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Abstract
From 1961-1976, in the most important period of American policymaking since World War II, the American federal government enacted hundreds of significant new public policies that dramatically expanded its scope and responsibility. The period effect associated with this era is the most important determinant of changes in the productivity and policy direction of all branches of government since 1945. The extensive liberal policymaking in this era was made possible by its unique governing network, a large and diverse community with a core of actors led by the presidents that was responsible for sustained policymaking across issue areas. To understand these system-level changes in federal policymaking, I aggregate information from 120 books and 23 articles that review the history of domestic public policy in 12 issue areas. I use this record to assess when and where policymaking took place and who was responsible. The histories collectively uncover 687 notable policy enactments and credit 1,037 specific actors for their role in policy change. Rather than a policymaking system responsive to public opinion or party control, what emerges is a single unique era driven by system-level changes in the national governing network.

The most actively studied policymaking system in political science is the United States federal government, especially its activities after World War II. Using the nation’s recent history, scholars have collectively conducted a long and in-depth case study about how political institutions and behavior produce public policy. Because scholars rarely consider all of the potential determinants of policy, the discipline has primarily accumulated separate theories of each branch of government and policy issue area. 


Nevertheless, macro-level analyses of American policymaking over this period have shown important patterns relating political inputs to aggregated policy output. David Mayhew (2005) began the debate by cataloging landmark laws to prove that unified party control of government has no effect on policy output. Others have since used his data to show that divided government does reduce notable new laws (Kelly 1993; Howell et al. 2000). Nolan McCarty, Keith T. Poole, and Howard Rosenthal (2006) find that party polarization significantly reduces the quantity of lawmaking and produces more conservative policies. Robert S. Erikson, Michael B. Mackuen, and James Stimson (2002) find that the ideological direction of landmark laws follows trends in public opinion and election results. In turn, this aggregate policy direction has important consequences, helping to determine who wins and losses in the American economy (Kelly 2005; Bartels 2010). 

Rather than a pendulous system responsive to public opinion and elections, however, qualitative research tends to find that the national policymaking system underwent a broad transformation that produced less extensive and more conservative policymaking sometime during the 1970s (Lowi 1979; Kaplan and Cuciti 1986; Hacker and Pierson 2010). Mayhew’s (2005) original model indeed showed a substantial period effect for increased lawmaking from 1961-1976 but later scholars ignored the finding. In what follows, I show that this period effect still helps to explain policy output since 1945 no matter how it is measured or what covariates are included. The period effect has an even more substantial impact on the ideological direction of policymaking. The effects are not limited to Congress; they extend to all branches of government.

I label the period from 1961 to 1976 the “Long Great Society” to emphasize that it reached its height with Lyndon B. Johnson’s liberal broad domestic policy agenda but that it extended well beyond his presidency. I argue that this transformational period in American policy history was made possible by its unique governing network. The community of actors involved in policy change was large and diverse. Yet a core of central actors, members of Congress, interest groups, and three presidents, sustained a policy drive across many policy issue areas over the entire period. 

Rather than a policymaking system responsive to public opinion or party control, what emerges is a single unique era driven by system-level changes in the national governing network. There are important theoretical lessons from the period effect. Despite the hopes of some scholars and public intellectuals, extensive liberal policymaking is unusual and likely requires a similar arrangement. The American system sets a high bar for changing national policy, necessitating wide support. I argue that multiple Presidents must play central roles in governance across issue areas in order to create a lasting policymaking drive. Policymaking is unlikely to be extensive or to take a clear direction if it is dispersed into separate issue area networks fighting for attention. The American policymaking system takes on different forms in each era but rarely produces the unified governing network necessary for extensive liberal policymaking.

This paper investigates American domestic policymaking since 1945 with attention to these distinct eras and governing networks. The first step is to confirm that the Long Great Society period effect is real and important in driving policy output and direction. Once this unique period is considered, the evidence no longer supports a dominant role for party polarization, divided government, or public opinion. Second, I introduce and use a new measure of policymaking output and direction based on an original content analysis of 120 books and 23 articles that review policy history in 12 issue areas. The measure expands Mayhew’s original method to uncover additional important policy enactments and to incorporate policy changes that occur in the administration and the courts. Having shown that the period effect is cross-branch and cross-issue, I then introduce an explanation for the unique aspects of the Long Great Society. I combine the insights from scholarship on issue networks and the presidency with attention to policy history. Fourth, by compiling the actors featured in explanations for policy change in the secondary source material, I use network analysis to build and analyze governing networks for each time period, associating actors active in the same issue areas and those responsible for the same enactments. I show that the Long Great Society governing network featured a unique cross-issue core-periphery structure that was built on the active participation of the presidents but lasted through successive administrations. Finally, I explore the implications of the findings for macro-level political models, historical contingencies, and policy outcomes.
The Persistent Period Effect in the Macro Politics of Policy History

In Divided We Govern, Mayhew (2006) produces a list of important enactments for each 2-year congress from 1946 to 2002 based on the judgments of journalists wrapping up each congress (Sweep One) and, up to 1990, the retrospective judgments of policy area historians (Sweep Two). He then predicts the number of landmark laws passed by each congress. Unified party control of the Presidency and Congress has no effect on legislative productivity. Two variables predict more extensive lawmaking: the first congress of a presidential administration passes 3.5 more laws than the latter and each congress from 1961-1976 produces 8.5 additional landmark laws. Mayhew calls the period effect dummy variable “activist mood” and says it corresponds to periodizations offered by Schlesinger (1986) and Huntington (1981). William Howell, Scott Adler, Charles Cameron, and Charles Riemann (2000) use new measures of landmark laws derived from Mayhew’s Sweep One and a similarly-constructed series to show that divided government may reduce the output of the most universally recognized important laws (that they categorize as group A). Joshua D. Clinton and John S. Lapinski (2006) aggregate 19 different analyses of important laws to create a new measure of importance for each new law. Nolan McCarty (2007) uses measures from all of these authors to predict the amount of lawmaking by congress but uses negative binomial models that include several new variables. He finds that party polarization, rather than divided government, reduces legislative productivity no matter how it is measured.


