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From the state reform movement early in the Twentieth Century to the Winter Commission near its’ end, calls for strengthening the governorship have occurred with considerable regularity.  Substantial scholarly attention has been devoted to the question of gubernatorial authority.  Lipson (1939), Sabato (1983), Mueller (1985) and others have documented authority changes across time.  Schlesinger (1971), Sigelman and Dometrius (1988), Dilger (1995), Beyle (1999, 1995), and others have looked at ways to measure influence and sources of it.  Still others have explored the role and performance of, or changes in, other state actors, such as interest groups and the legislature,  with whom the governor frequently competes (e.g., Dilger 1995, Gray and Lowery 1995, Brace and Ward 1999, King 2000).  


In the plethora of studies and debates, one item has been slighted:  when the governor wins, who loses?  Power is regularly viewed as a zero-sum game.  Discussants of enhanced executive authority refer to the zero-sum character of power by praising executive authority as a way to overcome disparate power centers which they see as producing incoherent policy (for example, see the literature reviews in Durning 1995 or Bowling and Wright 1998).  Studies using assessments of executive power often specify the tug-of-war by examining a targeted loser, usually either the legislature (Dometrius 1979, Sigelman and Dometrius 1988, Abney and Lauth 1998, Clarke 1998), or the bureaucracy (Clarke 1997, Thompson and Felts 1992, Wood 1990, Wood and Waterman 1991).  Yet those battling for influence over government activities are legion:  executives, legislatures, clients, professional associations, and more.  Only a handful of studies (e.g. Abney and Lauth 1983, Miller 1987) have examined multiple competitors for power, and these tend to assess the relative influence of each without pitting one against the other.  Miller (1987) did perform a simple correlation between the influence of various actors and found most of the relationships to be positive.  This led her to suggest that power could well be an expanding rather than zero-sum game; instead of a direct contest, the governor and legislature can increase their influence simultaneously.


However, Miller’s conclusion is theoretically unsatisfying.  There is a limit to influence.  At the extreme, if gubernatorial dictates determined policy absolutely, the influence of everybody else would necessarily be zero.  Given the size of agencies, and the multiple decision points programs contain (Pressman and Wildavsky 1973), such absolute influence undoubtedly exists only in theory.  On the other hand, it is equally unlikely that there are no losers in the current battle for power; that the rising tide lifts all boats and that there is nowhere in the world where the tide is dropping.  

So the question should be posed again:  If the governor wins, who loses?  If the governor becomes more influential, do all of competing entities lose equally?  Do some lose more than others?  Do some even gain while others lose?  Or is state government currently so large and fragmented that Miller’s conclusion still holds – that all groups can increase their influence simultaneously, presumably reducing nothing more than random error in the connection between political choices and policy implementation?

Who loses is the question posed by this study.  It is, in essence, a quite simple question.  The interest is not, as is the case with many studies, what political or structural factors enhance the power of the executive (or others).  The source of influence is not my concern, only its amount.  I shall look at the perceptions of gubernatorial influence versus the influence of multiple potential “losers” in the battle, including:  agency employees, legislatures, clients, and professional associations.  The answer requires only straightforward bivariate analyses:  is the governor’s influence positively or negatively correlated with the influence of these others?

Power is also a targeted notion.  It must be discussed not only in relation to whom, but in relation to what.  Governors may be influential in gaining legislative acquiescence to their proposals, in affecting the attitudes of the mass public, in influencing the electoral process, and more.  My focus will be on the dominant emphasis in the literature, the state bureaucracy.  Thus I will look at the perceptions of state agency leaders about the influence various groups have over the affairs of their agencies.  We will look first at what the literature has suggested about the relative influence of various groups over the state bureaucracy and then later assess these arguments using state administrator perceptions of winners and losers.

The Governor Versus Agencies


The early push for executive power had two bases.  The first was the “good government” motive.  The emphasis was on economy and efficiency, both of which were undermined by government overlap, duplication, and waste.  Leslie Lipson (1939), for example, applauded successes of the progressive movement as producing more coherence to state activities.  At its heart, the good government argument does not necessarily assume an adversarial relationship between the governor and state bureaucrats.  Overlap and duplication could exist, despite the best intentions of all, simply because there is no coordinating mechanism, such as a strong chief executive.

