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Abstract

This paper explores the politics of attention int&n from 1940 to 2005. It uses the
Speech from the Throne (the Kings or Queen’s Speathhe state opening of each
session of parliament as a measure of the govemtsmpnorities, which are coded

according to topic as categorized by the Policy ielges framework. The paper aims to
advance understanding of a core aspect of theigabliigenda in the Britain, offering

empirical insights on established theories, claand narratives about post-war British
politics and policy-making. The analysis uses lb#tributional and time series tests that
reveal the punctuated character of the politicadnag in Britain and its increasing

fragmentation over time, with turning points obszhn 1964 and 1991.



A critical question for the study of politics is effner particular variables of interest, such
as parties, electoral coalitions, institutions, oldgies, public opinion, government
policies and expenditures, are locked into a langequilibrium or instead are subject to
periodic instabilities and disturbances that overtand realign the existing order. This
tension between stability and change, or betwederaaind disorder, is integral to how
political systems attend to and prioritise spedsgues or problems. Recently there has
been growing interest within political science ystematic measurement and analysis of
change and stability in political systems, suclinathe punctuated equilibrium model of
agenda-setting or in the population ecology modelnterest mobilizatior. Yet the
concept of equilibrium is implicit to many account$ the functioning of political
systems through frequent use of terms such asogkidstasis and incrementalism, on the
one hand, whereas notions of change or instalolitgn underlie studies of electoral
realignments, institutional reform, democratic @sgiveness and international conflict
on the other. Often such accounts tend to overitatdegree of either stability or change
when the reality lies somewhere between the twth) weriods of stability interspersed

by occasional dramatic changes.

These systematic approaches to the study of pldignamics provide a new perspective
on the classic conundrum: how stable is the po#iggnda in Britain? The existing
literature presents a divergence of views. One mroti studies concludes that the
decision-making agenda is relatively stable andeimenta? The executive assigns
regular attention to particular topics in line witte departmental and budgetary priorities
of government. This pattern of policy-making retfethe closed nature of the interest

group system, long-entrenched institutional ruled power of the state to insulate itself



from external pressures. For others, the Britishitipal system can be unstable,
generating policy reversals, discontinuities ansasiiers, which arise from ministerial
entrepreneurialism, adversarial polittcgnd the absence of constitutional checks and
balances. The result is leaps in attention to @adr issues, new initiatives and
subsequent reversals of policy. This divergengeeo$pectives appears in accounts of the
Conservative governments elected in the periodesit®79. Some studies regard these
periods of office as a dramatic shift in policy-rrak while others highlight the more

incremental and pragmatic character of policy clearenacted during the same pefiod.

How might it be possible to resolve this stabilitgtability question? One solution lies in
the collection and analysis of reliable time sedata about the attention and priorities of
British government, which may be inspected to mesathe extent of change or stability.
To this end, this paper presents findings from s of the content of the King's or
Queen’s Speech — the Speech from the Throne —rasasure of the executive and
legislative priorities of British government fron940 to 2005, coded for the number of
references to particular topiédJsing this data, it is possible to consider pratmss

about the nature of post-war British politics analigy-making, such as whether the
distribution of change in political attention ismmtuated in Britain as is found in other
countries, whether there is fragmentation in theteat of the political agenda over time
and whether there is a detectable break-point aféstion of the Thatcher government in

1979’



The study of policy agendas

The political agenda refers to the limited spaciwiwhich issues receive attention from
policy-makers and opinion-formers, such as the meatiganized interests and the public:
“...the list of subjects or problems to which govesmntal officials, and people outside of
government closely associated with those officiatge, paying some serious attention at
any given time® While the literature on agenda-setting is divérsiee policy agendas
approach has generated an extensive programmesedrod based upon its systematic
categorisation and coding of measures of politaténtion and the policy outputs of
government? This literature also sets out theoretical propmsit about the nature of

modern policy-making systems, in particular theurabf change over time.

The foundation of this approach is the semiAgkendas and Instability in American
Politics,** which challenges the classic view that institusiogridlock (i.e. the divided
partisan control of the legislative and executivenches) in the United States generates a
pattern of decision-making that is biased towardsemental adjustments of the status
quol? Because the attention of policy-makers is finitel shere are numerous issues or
problems on the political agenda, decision-maksgaunded and incremental strategies
provide a means of making policy. However, Baumygariand Jones also observe that
long periods of incrementalism and relative inentigoolitics and decision-making are
sometimes punctuated by rapid and dramatic reakmsi® The punctuated equilibrium
model attempts to explain why policy-making can snérom periods of stability to acute
change and then back to stability once agaifhese punctuations in the political agenda
result from tension between subsystem politicshviti$ institutionalisation of policy-

making within particular sectors, and the more oaspve macro-politics, where shifts in



attention from legislators or executives at theamatl level can help mobilize support for

an issue and bring about policy change.

Periods of incrementalism or near stasis occur wigdicy-making is contained within a
policy subsystem, consisting of a monopolizingdenstitutions and actors that tend to
share a common definition of the core issue orcggliroblem. The subsystem exerts a
form of negative feedback that dampens pressuretfange'® However, issues can be
forced onto the macro-political agenda when therea ibreakdown of an established
policy monopoly or a change in the definition ofiasue. Through a process of positive
feedback’ expansion of the political agenda propels pubbticies to new equilibria.
This process of amplification, as issues are shiftem subsystem politics onto the
macro-political level, overcomes the cognitive amstitutional friction that is inherent to
government® Through this set of arguments, the punctuatedibgum model seeks to
explain the coexistence of incrementalism with dipprtionate changes or punctuations

in the political agenda.

Following Agendas and InstabilityBaumgartner and Jones tested their model through
systematic and extensive coding of the policy-mgkagenda in the US, including
Congressional budgets and hearings, Congressionart€ply Almanac stories,
Presidential executive orderShe New York Time$ublic opinion and Congressional
bills and laws"® The Policy Agendas Project compiled a definitiopit codebook for its
policy content coding frameworR, which created codes for the major aspects of publi
policy, such as macroeconomic issues, education headth, and distinct sub-topics

within these categories, which now reach 225 (sd®erll for the major topic codes).



[insert Table 1 about here]

Comparative scholars use the theory and method$hefPolicy Agendas Project to
generate and test hypotheses about the naturelioy-peaking in different institutional
and cultural contexts. Most of this research directly applies the codiragnework to
national politics and policy-making. More often thaot, researchers find that the
framework works well, although there are certaipeass of the institutional system in the
US that have no direct parallel in other countriBlse constitutional prominence of its
legislature means that some procedures that essetlas legislative are part of executive
policy-making elsewhere. Another important diffezens that the less developed welfare

state in the US requires reclassification of a $eMv-topics.