Mayhew’s period effect variable, activist mood, is not included in the models used by McCarty (2007) or Howell et al. (2000). Table 1 uses the same model specification as McCarty (2007)
 to predict the number of important laws passed per congress using measures from Mayhew (2006), Howell et al. (2000),
 and Clinton and Lapinski (2006),
 but adds the 1961-1976 period effect variable. The period effect has an overwhelming and consistent influence on legislative productivity, no matter how it is measured. Depending on the measure of lawmaking, congresses during the Long Great Society period are expected to pass somewhere between 1.9 times as many laws (using Mayhew’s measure) and 1.4 times as many laws (using the Clinton and Lapinski measure). Independent of this period effect, neither party polarization nor unified government has consistent effects on the number of important laws passed, though polarization and divided government both significantly reduce legislative output using one of the measures.

[Insert Table 1]
In The Macro Polity, Erikson, Mackuen, and Stimson (2002) extend the analysis of lawmaking from its total output to its ideological direction. They use Mayhew’s series of landmark laws to construct a measure of the liberalism of lawmaking, subtracting the number of important laws that contract the scope of government responsibility from the number that expand it for each congress. They predict this policy liberalism variable using Democratic party control of government (coded from 0 to 3 based on party control of the House, Senate, and Presidency) and measures of public opinion on policy (called Public Mood) in the previous two-year or four-year period. They find that lawmaking is responsive to election outcomes (Democratic party control) and public opinion on policy (public mood). For Erikson, Mackuen, and Stimson (2002), this finding helps prove that American policymaking is a pendulous system; policymakers follow public opinion to the left or right but they overreach, causing public opinion to swing in the other direction. 

In the first two models in Table 2, I report the results of regressions using the same dependent and independent variable measures used by Erickson, Mackuen, and Stimson (2002) but adding the period effect dummy variable for congresses from the 1961-1976 period. The findings are striking. After accounting for the unique liberalism of the Long Great Society, neither Democratic control of government nor public opinion in the previous one or two congresses has a significant effect on policy liberalism. In contrast, congresses during the period enacted nearly eight additional landmark liberal statutes per Congress. Despite efforts to construct a macro-political system of public responsiveness, the simple categorization of the 1961-1976 period as uniquely liberal still offers more explanatory power.

[Insert Table 2]
An Expanded Analysis of Policy Enactment History

An important source of data to understand the evolution of American policymaking has been underutilized: policy histories. Policy specialists often review extensive case evidence on the political process surrounding policymaking in broad issue areas, attempting both to catalog the important output of the political process and to explain how, when, and why public policy changes. These authors identify important policy enactments in all branches of government and produce in-depth narrative accounts of policy development. They were the source for Mayhew’s second sweep for landmark laws; he defended them as more conscious of the real effects of public policy and less swept up by hype and spin from political leaders than contemporary journalistic judgments (Mayhew 2005, 245-252). Since Mayhew completed his analysis of this literature in 1990, there has been an explosion of scholarly output on policy area history. By my count, more than 80% of the literature covering policy history has been published since that time. Yet scholars have not systematically returned to this vast trove of information.

In what follows, I compile information from 143 books and articles that review at least one decade of policy history since 1945. The sources cover the history of one of twelve domestic policy issue areas: civil rights & liberties, criminal justice, education, energy, the environment, health, housing & community development, labor & immigration, science & technology, social welfare, macroeconomics, and transportation. This excludes defense, trade, and foreign affairs, but covers nearly the entire domestic policy spectrum. It expands Mayhew’s source list by more than 140%. The authors collectively uncover 717 notable policy enactments in these issue areas, primarily laws passed by Congress but also executive orders, agency rules, and court decisions. Aggregating these policy histories should illuminate common trends in American policymaking since 1945.

This compilation improves upon previous measures of policy output. First, it expands the analysis beyond Congress. From the point of view of policy history, policymaking takes place in all branches of government. Though Congress is the most important site for landmark policy enactments, some executive orders, administrative agency rules, and court decisions set policy and have just as important implications. Second, it covers a broad policy spectrum, including issue areas where important policy decisions may go unnoticed by contemporary journalists. Finally, it enables using the policy histories to identify the people and circumstances surrounding each enactment. 

I compiled published accounts of federal policy change in the twelve broad policy areas using bibliographic and online searches. For each policy area, I used keywords from the topic lists and subcategories available from the Policy Agendas Project (PAP) at policyagendas.org. I searched multiple book catalogs and article databases for every subtopic mentioned in the description of each policy area. To find additional sources, I then used bibliographies from these initial sources as well as literature reviews. To locate the 143 sources used here, I reviewed more than 500 books and articles. Most of the original sources that I located did not identify the most important enactments or review the political process surrounding them, even though their titles or descriptions suggested that they might. Instead, many focused on advocating policies or explaining the content of current policy; these were eliminated. Sources that focused on a single enactment or covered fewer than 10 years of policymaking were also excluded. Books were far more likely than articles to make the cut. 

All of the sources are listed in the appendix. The civil rights & liberties policy area, corresponding to category 2 from the PAP, includes issues related to discrimination, voting rights, speech, and privacy. The criminal justice area corresponds to category 12 from the PAP and includes policies related to crime, drugs, weapons, courts, and prisons. Education policy, category 6 from the PAP, includes all levels and types of education. The energy issue area, category 7, includes all types of energy production. The environment issue area corresponds to category 8 and includes air and water pollution, waste management, and conservation. Health policy, corresponding to category 3, includes issues related to health insurance, the medical industry, and health benefits. Housing & community development, PAP category 14, includes housing programs, the mortgage market, and aid directed toward cities and rural areas. Labor & immigration, category 5, covers employment law and wages as well as immigrant and refugee issues. The macroeconomics area, corresponding to category 1, includes all types of tax changes and budget reforms. Science & technology, corresponding to category 17, includes policies related to space, media regulation, the computer industry, and research. Social welfare, category 13, includes anti-poverty programs, social services, and assistance to the elderly and the disabled. The transportation area is category 10 and includes policies related to highways, airports, railroads, boating, and trucking. We obtained a larger number of resources for some areas than others, primarily because a substantial scholarly community has developed around the politics of some policy areas (such as civil rights & liberties) but not others (such as transportation). Analyzing additional volumes covering the same policy area, however, reached a point of diminishing returns. In the policy areas where we located a large number of resources, the first five resources covered most of the significant policy enactments. 

