree” of adoption.

Volden {2006) recently introduced directed-dyad event history analysis into the
study of state policy innovation. In traditional event history analysis, the unit of
fm:ellysis ?s the state-year, and each state is included in the dataset duri;lg each year
it is at risk of adopting the policy. With directed-dyad event history analysis, the
unit of analysis is the dyad-year—where a dyad refers to a pair of states——ané the
dependent variable measures whether one state in the pair emulates the policy of
the other state. As a consequence, directed-dyad event history analysis can be
enormously valuable in tracing the way a policy diffuses from one state to another.

CONCLUSION

Over Fhe last three decades, social scientists have proposed numerous theories to
explam~ policy adoptions by the American states. These theories include internal
determinants explanations and a variety of diffusion models that point to cross-
state c':hannels of influence. When cast in isolation, these theories are drasticall

oversimplified models of policy innovation. Prior to 1990 these models werz
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tested individually, using techniques prone to result in deceptive conclusions
(Berry 1994b}. However, the logic of internal determinants models and the
various diffusion explanations are not incompatible. In the last decade and a
half, scholars have developed models that allow for the simultaneous impacts
of internal political, economic, and social characteristics of states as well as
multiple channels of regional and national cross-state influence—and then
tested these models using event history analysis. (The Appendix lists numer-
ous studies of policy adoptions by American states that have developed and
tested such models.}

Furthermore, since the turn of the century, policy scholars have developed
similar models to explain policy adoptions by other types of governments. Some
have examined subnational governments in the United States and abroad (Lubell
et al’s [2002] study of local watershed partnerships; Hoyman and Weinberg’s
[2006] research on county governments in North Carolina; Ito’s {2001] analysis
of Japanese prefects). There have also been numerous applications by compara-
tivists seeking to explain the diffusion of economic liberalization across nation
states in Latin America (Meseguer 2004; Jordana and Levi-Faur 2005), western
Furope (Gilardi 2005), or the world (Simmons 2000; Simmons and Elkins 2004;
Brooks 2005; Way 2005). This recent work illustrates the wide applicability of a
model taking the form of Equation 3. In this essay, we propose a framework for
analysis to guide the further development and refinement of such models.

Nevertheless, even achieving the greatest imaginable success in the develop-
ment and testing of innovation models taking the form of Equation 3 would not
yield a satisfactory theory of the overall policymaking process. This may distin-
guish our proposed approach to policy innovation and diffusion research from
some of the other theoretical approaches discussed in this volume, especially the
Advocacy Coalition Framework (ACF) (Sabatier and Jenkins-Smith 2006). By
proposing that innovation models take the form of Equation 3, we are recom-
mending that scholars de-emphasize the global concept of innovativeness on a
wide range of policies and focus attention on explaining the propensity of states
to adopt specific policies and programs. Though we believe that explanations for
adoptions must recognize the complexity of the policy process (the importance
of intergovernmental influences and the key roles played by policy activists inside
and outside of government), our focus is inherently more narrow than the ACF’s

focus on the comprehensive analysis of policy subsystems.

Is our narrow focus an advantage or disadvantage? The debate will only be set-
tled as scholars conduct research about policymaking at varied levels of generality
and we see what insights the different approaches yield. But we would note that
the complexity faced by students of policymaking is not unique. For instance,
there is no widely accepted general theory of the political behavior of individual
citizens. It would be difficult to argue that an individual’s vote choice in a single
election (whether to vote and, if so, for whom) is a discrete event independent
from a larger longitudinal process of attitude development in which ideology,
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partisan identification, candidate evaluations, and specific issue positions change,
Yet this recognition does not prevent scholars from investigating the factors that
influence vote choice by doing research on specific individual elections. Similarly,
the fact that discrete policy adoption events by states are not independent from a
larger longitudinal and intergovernmental process of policymaking should not
deter us from studying discrete policy adoptions as a vehicle for understanding the
broader process.

When models in the form of Equation 3 are tested, they are capable of answer-
ing important questions about the conditions that promote and impede the
adoption of new government policies. For example, those interested in the
impact of electoral security on the policymaking behavior of public officials
learn from Berry and Berry’s (1992} analysis of state tax innovation that, when
other independent variables are held constant at central values within their dis-
tributions, the probability that a state will adopt a gasoline tax is only .03 during
a gubernatorial election year but grows to .42 in the year immediately following
an election.” When accompanied by similar findings regarding the adoption of
other types of taxes, this is powerful evidence that elected officials establish their
tax policies with an eye toward electoral security. Moreover, the specific empirical
finding about probabilities of adoption offers an easily interpretable measure of
the strength of the effect of politicians’ electoral security on state tax policy.

