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Introduction

A large literature in political science has examined executive-legislative relations in the United States.  The vast majority of this research has been conducted at the federal level, with much of it focusing on presidential success in Congress. These studies have examined a range of influences on presidential success, including public opinion, party support in Congress, presidential activity, and the degree to which presidential influence varies across policy areas, among others (e.g. Bond and Fleisher 1990; Brace and Hinckley 1992; Edwards 1989).  One limitation of these studies is that analysts have been unable to examine the impact of many institutional features of the presidency and Congress, due to the simple fact that there is little or no variation in such variables over time.


Expanding the analysis of executive-legislative relations to the state level would seem to provide an opportunity for scholars to study the effects of a broader set of variables on executive influence, including the impact of institutional design, as there is significant variation across states in gubernatorial and legislative powers.  Given this analytical advantage, it is somewhat surprising that relatively little systematic research has been conducted on the influence of governors in legislative policymaking (Barilleaux 1999; Brace and Jewett 1995; Gross 1989), and even fewer studies exist which attempt to determine the relative explanatory power of potential constraints (formal or informal) on gubernatorial success.

In this paper, we address these questions by examining the success of governors in getting their most important proposals passed by state legislatures.  We begin by discussing the existing literature on gubernatorial influence, noting the important limitations of past approaches.  We then outline our strategy for studying gubernatorial success, which matches gubernatorial policy priorities, as identified in state-of-the-state speeches, to legislation subsequently passed by the state legislature under both divided and unified party control.  Our results indicate that while governors enjoy a high level of success overall in getting their legislative priorities passed, the success rate differs substantially across policy areas.  Moreover, governors appear to be successful in getting the majority of their program enacted under conditions of unified or divided party control.  Our analysis suggests that this may be because many governors facing divided control are able to take advantage of informal sources of power to help push their program through the legislature.  

Approaches to Studying Gubernatorial Success in the Legislature

Descriptive accounts of state policymaking consistently conclude that the governor is “at the apex of the power structure of the state” (Morehouse 1981, 203) and therefore is the “single most important figure in the (state policy) process” (Rosenthal 1990, 5).  This conclusion largely stems from the governor’s role as chief legislator.  State legislators look to the governor to set the policy agenda, and the governor frequently uses an array of formal and informal powers to shape legislation as it works it way through the legislature. 


At the same time, however, it is widely agreed that there is substantial variation across states and governors in the degree to which governors are able to get their program passed by the legislature.  Weak parties, divided government, powerful legislatures, and a lack of formal or informal powers have all been offered as potential factors that might impede gubernatorial success in the legislature (Morehouse 1981, 1998; Rosenthal 1990).  To the extent that these constraints do in fact prevent the governor’s agenda from being passed, this has potentially significant consequences.  Governors are in large part judged by their ability to pass their program, and consequently their success in the legislature often determines the success of their administrations (Beyle 1996).


Given this fact, several studies have been conducted over the years that examine the relationship between the governor and the legislature.  Much of this research has been qualitative in approach, often focusing on a single state.  Relatively few studies have taken a more systematic (i.e. quantitative) approach, and even fewer have utilized data for more than a handful of states.  A review of this literature finds four different approaches to studying gubernatorial influence in the legislature.  Although this literature has contributed to our knowledge about executive-legislative relations at the state level, as we detail below, each of these approaches is limited in some important way as a general strategy for studying gubernatorial success.  Most of these limitations concern the measurement of the two crucial variables necessary to assess gubernatorial influence – gubernatorial priorities and legislative initiatives.  

Budgetary Analyses
Some analysts have examined gubernatorial success in the budget process.  The seminal study in this strand of the literature is Sharkansky’s (1968) analysis of legislative appropriations in 19 states, where he concludes that the governor exerts considerable power over the legislature.  More recent studies find that the legislature may be exhibiting a greater level of independence in budgetary matters (e.g. Gosling 1985; Thompson 1987), or that the power of the legislature is highly dependent upon legislative resources (Abney and Lauth 1987).  


Budgetary data offer numerous advantages to studying gubernatorial influence, as the data are not difficult to obtain and would seem to provide clear measures of gubernatorial preferences and legislative outcomes.  At the same time, however, while some aspects of the governor’s program might call for greater expenditures for some existing program or policy area, the most important gubernatorial priorities often consist of policy innovations that have important consequences for policy content.  As budgetary data often tell us very about policy content, using such data to assess gubernatorial success undoubtedly misses one of the most important dimensions of gubernatorial policymaking.