The next step in the project was to read each text and identify significant policy enactments. I primarily used six research assistants, training them to identify policy changes. Other assistants coded individual books. We followed Mayhew’s protocols but tracked enacted presidential directives, administrative agency actions, and court rulings along with legislation identified by each author as significant. We included policy enactments when any author indicated that the change was important and attempted to explain how or why it occurred. As a reliability check, two assistants assessed two of the same books and identified the same list of significant enactments in both cases. For each enactment, we coded whether it was an act of Congress, the President, an administrative agency or department, or a court. When comparing two different coders of the same volume, there was universal agreement on this indicator. We also coded each enactment as liberal, conservative, or neither. For this analysis, we followed Erikson, Mackuen, and Stimson (2002), coding enactments as liberal if they expanded the scope or responsibility of government and conservative if they contracted it. Where the ideological direction was ambiguous, where there were ideological trade-offs among different parts of the enactment, or where there was any question or disagreement about the direction of a bill, we coded it as neither liberal nor conservative.
 We based the determination on the views of book authors as well as contemporary observers. We also sought to differentiate among the relative significance of the enactments, coding some enactments as landmarks, non-incremental changes that had substantial and enduring impact.
 This coding is analogous to Mayhew’s (2005) recognition of some of the major laws he identified as more “historically important” than others. 

This compilation of important policy enactments based on the judgments of policy specialists reveals similar results as its closest previous analogs. The time series is correlated with Mayhew’s measure at .79, even though Mayhew’s analysis includes foreign policy and does not include any enactments by the administration or the courts. Mayhew’s time series shows fewer enactments per two-year congress (m = 11.9) and less variation across congresses (s.d. = 4.7) than the new series based on policy history (m = 22.5, s.d. = 10.3). The new series is also correlated with all of the other previous measures of policy productivity used in Table 1 at higher than .7 (from Clinton and Lapinski 2006 and Howell et al. 2000). 

The compilation of policy histories enables a new broad look at changes in both the level and type of policymaking since 1945. Figure 1 illustrates the number of policy enactments during each presidential administration, differentiating between laws passed by Congress, presidential orders, administrative agency rules, and court decisions. What stands out is the burst of policymaking during the Johnson and Richard Nixon administrations. The John F. Kennedy administration began a substantial increase in congressional and presidential policymaking. Following his death, Johnson’s executive and legislative programs were enormous and disproportionately full of landmark enactments. Government was also highly productive during the administrations of Nixon and Gerald Ford, though policymaking moved disproportionately to administrative agencies and the courts. According to the aggregated policy histories, Clinton’s first administration was also a highly active period of policymaking, but the activity was not sustained. 

 [Insert Figure 1]
Based on the new measure, the Long Great Society was a highly productive period of policymaking, both in Congress and in the other branches of government. I confirm this interpretation in Table 3, where I replicate the analyses performed in Table 1 using three time series from the new data as dependent variables: the total number of enactments per two-year congress, only legislative enactments, and only landmark enactments. The Long Great Society period effect is a highly important predictor of all three; each two-year period during the era produced 1.6 times as many enactments, 1.6 times as many laws, and 2 times as many landmark enactments. In these models, party polarization does reduce output; unsurprisingly, it has a larger effect on legislative enactments, especially landmarks. Unified government increases only landmark enactments.

[Insert Table 3]
The new analysis of policy histories also provides a new measure of cross-branch policy liberalism. Where there was overlap in our list of enactments, we coded the enactments with near-universal agreement to Erikson, Mackuen, and Stimson (2002). The time series of liberalism by congress based on the two measures was correlated at .77 but the average score was nearly twice as high on the new measure and twice as variable across time. Adding enactments in other branches of government appears to make the trends even more pronounced. Figure 2 illustrates the time series of the number of liberal enactments minus the number of conservative enactments by presidential administration. This is the measure preferred by Erikson, Mackuen, and Stimson (2002), excluding enactments that were not expansions or contractions of government. Based on aggregate policy histories, the Kennedy administration begins a period of liberal expansion that peaks during the first Nixon administration and declines until the second Ronald Reagan administration. Among Republican presidents, Nixon appears as a substantial outlier; consistent with Presidential historians (Hoff 1995; Kotlowski 2002), the domestic policy histories show his term as a liberal period.

[Insert Figure 2]
The only presidential administration marked by more enactments contracting government than expanding it was the first Reagan administration. The second Clinton administration (with a Republican Congress) featured an equal number of liberal and conservative policy enactments. This points to an underappreciated basic fact about public policy: few enactments contract the scope of government. When government is active, it is usually more liberal. In fact, the policy productivity time series and the policy liberalism series are correlated at .72. Comparing Figures 1 and 2, the only outlier is the first Clinton administration, where a two-year period of active liberal policymaking was followed by a two-year period of active conservative policymaking. Conservatives do not typically need to be productive; the lack of new government initiatives often has the practical effect of retrenchment or “policy drift,” producing conservative outcomes by making past liberal policy less effective (Hacker and Pierson 2010). Scholars have traditionally studied policymaking productivity and ideological direction with separate theories and empirical models, but they are clearly linked.


The overwhelming difference in the ideological direction of policy during the Long Great Society is plainly visible in Figure 2 but I confirm the uniqueness of this era with the last two models in Table 2. I predict the new measure of cross-branch policy liberalism using the period effect variable along with the variables used in The Macro Polity. In the models, Democratic control of government nearly reaches statistical significance but public opinion does not have a significant effect (based on either the previous two-year or four-year average of public mood). Each two-year period during the Long Great Society was associated with 14 additional liberal policy enactments (or 14 fewer conservative enactments). Whether predicting the amount of policymaking or its ideological direction, in Congress or other branches, the picture that emerges is of a unique era of governance rather than a system regularly moving in response to public opinion or elections.

Understanding the Long Great Society
The distinctiveness in policy output during the Long Great Society raises the obvious question: what was unique about American governance in this era? The typical explanation focuses on Johnson’s presidency itself. With large Democratic majorities and a large popular vote margin in 1964, Johnson was able to bring about a “transformation of political life no less important than the Progressive Era and the New Deal” (Milkis 2005, xix). After urban unrest and social protest, a high-growth economy and a large new generation enabled a commitment to the war on poverty that doubled social spending for the poor (Bosworth 1986). These explanations, however, leave the extended period unexplained. Just two years after the 1964 election, Democrats lost substantial seats in Congress as public opinion moved decidedly against bigger government (Milkis 2005). Nonetheless, policymakers in the 1970s accepted the programs and the philosophy of the Great Society (Kaplan and Cuciti 1986) and the “policy legacy of the Nixon and Ford years was equally impressive” (Melnick 2005). 