Punctuated equilibrium and policy-making in Britain

Many accounts of post-war British policy-making drapise the relative stability of its
policy-making communitie> These communities or sub-governments tend todetés
from the media and public opinion, often constragnirapid or far-reaching changes to
the policy agenda as implied by the punctuatedlibguim model. Other studies of the
outputs of British government reach similar conidos, such as for budgetiid). Policy
outputs tend to shift in small increments and thattermination of programmes is rare.
The traditional Westminster-Whitehall system wastamed by a set of informal
restraints and conventions - what has been called government? Over several
centuries the integrated London elite survived ugtoits enactment of pragmatic and
effective responses to policy problefisThe collegiate traditions and club-like instincts

of the British policy-making elite promoted a cldsand secretive style of government.



This culture contrasts with the pluralist charaaeUS politics in Washington, which

Heclo termed the government of strang&rhe practice of accommodating interest
groups and the Downsian pressure on political gartd gravitate toward the median
voter reinforces this pattern of stable adaptati@eyond the institutions of government,
British politics was supposed to be rooted in asemsual political culture and a moderate

public opinion that resisted radical political mavents and ideologi€.

Such accounts of British policy-making have thewselbeen subject to criticism.
Scholars adopting the policy network approach atgaesome policy communities have
opened up as a result of increased media coveradechallenges to the political
consensus, leaving British policy-making more \iaand diverse than befof®.

Conventions of governing according to Britain’sxitde but embedded constitution have
weakened, partly as a result of a series of ingiital experiments that eroded local
government autonomy and integrated decision-maiitly European institutions. The

reform and decentralization of the institutions tbé modern British state, with the
devolution of power to governments in Scotland, &ahnd Northern Ireland, has also
created new venues for policy-making and increadeersity in national policy

outputs®

Some argue that the agenda of British politicsstable. The first-past-the-post electoral
system is claimed to generate periods of ‘electetamrship’® Its two-party system
produces long-term instabilities in public policydause one centralized party can govern
in office free of constitutional checks and balanoa the basis of holding a majority of
seats in the House of CommoisA newly elected government can reverse the actibns

its predecessors and impose its own policies osebgon of society that did not vote for



it. The comparative literature tends to regard \Westminster-Whitehall system as non-
inclusive in contrast to the consensual charadtesi®f democracies with proportional
representation electoral systefidhere are few veto points in British politismeaning
that executives are freer to decide and enact fudicies than elsewhere. Some suggest
that Britain is the home of policy disasters, swuah in local taxatioi and large
information technology project§,which emerge as a result of relative freedom ef th
executive to make policy choices, often uncheckgdnich scrutiny in parliament. At
the same time, transformation and reinvention efgbverning institutions of the modern
British state — what Moran calls hyper-innovatiortentrasts with an earlier period of
stagnatior?’ This dramatic shift resulted from a crisis in #monomic policies, loss of
confidence in political institutions and the deeliof the once stable world of club
government. The idea of policy punctuations is nmasistent with this account of the
British political agenda than incrementalism. Indiethe distribution of budget changes

in Britain is punctuated®

The British electoral system tends to be associai#id unified control of government,
meaning that changes in the plurality party iniparent are expected to generate policy
changes, which studies of party manifestos dematestr There is a straightforward
chain of cause and effect: shifts in voter prefeesntranslate into party platforms that in
turn produce changes in the outputs of governnsect) as public expendituf@It might
therefore be expected that policy pronouncementddveeflect partisan shifts, perhaps
more than budgets. Earlier research, however, sldivat political parties did not make

much of a difference to the policies and outputBritish post-war government$.



Regardless of these negative findings, politicaérdcsts are inclined to see partisan
control of the powerful executive as the causerefiks or turning points in the political
agenda. For example, some argue that the genesaliogl of 1979 represented a
watershed in British politics, after which the Censtive governments led by Margaret
Thatcher enacted right-wing public policies thatdemdundamental changes in Britain’s
society and econonfy. This period of government is associated with jtiation of
economic reform along with a new focus on socialés like crime and the family,
which some term authoritarian populiéiFor others, Thatcher’s leadership was more
pragmatic and incremental as the government seitabgradual process of reform and
realignment® That debate continué3An alternative view is that the rise of New Labour
in the 1990s, through its transformation as a c&nparty more closely focused on
competition for the median voter, represents aitgrpoint in modern British politics.
The emergence of a post-Thatcherite consensus &etilie major political parties over
economic policy contributed to agenda expansion Gmnservative and Labour
governments competed over the issues of healtlgaéidn and crime in particular. If
such a claim is correct, some date during the earlyid-1990s may represent a turning

point in the post-war British political agenda.

If the theoretical basis to the punctuated equiliormodel is correct, dramatic changes
in the British political agenda would be expectedtcur because of the way in which all
political systems dampen pressures for agenda ehlauigare nonetheless subject to brief
periods when issues attract an increased amouatterftion and policy problems are
redefined and addressed. However, there is a disjunbetween the predictions of the

punctuated equilibrium model and existing accouwftghe instability of politics and
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policy-making in Britain. The classic account ofitBh government policy-making
focuses upon the relative absence of veto pointthenpolitical system as a cause of
instability; whereas the agenda-setting model ofe§oand Baumgartner stresses the
presence of friction, with veto points being theisa of instability. It might therefore be
argued that the classic Westminster-Whitehall meails friction without veto points
as its oligarchic political and bureaucratic epteved resistant to change while retaining
extensive power over the system of government.it§als informal tradition of club-like
government could be a source of policy stabilitg @unctuations that differs from the
institutional causes of gridlock observed in the. O8e alternative is that the friction
model does not provide an adequate explanatioriteatdhe relative absence of checks
and balances in the British political system pregica more convincing explanation of

periods of dramatic policy change and instability.

Hypotheses

The punctuated equilibrium model is able to integr@ternative perspectives about the
historical development of British politics and mglimaking. In particular, it provides a

means for determining the degree of stability amaihge in the evolving priorities of the

British state; with the incrementalism of the cgile Westminster-Whitehall system

punctuated by periods of radical change, innovatibifierentiation and reform enabled

by the lack of checks and balances governing tkase policy communities at the heart
of government. The presence of punctuations ingbst-war British policy-making

agenda might, furthermore, indicate breaks or hgrpoints, such as those associated
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with changes in partisan control of government wapy wider shifts in the political

mood like, for example, the election of the Conatime government in 1979.

This analysis therefore considers a set of thexalgpropositions: first, about whether the
distribution of changes in the political agend@usctuated in Britain; second, if there is
change over time in the spread of the content@fpttiitical agenda; and, third, whether
partisan factors, such as particular electionseguwents or prime ministers, represent
breaks or turning points over time. Those proposgiare represented as hypotheses

below:

Hi: The punctuated equilibrium model: the generafrithistion of shifts in the political

agenda is a non-normal, leptokurtic distribution.

H.: The entropy model: the relative concentratiofragmentation of the political agenda
reveals particular trajectories or turning poimgolicy-making attention in British post-

war politics.