Override Votes  

A few studies have analyzed gubernatorial influence by examining legislative overrides of gubernatorial vetoes.  Wiggins (1980), in an update to Prescott’s (1950) analysis of 1947 data, finds that the use of the veto remained relatively stable between 1947 and 1973, though legislatures had become more willing to override a governor’s veto.  Wiggins attributes this trend to an increase in divided government.  More rigorous attempts to explain the outcomes of override votes have been met with mixed success.  Herzik and Wiggins (1989), in their analysis of veto override votes in all states from 1970-80, conclude that “veto overrides generally defy explanation using a standard regression format” (855). 


Like budgetary data, override votes offer important advantages as a strategy for studying gubernatorial success.  They are easily identified and would seemingly reflect the most important of gubernatorial priorities.  Yet, even though vetoed bills may communicate gubernatorial priorities, since vetoes are used so infrequently, they are likely to constitute a poor (and certainly unrepresentative) sample of such priorities both across and within administrations.  In addition, the governor can only veto bills that she/he disagrees with, and thus the use of override votes offers no way of assessing the fate of bills initiated or supported by the governor.  Finally, override votes are not likely to be entirely representative of legislative behavior or preferences, as the governor’s party is more likely to rally around their leader during this highly visible showdown.  For all of these reasons, it is thus not surprising that Herzik and Wiggins (1989) find the outcome of override votes to defy explanation using multivariate techniques.

Gubernatorial Power/Partisanship 

A number of studies have attempted to assess the impact of gubernatorial influence in legislative policymaking by examining existing policies across the 50 states.  Some analysts have used multiple or composite policy measures as the dependent variable(s), while others have examined a single policy variable.  To measure gubernatorial preferences, some have used a measure of gubernatorial power as the independent variable of interest (Dye 1969; Barilleaux 1999).  The rationalization for this measurement choice is that governors must appeal to a broad, mass constituency to insure survival, and therefore should strive to pass redistributive programs.  Thus, the hypothesis to be tested is that gubernatorial power should be positively related to policy liberalism.  

A more common approach to studying gubernatorial influence on state policies has been to use a dichotomous measure of gubernatorial partisanship as a measure of gubernatorial preferences, where it is assumed that Democrats are more likely than Republicans to seek redistributive programs (e.g. Alt and Lowry 1997; Schneider 1989; Smith 1997).  The results of the studies using these approaches have varied, with some finding a significant effect, and others finding little evidence of gubernatorial influence.


The obvious advantage of these studies is that they use data for all the states, thus maximizing variation and external validity.  There are important weaknesses, however, in both strategies for measuring gubernatorial preferences.  The use of gubernatorial power assumes a uniform demand for redistributive policies across parties, which at best incorporates a substantial amount of measurement error.  The use of partisanship similarly assumes uniformity within parties, thus ignoring important party differences across states.  In addition, both measures are restricted to policies that are either redistributive in nature or for which there are clear partisan differences.

Identifying the Governor’s Legislative Initiatives

 Finally, two authors have analyzed the governor's legislative initiatives and their fate in the legislature.  In a series of books and articles, Morehouse (1981, 1996, 1998) analyzes roll call data on all of the governor’s bills (obtained directly from the governor's staff) for several state legislatures during the early 1980’s. Consistent with earlier work (Morehouse 1966), she concludes that even when the governor’s party controls the legislature, weak parties and party factionalism can be a significant impediment to gubernatorial success.

In a similar vein, using data for all 50 states in 1994, Ferguson (2001) identified the legislative priorities of governors from state of the state speeches and matched them to all bills introduced in the state legislature that were consistent with a gubernatorial objective.  She then examined the influence of a number of different contextual factors on the probability that a "governor's" bill passed both chambers.  Ferguson found that gubernatorial success was related to a number of different personal and institutional factors, including the scope of the governor's agenda, year of term, gubernatorial staff, and divided government, among others.  