Understanding the successful liberal policymaking of this era requires a system-level approach to the policy process. The policymaking system is more than the sum of its parts. Important transformations in American policymaking may only be visible from looking at the system as whole, including secular trends within each institution and changes in the interactions among them. Individual presidents can no doubt play outsized roles, but a policy legacy requires that an agenda take hold over many years, especially when four consecutive presidencies were cut short. Efforts to compile the support necessary to win a particular congressional vote may be decisive in some cases, but sustaining action on multiple fronts requires a broader consensus. Unexpected events or interest group demands may dictate a few congressional responses, but they are unlikely to change the content of policymaking for an entire era. Differences across time that produce unique eras of policy enactments are likely to be found in the interactions among many actors, institutions, and trends. As Baumgartner and Jones (1993, 214) put it, “all parts of the policy process are linked. Changes in one part of the system tend rapidly to be reflected in other parts.” 

The starting point for any system-level explanation of American policymaking must be the recognition of status quo bias; successfully changing public policy is quite difficult. With its multiple branches, numerous veto points, and supermajoritarian institutions, the American government offers a decided advantage to the status quo. As a result, policy enactments are nearly always the product of joint causation; no one can accomplish anything without support from, or at least acquiescence by, a large number of other actors. Even when Congressional voting is quite polarized, votes on significant enacted legislation remain bipartisan and feature large majorities (Mayhew 2005; Baumgartner and Jones 1993). Because the potential agenda of policy concerns is considerably larger than the government’s ability to address them (Baumgartner and Jones 1993), policymakers must also forge a joint agenda across policy issue areas. An era of broad policymaking requires broad consensus as well as coalitions linking actors across branches and outside of government.

Governing Networks Across Issue Areas
To understand the connections across actors throughout the national political system, I introduce governing networks composed of all of the actors responsible for policymaking in each time period. The successful liberal policymaking of the Long Great Society era was made possible by the composition and structure of its governing network. Consecutive presidents led the network but a large community of members of Congress and interest groups also helped achieve policy enactments. As Shep Melnick (2005, 394) writes, “The result [of the Great Society] was a dense and eclectic network of reformers with impressive policy expertise, a bottomless agenda of proposals and demands, and ready access to government officials, congressional aids, and journalists.” Beyond its shear size, several factors made this network unique. Most importantly, the network was not balkanized into separate issue networks. A dense core group of actors including multiple Presidents and their supporters engaged in sustained joint policymaking across several issue areas. Before and after the period, a smaller, diffuse, and coreless community was responsible for policymaking separated by issue concerns. The Long Great Society network emerged and then broke down, but without a sustained alternative policymaking system to replace it.

The importance of the cross-issue and cross-branch governing network of this era has been noted mostly by those who saw its demise. Jacob Hacker and Paul Pierson (2010) note that America veered suddenly and decidedly away from its progressive orientation at the end of the 1970s; they attribute the transition to changing ideas and the rise of conservative interest groups. Theodore Lowi (1979) argues that government expanded to accommodate myriad interest group demands, giving power to bureaucracies that were captured by constituent interest groups. Hugh Heclo (1978) posits that policymaking underwent a transformation to separate issue networks of actors inside and outside of government linked by expertise. What all of these accounts miss is that they are describing the breakdown of a policymaking system that was only operational for 15 years. Sustained and similar links between branches of government, among diverse interests, and across parties in multiple issue areas should not be seen as the base state of governance. It is rare; it may be difficult, if not impossible, to reproduce. 

Presidents in Policy History

Analyzing this type of policymaking system may offer a generalizable theory of how extensive liberal policymaking takes place, but it is impossible to analyze policy history without some attention to the historical contingencies associated with the agendas and behavior of individual actors. The most important of these actors are the presidents. A small number of presidential administrations have outsized influence on national policymaking. The most plausible factor linking the presidents of the Long Great Society era was congressional experience. Army general and university president Dwight D. Eisenhower preceded the era; farmer and one-term governor Jimmy Carter ended it. In contrast, in 1961, Kennedy entered office with 14 years of experience in both houses of Congress alongside Johnson, who had 24 years of congressional experience, much of it spent in leadership. Nixon had also served in both houses of Congress and as Vice President. Even Gerald Ford, who played a less significant role, had spent 24 years in Congress, including in leadership. All of the presidents elected since that time have served a combined 8 years in Congress.

The congressional experience of the Long Great Society presidents assisted them in assessing the political practicality of their initiatives and in developing coalitions to pass laws. Yet the benefits of successive presidents with national legislative experience likely have increasing returns. Presidents are among the most important potential political entrepreneurs, but the constitutional system requires them to build and sustain networks that provide future presidents with the means to continue their agendas (Sheingate 2003). The Long Great Society presidents had actually worked with one another prior to their administrations and they knew the same congressional leaders and active interest groups. Cumulatively, this allowed them to develop a governing network that included many of the same actors across several issue areas, despite differences in party.

Nevertheless, the behavior of some administrations may have idiosyncratic explanations. Nixon’s election was a potential turning point for the ideological direction of policy. Historians agree that Richard Nixon’s presidency was a period of substantial liberal domestic policymaking but explain it as a product of his focus on foreign policy and unique aspects of his personality (Hoff 1995; Kotlowski 2002), rather than political trends. As Democrats controlled Congress, Nixon did not have full control of domestic policy and may have acquiesced in a desire to hold power. Yet is it striking that rather than attempt to undo Great Society innovations, Nixon led an expansion of liberal initiatives to new areas, appeasing environmental and consumer interests.

The literature on the presidency has generally not seen the Long Great Society as a distinct era. Richard Neustadt (1991) argues that Franklin D. Roosevelt founded the modern presidency, using the power to persuade elites to advance a policy agenda. Steven Skowronek (1997) also places Roosevelt at the beginning of an era, seeing the Kennedy and Johnson administrations as a prolongation of his agenda, but argues that the Reagan presidency brought about a new political regime. Other scholars also report important changes to the Presidency near the end of the Long Great Society. Samuel Kernel (2006) argues that presidential leadership underwent a transition from an era of coalition building and elite bargaining to an era where presidents sold their policy initiatives directly to the public. Rather than a new kind of presidential policymaking, however, this may have simply marked the end of a productive era of traditional presidential leadership. 

