Governors, Legislatures, and the Bureaucracy:

Executive Leadership and the Limits of Legislative Influence

Cynthia J. Bowling

Auburn University

bowlicj@auburn.edu
Margaret R. Ferguson

Indiana University at Indianapolis

mferguso@iupui.edu
Deil S. Wright

University of North Carolina at Chapel Hill

dswright@mindspring.com
May 2002

DRAFT – Please do not quote or cite with the authors’ permission

Paper prepared for presentation at the State Politics and Policy Conference, Milwaukee Wisconsin, May 24-25, 2002.  We would also like to gratefully acknowledge the support of the Earhart Foundation of Ann Arbor, Michigan and the Odum Institute for Research in the Social Sciences at UNC-CH.

Nearly fifty years ago, Herbert Kaufman (1956) described the “emerging conflicts” in the values prevalent in public administration theory, practice, and process.  Representativeness, neutral competence, and executive leadership emerged at different points in history as leading doctrines.  Representativeness, or control of the bureaucracy through popularly elected (legislative) officials, was preeminent early in our country’s history.  It was replaced by neutral competence, or autonomous administrative expertise, during the Progressive Reform Movement.  Executive leadership emerged after WWI, within the context of fragmentation created by adherence to the first two values.  In 1956, Kaufman noted that the “courses of action indicated by the second and third values have been not only different, but contradictory; the cleavage is becoming increasingly apparent in the doctrines of public administration.”  Today, all three of these values seem at odds, especially in state government.  A constant and contentious battle for the helm of public policy decision-making exists between administrative agencies struggling for autonomy, governors seeking to exert their leadership, and legislators determined to limit the others’ discretion while pursuing their own preferences.

As Kaufman wrote his article in 1956, executive leadership was still the dominant paradigm espoused by political scientists.  Governors were gaining greater formal powers to direct state government (Sabato, 1983; Bowling and Wright, 1998a; Bowling 2002).  However, at the time Kaufman wrote, state administration was also poised for the value conflicts to ignite.  Bowman and Kearney (1986) describe the “resurgence of the states” that began in the 1960s.  

Needless to say, much has changed in the intervening years.  Governors have acquired more and varied formal and informal resources, and they are more personally prepared to lead as well.  They have been transformed from “good time Charlies” and mere figureheads to the primary political figures in the states and the nation (Sabato, 1983; Beyle, 1983; Mueller, 1985; Ransone 1985; Ferguson 1996).  Further, the long ballots in the states have been shortened, greater appointment and removal power has been vested in the governor, and the use of boards and commissions for administrative oversight has decreased (Muchmore, 1983; Beyle, 1996 (see ency art. For ref;).  Since the 1950s, governors have also secured a primary role in the central budgeting process, along with the staff to support active involvement in this arena.  Such powers are thought by reformers to enable governors to more effectively manage state government.  

At the same time, other institutions of state government have been strengthened as well.  State agency heads have become more professional, more diverse, better educated, and more experienced (Hebert and Wright, 1983; Bowling and Wright, 1998a, 1998b).  They are increasingly able to effectively create policy and initiate administrative programs. State agencies are also seeking federal funds to support their agency activities as states experience economic hardships.  These managers regularly exemplify program/policy oriented neutral competence.  Even with more formal powers, governors face an uphill battle against the information and expertise asymmetry held in the hands of the bureaucracy.

State legislatures have also become institutionalized and professionalized to a substantial degree (Moncrief and Thompson, 1992; Moncrief et al, 1992; Squire, 1992; Mooney, 1995).  They also have become primary policy players. If legislators choose to exercise administrative oversight (there are many reasons why they may not do so), then they surely have the enabling resources to do so aggressively (Bowman and Kearney, 1986; Jewell and Whicker, 1994).  In their representation role, legislators desire to direct policy, programs, and priorities dear to the hearts of their constituencies.

Previous research has yielded many hypotheses and sporadic but conflicting empirical findings regarding the relationships among governors, legislatures, and administrators.  Questions persist as to who exercises effective control or guidance over the policy directions pursued by administrative agencies.  An early effort to study state government administration (Wright, 1967) used a 1964 survey of agency heads from across all fifty states to gain insight into these relationships.  Tables at the end of the paper present 1964 data in addition to the data we will soon discuss.

In 1964, respondents asserted that state legislatures were more likely than state governors to exercise “control and oversight” over agency affairs (44% versus 32%).  Twenty-four percent attributed an equal amount of influence to each.  Similarly, respondent administrators indicated that legislatures were far more likely to “reduce budget requests” than were governors (68% compared to 28%).  These findings are particularly striking when one considers how UNprofessional state legislatures were in 1964.  Many met only briefly every year (or biennially) and had very few staff or other resources to assist in their work (Miller, 1965; Heard 1966; Mooney, 1995).  

Perhaps as a reaction to the control seemingly exerted by the legislatures, governors were perceived to be much more supportive of agency goals.  Sixty-two percent of administrators reported the governor was more supportive while only 22% attributed greater support to the legislature.  About 16% reported an equal level of support and sympathy for agency aims from both institutional actors. (One might well wonder whether these respondents believed both actors to be equally UNsupportive!)  

Despite the control (perhaps in a negative connotation) administrators attributed to state legislatures, they mainly viewed the governor as the “institutional means through which new or expanded state programs are advanced, advocated and accepted” (Wright, 1967:7).  Administrators attributed a policy leadership role to the governor despite the lack of formal control function.  Further, it was clear in 1964 that there was a strong relationship between control and perceptions of support for agency goals.  Those under gubernatorial control “obtain(ed) their chief support from that source” (p. 7).  In addition, a majority (52%) of those who viewed the legislature as having primary control over their agency still viewed the governor as more supportive—a potential advocate for their agency’s goals.  

Thus, despite the emphasis placed on executive control throughout the entire twentieth century, legislatures seemed to have a large role in the operations and oversight of agency activities. Legislative authority was viewed in direct conflict with gubernatorial control and oversight.