Hs: The partisan model: major punctuations in, antiierentropy of, political attention
are influenced by partisan factors, such as gemdeations, changes in government and

the policy style of particular prime ministers.

In the analysis that follows, these propositionsg, i} and H, are each tested against the

null hypothesis (k) of non-significance using a number of differetattistical methods.
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Data and Methods

The Queen’s Speech and the political agenda

In many political systems the head of state dediven behalf of the executive, an annual
formal statement of the proposed legislative progne of the government, which helps
set out the policy agenda for the forthcoming y&aBritain, such a convention takes the
form of the Speech from the Throne (also knowrhasGracious Speech) — the King's or
the Queen’s Speech — which reports the programmiegidlative measures that the
government intends to enact in the next sessigradiament as well as providing more
general statements about executive priorities. &ebkers have used the speech as a
measure of policy-making attentfSrand political-cultural dynamic¥, just as with the
State of the Union address in the ¥SThere is evidence of a close link between
manifesto pledges and legislative proposals of gomg parties and policy outputs.
The speech can also indicate the priorities of cgathakers in domains, such as

international affairs, where legislation does ratags signal changes in outputs.

Of course, the content of the Queen’s Speech daterepresent the sum of the executive
agenda, such as deliberation in cabinet and itsosninittees, nor the extent to which
individual ministers pursue specific policies, rfoow departments, agencies and local
government implement these measures. The policndag@dvanced in the Queen’s
Speech can therefore remain stable while therdgisifisant change elsewhere. For
instance, it does not tend to address decision® fadugh statutory instruments. The
legislative content of the speech might sometimasreflect the salience of prominent
issues on the national political agenda (e.g. seggpublic debate over the Irag War in

2002 to 2003 is not reflected in the degree ofnéitte to international affairs in the
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Queen’s Speech). Nor does the Policy Agendas codysgem measure the exact
character of policy tools or instruments, such agtiver these were market-based, which

often reveal significant distinctions between tlodigles of governments.

Nevertheless, the Queen’s Speech is a robust aggrtyel measure of policy-making
attention in Britain. Decision-making about its temt represents an important phase of
the British political cycle. The speech providesigh-profile signal, at a particular point
in time, of the priorities of the core executivep@arliament, to governing and opposition
parties, to interest groups, to the media and egothiblic. Because of the limited amount
of legislative time available, the executive hagtoritize its agenda for the forthcoming
session of parliament, including topics that it iders to be urgent. Some elements of
the legislative programme might be included in oege to specific crises, media
coverage or spikes in the level of public attentimhereas others might entail routine
business and gradual implementation of manifestonasibments through the four or five
speeches that occur, on average, over the lifetifn@ government. The standardized
coding of the content enables this analysis tordetee which topics the government

concentrated on, whether these changed over timdeatawhat rate.

The project analysed the full text of the Queenf®eé&th at the quasi-sentence level
according to a UK-adapted version of the policy raiges coding frameworK. The
transcripts of the speech were blind-coded by twsearchers who compared and
reconciled their responses; first to ascertain twreeach quasi-sentence contained any
policy content and then, using the original coddbimom the US, to assign a major topic
code and subtopic code to each quasi-sentence.pfbégdure led to ninety per cent

inter-coder reliability for most years. The codeesolved the remaining differences

14



through discussion and the project leaders madértaledecision in the few cases where
coders could not agree. Most of the British majupi¢ codes are consistent with the

original codebook, with a few minor adjustmentsob-topics*

Trajectories of the political agenda in the Unit€shgdom, 1940-2005

Figure 1 presents the total number of statemerdspalicy statements contained within
each speech. This shows the increasing volume laypmontent in the 1940s and 1950s
as governments got back into their stride after $leeond World War, but no clear
upward or downward trend thereafter. The basic t@otisnal, political and policy-

making function of the Queen’s Speech does notappehave changed much over time.
[insert Figure 1 about here]

There are elements of both stability and changstantion to the major topics presented
in the area graph in Figure 2. The value for eaditytopic is assigned a percentage of
attention by the executive at any one time, sorestopic rises on the political agenda,
the amount of attention for all other topics fallie observed trends in the content of the
speech tend to reflect the conventional wisdom atiwurise and fall of certain issues on
the policy-making agenda in Britain. For exampleere was a gradual expansion of
government’s attention to macroeconomic issuesictope, over the period between
1940 and 1980, with a contraction afterwards. Feaith, topic three, the low ranking of
this topic persisted until the 1980s, but incredseah then on. For defence, topic sixteen,
the decline of government attention in the periognediately after the Second World
War was followed by a relative stabilization aftee 1960s. For law and order, topic

twelve, escalation of the importance of crime oa political agenda emerged after the
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1970s. There is no obvious partisan dimension dedtories of the British political
agenda. Nor is there any evidence of synchronizatith the timing of general elections
that might suggest a political business cycle atkwaith respect to the policy-making

agenda.

[insert Figure 2 about here]

Results

This paper next presents the results for a sefidmgnostic tests that investigate how the
properties of the policy agenda change over time #here punctuations in policy-
making attention in Britain? Does the allocationattention to particular topics become
more or less concentrated over time? This analyss measures of agenda distribution
(kurtosis, semi-log and log-log plots) and concatin/diffusion (entropy scores), which

follows the methods of other studi¥s.

Punctuations in British politics and policy-making

The punctuated equilibrium model implies a leptakudistribution of policy change or
outputs, which can be measured with a kurtosissstat® The expected properties of
these distributions correspond to the theoreticgleetations of H the punctuated
equilibrium model. When compared against the nor(@Gdussian) distribution, those
with positive kurtosis (i.e. leptokurtosis) havéaege, slender central peak to correspond
to extended periods of incrementalism or near staseak shoulders to reflect the
relative lack of moderate change; and fat tailst trepresent the disproportionate

occurrence of extreme infrequent disturbancesguactuations). Indeed, the distribution
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of budget changes is leptokurtic in the US andvetteee> There is also evidence that
the leptokurtosis of output distributions becomesrenand more severe as the level of
institutional friction increases through subsequetdges of the political systeth.
Measurement of the normality of the political agemdn therefore indicate the extent to
which British politics and policy-making might baaracterized by either incrementalism
or change. It assists inferences about the degjr&ection that exists in the institutions

of British government®

The base measure of the political agenda is theep&age (at the quasi-sentence level) of
the Queen’s Speech assigned to a particular tdpics treats the agenda space as
constant through time. There is no potential fawgh or inflation in the political agenda
unlike budgets, because this measure is boundédoudh subject to some fluctuations
(see Figure 1), the volume of policy content in@weeen’s Speech tends to be stable over
time. The distribution of changes in the frequemfymentions of topics is therefore
similar to that for the proportion of attention.rRhis analysis, change scores are equal to
the percentage change in the percentage share @duken’s Speech for each year for
each topic in turn. For twenty-one major topicsroWe period between 1940 and 2005
this generates a total distribution consisting 865 observations of percentage changes.
The number of observations reduces to 997 becduose tcases where policy-making
attention remains stable at zero are treated asingiso avoid false acceptance of dtue

to empirical redundancy of some topic codes.