A different motive, though leading to the same end, was a concern with responsibility and accountability.  Control over government agencies was necessary to ensure consistency between the policy priorities produced by the democratic process and actual government behavior.  Here the argument is a bit different, for it does assume antagonism between agencies and the chief executive.  Bureaucrats are policy aggrandizers (Downs 1967) or budget maximizers (Niskanen 1971), who seek independence or expanded personal fiefdoms.  Alternatively, bureaucrats may have policy preferences different from the chief executive, and are not willing to sacrifice those preferences (Finer 1941, Aberbach and Rockman 1976).  In any of these situations, the connection between democratically expressed preferences and public policy is severed.  The best way to repair responsiveness is through an elected chief executive with sufficient power to rein in the errant bureaucracy (Ransone 1956, Thompson 1995).  


These arguments target the agencies as those whose power should suffer as the governor’s influence increases.  The concern is that, by happenstance or intent, agencies will each carve out their unique paths leading to contradictory programs, a lack of responsiveness to elected institutions, or both.


However, the governor and the bureaucracy are not always seen at odds.  In contemporary times, concerns similar to those above are addressed under the rubric of “the agency problem” or principal agent theory (e.g., Wood and Waterman 1994).  Contemporary rhetoric is also less Draconian, describing chief executives as leaders who motivate agency employees toward the governor’s goal (Thompson 1995) rather than simply achieving compliance punitively.  More “trust and lead” and less “my way or the highway.”


This approach implies that strengthened executive leadership will not necessarily detract from the importance of agency employees.  Rather it suggests collaboration between governors and administrators toward good and coherent policy.  Miller (1987) and Miller and Wright (1992) found empirical support for this notion by examining what actors agency leaders prefer to have influence over their decisions.  By a more than two to one margin, gubernatorial influence was preferred to legislative influence (Miller and Wright 1992).  Miller (1987) compared actual influence to desired influence and found agency leaders saw the governor with a deficit (exercising less influence than the agency heads preferred) while the legislature was perceived as exerting greater influence than agency leaders desired.


Many question the viability of any “reinventing government” approach. Durning (1995) in particular questions whether governors will be willing to delegate their hard-won authority.  Reinventing government is a long-term process.  Something likely to yield results only long after the governor has left office is probably not appealing to many governors.  Nonetheless, reinventing government is a hot political topic, and a number of executives have at least given lip service to it.  The push of the Clinton administration toward this goal is what gave rise to the National Performance Review, and a number of states or governors have followed suit (Brudney, Hebert, and Wright 1999).  Fredrickson (1996) argued that government reinvention is a theme well-suited to executive electoral politics.  If governors were pursuing this more collaborative approach, the likely losers would be centrifugal forces, represented by interest groups and legislative fiefdoms, but not necessarily agency members themselves.  

The Governor Versus the Legislature


The legislature is the other main target of increased executive power.  Frequently, this is avowedly so.  State legislatures have been variously viewed as spendthrifts or the major locus of state corruption (Abney & Lauth 1998), for which a strong executive with an item veto is an obvious solution.  Even when behaving well, the legislature’s role – to compromise various needs and give each group some success – is not consistent with the desire of some reformers to look to the needs of the state as a whole, prioritize programs, and eliminate those with low priorities.  The National Performance Review criticized Congressional micro-management, and the Winter Commission said much the same thing about state legislatures, advising against the fracturing of comprehensive executive proposals into the piecemeal fragments demanded by legislative committee structures (Thompson 1995).  

Governors who seek leadership, must contend with the legislature (Miller & Wright 1992).  Many of the battles over enhancing the executive are battles over who will be in charge of various state agency activities, the governor or the legislature (Durning 1995).  Indeed, formal executive authority is often measured vis-à-vis the legislature.  Does the governor have the sole power to draft the state budget or do members of the legislature share that role?  Can the governor reorganize elements of the executive branch without obtaining legislative approval?  What proportion of state agency leaders can the governor appoint, and do those appointments have to be vetted by one or both legislative houses?  And what legislative majority is required to override gubernatorial regular or item vetoes?  Each is a standard element of scales used over the last 40 years to reflect formal gubernatorial authority (Schlesinger 1971, Beyle 1995, 1999).  