Morehouse's strategy certainly utilizes the most accurate and comprehensive information on gubernatorial preferences and legislative outcomes as the data come directly from gubernatorial staff.  Despite this advantage, this approach is not easily replicable.  Data collection must be conducted relatively soon after the legislative session, as these records are not likely to survive across different administrations.  In addition, as Morehouse reports, the quality of the data vary significantly across states and are unavailable for many others.  Finally, gubernatorial staff report the full list of the governor’s bills, which often total 100 or more.  The governor is undoubtedly more interested in some bills than others.  Given these constraints, our approach to analyzing the effects of gubernatorial success most closely resembles that of Ferguson.  Below, we examine the legislative priorities of 37 governors in 1999 and some of the important factors that were related to gubernatorial success. 

Data and Measurment

Measuring Gubernatorial Preferences

In order to determine the legislative success of governors, we must first ascertain their legislative policy priorities.  We do this by coding information from gubernatorial state of the state speeches, and in some cases, gubernatorial budget speeches.  Although the governor has many opportunities to publicly outline an agenda, the state of the state speech is delivered prior to the start of the legislative session and is the governor’s opportunity to describe the specific policy and budgetary proposals that she will pursue.  Given this fact, several analysts have utilized state of the state speeches to identify the governor’s policy priorities (Dileo 1996, 1997, 1998, 2001; Ferguson 2001; Herzik 1983, 1989; Morehouse 1996).

For 37 available state of the state speeches delivered in 1999, we code all agenda items that would potentially require a legislative response.  Based on our analysis of 1999, governors proposed initiatives in nine different policy areas, and these initiatives were coded accordingly: (1) Education, (2) Public Assistance/Social Services, (3) Criminal Justice/Law Enforcement, (4) Health Care, (5) Tax/fiscal policy, (6) Economic development/growth, infrastructure, (7) Environmental Policy, (8) Morality Policies/Civil Rights, (9) Government (state workers, budgeting process, government reorganization, state-local relations, privatization).  

We focus exclusively on proposals that represent significant changes in existing policy.  This covers all new policies/programs, significant changes in existing policies/programs, and nonincremental changes in spending for existing programs/functions.  Simply stating that “I continue to support funding for program X,” as governors often claim, is not a call for a significant change.  However, if it is clear that the governor is calling for a change in spending that is larger than usual, then we code such a statement as a proposal.
  Finally, we do not code symbolic, uncontroversial requests (such as Idaho governor Dirk Kempthorne’s call for a resolution to locate the space port in Idaho in his 1999 state of the state speech).

Measuring Legislative Outcomes


We measure the governor’s legislative success as the percentage of the program that is passed by the legislature during the year.  As such, it is analogous to the “box scores” often used in studies of presidential-congressional relations (e.g., Edwards 1989; Bond and Fleisher 1990).  Because they are based on gubernatorial initiatives, these give us an indication of the proportion of the governor’s program that is passed into law.  Moreover, they take into account the multiple decision points in the legislative process.  Failure to clear both chambers for any reason counts as a defeat.  As a consequence, the use of this measure gives us a purer measure of the governor’s influence in the legislature than measures based on individual members’ votes on bills on which the governor has taken a position.


We used a variety of mechanisms to identify and track the outcome of gubernatorial initiatives.  Much of our information was obtained from state newspapers and wire services through keyword searches of news archives offered by Lexis/Nexis and other online newspapers.  These sources provided detailed accounts of legislative activities and often tracked the progress of the governor's most important agenda items.  In addition, we also relied on online legislative databases provided by Lexis/Nexis and official state government websites (bill text searches), legislative briefs published by the National Conference of State Legislatures, and in some cases state of the state speeches for the following year (2000).  Each agenda item was coded as failed (0) or succeeded (1).  For the 37 states in our sample, we were able to successfully code 526, or 85% of the 620 agenda items as either a success or a failure.

Gubernatorial Priorities and Outcomes in 1999

The Governor’s Agenda

The overall size of the governors’ legislative policy agendas for the 37 states in our sample ranged from 3  [Kitzhaber (OR)] to 31  [Taft (OH)] items. There was also considerable variation in the types of policies that governors emphasized. This is evident by examining Figure 1, which presents a summary of the composition of gubernatorial policy agendas.  Legislative policy priorities for state governors in our sample in 1999 focused very heavily in education, which comprised 38% of all the legislative policy agendas for state governors.  Indeed, more than twice as many policy positions were taken in this area than in the next closest policy area.  Other policy areas that were prominently represented in gubernatorial legislative agendas were health care (13%) criminal justice (12%) and tax/fiscal policy (10%).  