Analyzing Governing Networks
This account is not susceptible to assessment by looking only at the outputs of the political system; it requires observation of the interactions among all parts of government and outsiders that led to particular policies. Policy historians provide substantially more detail regarding the actors involved in policymaking than found in previous analyses. Rather than just report who was President or who controlled Congress at the time of enactment, they analyze who was responsible for each development. Aggregated, policy histories can show us the actors most often credited for their role in enacting changes to public policy as well as their relationships. To draw from their accounts, I compiled lists of involved actors in policy enactments. For each policy enactment mentioned by each author, I catalogued all mentions of credited actors. I then combined explanations for the same policy enactments, aggregating the actors that were associated with policy enactments across all authors. The result is a database of which actors were judged important for, or partially credited with, each policy enactment. Coders of the same volume reached agreement on more than 95% of actors mentioned as responsible for each enactment.
 Comparisons of different author explanations for the same event showed that some credited more actors than others, though they did not explicitly discount actors that others considered important.

This method is related to the analysis performed by John Kingdon (2003). He reports counts of which actors were most influential in driving changes in transportation and health policy, but his analysis relies on his own first-hand interviews. I aggregate across all explanations offered by many different authors. Authors rarely go through every potential actor that might have been involved in each policy change, eliminating all those considered irrelevant. The typical explanation credits a few actors that were partially responsible for a policy enactment. For example, the authors do not list every member of Congress that supported a bill that made it into law; they list those that seemed most responsible for its success. 

Combined, the policy histories identify 1,037 actors that they partially credit with at least one policy enactment. I categorized these actors based on whether they are members of Congress, interest groups, or other actors. Interest groups include corporations, trade associations, advocacy groups, or any other private sector organization. I analyze the results in two ways. First, I use two-mode networks connecting actors with the issue areas where they were involved in policy enactments. The strength of the connection between actors and issue areas is based on how many policy enactments each actor helped produce in each policy area. Second, I use affiliation networks based on the participants that were jointly credited with each policy enactment. This does not necessarily indicate that the actors actively worked together, but that they were both on the winning side of a significant policy enactment and that a policy historian thought they each deserved some credit. The affiliation network ties are undirected but they are valued as integer counts of the number of shared policy enactments between every pair of actors.

Using qualitative accounts of policy history produces reliable indicators. First, controlling for the number of actors they mention, different authors mention the same rough distribution of actor types and often the same list of credited actors. Second, authors covering policy enactments outside of their area of focus (such as health policy historians explaining the political process behind general tax laws) also reached most of the same conclusions about who was involved as specialist historians. Third, there were no consistent differences in the types of actors credited based on whether the authors used interviews, quantitative data, or archival research, whether the authors came from political science, policy, sociology, economics, history, or other departments, or how long after the events took place the sources were written. There were idiosyncratic differences across authors, but they did not produce systematic differences in explanations across policymaking eras. 

Actor/Issue Governing Networks
The Long Great Society governing network was quite different than the one that preceded and followed it. To compare, Table 4 reports characteristics of three different two-mode actor/issue valued networks corresponding to policies enacted from 1945-1960, 1961-1976, and 1977-1992. The networks include all actors credited with policy enactments connected to the twelve domestic policy issue domains. The Long Great Society era had a much larger governing network; more than 500 actors were reportedly responsible for changing national policy during the era. The two-mode network associated with the Long Great Society also has a structure that most closely matches an ideal-typical core-periphery structure. The coreness score, representing the fitness of a categorical division of nodes into a central core and a periphery, is higher than the other eras; the density of the core (the connections among these actors in the center of the network) is also significantly higher. In all three of the networks, most actors lie outside the core of the network and are not involved in multiple issue areas. Yet the Long Great Society governing network most closely matches a system where one set of actors dominates policymaking in all issue areas. In the context of the actor/issue governing networks studied here, this indicates that authors studying many different issue areas credited the same core set of actors involved in policymaking from 1961-1976 but did not do so for policymaking in the eras that preceded and followed it.

 [Insert Table 4]
During each era, the most central actors involved the presidents and members of Congress. Degree centrality here is easily conceptualized as the number of policy enactments for which each actor was credited. Eisenhower and Truman were credited with the most enactments in the earliest era, followed by interest groups and future president Johnson. Ted Kennedy was among the most frequently involved actors during the Long Great Society and afterwards. There is thus some continuity across the periods. The core-periphery comparison, however, shows that Johnson was part of a dense core as President but one of only a few disconnected central actors in the previous era. Likewise, Ted Kennedy joined with many other actors to enact policy during the Long Great Society but was among the only actors active in numerous policy areas in later years.

Table 4 also reports another measure of the similarity of governing networks across issue areas: the average correlation across policy area networks. Calculating this involved creating separate one-mode affiliation networks for each of the twelve issue areas, connecting actors reportedly responsible for the same policy enactments. Correlating these networks assesses whether the actors connected in one issue area are likely to be connected in all of the other issue areas. The average correlation across all pairs of issue area networks assesses the expected similarity in associations between actors involved in any two issue areas. The results show that, during the Long Great Society, actors jointly credited with policy enactments in one issue area were more likely to be jointly credited with enacting policy in other areas. If Johnson and Ted Kennedy jointly achieved policy change in education policy, in other words, they were more likely to be jointly active in altering health policy as well. The same was true much less often during other periods.

To help visualize these connections, Figure 3 depicts the actor/issue two-mode network associated with the Long Great Society. Grey circles represent actors and white squares represent issue areas. The full network is visible in the top diagram; the most central part of core of the same network is depicted below it. The network has a large number of actors, but a smaller number are active in more than one or two policy areas. The network does not divide into three or four large components based on issue area categories, as would be visible if a separate group of actors was active in social policy or economic policy. Instead, the network has a core of actors that are active in many policy areas, even though most participants are connected to only a single area. The most central actors are listed in the bottom diagram. The presidents are the most widely involved, but the core also includes members of Congress, executive agencies, and interest groups. One reason the presidents are so central to this network is that Kennedy, Johnson, and Nixon were all credited with policy changes that occurred before or after they left office. The other idiosyncratic feature of this core is the role of the Kennedy family; the three brothers were each active in producing policy change in at least four different issue domains, sometimes together.

[Insert Figure 3]
The Long Great Society network visualizes the increase in political mobilization during this period, with many new interest groups (Walker 1991) and government units (Heclo 1978) engaged in policymaking. Yet it adds several important nuances to traditional accounts. First, the policymaking system as a whole was expanded, including the number of individual Members of Congress who are credited with policy enactments, but then the subset of actors involved in policymaking contracted again after the Long Great Society. Second, the initial expansion did not produce an inevitable breaking up of the policymaking system into separate issue networks. Instead, a core group of actors jointly pursued many policy enactments while most actors were poorly connected. Third, presidents were quite important in the system, even though policy enactments were primarily legislative. Rather than taking independent action, presidents worked with many other actors. There are also strong connections among the presidents; many authors jointly credited Kennedy and Johnson as well as Johnson and Nixon with policy enactments. Fourth, much of the transformation in the policymaking system during this period may not be due to the relative influence of Congress, presidents, or interest groups, but to their interconnections. The diverse core of all three types of actors that jointly enacted the government expansion of the Long Great Society was a new development in the 1960s and has not been replicated. 

