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With the passage of The Personal Responsibility and Work Opportunity Reconciliation Act (PRWORA) in 1996, America experienced an emergence of the “new federalist” policies that began during the presidency of Richard Nixon and blossomed under Ronald Regan. Defined primarily by its emphasis on “devolving” federal influence over social policies to the states, the new federalism of the mid-1990s gave state governments more freedom to decide how to manage and implement social programs while simultaneously increasing pressure on state officials to make those programs work. An obvious effect of this move in power was the pushing of states to the forefront of the debates surrounding social policies. Rather than continuing to sing backup to the federal government’s lead, the states now had a greater role in determining the course of some of the most long-standing controversies in modern-American political history. 


The devolution of authority from the federal government to the states not only opened a door for state governments to have a greater say in policy choices, it also offered “students of politics a unique opportunity to pinpoint the determinants of state-level policy choices – a case in which the fifty states responded virtually simultaneously to a single policy mandate.”
 This rare occurrence in which the American states were opened up as a laboratory for policy analysis on the same set of policy choices within the same time period offers a chance to see not only the impact federal policy has across the states, but it enables a look into the specific political activities of state governments in determining policy outcomes.

The purpose of this paper is to examine what effect governmental institutions have on the outcomes of policy within the states. More specifically, I seek to assess what impact – if any – state executive offices have on determining policy outcomes. By going beyond studies that are only concerned with the affects of policy, not how a policy came about in the first place; I hope to fill a significant gap in the literature surrounding welfare reform: what occurs between the devolution of responsibility of welfare policy from the federal government and the outcomes that result.

Why the Governor?  The reasons I selected the governor’s office as the primary focus of this exploration are the increased power and importance of the governor’s office in the last several decades, the nature of the office itself, and the high visibility enjoyed by the executive office at the state level. These factors are due in large part to the primary role governors began to play in state politics during the latter years of the twentieth century.    

In The American Governorship, Coleman Ransone describes this emergence of the governor as the primary state actor when he wrote:

During the last thirty years, the American governor has emerged as a policy leader of no mean proportions. He also is emerging gradually as a leader in terms of more recently gained powers in the field of state management. His office has become the primary center of public attention at the state level, and his actions and speeches have considerable influence in molding public opinion. This tendency toward a strong governor means the office has increased in importance; in most states the governor is one of the key people in the fascinating game of political chess.

Eric Herzik and Brent Brown support this characterization by Ransone, and claim, “Governors are the most salient actors in state government.”
 Likewise, Donald Gross and Larry Sabato have referred to the twentieth century as an “executive era,” citing the rise to prominence of governors in American politics as one elements of his characterization.
 Ultimately, Governors are politicians, managers, policy makers, and administrators who, in the words of Thad Beyle and Lynn Muchmore, “are elected to ‘run state government’.”
 


Certainly, the contemporary American governor has risen to the position of first among equals in relation to other political institutions within state government,
 and because they have risen to this position it is often governors who are thought to be at the very center of programmatic implementation, budgeting, and change when power was devolved back to the states in 1996. How they approached the tasks delegated by the federal government was believed to be a major factor in setting the stage for the form and content, the resources and support, and the success or failure of many social programs in the United States. With this view of the executive office in mind, we might expect the governors of the U.S. to be major players when it comes to determining policy. But are our commonly held conceptions about politics and democracy correct? Does the most visible – and arguably most powerful – person in state politics have the most influence in determining social policy outcomes? Or does it even matter who is elected to the highest state office? If it does matter, then in what ways are governors important, and upon which dimensions of policymaking do they have the most impact?

Governors and the Policymaking Process

State executives are unique in comparison to the state legislatures in that the governor is a statewide representative as opposed to being district specific. The actions of the governors should thus reflect their attempts at creating the largest possible voter base across the state, just as members of the legislature will most likely attempt to meet the demands of their constituency within their voting district. This sets governors apart from legislators in that they have a more diverse pool of voters that they can attempt to bring into their fold. Legislators have a much smaller support-target, and as such are more constrained than governors in what groups of people they are seeking political support from. 