At other times, decreased legislative importance is not necessarily an intent, but merely a regrettable, though quite necessary, byproduct of a strengthened executive.  The executive and legislature are the constitutional bodies sitting at opposite ends of the fulcrum.  While collaboration between the two is hardly unknown, they are naturally wary of one another.  Indeed, they were created that way so that, as argued in Federalist Paper # 51, ambition would counteract ambition.  Yet, the argument goes, the executive is the locus of energy, the place where things get done, and the office that can rise above parochial needs represented in the legislature to focus on what is best for the entire state (Riggs 1999, Pressman and Wildavsky 1973).  To achieve this desirable goal, the executive must be strengthened.  If the relative influence of the legislature declines as part of this process, so be it.  


Adopting either perspective the result is the same; a strengthened executive comes, at least to some extent, at a cost to legislative influence over state agencies.  This is inherent, for to leave alone such legislative prerogatives as drafting the state budget, selecting the leaders of some agencies or members of some governing boards, and determining the organization of state agencies, is to necessarily have a weak executive not in charge of her own house.  

The Governor Versus Other Actors


While administrative agencies and the legislative branch are the most common targets of increased executive influence, they are not the only ones.  Other actors are also in play, though they tend to work through legislative and administrative institutions.  Clientele groups are a case in point.  As part of iron triangles, client-dominated interest groups connect with agency offices and legislative committees to build reinforcing ties of electoral support for legislators, legislative support for program budgets, and agency service to clients (Wright & Cho 1999).  

These groups work through both agencies and legislatures.  Their interests blend with those of agency employees in seeking to preserve or expanding agency programs.  Client fortunes are tied to agency employee fortunes.  If the latter lose influence under a strengthened executive, the former should as well.  On the other hand, they also have close ties with the legislature, particularly via the campaign support – legislative rewards connection.  So, to the extent a strengthened executive reduces legislative influence, it should reduce interest group influence also.  Thus it would not be surprising for the declining fortunes of either agency employees or legislatures to spill over into the declining influence of clientele groups.

Professional associations constitute another significant force.  They have grown rapidly over recent decades.  Professional associations, particularly function-based ones, can offer some insulation of agency employees from political demands.  This is particularly the case where associations set professional or ethical standards, as most do.  Standards can both symbolically authenticate employed state professionals as the knowledgeable experts in a field, and also can dictate acceptable practices in such fields as:  financial management, agency organization, hiring standards, health care, and social service provision environmental control, criminal justice, education, and more.  Professional associations give agency employees cover should they object to program changes initiated by legislators or the executive.  They can speak with authority and garner  media attention when claiming that professional norms are being undermined for political purposes.  Their close alliance with agency employees imply a mutual fate.  Should enhanced gubernatorial power reduce agency employee influence, the influence of professional associations should decline as well.

The above has been a brief foray into a literature that is massive.  Interest in executive influence stretches across multiple disciplinary boundaries and back near-endlessly in time.  Generalizations draw from it are innately crude for which one could find numerous counter-examples.  Yet they are also necessary if we are to depart territory of non-falsifiability, where everything is possible, into the land of empirical assessment.

So, fully cognizant of the dangers, I propose three perspectives in the literature – termed traditional, reinvention, and legislative -- regarding potential losers as executives gain influence.  The traditional perspective, what Durning (1995) labels the traditional public administrationist argument, seeks declining bureaucratic autonomy with a strengthened executive.  This should lead as well to declining influence for clients and professional associations.  In its pure form, the traditional view’s emphasis on bureaucratic submission to political decisions leaves unclear any expectations about the relative impact of legislatures.  In contrast, reinvention, the contemporary reinventing government view, tends to see the professional executive branch as a community of programmatic interests battling particularistic ones.  Agency professionals as well as their associations and perhaps also clients should ride the executive’s coattails and gain influence as the governor’s power waxes.  The clear loser would be the legislature, whose geographic representation and pork barrel interests are often inconsistent with coherent, effective, and efficient policy implementation.  Finally, the legislative perspective emphasizes that executive gains must come at the expense of the legislature.  The impact on agency employees, and professional associations is seldom clearly specified.  Instead the dominant goal is for the legislature and its interest group allies to sacrifice their attempts to micro, and sometimes macro, manage the executive branch. 