Subsequent research by Abney and Lauth (1986; 1998) is also relevant to the issue of executive-legislative control.  Abney and Lauth use a different survey instrument and a fiscal focus to measure gubernatorial and legislative relationships with state administrators.  They find, among other things, that governors are not the “chief administrators.”  While administrators perceive “governors as willing to use their own powers in favor of departments rather than against them,” governors still “fail to use their influence to control legislative-administrative relations” (1986: 60).  In a sense, this mirrors the previous finding that governors are more supportive of agencies.  Abney and Lauth contend that the legislature, because of formal authority in budgeting and policy making, “has more influence over state administration than any other political actor” (1986:61).  They find that this influence is mitigated by the governors’ appointment powers, agency funding from federal sources, and administrators’ political skills (lobbying).  

The addition of central budgeting offices highlighted legislative competition for control over agency funding.  Abney and Lauth (1986) reported that governors had more impact on the budgeting process than legislators, a fact confirmed by 43% of the legislative fiscal officers.  They also found, however, that gubernatorial influence in the budget arena was not as pronounced as almost a half-century of writing on executive leadership would lead one to believe. In 1998, they assert that executive dominance was no longer the rule.  Of the 99 fiscal officers surveyed, about two-thirds cited either the legislature as most influential or equal influence by both the executive and legislature (Abney and Lauth, 1998).


Alternatively, Bowling and Wright (1998a) found that consistently since the late 1960s, the governor is perceived by agency heads to exert slightly greater general control and oversight than the legislature.  Brudney, Wright and Hebert (1983) found, among other things, that formal powers of the governor account for only a modest level of the variation in reported influence.  Later research by Brudney and Hebert (1987) built upon this work and found evidence of the significance of the context in which the governor attempts to influence state administrators.  Finally, Ferguson and Bowling (1998) noted the heightened influence of the governor in oversight and control, while the legislatures and governors seemed to compete fiercely for influence in the budgeting process.

Clearly, contrasting and conflicting findings persist regarding control over state administrative agencies.  To the dominant theoretical doctrine of executive leadership we must add government realities that are much more complex.  Further, these findings appear incomplete.  Changes have occurred over the last forty years in state government that have affected governor-legislative-administrative relationships.  

Kaufman’s questions over conflicting values are still relevant in our understanding of the primacy of different actors’ influence on various aspects of state administration.   Do governors wield greater power over state administrators and agency programs as the increasing formal powers would predict? Or do governors still compete, less than effectively, with other potential forces such as the agencies themselves, independent boards and commissions, and increasingly professionalized legislatures?  Further, have the values of neutral competence, executive leadership, and representativeness changed, as they relate to the control and oversight of state agencies?  All of these questions must be addressed in the context of increasing formal powers and shifts in other governing capacities.  Abney and Lauth (1998:389) wrote that they “lack longitudinal data to document the decline in gubernatorial influence or to relate the decline” to other factors such as those discussed above. Using data from the American State Administrators Project (ASAP), however, we have the means to study gubernatorial and legislative influence across the last four decades from the point of view of the administrators themselves.  We look to the administrators’ expert assessments as to when, how and by whom influence is exerted over their work in state administration. 

Data

The ASAP surveys (and resulting data sets) are recurrent mail questionnaire studies that have been conducted twice during each decade since the 1960s:  1964, 1968, 1974, 1978, 1984, 1988, 1994, and 1998.  The respondents are the administrative executives of the various agencies in the 50 state governments.  Beginning in the 1960’s, the survey universe consisted of the designated heads of approximately 30 different state agencies.  The number of agencies in each state has grown over the years (Jenks and Wright, 1993).  Accordingly the number of agencies contacted increased to 63 in the 1970s, 75 in the 1980s, and 95 in the 1990s.  The 95 agencies represented in 1998 produced a mailing universe of about 3,500 administrators. The survey instrument has also grown and changed across the years, although a substantial portion, part of which we use here, has remained mostly consistent (see Bowling and Wright, 1998b;  Wright and Cho, 2001; and Brudney and Wright, 2002; for more information on the ASAP surveys and data).  Starting with 1964 as the base year, we use data from 1968, 1978, 1988, and 1998 to track changes across the four decades.

THE ADMINISTRATIVE POINT OF VIEW:  

PREFERRED AND PERCEIVED CONTROL AND SUPPORT

In this section, we reconsider the 1964 findings concerning perceived control and oversight, support for agency goals, and tendency to reduce agency budget requests.  We examine the responses to these questions across four decades and assess whether the relationships observed in 1964 persist with the passage of many years.  We also examine these relationships in the context of dramatic changes in state political contexts and institutions.  Any trends, consistencies, or contrasts should illuminate the dynamics of bureaucratic control in state government during the past half century.

Administrator Preferences for Control and Oversight


One approach to examining the competing values – representativeness, neutral competence, and/or executive leadership – is to ask administrators who they would prefer to have control and oversight over their agencies.  Posing this hypothetical question allows state agency heads the option of expressing their preference for institutional oversight – governor, legislature, or semi-self-control via independent commissions.  The question of administrative preferences can elicit beliefs about the doctrines espoused by state agency heads:  who should exercise power or oversight on state agencies?  Tracking this question across time reveals shifts in administrators’ judgments about the three doctrines (with independent commissions identifiable as “neutral competence”).

Analysis of the ASAP data from 1964 suggests that state agency heads preferred the executive leadership of the governor (44% of administrators surveyed) to the control by either legislatures (25%) or independent commissions (30%).  Table 1 displays respondents’ answers to this question from 1964 across the next four decades.  Three features of this table are immediately evident.  First, there is clear consistency across the years.  In each year, a higher proportion of administrators preferred oversight and control by the governor rather than by the legislature or independent commission.  Second, over the years, administrators’ preferences for gubernatorial control have increased.  From 1964 to 1998, there has been an increase in administrators preferring oversight by the governor from 44% to a clear majority of 61%.  Third, the increase in preferred gubernatorial control comes at the expense of the legislature.  In 1964, 25% of the state agency heads preferred control by the legislature, but the proportion had fallen to only 11 % by 1998.  This decrease in preference for legislative control is approximately the same amount gained in gubernatorial preferences.  The proportion preferring control by commission varied only slightly between 28% and 30% in any given year.  Legislative control has become the least desired choice of state administrators.  The reasons for these patterns and shifts deserve further exploration.

Support for Agency Goals?