We do recognize that the data requirements for our approach to innovation
research are substantial. Testing a model in the form of Equation 3 requires
pooled data; independent variables must be observed for each state in each year
during the period of analysis. Data collection is especially challenging when the
independent variables go beyond aggregate state characteristics to include the
nature and behavior of policy entrepreneurs, interest groups, and advocacy coali-
tions. However, research by Mintrom (1997) shows that the collection costs are
not insurmountable. Moreover, the Appendix shows that the hurdle imposed by
the need for pooled data has been overcome by many scholars using event history
analysis and analyzing dozens of different polices and programs.

When key concepts central to one’s theory of government innovation cannot be
observed for all states over a period of years, what should be done? Berry’s simula-
tion results show clearly that a return to the more traditional research strategies is
unacceptable. Although the traditional methodologies (cross-sectional analysis
to test internal determinants models, time-series regression to test national in-
teraction models, and factor analysis to test regional diffusion models) are less
demanding in their need for data, they vield untrustworthy empirical results.
When it is not feasible to measure important variables for as many units as
pooled state data analysis requires, the only reasonable alternative is to sacrifice
the benefits available from large-sample quantitative research for the gains
secured by intensive analysis of a small number of cases via case studies or

small-sample comparative designs. The theories need not change—only the
approach to empirical testing.
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NOTES
1. For a review of the literature on incremental decisionmaking, see Be‘rry (19?{3).
2' Rogers {1983, chap. 2) discusses numerous examples of research on innovation at the

individual level. ’ X ‘ .
3. Walker calls what we term his «“internal determinants model” an analysis of the “cor

relates of innovation.” o .

4. Richard Rose (1993) refers to learning as “lesson-drawing,” For a provocatm.: discus
sion of the role of learning in the diffusion of social policy across Western nations, see
Heclo (1974). ‘ o '

5. Whether firms do indeed move in response to various financial mce‘mwes and poor
peoi)le actually move in search of greater welfare benefits are empmcz‘al 1ssue.5. B\;t n;t'e
that state officials may perceive that such behaviors occur and make policy choices for this
reason, even if the behaviors do not occur. o . .

6. Since AN, denotes the proportion of new adopters during time pen‘od 't ande‘ Nea
is the proportion of potential adopters who have not adopted by t%xe beginning of time iﬁ-
riod t, bN; | must represent the proportion of remaining potential z;j(i‘(;pter; that ac:iu .dy

i tim i i be viewed as the probability that an Individ-
adopt in time period t. Alternatively, bN; can' ‘ :  indivi
ual f}vho has not yet adopted prior to time period t will do so during t. Those' familiar w:;h
caleulus should note that Equation 1 can be cast in continuous terms by defining N(1) as the

i i jal
cumulative number of adopters at time £, defining L as the total number of potent

adopters, and specifying {see Mahajan and Peterson 1985) that AN(t)/dt = BN(t-1) [L ~

N(tl. . ‘ '
7. Since there is no “constant” term in Equation 2, the model predicts that the regres

jon i t is zero. ’
Smg‘l?}:x;c?l)%iib) recognizes that the national interac.ti'on model’s assx;m?tl(lz‘x; ;; ;;};i:;;
ough mixing of states is unrealistic, but she adopts flpOSltlon of methodo oglcion pmine
(Friedman 1953), arguing that the essential issue is not whether the as‘sump i
but whether it sufficiently approximates reality to be useful for explanation. e (1975
9. This “inequality of esteem” across states was observed by Grupp and Richards
i i r-level state administrators.
N tf)(;lili‘;;:iy(zf)ggfzogits that successful policies are mo're 1'ike_1y to diffuse a;:rosls stz;t:(sl
than ones that have failed. This proposition relies on logic similar to the IFa ]er- ag(glo ,
model. Presumably, highly esteemed states are perceived as the ones most likely to adop
icies. ‘
Suclcle.ssﬁiezzghical models—based on population rather than econom;c de;'?lopn::t?:;
originated in geographers” theories of the diffusion <.)f prodfxct and :i:u tufll'awl?;; tione
among individuals. The models predicted that such innovations ten to flo

populated cities to less populated rural areas (Hagerstrand 1967; Blaikie 1978).

indivi iffusi hat assume people are
i i liels individual-level diffusion models t : .
e ool he s who share common beliefs, education,

most likely to emulate the innovations of person
and social status (Rogers 1983, pp. 27 4-275).
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13. Implicitly presenting an alternative vertical influence model that reverses the stan-
dard direction of influence, Nathan (1989, pp. 16-17) points out that various national
New Deal programs were copies of 1930s state-level programs. Rockefeller (1968) and
Boeckelman (1992) also use historical evidence to support the claim that the federal
government uses states as learning laboratories,

14. Rogers (1983, p. 20) views knowledge as the first stage in the “innovation decision-
process.”

15. Using the traditional terminology of event history analysis, the unit of analysis is
the American state at risk of adopting.