[insert Figure 3 about here]
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An inspection of the distribution of annual per@g# change in the executive’s attention
to particular policy topics in the Queen’s Spegabited against a hypothetical Gaussian
distribution with an identical mean and variancegy(Fe 3), indicates that changes in the
policy-making agenda are not normal but leptokuftithe test results reported in Tables
2 and 3 also confirm that percentage change digioibs are leptokurtic. The kurtosis
score (Table 2) is positive and equal to 19.21dditéon, the Kolmogorov-Smirnov test,
which considers whether the sample is drawn framranal distributior?’ generates a D
statistic of 0.143 significant at the 99 per cemftdence level (Table 3). However, this
test is sensitive to deviations in the tails of thistribution so is not optimal for the
analysis of punctuations. The more powerful Shapitk test does not require the mean
or variance to be specified in advafitelhis generates a W statistic of 0.828, again
significant at the 99 per cent confidence levelb{€e8). These statistics show that British
policy-making is sometimes subject to rapid angbmtiportionate agenda change, similar
to other political systems, just as the punctuatedilibrium model (H) predicts.
Punctuations are acute in magnitude in the Quegpme®ch in Britain, though less than in
the State of the Union Address in the YT his finding does not reflect the lack of veto
points in the Westminster-Whitehall system, becahsee are punctuations despite the

relative absence of institutional friction.

[insert Table 2 about here]

[insert Table 3 about here]

Estimation of the underlying probability distriboiti
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An alternative approach for assessing the disinbat properties of the political agenda
is to examine the shape of log-log and semi-logspfowhich are drawn from the logged
values of the frequencies and the bands of chafgeslog-log plot will fit a straight line
for a Paretian distribution (that is, for a powawlfunction), while the semi-log plot will

fit a straight line for an exponential distributibhFor a normal distribution, either or
both of these data transformations will be cureds a rule, the visual inspection of
these scatter plots is sufficient to determine whi€ the transformations best fits the
data. However, these plots can also be checkegominess-of-fit and against the slope
of an ordinary least squares regression. The stdpie line provides an additional
indicator of the extent of the punctuations, becapmore flat as the data series becomes

more punctuated (i.e. when there are more extrealues in the tails of the distribution).

[insert Figure 4 about here]

[insert Figure 5 about here]

From the estimated plots (see Figures 4 and 5)idtabution of agenda change for the
Queen’s Speech is best approximated as a doubtmerpal distribution (Figure 4). The
fit is less close for a Paretian distribution, aligh might not be rejected outright (Figure
5). Again this evidence tends to suppoit the punctuated equilibrium model, since the
general distribution of change in the political age is punctuated and consistent with
disproportionate information processing of the doghlighted in later versions of the

1% The goodness-of-fit measures are superior forsémi-log plots (both Rand

mode
mean squared error) although the slope of the dinbest fit is flatter for the log-log
plots. This indicates there are more disturbancdbe tails of the Paretian distribution.

These findings are further confirmation that change policy-making attention in the
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Queen’s Speech are punctuated)(Hhe priorities at the heart of British governrare
more often than not stable, but there are alsarapd disproportionate periods of agenda

change.

Major punctuations in the British political agenda

The Queen’s Speech dataset also enables identficat the largest punctuations in the
British political agenda over the period betweeAdd@ @nd 2005. Table 4 reports all those
percentage changes in excess of 250 per®tdittis method of presentation illustrates the
relative magnitude of change rather than whethgpegific topic is high or low on the
agenda at a given point in time (which can be ofeskin Figure 2§’ Of the twenty-
seven punctuations listed in Table 4, just six cioi@ with changes in party government
while nine coincide with the start of a new parlentary session. However, because
there have been just six partisan changeovers batwabour and Conservative
governments between 1940 and 2005 (not inclusitkeothange of government after the
wartime national coalition), 22 per cent of thegkst punctuations are drawn from 9 per
cent of these years. This finding suggests the itapoe of H, the partisan model,
though further data would be needed to provide aenemmprehensive test of this

hypothesis.
[insert Table 4 about here]

Some Queen’s Speeches appear to have been panietdasheds in the political agenda
as they contain multiple punctuations. For examghle,Queen’s Speech of the Churchill
Government in 1954 had four punctuations: in sosilfare, law and order, education

and transport. Other major punctuations are assaciaith exogenous shocks to the
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political agenda. For example, the internationbpdce crisis of 1973 preceded a 490 per
cent increase in the executive’s attention to enendnile the electoral success of the
Green Party in the 1989 European elections coidcidigh a 367 per cent increase in
attention to the environment in the Queen’s Spesclater that year. This pattern is
confirmed in Figure 6 where there are noticeabli&espin the kurtosis score of the
annual distribution of policy agenda change in 198866, 1974, 1982 and 1989. Figure
6 illustrates how the degree of kurtosis of thenageis sensitive to years containing

sizeable attention shifts.

[insert Figure 6 about here]

A possible conclusion to draw is that major puntitues in the British policy agenda are
a function of exogenous shocks: where changes éninput distribution (i.e. the
information that is received and processed by dwtisiakers) are reflected in the
subsequent content of the Queen’s Speech (i.eutpait distribution). This means that
policy punctuations, as part of the general digtidn of agenda change over time, are
the product of signals from the external world. sSThrevidence concerning major
punctuations in the political agenda might, themefaontribute to understanding of the
effect of exogenous forces or events in Britishitimsl and policy-making as well as
highlighting the influence of partisan factors, Iswas elections, governments, and prime
ministers in setting the content of the politicaleada communicated in the Queen’s

Speech.