Data and Results


The various identifications of losers usually stem from reasoned, but untested, argument, or case studies, which are illuminating but of limited generalizability (e.g. Durning 1995).  It is time to test them comprehensively.  To do so, I shall use the 1994 American State Administrator’s Project (ASAP) Survey.  This survey, one of the more recent in a series conducted by Deil S. Wright, assesses the characteristics and attitudes of state agency heads from all 50 states.  The sampling frame is the Council of State Governments publication, State Administrative Officials Classified by Function  The 1994 survey yielded 1,229 respondents from this universe.

The data includes the perceptions of top state administrators regarding the influences exerted over their agencies by various actors.  Perceptual information is problematic for some purposes but, in our case, is quite desirable.  That is, we can bypass the need to utilize either surrogate measures or worry about identifying where influence comes from.  Our focus is the end product, the influence of various actors, regardless of whether that stems largely from personal traits or institutional ones.  These perceptual data provide exactly that.

The ASAP data probe the relative influence of actors through a series of questions.  First is an assessment of the influence exerted by four actors –the governor, the legislature, clientele groups, and professional associations – over four decision areas of the agency: the agency’s total budget level; its’ budget for specific program within the agency; major policy changes affecting the agency; and rules and regulations promulgated by the agency.  For each actor and each decision area, the available response categories were:  none, slight, moderate, and high.  The question specifically addressed decisions made by the agency.  The legislature clearly has the ultimate authority over budget allocations.  The question does not address that authority, however, but rather how much actors influence agency decisions prior to that stage, such as how much to request overall or for specific program.

The mean responses
 are displayed in Table 1.  The governor and legislature dominate overall, with the legislature slightly more influential on budget matters though the governor nudges ahead on policy changes and agency rules.  For each, their influence declines steadily from the biggest question – overall budget – to more specific areas of program budgets, policy changes, and agency rules.  In contrast, clients and professional associations have only moderate influence on the macro issues, but their influence steadily rises as the decision areas become narrower.

Table 1.
Mean Influence of Actors over Agency Budgets, Program Budgets, Policy Changes, and Agency Rules and Regulations.






Agency



Agency 
Program
Policy
Rules & 



Budget
Budgets
Changes
Regulations

Governor
3.56
3.49
3.48
2.91

Legislature
3.59
3.56
3.35
2.89

Clientele Groups
2.13
2.25
2.39
2.47

Professional Associations
1.75
1.81
1.97
2.07

    N = 1,050

Of greater interest is the question:  What happens to the influence of other actors as the governor’s influence rises.  Table 2 presents the correlations between the governor’s influence and that of other groups over the four decision areas.
  The results are not fully consistent with any of the expectation sets laid out previously.  Looking at the traditional model, neither clients nor professional associations lose as the governor gains, except for the single category of clientele groups when it comes to agency rules and regulations.  Instead, both gain influence with the governor when it comes to budget issues.  Positive connections with gubernatorial influence would fit with the reinvention view, but legislators would be expected to lose.  Instead, they are the big winners, with their influence positively and closely tied to that of the governor.  That also turns the legislative perspective upside down, which would expect these sizable correlations, but of the opposite sign.

Table 2.
Correlations Between Gubernatorial Influence and the Influence of Other Actors over Budgets, Policy Changes, and Agency Rules.