Noticeably absent from this list are morality policies, which have received increasing attention from state politics scholars. There were a few notable exceptions to this generalization, such as Parris Glendening's (MD) advocacy of a civil rights bill addressing sexual orientation, and Cecil Underwood's plea for legislation regulating pornography, but such examples were extremely rare. As these policies are known to be characterized by high levels of conflict, this suggests that governors seek to avoid such issues, or at least avoid drawing attention to them in their state of the state speeches, in their attempt to appeal to a broader statewide constituency.

Legislative Success


The overall success rate of governors across all policy areas is displayed in Table 1.  Across the entire sample, the average success was 73%.  Success rates range from 36% (Geringer WY) to 100% in four states .  The distribution of success rates varies significantly across governors.  Four governors, according to our data, were successful on all initiatives (Barnes, Davis, Rowland, Kitzhaber), while seven governors succeeded in getting less than half of their initiatives through the legislature.  On the whole, however, governors appear to be fairly successful in pushing their legislative agenda through:  over half our sample (19 governors) were able to get at least 75% of their legislative agenda passed.  Although we are not aware of anyone who has compiled this sort of data for a large number of states, Rosenthal (1990) reports gubernatorial success rates for a handful of governors from the late 1980s.  He reports that of the ten governors for which he had data, nine achieved a success rate of somewhere between 75% and 95%.  Only one governor did relatively poorly at 50% (Mario Cuomo).  

Table 1 here

We look at the success rate of the governors across policy areas in Table 2.

As can be seen from the table, the rate of gubernatorial success ranges from 55% for tax/fiscal policy and morality policy/civil rights, to 83% for the environment (mostly land preservation, air and water quality).  As one might expect, policy initiatives focusing on economic development and physical infrastructure fared well.  Criminal justice scored high as well, as states passed a number of measures to increase sentence severity, deal with juvenile crime, and fight methamphetamine.  Somewhat more surprisingly, health care was also a policy area where governors enjoyed relatively high success.  Some of this legislation centered around HMO reform and patients’ rights, but a fair amount was also related to children’s health and the use of the tobacco settlement, which may have inflated the success rate for this year.   

Table 2 here.

The Determinants of Gubernatorial Success


In the remaining sections of the paper, we examine the determinants of gubernatorial success.  We begin by examining the effect of party control.  There is a large amount of literature which suggests that party affiliation is the single most important factor in explaining presidential success in Congress (although this level of success depends on the policy area being analyzed). This finding has been replicated at the state level, as both Ferguson (2001) and Morehouse (1996) have found unified control to significantly enhance the probability that the governor will be successful.  Therefore a simple intuitive hypothesis, and one that represents a natural starting point for our study of gubernatorial influence in 1999, is that governors facing unified party control of the legislature of their party are more successful than those who face at least one chamber controlled by the opposition party.

This hypothesis is first tested by examining a simple cross-tabulation of gubernatorial success by party control (unified or divided) of the legislature.  As we can see in Table 3, divided government does prove to have the anticipated effect for our sample of 37 states.  Governors facing unified, friendly legislative control were successful an average of 79% of the time, while governors facing opposition party control of at least one chamber were successful 64% of the time.  Although this finding is consistent with our expectations, there are two aspects of these findings that are somewhat surprising.  First, the difference in success rates across the two contexts is not as large as one might expect.  Second, even when facing divided government, governors were generally quite successful in 1999 as nearly two-thirds of their legislative priorities were passed by the state legislature.  

Table 3 about here

One possible reason for this result could be that it is spurious, and that the magnitude of the effect of divided government will become clearer in a multivariate analysis once other determinants of gubernatorial success are properly controlled for.

We estimate such a model by regressing gubernatorial success rates on several potential determinants of gubernatorial success.  Specifically, we estimate the following model,

Success =    +  1Divided Government  +  2Job Approval  +  3Formal Powers  +  4Scope of Policy Agenda  +  5Conflict  +  6First Year of Term   +  

where the unit of analysis is the governor, and the variables in the model are defined below:

Success = # successful proposals / total proposals X 100

Divided Government = 0 if unified party control, =1 otherwise

Job Approval = % positive evaluations minus % negative evaluations

Formal Powers =index of the formal powers of the governor proposed by Beyle 

   (1999). 