There are a greater number of large-scale punongin the political agenda for the

Wilson governments (see Table 4) than for the mailog governments led by Attlee and
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Thatcher. Moreover, there are a greater numbersitipe punctuations of the policy-
making agenda in the speech of the Churchill gavent in 1954 compared with that of
the Thatcher government elected in 1979. One magiie that these findings serve to
reinforce claims of the traditional Westminster-¥éhiall model regarding the
continuities and stabilities that characterise ighitpolitics®® Surprisingly, some of the
largest positive policy punctuations are observadsbme of those governments least
associated with dramatic reform or change (e.g.r€tiili 1951-1955, Eden 1955-1957,
Douglas-Home 1963-1964). This finding also suggesis new data and measures of the
priorities of British government might encouragensoreconsideration of established
narratives about the activism particular governmemtthe post-war period. Of course, it
remains quite possible that consistent levels @nébn disguise substantial changes in
the left-right orientation of policy or policy-male preferences for particular tools of
government. For example, similar levels of attemtio macroeconomic issues for the
Callaghan and the Thatcher governments are assdaciath quite different approaches
to economic management. Nonetheless, the resubalréhat shifts in political attention

are not always discovered where they might be dggdec

The entropy of political attention

Our next step in measurement of political attentioBritain focuses upon the character
of the agenda as a whole. While punctuations gréfgiant as break points in the degree
of attention to specific topics, it is also impattato consider whether the general
composition of the political agenda changes owvereti This analysis can provide an

indication of the broader nature of governmentraitd@ to the spectrum of issue topics
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covered under the Policy Agendas framework. To nreathe degree of concentration or
fragmentation of political attention, entropy s@@e calculated for the content of the
Queen’s Speech across the major topic codes. Té@sune of the relative concentration
or dispersion of data is similar to Herfindahl ices used in other studies of policy
agendas and interest group mobilizafidrowever, entropy is a more powerful measure
for data with low levels of concentratiéh.An entropy score of zero indicates that
attention is concentrated in a single topic wheeeasore of 3.04 indicates that attention
is spread across all twenty-one major topfd&ntropy provides a measure of the relative
concentration or diversity of policy-making attemtiacross the topics. If government
were to concentrate its attention on only a fewdspthe entropy score would be low. If

attention were instead spread across more of thieenentropy score would be high.

When plotted over time, entropy indicates variationgovernment’s attention to the

range of different topics on the political agenda.
[insert Figure 7 about here]

From visual inspection of Figure 7, it is possiteidentify three distinct periods in the
entropy of the British policy agenda between 194d d005: the first is wartime and
post-war (welfare state creation); the second =-f8660s (hyper-innovation); and the
third is post-Thatcher (economic policy consensog post-Cold War). There was an
expansion of the political agenda throughout theo8d World War and post-war period
right up to the 1960s as defence ceased to mormsepible attention of governments. This
differentiation of the policy agenda also mighteet the process of welfare state creation

and diversification of the policy toolkit of modeBritish government.
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By fitting a third order polynomial regression teetentropy time series, it is possible to
confirm that the first turning point in the entropf/the post-war British political agenda
is identifiable in the mid-1960s, with the firstgkeof the polynomial is in 1964 (2.565).
The first Wilson government appears to have takemwep at the height of the
fragmentation of the post-war political agenda.efAthis the agenda experienced a period
of relative concentration. From the mid-1960s orugahere was an extended period of
decline in diversity of the political agenda in . The principal cause appears to have
been the increasing attention of the executive @xroeconomic issues, labour and
employment, and international affairs; with infaati unemployment, strikes and the Cold
War (along with international terrorism in the 18y®ecoming the focus of political and
public concern. The British political agenda therefappears to have contracted, rather

than expanded, during this period of hyper-innmraand reform.

While it might be expected that the political agemndould tend to become increasingly
differentiated over time, the socio-economic candg of this period (e.g. industrial
disputes, oil price shocks) prompted a relativeceatration of government attention at
the expense of other issues. The tendency for esigriesues to push other items off the
agenda when economic conditions worsen is a crasaal phenomenoff. Thus the
gradual disintegration of post-war economic growaial transition to the ‘ungovernable’
1970s can be associated with agenda contra€tibhis contraction of political attention
continued throughout the 1970s and 1980s as sueeekabour and Conservative
governments were similarly preoccupied with natice@nomic problems and finding

solutions to them.
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The second turning point occurred in the early 59@0ter which the agenda started to
expand once again. The low point in the polynomréatression is in 1991 (2.27#)This
suggests the demise of Thatcher as leader of thedbeative government coincided with
an expansion of the political agenda. With a retatilecline in attention to economic
issues, as well as to defence and internationairgffthe political agenda once again
became more differentiated and diverse. The agspaee, which had been dominated by
economic concerns and the Cold War since the 19@Rrsified with increased
attention to education, law and order, health, ipuBkrvices and immigration and
asylum. This post-Thatcher period signalled a retara broader focus of government as
the main political parties sought to compete omassother than the economy, defence
and international affairs. The agenda continuedxjpand throughout the 1990s because
governments become preoccupied with more policycsppeven during the economic
recession during the Major government. From 199¥awds, New Labour continued this
trend of diversification in attention of policy-metds to topics in a more diverse and

wide-ranging legislative agenda — either creatingemefiting from it.

In heralding this new era, the end of the Thatgremiership appears to have been far
more significant than the 1979 election as a wheetf the political agenda in Britain.
According to this measure of entropy, there isugpert for H. Only after the overthrow
of Thatcher and convergence of the Conservativdd.abour on economic policy, with
the Exchange Rate Mechanism crisis of November E9@ing the perceived advantage
of the Conservative Party on economic managefiedigd governments turn their
attention to other parts of the policy agenda. fleof prime minister Thatcher and rise

of New Labour appear to represent a turning painthe modern British political era.
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From 1991 onwards the policy agenda diversifiedgagernment spread its attention

across a wide range of topics.

The entropy of the policy agenda of the Queen’s8peaeveals distinct eras of post-war
British policy-making: from welfare state creatiold hyper-innovation to post-
Thatcherism. This periodisation suggests trendlerentropy of the political agenda are
a function of long-term structural social and eaoimchanges as well as being sensitive
to factors in the international environment, sushaar or migration. This is a different
interpretation of agenda change than the dichotorthiat are often favoured in political

analysis.

While there are gradual shifts in the entropy ditpal attention, agenda-setting is also
subject to shorter-term partisan influences, & well as the effect of prime ministerial
styles and the electoral cycle. Using time senisriention analysi§, it is possible to
estimate the effect of general election yearsypayhtrol of government and the terms of
individual prime ministers on the entropy of thee@o’s Speech. This represents a tough
test of H since it controls for the inherent dynamics of éméropy measure, which does
not appear to undergo dramatic shifts or fluctueibetween years (Figure 7). The noise
structure of the entropy series is determined toabeARIMA (1,0,0) process with
autocorrelation and partial autocorrelation platd augmented Dickey-Fuller and KPSS
tests for stationarity. This analysis first tests effect of election years as pulse inputs —
interventions with a temporary but instantaneoutecefon the entropy scof8. It
considers whether there is a brief expansion oterdnof the political agenda in the
Queen’s Speech after a general election. Thesesigpa found to be insignificant at the

95 per cent confidence level. Second, the partisartrol of government is tested as a
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pulse input equivalent to a switch that turns orewkhe Conservative party is in power
and turns off when Labour is in power. This inpsitalso found to be insignificant,

suggesting that there is no systematic differendbe level of agenda entropy for periods
of Conservative government compared against peabdden Labour is in office. Third,

the influence of prime ministers on the entropy tbE Queen’s Speech is also
insignificant at the 95 per cent level when tesisd pulse input for the duration of their
term of office. This suggests no single politidehder is associated with a more
fragmented or concentrated agenda than others.eWhils evident that some prime
ministers preside over periods of agenda expansiotontraction (see Figure 7), it is
possible that these are a function of macro-paliti;ends making it difficult to resolve

whether entropy is a function of prime ministeagkenda setting or not.