Agency



Agency 
Program
Policy
Rules & 



Budget
Budgets
Changes
Regulations

Professional Association
.076***
.088***
.017
.007

Clientele Groups
.129***
.053*
-.009
-.074**

Legislature
.139***
.317***
.333***
.401***

__________

Significance Levels


* = .10


** = .05


*** = .01


Before inferring too much from a single table, we will look at a second set of influence questions from the ASAP Surveys.  These questions inquired about influence exerted by various actors over major policy decisions affecting their agencies.  The wording is a bit different, with the focus is not on agency decisions, but major policy decisions made anywhere that affect the respondent’s agency.  Thus it is not as precise when it comes to particular areas of influence but the question series does add two other relevant entities, agency employees, and the respondent as the agency head.  Respondents circled an influence location on a four-point scale anchored at each end with 1 equaling low and 4 equaling high.  


Table 3 has the mean influence level for each group on this question.  Understandably, the agency head has the greatest influence over the agency.  This person is constantly consulted by the governor, legislature, interest groups, and others when it comes to the affairs of her agency.  The governor and legislature are next at dead even levels of influence.  They are followed not far behind by agency staff, interest groups, and then professional associations.

Table 3. 
Mean Influence of Actors over Major Policy Decisions Affecting the Agency.

Agency Head (self)
3.42

Governor
3.04

Legislature
3.04

Agency Staff
2.81

Clientele Groups
2.39

Professional Association
1.89


In Table 4 we have the same groups, this time with their levels of influence correlated with that of the governors.  The pattern is somewhat similar to what we saw in Table 2, but with a few twists.  The influence of the agency leader is not connected with that of the governor.  In all likelihood, this person will be important regardless of the influence exerted by others.  Following the traditionalist view, agency staff do lose influence as the governor gains, but professional associations do not and clientele groups gain influence with more powerful governors.  This inconsistency also works against the reinvention expectations which would lead these groups to move together in positive alliance with gubernatorial influence.  And again, the legislature receives the greatest inheritance from increased gubernatorial influence, contrary to both the reinvention and legislative perspectives.  

Table 4.
Gubernatorial Influence over Major Policy Decisions Affecting Agency Correlated with the Influence of Other Groups.



Gubernatorial 

Influence of:
Influence

Agency Head (self)
.010

Legislature
.369***

Agency Staff
-.091***

Clientele Groups
.129***

Professional Association
.034

________________

Significance Levels


* = .10


** = .05


*** = .01


One of the problems with both the traditional and reinvention stances is that they incorporate, in greater or lesser degrees, the presumption that the executive is the center of all virtue – at least when it comes to program effectiveness and efficiency.  Only the executive has a strong interest in coordinating and prioritizing.  The legislative position, on the other hand, recognizes the executive as a political creature, battling over personal power and control of the policy agenda, not just over how to manage programs well.  As a political actor, the governor could be quite willing to sacrifice management principles and authority in exchange support for his policy goals (Abney and Lauth 1998, 1985).  This might explain some of the patterns we have been seeing as governors forgo their lesser management preferences for their greater policy ones.  


One way to assess this is to look at the pattern of relationships under different political environments, specifically the extent to which the governor’s party also controls the legislature.  Table 5 repeats the correlation analysis from Table 2 for conditions where the governor’s party controls neither legislative house, just one, or both houses of the legislature.

Table 5.
Correlations, Gubernatorial Influence and the Influence of Other Actors over Budgets, Policy Changes, and Agency Rules, Controlling for Divided Government.