Whatever the reasons explaining the above trend, we also know that over the last four decades, a consistent majority of state agency heads reported greater sympathy and support for their agencies’ aims by the governor rather than the legislature. Table 2 provides percentages for perceived support from 1964 through 1998.  In 1964, the governor (at 62%) was most supportive of agencies’ goals.   Sixty-two percent believed the governor was more supportive while only 22% perceived greater support from the legislature.  Reported gubernatorial support has remained relatively steady, ranging between 56% and 62% through the years.  The percentage of  administrators reporting greater legislative support of agency aims never approaches the level of gubernatorial support.  However, it did rise slightly from 1964 (22%) to 30% in 1998, after peaking at 37% in 1988.  

The Relationship between Preferred Control and Perceived Support for Agency Goals


One hypothesis about the relationship between preferred control and goal support is that agency heads would prefer oversight and control by the institution that they feel gives them the most support.  Thus, we might expect that when legislatures are perceived as most supportive, more administrators would prefer to be under legislative control.  Previous ASAP analyses have found a more complex relationship.  Table 3 displays these findings.  In 1964, among agency heads reporting greater gubernatorial support, almost 58% preferred governor control, 28% preferred the control by independent commission, and only 14% desired legislative control.  The story was similar for those perceiving greater legislative support.  About 55% preferred control by the legislature, but almost a third of the agency heads, despite the perception of greater support from the legislature, would rather be headed by an independent commission.

In the next forty years, an astonishing trend developed.  In each successive decade, the proportions preferring gubernatorial control grew steadily, no matter who the agency heads perceived as most supportive of their goals.  By 1998, among administrators perceiving equal support from both institutions, governors were the preferred controller of 59% of the administrators.  More interesting is the substantial decrease in the number of administrators desiring legislative control.  Even among those who reported greater legislative support for agency goals, only about one fourth (27%) would choose legislative control if given the opportunity to decide.  Thirty five percent of these administrators would choose the governor and 38% would prefer control by an independent board.


Our hypothesis was that administrators would prefer control by the institution most supportive of agency goals.  This is clearly not the pattern after 1968.  One possible explanation could be the fragmentation of representation.  Despite support from the legislature, agency heads still feel the political pull of multiple principals at any given time.  The potentially conflictual nature of the relationship between the agency head and numerous legislators may induce a preference for either executive leadership (a single principal) or for the presumed neutral competence of an independent board or commission.  Political support for agency aims is therefore not a necessary condition for choosing a preferred control.  Of the values discussed by Kaufman, representativeness appears to be the one least desired by state agency heads.

Control and Oversight On Agency Affairs

The ASAP surveys have consistently replicated a control/oversight question regarding who actually exercises greater control over the agency – the governor, the legislature, or “each the same.”  The responses from 1964 to 1998 are shown in Table 4. An early analysis of these data (Wright, 1967) noted that a plurality of administrators perceived greater control by legislatures (44%), about a third noted greater control by the governor, and 24% found about equal control.  In 1964, “executive leadership” was not necessarily the norm across the states.  Representativeness reflected via legislative control was the plurality response.

Since 1964 there has been a striking shift in the responses of administrators regarding control over the agency.  While legislatures initially had the upper hand, governors gradually overtook the legislatures.  As early as 1968 a similar proportion of administrators attributed greater control to the governor as to the legislature (38% for governors, 37% for legislatures).  

With each passing decade governors have been perceived to exert greater control.  Greater gubernatorial control climbed to 42% in 1978, to 45% in 1988 and to 49% in 1998.  A complimentary downward trend is clearly observed for the legislature dropping to 27% in 1998.  

There is striking consistency across the decades in administrators reporting that the governor and legislature exerted equal influence.  The proportions varied only slightly across the five ASAP surveys, fluctuating between 22% and 25%.  Table 4 illustrates a clear message.  The governor’s gain is the legislature’s loss.  Despite the fact that BOTH institutions have been empowered over the years, it is clearly the governor who now mobilizes the resources to influence the direction of state administration.  This may be expected since the executive (administrative) branch is the presumed domain of the governor.  This nevertheless presents a dramatic shift from the relationships previously observed—a clear shift in the balance of power over state administration appears to have occurred as governors have supplanted the legislature as the primary influence over state administration.  Executive leadership appears ascendant if not triumphant.

The primacy of the executive (governor) leads to a logical question.  How are perceived control and perceived support related?  “Control and oversight” might be viewed negatively in reducing agency autonomy and discretion.  On the other hand, “sympathy and support” suggests positive backing of agency goals.

In 1964, a positive relationship existed between perceived control and support of agency goals:  “Those under gubernatorial control obtain their chief support from that source” (1967:7).  This relationship between gubernatorial support and control persists across the time period (see Table 5).  Further analysis of the 1964 data, however, found that a majority of those who reported that the legislature had greater control still perceived the GOVERNOR as more supportive of agency goals.  This finding has not persisted with the passage of time.  In 1978 and 1988, (unlike 1964 and 1968) a majority of those reporting legislative control also attributed greater support for agency goals to the legislature.  However, the relationship reported in 1998 resembles that observed in 1964 and 1968.   

Another shift is evident as well.  A majority of respondents who report that the governor and legislature exert an equal amount of control over their agencies consistently report that it is the governor who is more supportive of agency goals.  However, the data also show an increasing tendency of these respondents to attribute support to the legislature.  The difference lies in a decrease in the percent of administrators who indicate that the governor and legislature are equally supportive of their agency’s goals.  Respondents are more likely to choose one or the other rather than attribute equal levels of support to the governor and the legislature.

So, should we interpret “control and oversight” as a negative restriction on administrative activity unlike “sympathy and support”?  This is not apparently the case when it comes to governors.  Even when governors exert greater control, they are still found to be very supportive of agency goals.  To some degree, then, control over agency affairs and support of agency goals may not necessarily have opposite implications.  However, as noted above, a significant proportion of administrators in each survey report that the legislature exerts greater control over their agency’s affairs, while reporting that the governor is more supportive of their agencies goals.  These administrators continue to experience the “cross pressures” to which earlier analyses alluded—“the vice-grip in which our traditional separation of powers locks most top-level administrators” (Wright 1967: 7).  Such administrators may feel the pressure to serve the interests of the legislature (the actor who exerts greater control over their work) but feel, perhaps, greater allegiance to the governor who they believe is more likely to serve the interests of their agencies.  It should be noted, however, that this relationship is not nearly as lopsided as it was in the 1960’s.  