First Year of Term = 1 if governor is serving first year of term, =0 otherwise

Scope of Policy Agenda = total number of gubernatorial proposals 

Conflict = percentage of agenda proposals identified as high-conflict issues

Hypotheses


Job approval has often been included in studies of presidential success in Congress as it has been hypothesized to act as an important source of informal power for the president in dealing with Congress.  The empirical results have been rather mixed, however, as some studies have found a substantial effect (Edwards 1980; Brace and Hinkley 1992), while several studies have found either no effect or a relatively small effect of approval on presidential success (Edwards 1989;  Bond and Fleisher 1990; Collier and Sullivan 1995).  In the only application of this hypothesis to gubernatorial success, Ferguson (2001) found approval ratings to be unrelated to success in 1994.


The effect of the governor's formal (institutional) powers on gubernatorial effectiveness have been studied by state politics scholars with respect to a variety of outcomes, including veto overrides (Herzik and Wiggins 1989; Wiggins 1980), influence over state administrative agencies (Sigelman and Dometrius 1988), success in the budget process (Sharkansky 1968), governor's reputations (Dilger, Krause and Moffett 1995), and most relevant to our analysis, success of gubernatorial priorities in the legislature (Ferguson 2001).  Consistent with this literature, our expectation is that governors with strong formal powers will be more successful in getting their agenda approved by the legislature.


Governors in the first year of their term may benefit from the "honeymoon" period often found to benefit presidents in their relationship with Congress (Light 1982).  Although Ferguson (2001) found no honeymoon effect in her analysis of 1994 gubernatorial initiatives, a significant number of newly elected governors began their terms in 1999, which may be one reason that success rates were uniformly high in our sample, even under divided government. 



Finally, we control for the effects of two aspects of the governor's agenda on gubernatorial success.  First, governors who have smaller agendas may find it easier to get their proposals passed, as they are able to focus their resources on relatively few initiatives (Bond and Fleisher 1990; Ferguson, 2001).  Second, the types of policies chosen by governors to pursue may also have an effect on how governors fare in the legislature.  Certain policies impose differential costs or redistribute benefits among parties or constituent groups.  As such, they are far more likely to engender conflict in state legislatures than bills that disperse costs widely and/or have little overt partisan content.  Although to a certain extent these differences may be captured in the broad policy categories discussed above, large differences within policy categories suggests the need for a more differentiated measure.  For instance, the amount of conflict within the largest policy category - education - may vary substantially across specific proposals.  Policy proposals to increase school funding or provide new facilities are likely to inspire relatively little conflict, while policies to require teacher competency tests or reallocate resources on the basis of student performance are likely to engender high levels of conflict between entrenched interests.  

In order to distinguish between these policy proposals we constructed a variable to indicate the degree of partisan conflict surrounding a proposal.  Drawing primarily on policy typologies suggested by Lowi (1972) and Wilson (1980), agenda items are classified as high or low conflict depending on the extent to which they are apt to engender partisan or interest group conflict.  Gubernatorial agendas that contain issues subject to higher degrees of conflict are expected to be less successful in the legislature.

Results


The results of the regression model are displayed in the first column of Table 4.
  As hypothesized, unified government, higher job approval ratings and an emphasis on bipartisan issues all serve to increase gubernatorial success.  In contrast, neither the size of the agenda, the year of term or the governor's formal powers appear to be significantly related to gubernatorial success.  The effect of approval is especially interesting given the inconsistency of this finding in the presidential research.  Based on our results, the coefficient suggests that for every increase of one percentage point in (net) approval, the governor's success rate increases by approximately .55.  As for the effect of party control, we can see that the relatively modest effect of divided government that we witnessed in Table 3 was not merely an artifact of bivariate analysis.  Even after controlling for several other factors, moving from divided to unified control is predicted to increase success rates by a mere 13.6 percentage points, which is nearly identical to the difference seen in Table 3.  Thus, we are again left to wonder how governors facing divided control could have been so successful.

Table 4 about here


One possible explanation for this result is that governors facing divided control may be able to draw upon informal powers, such as their popularity among the electorate, to pressure an otherwise hostile legislature to pass their program.  If this is the case, then we would expect the effect of divided government to be conditional on the level of job approval, or in other words, that divided government and job approval interact to affect gubernatorial success.  We explore this possibility by estimating the model including this interaction.  