Overall, the findings do not provide support fos, the partisan model. Controlling for
stochastic fluctuations and the autoregressiveachar of political attention, there are no
detectable differences in the level of entropylfabour and Conservative governments;
nor are there spikes during election years or Bagmt differences between the level of
entropy for one prime minister compared againstttaro The evidence leads to the
rejection of H, the partisan model, since there is no obviousigaer impact on the

relative concentration or fragmentation of the fpcdi agenda in Britain as might be
translated directly through general elections, ypadntrol of government or political

leaders. There are no significant changes at the af the 1979 or 1997 elections. This
finding appears to dispel claims that the balanterwmrities of British government

changed irrevocably, either with Thatcher or Blaihen they took up office.

[insert Table 5 about here]
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Conclusions: British politics and future directionsof policy agendas research

British politics is not an island apart from othmalitical systems in the character of its
policy-making agenda. The policy agenda of the Qige8peech reveals punctuations,
confirming there are dramatic and disproportiona@nges in political attention in

Britain just as in other political systems. Longipds of stability and incrementalism are
interrupted by sudden increases or decreasesdntiatt of the executive to particular
topics, giving rise to agenda change. Of interest debate about the impact of
institutional friction on changes in policy agendasd outputS are the results that

suggest that British politics is punctuated similarother political systems rather than
less, as the friction model proposé&sat finding requires further investigation, though

for venues of politics and policy-making other thiha Queen’s Speeéh.

These results also generate insights on some aflassic conundrums of British politics
as they apply to the political agenda, such as ldngiarty control of government makes
a difference, which is does for punctuations, bot for entropy. Perhaps of greatest
significance, the analysis is able to determine diage, direction and magnitude of
watersheds or break points in the British politiegenda according to the share of
attention that the executive assigned to partidolpics and the spread of attention across
them. The political agenda contains turning poititat are driven by the relative
dominance of certain issues over the prioritieshef executive. For a period after the
Second World War the political agenda diversified as the Cold War and economic

crises of the 1970s and 1980s deepened successreengients struggled to attend to
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issues other than these critical problems. Thisvdeal out the agenda space available for
other issues. The critical turning point in post-\Baitish political attention was the post-
Thatcher transition, in particular the end of theldCWar and emergence of economic
policy consensus among the major political parteter which the executive enacted a
more diverse and fragmented agenda. The long-teeding in importance of
international affairs and economic issues openedpgre for other topics of public
concern. At the same time, the modernisation of thdour Party in the 1990s
contributed to this process of agenda expansioh itgtplatform of policies on health,
education and law and order. The rise of New Lalas, therefore, interdependent with
fragmentation of the political agenda in Britainiagither helped create it or benefited
from it. As far as fragmentation of the policy-madiagenda is concerned, 1991 appears

to have been a more significant turning point iitign politics than 1979 ever was.

Having challenged some established accounts of mdsigtish politics, what might the
policy agendas framework add to its study? Fitgprovides a measure of the complex
and fragmented character of the political agenda laow this changes over time in
response to external events and changes in the wadiéical environment. The policy-
making system is not insulated and is influencegtagsures from public opinion, events
such as war, and by long-term structural changes) as a failing economy in the 1970s
and disintegration of the British Empire. Withingkenvironment, there are opportunities
for political actors, such as political partiesgime ministers, to compete for control
over the political agenda and shift it onto othesuies. However, as the policy agendas
approach has demonstrated, this pattern of shiétitention is subject both to periods of

extended incrementalism as well as to rapid anchdtia realignments of the status quo.
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Given the unique character of British politicaltingions and the longstanding use of the
Westminster-Whitehall model in political analydisture research into the policy-making
agenda in Britain might consider the specific medas that are associated with
punctuations of the agenda, the impact of spetititutional features (e.g. the electoral
system), and the causal mechanisms that link difteparts of the political agenda, such
as between the media, parliament, departments ganties, regulators and other policy
outputs. More data on other venues in the Britishtipal system can address these

guestions, in particular in comparison with simiiata from other countries.
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TABLES AND FIGURES

Table 1.Major topic codes from the Policy Agendas Project

1. Macroeconomics

14. Housing and Urban Development

2. Civil Rights, Minority Issues, and
Civil Liberties

15. Banking, Finance, and Domestic
Commerce

3. Health

16. Defense

4. Agriculture

17. Space, Science, Technology and
Communications

5. Labour, Employment and
Immigration

18. Foreign Trade

6. Education

19. International Affairs and ForeignAid

7. Environment

20. Government Operations

8. Energy

21. Public Lands and Water Management
(Territorial Issues)

10. Transportation

24. Regional and Local Governmen
Administration

12. Law, Crime, and Family Issues

28. Arts and Ent&ainment

13. Social Welfare
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Table 2. Descriptive statistics for percentage change@Qneen’s Speech 1940-2005

Mean 7.80
Median -11.80
Variance 9726.91
Standard Deviation 98.63
Inter Quartile Range 90.7
Skewness 2.71
Kurtosis 19.21
Min -100
Max 1060

N 997

Table 3. Tests of normality for the percentage change mgeage attention based on

raw data

Kolmogorov-Smirnov D Statistic 0.1431***
Shapiro-Wilk W Statistic 0.8284***
N 997
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Table 4. Major policy punctuations in the Queen’s Spee&4,0:2005.

Percentage | Topic From/To Party Prime Election | Year of
change Minister Year change of
(values, Government
positive tail, (Lab/Con)
in excess of
250%)
257% Commerce and 1963/1964 Labour Wilson Yes Yes
Banking
259% Government | 1987/1988 Conservative Thatcher No No
Operations
262% Labouir, 2004/2005 Labour Blair Yes No
Employment
and
Immigration
264% Science and 1978/1979 Conservative Thatcher Yes Yes
Technology
264% Education 1978/1979 Conservative Thatcher Yes | Yes
264% Law & Order 1956/1957 Conservative Macmillan o N No
267% Health 1968/1969 Labour Wilson No No
276% Labour, 1960/1961 Conservative Macmillan No No
Employment
and
Immigration
281% Civil Rights 1998/1999 Labour Blair No No
307% Social Welfare| 1953/1954 Conservative Churchil| No No
312% Economy 1948/1949 Labour Atlee No No
341% Education 1969/1970 Conservative Heath Yes Yes
360% Civil Rights 1977/1978 Labour Callaghan No No
367% Environment 1988/1989 Conservative Thatcher No No
389% Law & Order 1953/1954 Conservative Churchill] o N No
389% Education 1953/1954 Conservative Churchill No No
389% Transport 1953/1954 Conservative Churchill No No
390% Foreign Trade| 1968/1969 Labour Wilson No No
407% Housing 1962/1963 Conservative Douglas-| No No
Home
415% Education 1986/1987 Conservative Thatcher Yes | No
429% Housing 1969/1970 Conservative Heath Yes Yes
440% Social Welfare| 1965/1966 Labour Wilson Yes No
458% Housing 1999/2000 Labour Blair No No
458% Health 1999/2000 Labour Blair No No
490% Energy 1973/1974 Labour Wilson Yes Yes
512% Energy 1968/1969 Labour Wilson No No
1060% Government | 1955/1956 Conservative Eden No No
Operations
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Table 5.Box-Tiao time series intervention model of effest®lections, party control of
government and prime ministers on agenda entropy