Presidents and Governing Networks
Based on the evidence collected by policy historians, American presidents play an outsized role in national policymaking. Yet they are not successful due to the power of unilateral action in the bureaucracy, as is sometimes argued (Moe and Howell 1999). Even significant executive orders and administrative agency rules, for example, are rarely credited only to the President. Additionally, most of the presidents were partially credited with many more enactments in Congress than in the administration. No matter the branch of government that sets public policy, presidents need allies in Congress and outside of government to succeed in driving policy change. 

Figure 4 illustrates each president’s ties to other political actors. The measure is derived from the one-mode affiliation network where ties are formed when actors are jointly credited with the same policy enactment. Kennedy, Johnson, and Nixon are the most highly connected presidents, with Johnson and Nixon the most connected to members of Congress and Johnson and Kennedy leading in connections to interest groups as well as other actors like administrative agency officials. From Truman to Johnson, the number of ties for each president goes up steadily, with Johnson jointly credited with policy enactments with an astonishing 229 distinct actors. Presidential ego networks then contract substantially reaching a long plateau starting with Ford. Given that the presidents of the Long Great Society era each spent between three and five years in office whereas most other presidents spent eight years in office and no others spent less than a full term, the connections compiled by the Long Great Society presidents were quite numerous and diverse. 

[Insert Figure 4]
One important reason that the Long Great Society presidents were highly connected is that they were active beyond their administrations. This sustained policymaking activity was not limited to the presidents during this period. The governing network held together for a more extended time horizon than in other policymaking eras. Ties between actors were much more likely to last beyond a single administration during this period. One way to test for this continuity of relationships is to build affiliation networks for each administration and then correlate them across time. This produces a set of associations between every two pairs of administration governing networks from 1945-2004. Quadratic assignment procedure regression, a technique based on 2000 random permutations of network connections to correct for autocorrelation, can then be used to predict correlations between these networks (Krackhardt 1988). 

Table 5 reports the results of this regression model. Because the most important variable making governing networks similar is likely to be time, the model includes a measure of the years apart between each administration (measured from the center of the administration). This variable is significant, unsurprisingly indicating that administrations closer together in time produce similar actor associations. The model also includes dummy variables indicating whether administrations were tied to the same President, the same political party, and the same term (the first or second of a presidency). It also includes a variable for difference in network size between administrations to evaluate whether administration networks are similar to one another simply by virtue of the number of actors they contain. Of these variables, the results show that only networks belonging to the same president are significantly more similar. Finally, the model includes a period effect variable that is coded one only if both administrations were during the Long Great Society and zero for all other pairs of administration governing networks. This variable is highly statistically significant, indicating that the strength of ties between actors in the four administrations of the Long Great Society was quite closely connected. In other words, dividing the Long Great Society network into smaller increments of time still produces evidence that the governing network hangs together over the entire period. Members of Congress, interest groups, and other actors that jointly enacted new policies in the Kennedy administration were also likely to jointly enact policies in the Johnson, Nixon, and Ford administrations. The same is true for every pair of Long Great Society administrations.

[Insert Table 5]
The Aggregate View from Policy History
In sum, the governing network of the Long Great Society was sustained across four bipartisan administrations and featured a core of actors involved in twelve different issue domains. The prominent role of the presidents of this era in changing public policy in many areas is evident, but their reported influence was hardly unilateral. Instead, presidents, administration officials, members of Congress, and interest groups jointly sustained a multi-issue governing network that produced a large explosion of policy enactments in all branches of government, moving public policy decidedly in a liberal direction. The unique character of this era, and its associated governing network, is the key to understanding both the productivity and the ideological direction of domestic policymaking since 1945. One can only understand American policy history with attention to the unique system-level character of the Long Great Society.

Much of our system-level view of the policymaking system comes from observers in the late 1970s (Lowi 1979; Heclo 1978) or studies of policymaking in the late 1970s (Kindgon 1993). Based on the results presented here, these constitute observations near the end of a system. Scholars may have mistaken these observations for inevitable trends forward. Scholars predicting economic policy trends (Hacker and Pierson 2010; Bartels 2010; McCarty, Poole, and Rosenthal 2006) notice an important shift in outcomes beginning around 1980. This period should be characterized as the breaking up of the policymaking system of the Long Great Society, rather than the beginning of a well-developed alternative. Both before and after the 15-year period, policymaking lacks a sustained direction and the governing network lacks the cross-issue system-level features of the Long Great Society.

These findings have several important implications for our understanding of American government. First, macro-level theories of policy tend to focus on systematic and dynamic patterns associating policy outcomes with important political variables changing over time, such as the ideological direction of public opinion (Erikson, MacKuen and Stimson 2002), the influence of interest groups (Hacker and Pierson 2010); party control of the presidency (Bartels 2010), or political polarization in Congress (McCarty, Poole, and Rosenthal 2006). The American policymaking system, however, may not be susceptible to analysis via such sweeping theory. Federal policymaking features complicated interactions among many actors and tends to evolve as an entire system of inter-dependent parts, rather than a series of independent institutions (Baumgartner and Jones 1993). While political scientists have been attempting to understand components of this system with unified theories, many historians of particular policy areas have been painstakingly cataloging the important events relevant to policy outcomes in their specialized areas without assuming that they can be explained by one unchanging theory of the policy process. 

The policy output of government and its ideological content does appear to vary across time in ways that can be systematically analyzed. Yet the same dynamics are unlikely to be responsible for the results of policymaking in all eras. Even if presidential elections or public opinions on policy issues are systematically responsive to policy outcomes and their results (Erikson, MacKuen and Stimson 2002), that does not necessarily imply that the reverse is also true. Public opinion may be more systematically responsive to the policy and economic results of government than the reverse. A small number of actors can have an outsized influence on policy results; at any given time, they may be responsive to interest groups or congressional or presidential leadership rather than public opinion or partisanship. As a result, the macro politics of public opinion may be more systematically predictable than the macro politics of policy production. In particular, observed associations between political inputs and policy outputs may be largely explained by the unique dynamics of a particular policymaking era.