These results of the interactive model are presented in column 2 of Table 4.  As can be seen, these results tell a slightly different story.  The coefficient for divided government now represents the difference in success rates between divided and unified settings when (net) job approval is at 0, which is a realistic value for this sample.
  As can be seen, the model predicts that the effect of divided government is quite strong in this context as divided government is expected to cause a decrease of 47 points in the governor's success rate (holding other variables constant).  This effect is predicted to diminish, however, as approval increases, thus suggesting that popular governors are able to overcome the disadvantage of divided government.  This would appear to explain the relatively modest (aggregate) effect of divided government on gubernatorial success in 1999.  Many governors facing divided government, possibly benefiting from an election year (1998) boost in popularity, were apparently able to overcome the legislative hurdle of divided government and go on to pass a significant portion of their agenda.

Conclusion 


States form a natural laboratory for comparative research into executive branch agenda formation and legislative success.  Despite these advantages, few researchers have attempted to exploit these advantages by examining the determinants of executive success at the state level.  This study represents an initial foray into gubernatorial success in the legislative arena.  These preliminary results indicate that executive-legislative relations at the state level may indeed provide fruitful avenues of research on a variety of fronts.

Although there is wide variation in the size of gubernatorial legislative agendas, there is less variation in their policy content than might be imagined.  Almost all governors had a heavy emphasis on education.  Other policy areas receiving significantly less, but still substantial, amounts of attention include economic development/infrastructure, criminal justice, and health care.  On the other end of the scale, the hot button issues of morality policy and civil rights comprised virtually none of the governor’s agenda items.


Our findings also suggest that there are significant differences in governors’ ability to get their legislative agenda adopted.  On the whole, however, governors were able to get a substantial majority of their legislative priorities passed in the legislature.  To some extent their ability to do so varied across policy areas, with tax/fiscal policy, civil rights and morality policy, and social services policy items being adopted at a fairly low rate, while economic development and infrastructure policy and (surprisingly) environmental policy engendered very high rates of gubernatorial success.


This success also varied across political contexts, with governors facing unified control over state government enjoying higher levels of success than those facing split partisan control.  However, the difference is not as striking as one might expect.  Our results provide preliminary evidence that this may be due to the fact that governors are often able to rely on informal powers, such as electoral support, to overcome opposite party control of the legislature. Although divided government and a higher percentage of high conflict items significantly lower a governor’s success rate, higher popularity significantly increases it.  Moreover, the latter effect appears to be conditional upon the partisan context:  gubernatorial popularity has a greater effect on legislative success in situations where the governor faces opposition party control of at least one chamber.  This indicates that, although the formal powers of the governor do not seem to have a significant effect on the governor’s capacity to push her legislative agenda, informal powers derived from contextual factors such as popularity may play a role, particularly in circumstances where the governor faces high levels of partisan opposition.  

Finally, we should note that our findings deviate somewhat from Ferguson's (2001) analysis of gubernatorial success in 1994.  Most notably, we find the effect of gubernatorial approval to be highly significant and the size of the governor's policy agenda to be insignificant.  These differences could be explained by a variety of explanations, including a somewhat different coding methodology for, a different unit of analysis (governor vs. bill), or simply the fact that we analysze data for a different  year - 1999.  While we cannot know for certain which, if any of these differences are important in explaining our results, this does suggest the need for further systematic (i.e. large-N) research on the relationship between the governor and the legislature. 
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Table 1.  Governors’ Legislative Success Rates