Budget Review and Reduction


Perhaps the most important area where political actors will act to control administrative agencies is the budget process.  Abney and Lauth (1998) recently discussed the “end of executive dominance.”  Previous ASAP analyses, however, found a majority of administrators reported the legislature wielded the bigger budget cutting axe (68%) compared to the 28% stating the governor reduced their budgets more (Wright, 1967).  What pattern has existed in budgetary control over the years?  


The ASAP surveys have posed two different questions regarding the budget process:  (1) who exercises more detailed budget reviews and (2) who has the greater tendency to reduce budget requests.  Tables 6 and 7 track administrator responses to these queries across time.  

In 1964 and 1968, it was clearly the legislatures who had a tendency to reduce budget requests. 
  However, in the 1980’s and 1990’s, significantly fewer respondents reported that the legislatures exhibited this tendency.  Partial explanation lies in the fact that some increase in the tendency of governors to exert this role is observed beginning in the 1980’s (more respondents pointed to the governor than to the legislature in the 1988 and 1998 surveys).  However, the real difference lies in those respondents indicating that the governor and legislature are equally likely to reduce budgets--from about 4 % in 1964 to 27 %in 1998.  The surveys in 1964 and 1968 did not offer “each the same” as a possible response for this question, though a few respondents nevertheless wrote this in.  This category was added beginning with the 1988 survey We cannot be certain how many respondents would have given this response in the 1960’s had it been available.  Nevertheless, it seems that administrators now feel that both governors and legislatures search for funds to cut.

Reducing budget requests is only one part of the budget process.  As much or more oversight of the bureaucracy involves reviewing the budget in detail.  Legislatures or governors who exert energy in this endeavor gain knowledge of agency spending habits and priorities.  With this knowledge comes the ability to effect change in or exert pressure on programs or policies both during and beyond the budget-making process.

Data from 1978 through 1998 provide recent results on the budget review process (Table 7).  In 1978, administrators were roughly split into thirds when naming who conducted more detailed budget review, with slightly more administrators naming the governor as prime reviewer (37 percent).  A similar pattern is observed in 1988 and 1998.  While the proportion of administrators naming the governor as prime reviewer stayed the same, there was a slight decrease in those naming the legislature as most detailed reviewer (from 33% in 1978 to 26% in 1998).  A complimentary increase occurred in the percentage of administrators perceiving equal levels of review (from 31% in 1978 to 39 %in 1998).  State legislators are slightly less or equally active in budget review as the governor.  The act of reviewing an agency’s budget is much more than a managerial act.  It represents an area where governors and legislatures are in direct (and roughly equal) competition for control of agency activities through the budget process.

EXPLORING THE IMPACT OF GUBERNATORIAL POWER

 AND LEGISLATIVE PROFESSIONALISM ON AGENCY CONTROL

Governors have become more influential over state administration in the last 30 years in terms of control over agency as well as support for agency goals.  In terms of the budget process, administrators report that governors, by a slim margin, exercise more detailed review and tendency to reduce budget requests than legislatures.  Moreover, more administrators are reporting equal influence in the budget arena than ever before.  This is, in a sense, not surprising in that major changes have taken place in the formal and institutional prerogatives of the governorships in the states.  Nevertheless, as noted earlier, it is not only governors who have become better able to exert control and influence.  State governments in general serve many more roles and with far greater resources than was the case 30 years ago.  Also legislatures have gained access to these resources simultaneous with the increases in gubernatorial powers.  

State politics scholars have long characterized the formal powers of governors.  These are commonly classified in four categories:  tenure potential, the veto, appointment power and budget making power (Schlesinger, 1965; Beyle 1990, 1996).  Not all of these powers are directly relevant to exercising influence in the administrative arena, but the aggregate of these powers can serve as a reasonable proxy of the overall place of the governor within the state political environment.  Formal powers are a necessary but not sufficient condition for governors to exercise influence (Dilger et al, 1995; Gross, 1991; Bernick, 1979; Bernick and Wiggins, 1991; Neustadt, 1980; Kingdon, 1984; Sigelman and Dometrius, 1988; Brudney and Hebert, 1987; Ferguson, 1993, 1994; Schlesinger, 1965; Beyle 1990, 1996).  Understood this way, it is not surprising that many administrators in the 1960’s attributed greater influence to legislatures than to these institutionally handicapped governors.  

On the other hand, legislatures were generally quite under-developed themselves forty years ago.  They were characterized as “horse and buggy” institutions in a world of automobiles (Heard 1966; Miller 1965).  This makes it somewhat surprising that administrators attributed such a high degree of influence to such a weak institution.  Legislatures in most states were part time institutions while governors served their roles full time.  One might have expected that such a situation would mitigate against legislative influence.  Legislative professionalism has increased considerably in almost every state in the last five decades.  Have legislators become contenders in the fight for control of state programs and policies?  This section focuses specifically on the features and facets of both the governorship and the state legislatures that could increase (or decrease) their ability to exercise control and oversight over state agencies.  We first explore the role of overall formal powers as well as gubernatorial appointment powers in enhancing or subtracting from the governors’ or legislatures’ influence over administrative agencies. 

Powers of the Governor

Is there a positive relationship between the governor’s formal powers and his/her “control and oversight” over agencies as perceived by state agency heads?  Most governors have gained greater formal power but some governors are still more powerful (institutionally) than others.   We measure formal power of the governor using the index developed by Schlesinger (1965) (calculated by the authors for the relevant time points using data from the Book of the States, various volumes).  Respondents (agency heads) are clustered in groups based on the formal powers held by the governor (very weak to very strong)  The results are presented in Table 8.  Data from the first ASAP survey (1964) found evidence of a relationship between formal power and administrative influence (Wright, 1967).  Administrators in states where governors had greater formal power attributed greater control to governors than administrators serving executives with weaker formal powers.  Where governors were “weak” or “very weak” a majority of administrators attributed greater control and oversight to the legislature.  Where governors possessed “moderate” or “strong” formal power, a slightly greater percentage of administrators attributed control to the governor than to the legislature (41% compared to 38% and 37% compared to 35%, respectively).  Formal powers in 1964 and beyond help to “level the playing field” for governors.  Governors can compete more effectively with the legislature in efforts to influence state administration.  