Year(s) tested (f) as Transfer Effect on
separate interventions  function agenda
entropy
Party control of government
Conservative 1951-1964; 1970-1974; Pulse No
1979-1997
Labour 1945-1951; 1964-1970; Pulse No
1974-1979; 1997-2005
General Elections
1945; 1950; 1951; 1955; Pulse No
1959; 1964, 1966; 1970;
1974; 1979; 1983; 1987,
1992; 1997; 2001; 2005
Prime Ministers
Winston Churchill 11 1940-1945 Pulse No
Clement Atlee 1945-1951 Pulse No
Winston Churchill 11 1951-1955 Pulse No
Anthony Eden 1955-1957 Pulse No
Harold Macmillan 1957-1963 Pulse No
Alec Douglas-Home 1963-1964 Pulse No
Harold Wilson | 1964-1970 Pulse No
Edward Heath 1970-1974 Pulse No
Harold Wilson Il 1974-1976 Pulse No
Jim Callaghan 1976-1979 Pulse No
Margaret Thatcher 1979-1990 Pulse No
John Major 1990-1997 Pulse No
Tony Blair 1997-2005 Pulse No
Noise Components and Diagnostics
ARIMA (1,0,0)
Autoregressived) 0.941***
(0.038)
Moving Average ) -
Mean () 2.180***
(0.243)
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White Noise Disturbances;a

Diagnostics
Durbin-Watson d-statistic
Ljung-Box Q-statistic
Skewness/Kurtosis joint test statistic
R2
Adjusted B

Root MSE

0.152%+
(0.016)

1.804
14.529
39.80***
0.602
0.596
0.188

*p <.05, * p <.01, ** p <.001 (two-tailed t¢s) with standard errors in parentheses
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Figure 1. Number of policy statements in the Queen’s Spé&el®d-2005
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Figure 2. The policy content of the Queen’s Speech 1940-2005

1940 1950 1960 1970 1980 1990 2000
O Topic 1: Macroeconomy B Topic 2: Civil Rights
O Topic 3: Health 0O Topic 4: Agriculture
B Topic 5: Labour, Employment and Immigrati@Topic 6: Education
B Topic 7: Environment O Topic 8: Energy
B Topic 10: Transport @ Topic 12: Law, Crime and Family Issues
O Topic 13: Social Welfare O Topic 14: Housing and Urban Development
B Topic 15: Commerce and Banking B Topic 16: Defence
B Topic 17: Science and Technology B Topic 18: Foreign Trade
@ Topic 19: International Affairs 0O Topic 20: Government Operations
O Topic 21: Territorial Issues 0O Topic 24: Regional and Local Government

O Topic 28: Arts and Entertainment
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Figure 3. Annual percentage change in percentage attemtithreiQueen’s Speech
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Figure 4. Semi-log plot with a superimposed line of best fit
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Figure 5. Log-log plot with a superimposed line of best line.
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Figure 6. Kurtosis score of the annual distribution of changattention in the Queen’s
Speech 1940-2005
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Figure 7. Entropy score for the Queen’s Speech 1940-2005
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the Policies that Presidents Chodgen Arbor: University of Michigan Press, 1997).

49 Judith Bara, ‘A Question of Trust: Implementingrfy ManifestosParliamentary Affairs58 (2005),
585-599; Michael D. MacDonald and lan BudBésctions, Parties, Democra¢®xford: Oxford

University Press, 2005), p. 164.

0 A quasi-sentence (or policy statement) consstate expression of a single policy idea or issee S
Andrea VolkensManifesto Coding Instructions. Discussion Paper IHS02-201. Berlin: WZB, 2002.
Often this unit of analysis is identifiable frometlise of punctuation, though it is possible forteeces to
include multiple references to policy content (iartcular those which address a series of majoicypol
issues).

®1 The UK Policy Agendas Project codebook retaims W$ categories but uses UK-specific examples to
aid the user. See UK Policy Agendas Codebook wiiv@y.policyagendas.org.uk.

2, E.g. Jones, Sulkin and Larsen, ‘Policy Punctumstiin American Political Institutions’; Jones and

BaumgartnerThe Politics of AttentignJones and Baumgartner, ‘A Model of Choice forlRubolicy’.
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%3, Kurtosis is the fourth moment around the meanefehvariance and skew are the second and third
moments). This is a measure of the relative ‘pea&sst of a given distribution.

* E.g. Frank Baumgartner, Martial Foucault and ABehncois, ‘Punctuated Equilibrium in French
Budgeting ProcessesJournal of European Public Policg3 (2006), 1082-99; Christian Breunig, ‘The
More Things Change, the More Things Stay the San@omparative Analysis of Budget Punctuations’,
Journal of European Public Polic§3 (2006), 1069-85; John and Margetts, ‘Policy qiuations in the
UK’; Jones, Baumgartner and True, ‘Policy Punctusl; Jones, Sulkin and Larsen, ‘Policy Punctuation
in American Political Institutions’.

%5, Jones, Sulkin and Larsen, ‘Policy Punctuationarierican Political Institutions’, p. 166.

%%, These stochastic process methods examine thalbgistribution of agenda change, and as a resalt
concerned with the general pattern of stability enange.

. |.e. the introduction of a major topic code wikh empirical relevance to national policy-makinigher
because policy change is rare or policy decisioagaken at a subnational or supranational levgl (e

refuse collection), would otherwise create a clusfe&hange scores equal to zero as the levetentan
remained constant at zero over time.