Agency



Agency 
Program
Policy
Rules & 



Budget
Budgets
Changes
Regulations

Professional Association 


Zero order
.076***
.088***
.017
.007


Gov. controls no house
.072
.059
.067
-.010


Gov. controls one house
.048
.117**
.055
-.034


Gov. controls both houses
.085*
.072
-.056
.056

Clientele Groups 


Zero order
.129***
.053*
-.009
-.074**


Gov. controls no house
.189***
.041
.068
-.100


Gov. controls one house
.113**
.052
-.045
-.116**


Gov. controls both houses
.073
.039
-.031
-.020

Legislature


Zero order
.139***
.317***
.333***
.401***


Gov. controls no house
.175***
.361***
.388***
.397***


Gov. controls one house
.131***
.366***
.302***
.371***


Gov. controls both houses
.151***
.265***
.335***
.433***

__________

Significance Levels
Ns


* = .10
No House,
276


** = .05
One House
384


*** = .01
Both Houses
404


Many of the correlation trends in Table 5 appear sporadic, but a couple are noteworthy.  When it comes to an agency’s overall budget, the influence of clientele groups is highly correlated with that of the governor when she has no legislative support.  However, as the governor’s legislative support grows – from controlling no house to one house to both houses – clientele group influence is no longer allied with gubernatorial influence.  The same is true to a lesser extent when it comes to the influence of professional associations over agency policy changes, though none of those correlations are statistically significant.
  It is tricky to draw a sound inference from a few scattered correlations among many.
  Nonetheless, the pattern observed is consistent with a politically weak governor seeking support from clientele groups for his policies and providing them in exchange higher amounts of influence over agency matters.  

Table 6.
Gubernatorial Influence over major policy Decisions Affecting Agency Correlated with the Influence of Other Groups.




Governor
Governor
Governor




Controls
Controls
Controls



Zero 
No
One
Both 



Order
House
House
Houses

Agency Head (self)
.010
-.009
.026
.007

Legislature
.369***
.376***
.346***
.401***

Agency Staff
-.091***
-.059
-.023
-.171***

Clientele Groups
.129***
.130**
-.031
-.019

Professional Associations
.034
.063
.029
.026

_______________



Significance Levels


* = .10


** = .05


*** = .01


A similar pattern appears when the same analysis is done with the more general influence question above in Table 6.  Client influence is positively associated with gubernatorial influence only where the governor controls neither legislative house.  Under other conditions client influence is negatively correlated, though not significantly so, with gubernatorial influence.  The connection of professional association influence with that of the governor similarly declines as the governor’s legislative control expands.  Also in Table 6 we see increased gubernatorial power negatively affecting the influence of agency staff; a negative impact that grows as the governor’s legislative base becomes stronger.


Returning to the three perspectives we began with, we find little support for sets of expectations (and sometimes normative hopes) for any of them.  The traditional model comes off best.  Agency employees indeed lose influence as the governor’s power increases, and that loss is greatest when the governor can count on the support of both legislative houses.  Interest group influence increases with gubernatorial influence when it comes to budgets, but the governor’s power does reduce their influence, though only modestly, over policy changes and agency rules and regulations.  Not overwhelming support for the traditional view, but better support than for the other two perspectives.  The reinvention view has only occasional glimmerings of empirical support.  Except for budgets, we do not find an alliance between gubernatorial influence and that of either client groups or professional associations.  Agency leaders and staff should, under reinvention, be the largest gainers as the governor strengthens her control, but the former are never connected with gubernatorial power and the latter only negatively so.  The legislative perspective is not only not supported by the data, it is clearly rejected.  In every case, legislative influence and gubernatorial influence rise or fall together, not in opposition.  This is true whether we look at budgets, policy changes, or rules, and whether we look at them under conditions of divided, compound, or unified government.


Despite the robustness of our findings, this last result needs to be probed further.  The literature’s theoretical expectations are almost uniformly for power battles between the executive and legislature.  Empirically, the results are a bit more mixed.  In many studies the governor’s formal power is positively related to influence or passage of her program, and legislative professionalism negatively related.  But there are exceptions where the two go together.  


Sometimes, the differences are mere statistical artifacts.  The last great surge in gubernatorial power began in the 1960s, the same time that court reapportionment decisions were leading to major changes in state legislatures.  Also, reform forces demanding better government in the states expected both the executive and legislative branches to respond to their demands.  So outside factors have been operating to improve both branches of government.  Consequently, any across-time comparison would show a positive connection between gubernatorial power and legislative professionalism – a classic illustration of a spurious correlation.  


On the other hand, there are reasons to suspect that legislative and executive influence may actually contribute to one another.  Stereotypical amateur legislators are seen as information-crippled; relying on advice from interest groups, program managers, and party leaders to decide their votes.  More professional legislatures have provided themselves with information resources such as personal and committee staff, their own budget analysts, and time to do their job.  While the professional legislature model is often described as that of the U.S. Congress, it is also that of the executive branch – resources to dig deep into the state’s financial status and program activities.  It is at least plausible that a powerful executive may get along better with a professional legislature than a non-professional one.  They tend to speak the same language.  They arrive at the bargaining table with a common knowledge base and can keep their negotiations focused on political disagreements.  On major political divisions, a professional legislature may be better able to compete with the governor, but may in turn work better with her on the host of less-controversial issues that make up the bulk of legislating and governing.