The relationship between formal power and administrative control and influence that we find in 1968 and 1978 is very much like that observed in 1964.  Where governors are weak or very weak, legislatures exert greater influence.  Where governors have moderate or strong formal powers, governors exert influence that is equal to or greater than that exerted by the legislature.  In 1988 and 1998 though, the relationship shifts.  Even the very weak governor is accorded greater influence than the legislature.  In the more recent past, governors across the spectrum of formal powers are viewed as exerting more “control and oversight” than the legislature.  These findings provide further evidence that state administration has become the domain of governors, whatever their formal power.  Formal powers do indeed enable governors to exert greater influence over state administration.  

How does the appointment power of the governor—the formal power most clearly related to the executive arena—impact on the ability to exert influence over agency activities?  In 1964, almost half (45%) of all respondents were appointed by the governor.
  This percentage has declined over the years.  Nevertheless, the relationships observed in 1964 regarding the impact of appointment hold true throughout the study period.  Table 9 shows the relationship of the method of administrator appointment to perceived control and oversight of the agency, from 1964 through 1998.  

Previous analyses found that appointees of the governor are more likely to attribute greater control and oversight to the governor (than the legislature) and to perceive greater gubernatorial sympathy for their agency’s goals (Wright, 1967).  Both of these patterns persist.  Administrators who are placed in their jobs by the governor continue to attribute major control and oversight to the governor.  The percentage of gubernatorial appointees who indicate the governor exerts greater control over their agencies remains high from the 1960’s to the 1990’s (between 50 and 70%).  

Gubernatorial appointment is also consistently related to perceived support.  For 1978, 1988 and 1998, roughly 70-75% of administrators reported that the governor, rather than the legislature gave greater support to agency aims.  This evidence of the relationship between appointment power and executive control over state agencies is consistent with other research 

(Ferguson and Bowling 1998).  (These data are not presented in a table).

Legislative Professionalism 

Measures of legislative professionalism provide the basis for a similar analysis of legislative control and oversight on agency activities.  Legislative professionalism scores calculated by Dometrius (2002) permits us to explore the impact of professionalism on perceived legislative control over state agencies.  The results are displayed in Table 10.  Professional legislatures have more resources with which to exert control over state administration if they so choose.  However, we find little or no relationship between legislative professionalism and perceived control over state administration or perceived support of agency goals.  Across the four decades and regardless of legislative professionalism, governors are equally or more likely than legislatures to exert administrative control.  Likewise, there is no relationship between the level of legislative professionalism and either the tendency to reduce budgets or exercise detailed reviews of budgets.  The trend toward gubernatorial dominance in control of administrative agencies has intensified in recent years—even as legislatures have become more professionalized.  Simply looking at the overall question of “who exercises greater control and oversight over your agency” it seems that the benefit of increased institutional power has been reaped by the governor at the expense of the legislature.  While respondents have increasingly attributed influence to the governor over the years, a nearly stable percent (22-26%) of administrators continues to rank the two institutions as essentially equal in their influence.  

This finding seems somewhat surprising considering changes in levels of professionalism accrued among state legislatures.  Despite their increased resources and capacities, legislators may not choose to undertake oversight of administrators.  Perhaps members of more professionalized legislatures tend to focus on other endeavors, particularly lawmaking and constituency service.  These are responsibilities which professional legislators need to satisfy if they are to be re-elected (Ferguson and Ostdiek 1999).  The literature on congressional oversight of the federal bureaucracy provides examples of limited legislative interest in the workings of administrative agencies.  In short, minimal oversight is performed on an on-going basis.  Congress exercises “fire alarm” oversight of administrative agencies in response to dramatic crises or scandals (McCubbins and Schwartz 1984).  The combination of governors being institutionally empowered and professional legislatures focusing their attention elsewhere likely generates the enhanced role of governors and the limited legislative control and oversight of state administration.  The question of whether this is indeed a zero-sum game or simply a question of varying priorities is certainly worthy of further study.

ENTREPRENEURIAL ADMINISTRATORS: FEDERAL FUNDING,

 LEGISLATIVE ACTIVITY, AND ADMINISTRATIVE CONTACTS


Formal powers aid the governor in the quest for control of state administrative agencies.  Increasing legislative professionalism has had limited influence on legislative ability to control agencies.  The question of when and how legislatures choose to exercise influence and oversight remains elusive.  In this section, we look at three other factors that might affect the ability of governors and legislatures to exert control and oversight over administrative agencies.  Two, federal aid and lobbying were suggested by Abney and Lauth (1986).  We look first to see if federal aid enhances or loosens the control of these state institutions on agencies.  Second, the relationship between governor and legislative – initiated bills that impact state organizations and perceptions of influence are explored.  Third, we begin an initial incursion into how lobbying (as expressed through agencies’ contact with legislatures, governors, and clientele groups) may affect these “influence” relationships.

Federal Funding


Abney and Lauth (1986) previously found that greater agency dependence on federal aid was correlated with agency heads’ tendency to cite the legislature as the most important external actor.  While 50% of administrators within agencies with less than 20% of their total budget from federal funding perceived legislatures as most influential, only 28% of agency heads with half or more of their budgets coming from federal sources found legislatures to be the most important actor.  Relying on the zero-sum measure of control and oversight, we examine institutional influence by agency dependency on federal aid.  The results are indicated in Table 11.


Interesting patterns emerge, somewhat different from the findings of Abney and Lauth.  First, no matter how much federal aid an agency received, more administrators select the governor as exercising the most control and oversight (to varying degrees).  The observed relationship between federal aid and administrative control and oversight is strikingly similar in both pattern and proportion for 1978, 1988, and 1998.  When an agency receives a majority of its funding from federal sources the perceptions of gubernatorial influence are much higher and the legislatures’ influence is lower.  Only in 1968 did administrators name the legislature as more controlling, among agencies receiving no federal aid at all.  Receipt of some federal aid enabled the governor to gain primacy over the legislature.  At least since 1978, it appears that governors have found federal aid to be an avenue through which they can exercise greater control than legislatures.  The gap between the proportion of administrators choosing governors and those choosing the legislature widens modestly for agency heads from the most aid dependent agencies.  While federal funding does seem to take away from the legislature’s ability to exercise control and oversight, the effects are modest.  Though our findings are therefore similar to those presented by Abney and Lauth, we find less evidence for a dramatic influence for dependency on federal aid.