16. This is also true of diffusion models, which by their very nature focus on the spread
of a single policy.

17. For a review of the research on the determinants of individual innovativeness, see
Rogers (1983, pp. 251-263),

18. Taxation may be unique in this regard. Adopting a new tax instrament may be
closer to routine policymaking than adopting most other major new policies, since most
proposals for new policies face the difficult task of finding a spot on a crowded govern-
mental agenda; governments’ need for revenue gives the issue of tax policy a permanent
place on the agenda.

19. For a review of a variety of factors found to influence state public policy outputs in
cross-sectional quantitative studies, see Blomquist’s (2006) chapter in this volume.

20. Moreover, the effect of ideology on innovation varies across policies. For example, a
high level of liberalism should promote the adoption of new social welfare initiatives but
impede the adoption of conservative criminal justice programs inconsistent with liberal
ideology-

21. Brooks {2005) advances a similar proposition in a cross-national study of pension
privatization. Yet, for some policies, it is actually poor fiscal health that contributes to an
increase in the likelihood of adoption. Such situations have occurred with state taxes
(Berry and Berry 1992) and industrial policies designed to attract new business to a state
(Gray and Lowery 1990). For conceptual and operational definitions of “fiscal health,” see
Reeves (1986), Ladd and Yinger (1989), and Berry and Berry (1990).

22. Similarly, Sapat (2004) hypothesizes that the level of administrative professionalism
influences the probability of adoption of environmental policy innovations by state
administrative agencies, and Kim and Gerber {2005) propose that the capacity of a state
public utility commission—as reflected by the amount of discretion granted to the
commission—influences its probability of adopting regulatory reforms.

23. Note also Allen’s (2005) study of the impact of non-economically focused interest
groups on the adoption of state animal cruelty felony laws, Soule and Earl’s (2001)
research on the impact of the presence of the Anti-Defamation League in a state on the
prospects for adoption of hate crime legislation, and Allard’s (2004) analysis of the im-

pact of women’s group activities on the adoption of state Mothers’ Aid programs in the

early 1900s.

24. The character and activities of advocacy coalitions—which are presumed to con-
sist of numerous individuals across the American states——might be conceived as factors
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influencing state government innovation that are neither purely “internal” nor “external”
to states.

25. Some might argue that it is not feasible to measure accurately the preﬁence or st‘rength
of entrepreneurs and advocacy coalitions when doing a ﬁfty-—s'tate analy&?. But Mintrom
(1997) develops such measures for school-choice entrepreneurs in the Amerl({an states: .

26, Mintrom (1997) exhibits similar reasoning by constructing an equation predicting
the probability that a state will consider a school cho.ice proposal, and t%xen a second equa-
tion predicting the probability that a state considering the pfoposal' will actually r-qupt it,
In our terminology, Mintrom assumes that policy adoption is contingent on preliminary

i ideration.
pogczzzn:;t;‘native proposition is that a charter school program and a fchool voucher
policy are complementary: when a state adopts one type of school choice reform, the
political environment is changed, and the state becomes more amenable to ot%xer
school-choice initiatives. Presumably, empirical analysis could resolve these competing
hypotheses. -

28. Innovation processes that allow for a choice among three or more policies can be
specified using a multinomial logit model (Greene 1993) or a variant of a Cox duration
model (Jones and Branton 2005). ‘ N

29. Models that allow for variation across states and over time, not only in the probability
of adoption of a policy but also in the content of the policy, are beyond the bounds of the
framework for research reflected in Equation 3.

30. The rest of this section draws extensively from Berry’s (1994b) results. '

31. The method is an event history model (like those described in .the next section of
this paper) with a single independent variable: the number of bordering states that have

i opted. ‘
P"?;’;;lz ;tiigkf level of recent activity in this subfield is reflected in the fz?ct that thirty-
three of the forty-two articles listed in the Appendix had not)yet been published when we
were preparing this paper for the first edition of this volume in 1997. .

33, For a more detailed discussion of event history analysis, see Box-Steffensmeier and
Jones (2004), Allison (1984), and Buckley and Westerland (2004).
34. The period of analysis is historical: 1919-1929.
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Appendix

Published Studies Using EHA to Test a2 Model of Innovation Reflecting Both Internal
Determinants and Intergovernmental Diffusion

Berry and Berry (1990): lotteries

Berry and Berry (1992): taxes

Alm, McKee, and Skidmore (1993): lotteries

Berry (1994a): strategic planning by state agencies

Berry and Berry (1994): tax rate increases

Caudill et al, (1995); lotteries

Mooney and Lee (1995): abortion regulation reform

Hays and Glick (1997): living will laws

Mintrom (1997): school choice

Grattet, Jeniness, and Curry (1998): state hate crime laws

Mintrom and Vergari (1998): school choice

Brace, Hall and Langer (1999): whether state supreme court hears a challenge
to a state statute on abortion access or funding