This is purely speculative, and there is no way to test this idea here.  We can, however, provide some test of the alternative, that the correlations we have found thus far are spurious.  To this end we will look only at the correlations between gubernatorial and legislative influence for states with more professional legislatures.
  If we are merely looking at the fact that strong governors and professional legislatures tend to be found in the same states, the correlations should disappear, or at least decline considerably.  But they don’t.

Table 7.
Correlations, Gubernatorial Influence with Legislative Influence over Budgets, Policy Changes, and Agency Rules, States with High Legislative Professionalism only.






Agency



Agency 
Program
Policy
Rules & 



Budget
Budgets
Changes
Regulations

Legislature


All States
.139***
.317***
.333***
.401***


States with High 


Legislative Professionalism
.096**
.283***
.353***
.382***


N = 525

__________

Significance Levels



* = .10



** = .05



*** = .01


Table 7 repeats the analysis from Table 2.  In states with high legislative professionalism, the correlation between gubernatorial and legislative influence drops somewhat in the two budgetary categories, but remains equally strong in the policies and rules categories.  The same strategy is used in Table 8 for the overall measure of influence.  Here, nothing changes.  The correlation was at .369 for all states and remains exactly the same for states with high legislative professionalism.

Table 8.
Gubernatorial Influence over Major Policy Decisions Affecting Agency Correlated Legislative Influence over the Same Decisions, State with High Legislative Professionalism..



All
High Legislative



States

Professionalism


.369***
.369***

________________

Significance Levels


* = .10


** = .05


*** = .01


So who loses as the governor gains?  Not many, but neither do we see Miller’s complete absence of zero-sum effects.  There is evidence for the traditional view.  Governors needing political support ally themselves with client groups to obtain their budget preferences, but also reduce the impact of these groups on agency rules and regulations.  And agency employees clearly lose as gubernatorial influence rises.  Most notably, the legislative view, probably the most widely accepted of all, is strongly rejected.  Gubernatorial and legislative influence march together instead of in opposite directions.  This latter finding is promising ground for future explorations as we seek to pin down why.
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� For all analyses in this paper, only respondents from gubernatorial or legislative staff agencies were included.  The results are based on line agencies only.  


� Due to different amounts of missing information on each variable, all Ns are approximations.  Differences in the Ns from one variable to another are slight.  In Table 1, for example, the highest N was 1,067 and the lowest 1,016.


� For the correlation analyses, most of the variables here and in future tables were collapsed from four point to three point scales.  Only a handful of respondents rated the governor’s or legislature’s influence over budgets as “none”, and these few cases were collapsed with the “slight” category.  Similarly, few respondents rated professional associations as having “high” influence over budgets, so this category was combined with the “moderate” category.  


	Unless otherwise noted, the correlation analyses in this paper use the simple Pearson’s correlation.  In case some question the use of the interval-based Pearson’s r, Spearman’s rho was also calculated for each table.  The results of the two statistics were identical.  The Pearson’s r was consistently larger than rho, but the direction, statistical significance, and relative strength was the same regardless which statistic was used.  I therefore opted for the more commonly used Pearson’s r.


� Nebraska, with its non-partisan legislature, is counted at the governor’s party controls no legislative house.


� Statistical significance is a less useful comparison than correlation size since the former necessarily suffer when fewer cases are included in the analysis.


� In a recent study, Bowling and Ferguson (2001) found compound divided government – the governor’s party controlling one, but not both legislative houses – has a greater impact than full divided government on legislation in some policy areas.  That would be consistent with the occasional statistically significant correlations in Table 5 for compound divided government.  Unfortunately, full exploration to determine if these correlations are meaningful or merely random is beyond the scope of my data.


� The legislative professionalism scale used is based on: term length, session length, annual versus biennial sessions, and legislative turnover.  The details of this scale are available in Dometrius 2002 (forthcoming) or by writing the author.