Legislative Activity


Another factor affecting perceptions of influence and control is how active governors and legislatures are in generating bills that affect administrative agencies.  If many bills go through the legislature affecting an administrative agency, either positively or negatively, the agency head should perceive the initiating actor as exercising more control and oversight.  The same might apply to support for agency goals.  Using simple bi-variate correlations from 1998 ASAP data, we explore the impact of legislative activity and success (getting bills passed) on administrators’ perceptions of influence.  The responses for the control and support variables were coded as governor (1), each the same (0), and the legislature (-1).  The other 4 variables are percent of bills initiated by the governor and legislature, and the percent of these bills that actually passed.  The correlations are displayed below.







Control and Oversight

Support


% Bills Initiated by Legislature


-.07*


 .02

% Bills Initiated by Governor



 .18**


 .03

% Legislatures Bills that Passed


-.10**


-.04

% Governors’ Bills that Passed


 .18**


  .04


*Significant at .01level   **Significant at .05 level


Two relationships are worth noting.  First, activity by the governor and the legislature in the legislative arena (whether the bills pass or not) leads administrators to perceive control and oversight of their agency by the actor involved.  The correlations are in the expected directions, statistically significant, but extremely modest.  Second, and perhaps more consequential, is the finding that legislative activity changes the perceptions of control and oversight, but administrators do not perceive greater support related to these actions.  One implication of this finding may be that administrators perceive these actions as more negative in nature.  Perhaps the legislation introduced or passed changes the agencies’ priorities, programs, or practices.  This may limit agency autonomy without providing agency heads any sympathy or support in achieving agency goals in the manner the administrator prefers.  Legislative activity may thus be viewed as an indication of control but not support.

Lobbying Legislatures and Governors:  

Administrator Contact and Perceptions of Control and Support


One clear finding from this analysis is that executive-legislative-administrative relationships are extremely complex.  This is especially true among the administrative relationships we have explored in this paper.  A concluding analysis continues to examine the overtly political side of governmental administration.  Abney and Lauth (1986) discussed a sort of symbiotic lobbying relationship.  They assert that administrators lobby legislators in an attempt to limit legislative influence.  Legislators lobby agency heads in search of constituent services.  They also confirmed the thrust of our findings that governors compete with other actors for control and direction of agency activities.  Like them, we rely on a single year (1998) analysis to explore administrative contact and perceptions of gubernatorial and legislative influence.  Unlike Abney and Lauth, we were unable to probe the content or context of the contacts between agency heads and other actors.  We can, however, look at the frequency of contact, and selectively, who initiated the contact.  We hypothesize that the frequency of contact between the administrator and the governor or legislature is related to greater perceptions of control and oversight.  We expect this effect to hold true, irrespective of the initiator of the contact or the content of the interaction.

Table 12 details our findings.  First, and not surprisingly, the most frequent and consistent contact is between legislators and administrators.  Constituency services, requests for information, and the need to contact more and different legislators contribute to this consistent contact. Second, contact with the governor has the larger impact on perceptions of control and support.  The more frequent the contact with the governor, the more likely administrators are to view the governor as the greater source of control and support.  The differences are substantial.  The obverse is that when gubernatorial contacts increase, there is a distinct decrease in administrators choosing the legislature as the primary overseer and the primary supporter of agency activities.  The influence of gubernatorial contact is substantial.

A similar pattern emerges for frequency of legislative contact.  Here, however, the differences are much less dramatic than for gubernatorial contact.  The proportion of administrators perceiving the governor to exercise greater control decreases as administrative contact with legislators increases (from 67% to 41%).  Perceptions of legislative control increase only moderately (from 19% with no contact to 27% with daily contact).  The increase in administrators responding “each the same” is significant (from 14% with no contact to around 30% for daily contact).  However, more administrators still believe the governor to exercise the greater level of control and oversight.  This finding is augmented by perceptions of support for agency aims.  There is no significant difference in perceptions with frequency of legislative contact.  Ironically, it seems as if support, from either the legislature or the governor, is not something gained from contact.  Support for agencies seems to be found in the executive leadership of the governor as “chief administrator” and in a stable subset of legislators.  It seems that contact with legislators does more to “even the playing field” than to provide a clear win in the battle for control and oversight of administrative agencies.

CONCLUDING OBSERVATIONS


We have identified patterns of relationships present among governors, legislatures, and the bureaucracy (state agency heads) across four decades.  Our analysis begins shortly after Kaufman (1956) described the emerging conflicts between these three groups.  He wrote about future debates over these doctrines with extraordinary foresight: 

To many students of public administration trained in the ‘twenties, ‘thirties, and ‘forties, the new atmosphere will be strange and perhaps a bewildering one, fraught with hostilities.  To students trained in the ‘sixties, the literature of the earlier period, with its “principles”, may seem quaint and even naïve.  Political scientists of the remoter future, looking back, may well conclude that it is not easy to bridge the gap between a generation seeking to encourage the growth of a professional bureaucracy and a generation in turmoil over how to control it.  

The Executive is clearly in ascendance.  With formidable formal powers, governors are indeed the chief administrators in many ways.  Administrators both perceive and prefer gubernatorial oversight.  Agency heads acknowledge the greater support of governors.  The “chief administrator” remains a large and important actor in the budgetary process, both in reducing requests and reviewing details.  Even if governors are not considered “dominant” in the budget arena, their influence is at least equal that of the legislature (see Abney and Lauth, 1998).  Despite having gained many professional tools to enhance their power, the limits of the legislative influence over administration are evident.  

Assume for the moment that most relationships between the governor and the legislature are conflictual, as the increase of divided government in the states might indicate.  This places the governor and the legislature as opposing principals over their bureaucratic agents.  The governor has the edge in this battle for at least three reasons.  

First, the governor is a single principal.  Like the public administration scholars avowed in their “principles” a century ago, the single executive at the top of the hierarchy can exercise substantial control and oversight on agencies as well as offer a significant level of support.  The support may take the form of consistent gubernatorial priorities that are well publicized to the agency heads as well as to legislators and interested citizens.  One area not explored here deserves further attention.  This is the types or functional areas of the state agencies that are more subject to gubernatorial support or control. To which agencies does the governor pay the most attention?  We should acknowledge that this may vary systematically by state, by the governor’s political partisanship or across the passage of time.  On the other hand, legislators may offer support and oversight to agencies chiefly to the extent that quickly shifting coalitions allow.  Legislative support and oversight appear fragmented and narrowly focused.


