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Declining Democratic Control of Legislatures
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More Conservative State Republican Parties
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But Not-So-Conservative Policy Results

State Expenditures, 2015 Thousands of dollars
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Not-So-Conservative Policy Adoptions

Average net policies adopted (liberal minus conservative policies)
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Results, But Not Conservative Trends

Status of State Action on the Medicaid Expansion Decision

Go ALL

NEST VigeINI
o o el

B Adopted M Not Adopted



Policy-Specific Absolute Measures

States Moving Leftward:
Campaign Finance, Civil Rights, Environment, Health, LGBT, Drugs,
Taxes, Voting

States Polarizing:
Abortion, Guns, Immigration, Labor

States Moving Rightward:
Education

No Move:
Criminal Justice, Housing



Major Policy Proposals in Qualitative Histories

Issue Areas in Major State Policy Debates Factors in Success of State Policy Proposals
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The Fall of
Wisconsin?

SCON

THE CONSERVATIVE CONQUEST OF A PROGRESSIVE
BASTION AND THE FUTURE OF AMERICAN POLITICS
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Caughey & Warshaw: Wisconsin Policy and Public Opinion Liberalism (Higher = Liberal)
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ALEC
Takeover?

STATE
GAPTURE

HOW CONSERVATIVE ACTIVISTS,
BIG BUSINESSES, AND WEALTHY DONORS
RESHAPED THE AMIRICAN STATYS
AND THE NATION

ALEXANDER HERTEL-FERNANDEL
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Table 2.3. Top ALEC Bills Enacted, 1995-2013.°

ALEC Bill

Enactments

ALEC Education Reform Package . .

314

Taking the Best: ALEC’s Comprehensive Medical Liability

Reform Proposal
Long-Term Care Insurance Act

High-Risk Health Insurance Pool Model Act

‘ 178

. 56
‘ 49

Resolution Urging the Obama Administration to Launch 42
Negotiations for a Free Trade Agreement with Taiwan

College Savings Account Act . 41
Resolution to Restate State Sovereignty 27
Resolution Calling for a Federal Balanced Budget Amendment 23
.Rescission External Review Act ‘ 20
State Responses to Kyoto Climate Change Protocol 18
Vulnerable Adults Act ‘ 17
Resolution in Favor of a US Constitutional Amendment on 16
Judicial Taxation

.Expanded Consumer Choice in Financial Services Act ‘ 16
Resolution on Disease Management of Chronic Obstructive 16
Pulmonary Disease

The A-Plus Literacy Act . . 16
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Policy Evaluations of Proximate Outcomes

Abortion Income Tax
Right-to-Work  Welfare Reform Gun Access Restriction Cuts
welfare rolls, clinic closure,
recipient jobs & abortion income
Clear Link j J gun suicides
poverty travel growth
child gun
Mixed, - injuries, abortions,
. Unionization, : . o
Conflicted, B income gun homicides, timing,
. worker injuries .
or Minimal gun contraception
hospitalizations
No Link employment
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Policy Evaluations of Broader Outcomes

Abortion Income Tax
Right-to-Work Welfare Reform Gun Access Restriction Cuts
Democratic vote,
Clear Link b
self-employment
wages,
Mixed, manufacturing, poverty rate, robbery, , firm growth,
: child death, )
Conflicted, | employment, college, assaults, .. economic
.. : . injuries
or Minimal | firm growth, labor supply crime growth
inequality,
business
, home marriage, non-firearm
No Link : . .
ownership fertility, food homicides
consumption




Association with
Democratic
Control
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Outcomes
of Partisan
Governance

Association with
Democratic
Control

Difference-in-
Differences
Causal Estimate
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Few “Evidence-Based” Policies are Conservative
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Democratic Road Forward

THE NEW
ECONOMIC
POPULISM

oooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooo

WILLIAM W . FRANKO and
CHRISTOPHER WITKO

New Wins, Bold Agendas... But Still Taking Half Measures

Lots of Lost Electoral Ground Not Easy to Win Back

17



Conclusions

Party Control ? Policy Outputs 2> Socio-Economic Effects

Policy Results:

- Where most party influence, limited results: abortion, guns, immigration
- Where most results, limited party influence: education $, taxes
- Real effects with lots of help: charter schools, criminal justice reform

Implications:
- Limits of conservative governance, stronger for size of government; dilemma
- Electoral results don’t depend on policy success, might depend on failure

- No real "Red State” or "Blue State” model for state governance or outcomes
18



Partisan Elections and Partisan Change

Democratic Seat Change in State House and U.S. House Elections
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Size of Seat Swing
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State Legislative Votes & Presidential Approval
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Nationalization of Politics
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More Conservative Laws -> Liberal Backlash
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More Democrats but More Conservatives
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Size/Scope of Government

Policy Mood
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American Public Liberalism Over Time
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Democratic and Republican Debate Messages

Ideology or Principle

American Imagery

Social Group or Interest Group

New Policy Proposals

Mentions per Presidential Primary Debate Answer
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B Democrats M Republicans
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Our Michigan Survey: Which Party Is Better at:

Ensuring Government's Proper Role
Proposing Policies to Solve Social Problems

Speaking up for American Values

Speaking up for Disadvantaged Groups

0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70

B Democrats M Republicans
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17.1%)

Alaska

Hawaii

270 to win

2016: The Midwest

54,202,668 votes (48.3%)

Democratic Perecntage of Two-Party Presidential Vote
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Odd Clinton Campaign
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Figure 9: Substance of Presidential Advertising over Time (June 8—Election Day).
Source: Kantar Media/CMAG with analysis by the Wesleyan Media Project.
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Candidate Placement — 2016 For 20207

Democratic Party Hillary Clinton Self-Placement  Donald Trump Republican Party
3¢ ® @ L 2
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Extremely Moderate Extremely
Liberal Conservative
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2108:
Returning
Class Divide
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White College-Educated Women Moved

House vote among white voters, 2008-2018
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Data: Cooperative Congressional Election Studies.
2008-2016 based on validated voters.
2018 based on likely voter model developed by Anthony Rentsch.