The second important implication of the results is that the scholarly focus on agenda setting may miss a critical aspect of American government: the changing cross-issue system-level capacity for policy change. Scholars of public policy traditionally focus on which issue areas gain the attention of policymakers, assuming a constrained policy agenda (Jones and Baumgartner 2005). Yet the policymaking system may have no inherent and constant constraint across time. The agenda space of actionable policy can expand and contract and the system-level capacity for significant policy action may be more important than the relative attention that policymakers pay to each issue area. Past scholarship has shown that some congresses have substantially larger policy agendas and goals than others, changing their policy output (Binder 1999). The results here show that the total production of policy enactments across all branches of government varies even more dramatically. The success of political entrepreneurs in any issue area in changing public policy at any given time is dependent on system-level complexity (Sheingate 2003). Much of the time, government appears to be accomplishing very little, at least in any domestic policy area. 

The system-level capacity to enable policy change also seems to be related to the ability of a governing network to tackle many issues at once, rather than to choose among the most important priorities. Government may be able to enact more policies when a core group of actors is responsible for moving policy forward on a variety of fronts, rather than by waiting for issues to rise on the agenda after being advanced in separate issue area networks. When a group of powerful actors pursues public policy change in a variety of areas over a long time period, they may be able to overcome any agenda constraint.

The results also have an important implication for liberal ideology. Liberal policies go hand in hand with more active government; when government enacts more policies, it is usually moving policy to the left. What this means is that the ideological direction of government is not just responsive to public or elite opinion, it is also a product of the system-level capacity for policymaking. Factors that increase the productivity of government are also likely to be associated with the cumulative ideological content of its actions. Liberal intellectuals often complain that American public policy fails to match the liberalism of public opinion, especially when it comes to economic policy opinions. Some claim this failure of responsiveness is the reason for increasing income inequality in the U.S. (Hacker and Pierson 2010). The conservative turn after 1976, however, may be mostly the result of government-wide incapacity rather than a successful conservative policy movement. In this case, changes in the system-level policymaking capacity of government would be responsible for increasingly unequal economic outcomes, rather than changes in the relative power of political parties (Bartels 2010) or interest groups (Hacker and Pierson 2010).

A fourth important implication of the results is that studies of policymaking cannot ignore presidential leadership or condense it by focusing only on the president’s partisanship. Idiosyncratic aspects of presidents, such as Nixon’s personality and view of the presidency, may have an independent influence on history. Nearly all popular observers of politics acknowledge this, but political science resists it; presidency research suffers mightily from the ‘many variables, small-n’ problem of causal inference. Several scholars have attempted to address this problem by grouping presidents into eras or regimes responsive to public mood (Skowronek 1997) or technological capability (Kernell 2006). The results here advance the agenda of dividing the presidency into distinct eras, but add two nuances. First, presidents may be grouped based on their congressional experience and their ties to other actors in the political system. These ties may bind together an extended governing network or a policymaking era, even if all of the actors are not responsive to the same changes in public opinion or party power. Second, the existence of a single era of presidential leadership does not imply that the process is cyclical (Skowronek 1997) or that a new era begins when another ends (Kernell 2006). Instead, an era or regime of presidential leadership may be preceded and followed by administrations that are not coherently tied together.

There is also a more general implication for our understanding of the policy process. The factors driving policy change may be inconstant. Scholars can safely assume that presidents, members of Congress, administrators, judges, and interest groups will always play some role in policymaking but the relative weight of these actors in determining policy outcomes may vary over time. Even the branch of government in which new policies are advanced appears to change considerably across time. Scholars are thus unlikely to be able to construct a general theory of the national-level policy process that applies across presidential administrations. Divided government or the level of party polarization, for example, may make a large difference in one time period and little difference in another. The mechanisms for this influence may be based on the network of relationships between actors, rather than on their individual traits or their collective political context.

Scholarship should search for a middle ground in its explanations of how the political process produces policy outcomes. Policy historians in each issue area, the creators of the source material used for this analysis, may assume too much idiosyncrasy in analyzing their own areas. It is unlikely that environmental policymaking needs a completely independent set of theories from those used to study health policymaking or that it responds to entirely distinct dynamics. Following the lead of policy historians, however, does not leave us with only issue-specific explanations for policy outcomes. Instead, this study has illustrated how scholars can look for broader patterns across the chronologies and explanations of policy historians. Although the aggregate view from policy history should not be treated as the only definitive account, ignoring detailed qualitative data linking political processes to policy outcomes in more than 140 sources of policy history would be a mistake. 

Every form of policy research involves many judgment calls with implications for what scholars look for and what they find. If we are to take advantage of the close analysis that comes with qualitative research, we may have to sacrifice standardization of procedure. Aggregation of explanations for policy enactments in historical narratives is one method of comparing accounts sensitive to context with those aiming for generality of theory. Using their findings in network analyses also indicates that qualitative historical accounts can be analyzed quantitatively and systematically. In attempting to address a question as broad as how the policymaking system has changed over time, scholars will inevitably be facing incomplete knowledge. Aggregating what we think we know so far about policymaking from historical studies is a useful technique for building knowledge in the face of this uncertainty.

Table 1: Models Predicting Number of Important Laws Passed Per Congress

	
	Mayhew
	Howell et al. A (Most Important)
	Howell et al. A+B
	Clinton/

Lapinski Above Zero

	Unified Government
	.06

(.12)
	.31*

(.15)
	.18

(.1)
	.14

(.09)

	House Polarization
	.32

(1.6)
	-2.2

(2.5)
	- 1.4

(1.6)
	-3.7**

(1.4)

	1st Congress of Administration
	.26

(.13)
	.36*

(.16)
	.18

(.11)
	.13

(.1)

	1st Congress After Party Switch
	- .02

(.16)
	- .27

(.19)
	- .06

(.13)
	- .06

(.11)

	1961-1976 (Period Effect) 
	.66***

(.13)
	.41**

(.15)
	.55***

(.1)
	.34***

(.09)

	Year (Linear Time Trend) 
	.0

(.01)
	.02

(.01)
	.03**

(.01)
	.04***

(.01)

	Post-Publication (Coding Bias)
	.04

(.34)
	--
	--
	--

	Constant
	-3.5
	-38.5
	-90.2
	-66.5

	Log Likelihood
	-69.1
	-52.1
	-62.6
	-71.2

	Log Likelihood Ratio Index
	.18
	.17
	.17
	.19

	Maximum Likelihood R2
	.64
	.58
	.58
	.75

	N
	29
	24
	29
	24


Table entries are negative binomial regression coefficients, with standard errors in parentheses. *p<.05 **p<.01 ***p<.001 (two-tailed).