Second, the governor has the higher quantity and quality of “weapons” to use in the fight over control of the bureaucracy.  These include the scope of contacts, legislative agenda setting, appointment capabilities, and other formal powers. Further, governors have the institutional responsibility to exercise control and oversight, one that seems to be respected (whether in a positive sense or with fear of reprisal) by administrators.  The gubernatorial influence associated with appointments, contacts, and formal powers emphasize the primacy of executive leadership.  In exploring these findings, it would be worthwhile to systematically examine the scope, content, and character of governor-initiated contacts or interactions with state agency heads.  
Finally, legislatures also have “weapons.”  These involve formal or informal oversight responsibilities, law-making, budget powers, and increased professionalism, among others.  These weapons appear to fall short of promoting the primacy of legislative influence.  Even as these “weapons” have been enhanced, legislative influence has faded over the last four decades.  In the most opportune times, it seems that the best the legislatures can do is to equalize the contest with executives.  Even if gubernatorial powers do not necessarily enhance their own influence, governors’ actions and powers most certainly limit the influence of the legislature.  In the conflict between the doctrines of executive leadership and representativeness, the high ground during the last half of the past century has been captured by the executive.  Representativeness, as exemplified by legislative influence, is a subordinate second, with neutral competence (professional control) a distant third.
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Table 1.  What Type of Control Do Administrators Prefer? 1964-1998

	Year
	Governor
	Legislature
	Independent

Commission
	Totals

	
	Percentages
	

	1964
	44
	25
	30
	100% (N=886)

	1968
	48
	22
	30
	100% (N=955)

	1978
	51
	19
	30
	100% (N=1348)

	1988
	56
	19
	25
	100% (N=1406)

	1998
	61
	11
	28
	100% (N=1134)


Table 2.  Who is More Supportive of Agency Goals? 1964-1998

	Year
	Governor
	Legislature
	Each the Same
	Total

	
	Percentages
	

	1964
	62
	22
	16
	100% (N=933)

	1968
	61
	21
	17
	100% (N=870)

	1978
	56
	34
	10
	100% (N=1324)

	1988
	57
	37
	7
	100% (N=1349)

	1998
	62
	30
	9
	100% (N=1045)


Table 3.  Preferred Control Over Agency Affairs by Support for Agency Goals, 

  1964-1998  

	
	Preferred Control Over Agency Affairs
	

	Greater Sympathy
	Governor
	Legislature
	Independent Commission
	Total

	
	
	Percentages
	

	1964
	Governor

Legislature

Each the same
	58

14

28
	14

55

31
	28

25

30
	100% (N=503)

100% (N=179)

100% (N=115)



	1968


	Governor

Legislature

Each the same
	61

19

41
	12

50

22
	27

31

36
	100% (N=524)

100% (N=183)

100% (N=140)



	1978
	Governor

Legislature

Each the same
	67

26

48
	8

36

23
	25

38

29
	100% (N=726)

100% (N=444)

100% (N=122)



	1988
	Governor

Legislature

Each the same
	72

30

54
	7

40

16
	21

30

30
	100% (N=753)

100% (N=485)

100% (N=87)



	1998
	Governor

Legislature

Each the same
	73

35

59
	4

27

12
	23

38

29
	100% (N=634)

100% (N=297)

100% (N=82)


Table 4. Who Exercises Greater Control and Oversight

 
  On Agency’s Affairs? 1964-1968

	Year
	Governor
	Legislature
	Each the Same
	Totals

	
	Percentages
	

	1964
	32
	44
	24
	100% (N=904)

	1968
	38
	37
	25
	100% (N=969)

	1978
	42
	36
	22
	100% (N=1374)

	1988
	45
	32
	23
	100% (N=1428)

	1998
	49
	27
	24
	100% (N=1159)


Table 5.  Perceived Control Over Agency Affairs 

   by Support for Agency Goals, 1964-1998

	Greater Support of Agency Goals
	
	Greater Control Over Agency Affairs

	
	
	Governor
	Legislature
	Each the same

	
	
	
	Percentages
	

	1964


	Governor

Legislature

Each the same

Total
	81

8

11

100% N=276
	52

35

13 

100% N=359
	52

19

29

100%   N=183



	1968


	Governor

Legislature

Each the same

Total
	76

9

15

100% N=339
	46

36

18

100% N=311
	61

19

20

100%   N=207



	1978
	Governor

Legislature

Each the same

Total
	72

20 

8 

100% N=553
	40

53

7 

100% N=475
	52

30

18

100%   N=289



	1988
	Governor

Legislature

Each the same

Total
	70

24

6

100% N=600
	40

56

4 

100% N=441
	56

37

7

100%   N=300



	1998
	Governor

Legislature

Each the same

Total
	72

21

8

100% N=516
	50

45

5

100% N=285
	55

31

15

100%   N=241




Table 6.  Who has a Greater Tendency to Reduce Budget Requests? 1964-1998

	Year
	Governor
	Legislature
	Each the Same
	Total 

	
	
	Percentages
	
	

	1964
	28
	68
	4*
	100% (N=825)

	1968
	33
	64
	3*
	100% (N=857)

	1978
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	

	1988
	41
	37
	23
	100% (N=1407)

	1998
	39
	35
	27
	100% (N=1133)




*In 1964 and 1968, “each the same” was not given as a possible response.  The percentage given is the administrators who wrote in “each the same”.  Thus, these numbers are not accurate reflections of this category.

Table 7.  Who Exercises the More Detailed Review

   of Agency Budget?  1978-1998

	Year
	Governor
	Legislature
	Each the Same
	Total

	
	
	Percentages
	
	

	1978*
	37
	33
	31
	100% N=1376

	1988
	35
	30
	35
	100% N=1424

	1998
	35
	26
	39
	100% N=1150




*1978 is the first year that this question was included in the ASAP surveys.