	State
	Governor
	Success Rate (%)
	Number of Proposals

	AL
	Siegelman
	86
	7

	AK
	Knowles
	71
	7

	AZ
	Hull
	63
	24

	AR
	Huckabee
	89
	18

	CA
	Davis
	100
	16

	CT
	Rowland
	100
	4

	DE
	Carper
	53
	15

	FL
	Bush
	95
	19

	GA
	Barnes
	100
	7

	HI
	Cayetano
	44
	16

	ID
	Kempthorne
	77
	21

	IL
	Ryan
	85
	27

	IN
	O’Bannon
	44
	16

	IA
	Vilsack
	73
	30

	KS
	Graves
	90
	10

	MD
	Glendenning
	83
	12

	MI
	Engler
	81
	16

	MN
	Ventura
	80
	10

	MO
	Carnahan
	42
	12

	MT
	Racicot
	67
	9

	NE
	Johanns
	56
	9

	NV
	Guinn
	83
	12

	NH
	Shaheen
	60
	5

	NJ
	Whitman
	83
	6

	NM
	Johnson
	41
	17

	NC
	Hunt
	75
	4

	OH
	Taft
	94
	31

	OK
	Keating
	47
	19

	OR
	Kitzhaber
	100
	3

	PA
	Ridge
	82
	22

	RI
	Almond
	44
	18

	SC
	Hodges
	80
	15

	TN
	Sundquist
	17
	6

	UT
	Leavitt
	93
	14

	WA
	Locke
	71
	17

	WV
	Underwood
	36
	11

	WY
	Geringer
	90
	21

	Average/Total
	
	73
	526


Table 2.  Governors’ Legislative Success Rate, by Policy Area

	Policy Area
	N
	Gubernatorial 

Success Rate

	Education
	207
	76%

	Public Assistance/Social Services
	30
	63%

	Criminal Justice
	61
	75%

	Health Care
	62
	73%

	Tax/Fiscal Policy
	66
	55%

	Economic Development/Infrastructure
	44
	81%

	Environmental Policy
	24
	83%

	Morality Policy/Civil Rights
	5
	55%

	Government
	27
	74%

	Total/Average
	526
	73%


Table 3.  Distribution of Gubernatorial Success by Political Context 

	Success/Failure
	Political Context

Unified                Divided

Gov’t                   Gov’t
	Total

	Failure
	  63 (21%)
	 81 (36%)
	144 (28%)

	Success
	240 (79%)
	142 (64%)
	382 (72%)

	Total
	303 (100%)
	223 (100%
	526 (100%)


Table 4.  OLS Regression Results for Gubernatorial Success Rates, 1999

	Independent Variable
	Model I
	Model II

	
	
	

	Divided Government
	-13.6* (-1.86)
	-46.6** (-3.14)

	
	
	

	Job Approval
	.55** (3.22)
	.40* (2.40)

	
	
	

	Divided Government

X  Job Approval
	----
	.99* (2.48)

	
	
	

	Governor's Formal Powers
	8.07 (1.16)
	8.48 (1.35)

	
	
	

	First Year of Term
	1.16 (0.19)
	7.11 (1.16)

	
	
	

	Scope of Policy Agenda
	-.16 (-0.35)
	-.11 (-.026)

	
	
	

	Conflict
	-43.71* (-2.43)
	-32.88* (-1.95)

	
	
	

	Constant
	.53 (.30)
	.49 (1.76)

	
	
	

	Adj. R-Squared
	.416
	.523

	Number of Observations
	30
	30

	
	
	


Note: Coefficient values are unstandardized OLS coefficients.  T-values are in parentheses

  *p<.05, one-tailed

**p<.01, one-tailed

Figure 1.  Governors’ Legislative Proposals by Policy Area, 1999
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� We do, however, consider proposals to extend the life of a program/law that would otherwise expire (sunset) as a significant change, and thus code such statements as agenda items.





� There were three potential types of situations in which agenda items were left uncoded and thus dropped from our analysis.  In several cases we were unable to find any reference to a proposal in any of our sources.  This may be due to the fact that the proposal was never pursued during that year.  We do suspect, however, that some of the uncoded agenda items were actually pursued, but due to a lack of information (or an inability to obtain that information from our sources), we were unable to determine their fate.  Finally, in a handful of cases we were able to determine that no legislative action was needed, and that the policy objective was achieved through administrative or private channels.  





� Data on party control and year of term were obtained from the Book of the States.  Data on the formal powers of the governor were taken from Beyle (1999).  Job approval ratings were downloaded from the U.S. Officials' Job Approval Ratings (JAR) website (� HYPERLINK "http://www.unc.edu/~beyle/jars.html" ��http://www.unc.edu/~beyle/jars.html�). 


� Beyle’s index includes separately elected executive branch officials, tenure potential, appointment powers, budgetary power, veto power, and party control as components.


� Although we have data for 37 states for the dependent variable, data for job approval ratings are not available for seven governors during the period of our analysis, thus limiting our analysis to 30 states.


� The minimum value of the approval variable in the estimation sample is -15, while the maximum value is 76.
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