Table 2: Models Predicting Liberalism of Policy Enactments Per Congress

	
	Macro Polity Measure
	New Measure

	
	Policy Liberalism
	Policy Liberalism
	Policy Liberalism
	Policy Liberalism

	Democratic Party Control (1-3)
	- .28

(.92)
	- .36

(.91)
	3.29

(1.7)
	3.24

(1.69)

	Public Mood t-1 (Stimson)
	.02

(.19)
	--
	.04

(.35)
	--

	Public Mood (t-1, t-2) (Stimson)
	--
	.12

(.21)
	--
	.09

(.39)

	1961-1976 (Period Effect) 
	7.9***

(1.7)
	7.6***

(1.8)
	14.3***

(3.1)
	14.1***

(3.28)

	Constant
	8.91
	3.88
	-2.3
	-4.97

	R2
	.57
	.57
	.68
	.68

	N
	26
	26
	26
	26


Table entries are OLS regression coefficients, with standard errors in parentheses. *p<.05 **p<.01 ***p<.001 (two-tailed).

Figure 1: Policy Enactments by Presidential Administration
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The figure depicts the number of policy enactments identified by policy histories during each presidential administration. Each enactment is categorized based on whether it was a new law passed by Congress, a presidential executive order, a regulatory rule, or a judicial case.
Table 3: Models Predicting Number of Enactments Per Congress with New Measures

	
	# of Policy Enactments
	# of Laws
	# of Landmark Enactments

	Unified Government
	- .09

(.11)
	.01

(.12)
	.51**

(.18)

	House Polarization
	- 3.8***

(.92)
	- 5***

(1)
	- 5.6***

(1.7)

	1st Congress of Administration
	.2

(.12)
	.3*

(.12)
	.54**

(.2)

	1st Congress After Party Switch 
	.01

(.14)
	- .19

(.15)
	- .35

(.23)

	1961-1976 (Period Effect) 
	.48***

(.11)
	.47***

(.12)
	.68***

(.19)

	Year (Linear Time Trend) 
	.03***

(.01)
	.05***

(.01)
	.05***

(.01)

	Constant
	-55.1
	-88.1
	-90.2

	Log Likelihood
	-92.3
	-82.5
	-62.6

	Log Likelihood Ratio Index
	.15
	.16
	.17

	Maximum Likelihood R2
	.66
	.67
	.58

	N
	29
	29
	29


Table entries are negative binomial regression coefficients, with standard errors in parentheses. *p<.05 **p<.01 ***p<.001 (two-tailed).

Figure 2: Policy Liberalism by Presidential Administration
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The figure depicts the difference between the number of liberal and conservative enactments during each presidential administration identified in policy histories. Liberal enactments are those that expand the scope of government responsibility; conservative enactments contract it. Enactments that do not clearly expand or contract the scope of government are not included.
Table 4: Characteristics of Actor/Issue Governing Networks

	
	1945-1960
	1961-1976
	1977-1992

	Actors
	243
	512
	312

	Coreness
	.136
	.153
	.13

	Core Density
	.07
	.19
	.1

	Average Correlation Across Policy Area Networks
	.0043
	.0079
	.0049

	Central Actors
	1. Eisenhower 

2. Truman

3. NAACP

4. American Municipal Assn
5. LBJ
	1. LBJ

2. Nixon

3. JFK 

4. Ted Kennedy

5. NAACP
	1. Reagan

2. H. W. Bush

3. Carter

4. Bob Dole

5. Ted Kennedy


Most table entries are characteristics of 2-mode actor and issue area networks associated with policy enactments in each historical period. The average correlations reported, however, measure the level of association across affiliation networks associated with each policy area in each period. 
Figure 3: Actor/Issue Governing Network During the Long Great Society
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The figures depict a 2-mode actor and issue area network based on policy enactments from 1961-1976. Black circles represent actors credited with policy enactments. White squares represent issue areas. The links connect actors that were credited with the enactments in each area (with the width representing the number of enactments). 

Figure 4: Ego Affiliation Networks by President
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The figure depicts the number of actors jointly involved in policy enactments with each president. Each actor is categorized into Members of Congress, interest groups, and all other actors.

Table 5: Model Predicting Presidential Administration Governing Network Correlations

	
	Administration Governing Network Correlations

	Years Apart
	- .0003**

(.0001)

	Same Party
	.0031

(.0033)

	Same President
	.0398***

(.009)

	Same Term
	- .0035

(.0031)

	1961-1976 (Period Effect) 
	.0304***

(.0076)

	Network Size
	.0

(.0)

	Constant
	.0122

	R2
	.496

	N
	210


Table entries are quadratic assignment procedure regression coefficients, with standard errors in parentheses. *p<.05 **p<.01 ***p<.001 (two-tailed). 
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� The models include a dummy variable for Unified Government, the House Polarization measure from McCarty, Poole, and Rosenthal (2006), dummies variables for the first Congress of an administration, the first Congress of a new party’s rise to the presidency and the period effect, as well as the year that began the congress (to test for a linear time trend). The Mayhew model includes a Post-Publication variable because Mayhew only conducted his Sweep Two for the earlier period, leading to fewer laws coded as landmarks.


� I report models using only the most important laws found by Howell et al. (group A) and using their lower importance threshold (groups A and B).


� I use the total number of laws passed with a significance score above zero. I also estimated count models with different thresholds and a regression model predicting the summed significance of all laws with some significance. All of these models produced substantially similar results. Clinton and Lapinski (2006) report that most threshold levels used produce a similar time series.


� An inter-coder reliability analysis of two coders of three volumes, we obtained scores of .62 for Scott’s Pi, .63 for Cohen’s Kappa, and .64 for Krippendorff’s Alpha for this variable.


� An inter-coder reliability analysis of two coders of three volumes, we obtained scores of .60 for Scott’s Pi, .62 for Cohen’s Kappa, and .62 for Krippendorff’s Alpha for this variable. Enactments coded as landmarks were significantly more likely to be covered by multiple authors.


� Percent agreement is the only inter-coder reliability measure appropriate for compilation of lists from an undefined universe where there is little similarity across cases.


� I also adopt several conventions in the display of networks. The degree centrality score of each actor determines the size of each node. Degree centrality measures the number of links for each actor (see Wasserman and Faust 1994). I use spring embedding to determine the layout. 