%8 However, truncation of the distribution on it teil, with a spike at -100 per cent, is quitdike other
distributions of political attention. These distriton properties are mathematical in origin, bupé&ioal in
magnitude. By mathematical construction, decreaspsrcentage share cannot exceed 100 per cerg whil
any decrease fromto 0 is equal to -100 per cent. As a result, tewsess of the distribution is positive
and equal to 2.71, with the mean equal to 7.80 edsethe median is equal to -11.80. Thus, while the
policy agenda seems to be punctuated in the Ukitegdom, constraints on the available agenda space
(i.e. percentage share of the Queen’s Speech) theathe active agenda does not appear to cumulate
the way that budgets or even Congressional heaargfound to in other studies (e.g. Jones, Baumegar
and True, ‘Policy Punctuations’; Jones, Sulkin drtsen, ‘Policy Punctuations in American Political
Institutions’; Baumgartner, Foucault and FrangoiBunctuated Equilibrium in French Budgeting
Processes’; Breunig, ‘The More Things Change, tteaviThings Stay the Same’). For those cases, the
distribution of change scores tends to tail offdvefit reaches the -100 per cent bound. At the dame a

comparative lack of ‘true zeroes’ in budget dataansethat there are few decreases of -100 per cent,
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whereas attention to topics in the Queen’s Speaahia an instant, drop off the political agendailig
from hero to zero).

%9, Indra M. Chakravarti, Radha G. Laha and J. Rtandbook of Methods of Applied Statistics, Volume |
(New York: John Wiley and Sons, 1967), pp. 392-394.

%, Samuel S. Shapiro and Martin B. Wilk, ‘An anasysf variance test for normality (complete sampjes)
Biometrika52 (1965), 591-611.

%1, The kurtosis score for Britain (19.21) is lesarthhat estimated for percentage change in theypoli
content of State of the Union Address in the USX@pfor the period between 1946 and 2005 (see

www.policyagendas.orfpr the US dataset), although both are punctuated.

%2, The theory is to consider the relationship betwe®e sample distribution and the theoretical clafss
probability distribution with the greatest likelibd of generating the same empirical data. As studh i
possible to recognise the Paretian or exponeni#tiltitions. For semi-log plots the midpoint veduare
presented on a logged scale, but the frequenceseatr For log-log plots, both midpoint values and
frequencies are logged. Figures 4 and 5 presehtthetnegative and positive tails on the same geath
negative midpoints multiplied by -1 in order to geat them on the same scale as positive midpoifits).
frequencies are each cumulated from their extreihéot the centre of the distribution in order talslize
‘chatter’ in the tails of the distribution. Noteaththere are a large amount of observations forzére
midpoint, which here cannot be approximated wigower law function because of its singularity at 8.

8, For the Paretian distribution), = ax ®* — In( y) = In( a) + bin( x ) ; for the exponential distribution,
y =ae™ = In(y) = In( a) + b(x ) where X is the category midpoint and y represémesfrequencies

associated with the midpoints.

% See Jones and Baumgartrigre Politics of Attentigrp. 184.
8, Jones and Baumgartner, ‘A Model of Choice forlRuBolicy’.
%, This concentrates upon positive changes (i.ereases in political attention), because of the

mathematical limit of -100 per cent for negativeagbes (which prevents differentiation between 133

observations of -100 per cent).
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% 1t is also possible to identify the significansfepunctuations in the political agenda througthinestion

of their effect as step or pulse inputs for BoxeTiatervention models. However, these would tentg¢o
significant in most instances because of the natfimaodel construction and would not assist infeesn
about the underlying cause of change.

. The results of additional tests confirm that ¢hare significant differences in the kurtosis oé th
distribution of attention change for the 1940-19& 1979-2005 periods. For the earlier period (of
stagnation and club government), the kurtosis siopmsitive and equal to 23.214, whereas for étied
period it is positive and equal to 7.442. This sglg that the political agenda was far more puietug

the earlier period (of the traditional Westminsténitehall model) than the latter modern evolutidn o
British government. Also, to confirm these restiits Kolmogorov-Smirnov test generates a D-statigfic
0.146 for 1940-1978 and 0.141 for 1979-2005, sigaift at the 99 per cent confidence level for each,
rejecting the null that the sample is drawn froormamal distribution. Likewise, the more powerful
Shapiro-Wilk test generates a W statistic of 0.7@21940-1978 and 0.884 for 1979-2005, significant
the 99 per cent confidence level, again rejectiregrtull that this is a random sample drawn fronoamal
distribution.

% E.g. Gray and Lowery, ‘State Interest Group Sysiversity’; Gray and LoweryThe Population
Ecology of Interest Representatigbray and Lowery, ‘To Lobby Alone or in a FloclBaumgartner, Jones
and MacLeod, ‘The Evolution of Legislative Jurig@hos’.

. This probabilistic measure of the spread of dsjebservations across a given number of (discrete)
nominal categories has been adapted from informakieory for estimating the diversity or conceritnat

of government attention (see Jones and BaumgaitherpPolitics of Attention It can be expressed in the

form

Ho= =3 plx ) InpKx ) "

That is where the entropy score is estimated asuhefor all topics of the likelihood, p(x), that abject x
(in this instance a policy statement in the monarspeech) falls within a particular topic i, mplted by

the natural log of that likelihood, multiplied byimas one.

50



. Since logs of zero cannot be calculated, it ssiaeed that 0 x In(0) = O for those topics whereelveas
no attention in a given year. The maximum possérgopy score for the twenty one major topic codes
(here inclusive of the regional/local governmend ants, culture and entertainment topics) is etmahe
natural log of 21 (i.e. 3.04).

2. The first peak in the polynomial regression igar before the peak in the actual entropy send965
(2.704).

3, Christopher Wlezien, ‘On the Salience of Politissues: The Problem with ‘Most Important Problem’
Electoral Studie24 (2005), 555-79.

" This can be tested through estimation of timeeserégression models of the proportion of atterttion
each issuéagainst entropy, ENTROR¥ 0y + o /ATTENTION', +¢. This reveals that for the period
between 1979 and 2005, the relationship betweentaih and entropy is negative and significanhat35
per cent level for macroeconomics (-1.809), defdriz&23) and international affairs (-1.700), thbwgth
varying degrees of fit for each regression. Asrditbe to each of these topics increased the levehtsopy
decreased, while as attention to the topics deedetdre level of entropy increased.

>, This low point in the polynomial regression isotyears before the low point in the actual entrsgres

in 1993 (1.999).
® David Sanders, ‘Conservative Incompetence, Laba&aspBnsibility and the Feelgood Factor: why the

Economy Failed to Save the Conservatives in 18#&¢toral Studiesl8 (1999), 251-27.
", George E.P. Box and George C. Tiao, ‘Interventfomalysis with Applications to Economic and

Environmental ProblemsJournal of the American Statistical Associatith (1975), 70-79.

Oif t#t,
8 This indicates that an intervention is tempokr§ime I, such thatX :{ 1if t tJ .
| =t.
J
9, E.g. Jones, Sulkin and Larsen, ‘Policy Punctuistio American Political Institutions’.
8_Other venues feature as part of the researckgirbpgislative Policy Agendas in the Ufunded by the
Economic and Social Research Council (ESRC Refer®iS-062-23-0872) as part of a European
Science Foundation (ESF) EUROCORES European Caltilse Research Projecthe Politics of

Attention: West European Politics and Agenda-sgtitmTimes of Change’
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