Erekson et al. (1999): lotteries

Pierce and Miller (1999): lotteries

Andrews {2000): electricity sector regulatory reforms

Hill (2000): grandparent visitation rights statutes

Mooney and Lee (2000): death penalty reform

*Simmons (2000): acceptance of International Monetary Fund rules
{Article VIII) by nations

Balla (2001): Health Maintenance Organization Model Act

Haider-Markel (2001): bans on same-sex marriage

*Ito (2001): various laws enacted by Japanese prefectural governments relating
to the environment, freedom of information, and citizens with disabilities

Moocney (2001): lotteries, tax adoptions

Soule and Earl (2001): hate crime laws

Hill and Klarner (2002): direct democracy reforms

Ka and Teske (2002): electricity deregulation

*Lubell et al. (2002): local watershed partnerships

Satterthwaite (2002); managed care in Medicaid programs

Wong and Shen (2002): charter school legislation

Rosenson (2003): authorization of independent state legistative ethics
commissions

Allard (2004): mothers’ aid programs

Allen, Pettus, and Haider-Markel (2004): truth-in-sentencing laws

(continues)
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(continued)

Boehmke and Witmer (2004): the signing of Indian gaming compacts
Buckley and Westerland (2004): lotteries
Grossback, Nicholson-Crotty, and Peterson (2004): lotteries, academic
bankruptcy laws, sentencing guidelines
*Meseguer (2004): privatization in Latin American countries
Nicholson-Crotty (2004): corrections privatization
Sapat (2004): environmental policy innovations by state administrative agencies
*Simmons and Elkins (2004): adoption of economic liberalization policies by
International Monetary Fund nations
Allen (2005): animal cruelty felony laws
Berry and Baybeck (2005): lotteries
*Brooks (2005): nations” adoptions of pension privatization
Chamberlain and Haider-Markel (2005): laws against the use of frivolous liens
*Gilardi (2005): creation of independent regulatory agencies in western
European nations
Jones and Branton (2005): restrictive abortion laws, obscenity laws
*Jordana and Levi-Faur (2005): creation of regulatory agencies in Latin
American nations
Kim and Gerber (2005): telephone regulation reform
Langer and Brace (2005): restrictive abortion laws; death penalty
McLendon, Heller, and Young (2005): higher education reforms
Preuhs (2005): English only laws
*Way (2005): financial system liberalization by nations
Bali and Silver (2006): electoral reform
*Hoyman and Weinberg (2006): prison sitings in rural North Carolina counties
Miller (2006): Medicaid nursing facility reimbursement reform
Volden {2006): Children’s Health Insurance Program

Note: Unless otherwise indicated, a study analyzes the adoption of a policy or program
by American states via legislation. Studies denoted with an asterisk (*} analyze adop-
tions of policies by governments other than American states {nations, local or regional
governments in the United States, or subnational governments in other nations).

The Policy Process and Large-N
Comparative Studies
WILLIAM BLOMQUIST

The behavioral revolution brought several changes to American political science.
One intended change within the field of comparative politics was to supp!en?ent
or replace the traditional area-studies approach that featured thick desgnpttons
of governments with multiple-unit studies of political systems an.d their opera-
tions and effects (Mayer 1989, p. 28). A related goal for political science gene'rfdly
was to focus research on public policy, shifting from descriptions of political
institutions to analyses of their products. ‘ .

Beginning in the early 1960s, political scientists pursuing both thes'e aims began
the subfield of comparative policy studies. Through the study of political sxstems
and their policy products, these colleagues hoped to advance our upderstandmg of
comparative politics by examining the similarities and differengs in the operation
and effects of systems, and our understanding of the public p<')11cy process by find-
ing the commonalities and differences among systems that might offer clues about
how policies are generated and changed (Mayer 1989, pp- 43-49). Hopes were
highest that such progress would come from studies involving a large number of
cases and employing sophisticated data analysis techniques. o

More than forty years have passed since the beginning of pubhcatlor.xs in com-
parative policy studies, conceived of as a disciplinary subfield. This chapter
assesses the contribution of some of the work in that subfield to our understan.d-
ing of the policy process, particularly, what we have Qleamed. about the policy
process from large-N (twenty cases or more) comparative studles.~ -

The substantial amount of published work in comparative policy §tudxes {see
the references at the end of this chapter) includes comparisons of pohc;y outputs
at the national, subnational, and local levels. This chapter will consxd‘er all of
those types of studies, while focusing primarily upon large-N comparative stu.d-
ies that have involved the American states. If the subfield of comparative policy
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