Table 8.  Perceived Control Over Agency Affairs 

   by Formal Power of the Governor, 1964-1998

	Greater Control
	
	Formal Powers

of the Governor

	Year
	
	Strong
	Moderate
	Weak
	Very Weak

	
	
	
	Percentages
	
	

	1964
	Governor

Legislature

Each the same

Total
	37

35

28

100% 

N=261
	41

38

21

100% N=194
	25

52

23

100%

N=232
	21

63

16

100%      N=184



	1968


	Governor

Legislature

Each the same

Total
	42

27

32

100%  N=133
	45

32

23

100% N=322
	28

42

29

100% N=314
	35

48

18

100%      N=160



	1978
	Governor

Legislature

Each the same

Total
	37

37

26

100%  N=133
	44

33

23

100% N=566
	45

31

24

100% N=421
	33

53

14

100%      N=189 



	1988
	Governor

Legislature

Each the same

Total
	56

18

26

100%  N=133
	45

31

24

100% N=552
	45

36

19

100% N=297
	41

36

23

100%      N=226



	1998
	Governor

Legislature

Each the same

Total
	48

24

28

100%  N=266
	57

20

23

100% N=336
	50

31

19

100% N=283
	39

35

26

100%      N=274




Table 9.   Control and Oversight on Agency Affairs

     by Appointment of Administrator
, 1964-1998


	
	
	Appointment of Administrator*

	Greater Control on Agency Affairs
	
	Gov Alone
	Gov w/ Adv & Consent
	Board with Gov’s Consent
	Board w/o Gov’s Consent
	Election

	
	
	
	
	Percentages
	
	

	1964


	Governor

Legislature

Each the same

Total
	57

25

18

100%  N=131
	41

33

26

100% N=230
	28

42

30

100%     N=89
	15

55

30

100%   N=149
	9

80

11

100%   N=124



	1968


	Governor

Legislature

Each the same

Total
	60

22

18

100%  N=138
	51

23

27

100% N=230
	32

31

38

100%   N=108
	22

49

26

100%   N=167
	9 

74

17

100%   N=113



	1978
	Governor

Legislature

Each the same

Total
	55

23

23

100%  N=240
	68

17

16

100% N=164
	20

53

27

100%   N=192
	40

38

22

100%     N=81
	11

72

17

100%     N=53



	1988
	Governor

Legislature

Each the same

Total
	57

21

22

100%  N=310
	68

12

21

100% N=233
	16

57

27

N=159
	39

39

22

N=87
	9

78

13

N=69



	1998
	Governor

Legislature

Each the same

Total
	61

16

22

100%  N=220
	69

16

15

100% N=181
	19

50

31

100% N=116
	33

35

31

100%    N=48
	9

79

12

100%    N=34




*Appointment categories not included in Wright (1967) are not presented in the table.

Table 10.  Control and Oversight on Agency Affairs

     by Legislative Professionalism, 1968-1998

	
	
	Legislative Professionalism

	Greater Control
	
	Low
	Medium
	High

	
	
	
	Percentages
	

	1968


	Governor

Legislature

Each the same

Total
	36

40

25

100% N=375
	40

36

24 

100%

N=301
	40

34

28

100% N=293



	1978
	Governor

Legislature

Each the same

Total
	46

35

20

100% N=527
	40

36

24

100%  N=578
	37

38

24

100% N=266



	1988
	Governor

Legislature

Each the same

Total
	44

34

21

100% N=471
	51

26

23

100%  N=317
	43

34

23

100% N=640



	1998
	Governor

Legislature

Each the same

Total
	52

30

18

100% N=246
	47

26

27

100%  N=497
	49

27

24

100% N=350


Table 11.  Perceived Control and Oversight on Agency Affairs

     by Percent Budget from Federal Aid

	
	
	Federal Aid

	Greater Control
	
	No federal Aid
	1-49% budget from federal aid
	Over 50% of Budget from Federal Aid

	
	
	
	Percentages
	

	1968


	Governor

Legislature

Each the same


	35

41

24

100% N=441
	39

31

30

100% N=371
	40

39

21

100% N=144



	1978
	Governor

Legislature

Each the same


	47

29

24

100% N=291
	47

28

25

100% N=536
	54

24

22

100% N=304



	1988
	Governor

Legislature

Each the same


	44

36

20

100% N=436
	42

35

23

100% N=653
	53

22

25

100% N=323



	1998
	Governor

Legislature

Each the same
	47

29

24

100% N=291
	47

29

25

100% N=473
	53

24

22

100% N=304


Table 12.  Perceived Control and Support by frequency of contact. Percentages, 1998 data

	Agency Heads Perceiving Greater…
	Contacts the Governor…



	
	Never
	< Monthly
	Monthly
	Weekly
	Daily

	Control and Oversight By…
	Governor

Legislature

Each the same


	40

34

26

100% 

N=243
	44

29

27

100% N=512
	63

21

16

100%

N=206
	63

19

17

100%

N=150
	72

6

22

100%

N=18



	
	
	Contacts Legislators…

	
	
	Never
	< Monthly
	Monthly
	Weekly
	Daily

	Control and Oversight By…
	Governor

Legislature

Each the same


	67

19

14

100%

N=21
	51

22

27

100%

N=298
	51

25

24

100%

N=379
	46

33

20

100%

N=359
	41

27

32

100%

N=75



	
	
	Contacts the Governor…

	
	
	Never
	<Monthly
	Monthly
	Weekly
	Daily

	Greater Support of Agency Goals By…
	Governor

Legislature

Each the same


	48

44

8

100%

N=215
	60

32

8

100%

N=469
	66

24

9

100%

N=181
	79

20

9

100%

N=139
	94

0

6

100%

N=18



	
	
	Contacts Legislators…

	
	
	Never
	<Monthly
	Monthly
	Weekly
	Daily

	Greater Support of Agency Goals By…
	Governor

Legislature

Each the same
	63

26

11

100%

19
	63

27

10

100%

270
	61

31

8

100%

343
	61

32

7

100%

324
	58

30

11

100%

67


� This question was not asked in the 1978 survey.


� While significant percentages of respondents in each year are appointed by the governor, these figures declined somewhat, particularly the percentage of administrators appointed by the governor with the consent of the senate or state council.  At the same time, we find an increase in the percentage of administrators appointed by their department heads.  We attribute this decrease apparent decrease in appointment power to two factors.  First, this is related to the expansion of the survey population to include a larger number and variety of agencies.  Second, many of these agencies we now survey are included in the super-departments that formed from consolidated agencies in the late 1960s and 1970s.  Here, the department head appoints executives for agencies under their umbrella.  
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