Given the relationship between state executives and the vast majority of legislators, it can be assumed that governors will often use policy to create a stable base of support in the electorate as well as in the legislature.
 The ability of the governor to advance his policy causes in the hopes of gaining the largest possible voter-base is significantly affected by the institutional powers of the office. These institutionally rooted powers are known as formal powers. They are the specific, legally granted powers that are held by individuals when they take office. For example the ability for a governor to appoint, his tenure in office, his budget-planning authority, veto capabilities, and more all create the formal, institutional powers of a governor.
 These powers, although broadly similar, vary from state to state, which is why some governors are considered more powerful when they take office than others. A governor can draw on these formal powers to influence and direct policy, as well as work to create policy via the legislature with his governing authority, and as such these powers are often viewed as a necessary condition for strong gubernatorial leadership.

Concomitantly, governors are also individuals who bring with them to office difference according to who they are as leaders. Applying Neustadtian logic about executive leadership, personal ability and skill are major factors in determining the strength or weakness of a governor.
 State executives often times must draw upon informal powers – powers not specifically granted, but nevertheless used to gain political leverage – in order to direct policy and political activity. Their ability to do so enhances the possibility of attaining the outcomes they seek.
 In fact, Ferguson argued in her study that the informal, personal powers of the governor were far more important than the formal, institutional.

To determine what role the executive institutions play in shaping policy outcomes, I posit the following hypothesis: the stronger the formal and informal powers that rest within the governor’s office, the more influence the governor will have on policy outcomes. This would be an important finding for the study of state politics, because it would demonstrate that institutions – in particular, that of the executive –  do in fact matter, something vastly understudied in sub-national politics.

Gubernatorial Power. The sources of power governors traditionally draw upon to achieve their policy goals include both formal (specifically, legally granted) and informal (not specifically granted, but nevertheless used to gain political leverage).
 E. Lee Bernick, who employs a systematic ranking of the importance of gubernatorial powers, lists the top formal and informal roles of the governor in order of importance as: 1. budget formation, 2. popular support, 3. administrative control (appointment power, influence of the administrative bureaucracy, etc.), 4. veto, 5. mass media, 6. prestige of office, 7. personal contact with legislators, 8. party leader, 9. personal characteristics, 10. public relations, 11. patronage, 12. bargaining skills, 13. legislative message, and 14. administration of programs in district.
 Scholars like Joseph Schlesinger and Thad Beyle use these resources available to governors as the basis for formulating an index of institutional and personal power ratings of executives in all fifty states.


There are a number of indices that attempt to quantify gubernatorial power. For example, one of the most commonly cited indexes was an ordinal measure created by Joseph Schlesinger that attempted to rate the formal, institutional powers vested within the governor’s office.
 This index was later modified by Nelson Dometrius,
 and although Dometrius’ “Revised Measure of the Governor’s Administrative Powers” does not factor in the tenure potential of governor’s, like the Schlesinger model, it is preferable to the original measure because, even though “the concurrence between these two indices is moderately high, the revised measure is twice as powerful a predictor of gubernatorial power.”
 Although there is merit to both the Schlesinger and Dometrius measures of gubernatorial power, the index that I will employ in this study will be that of the “Personal and Institutional Powers of Governors” compiled by Thad Beyle.
 Beyle’s measure of gubernatorial power is preferable to the other indices because it utilizes the same elements as the Schlesinger and Dometrius ratings, and includes some formal elements not examined. At the same time, Beyle adds a second index that evaluates the informal powers held by governors of the fifty states. These scores are then tallied into one measure of gubernatorial power (See Appendix).

Understanding the Personal Responsibility and Work Opportunity Reconciliation Act, 1996

Welfare reform was largely based on the notion that states could better solve problems they faced with poverty and unemployment than the federal government. This logic thrust the states to the forefront of welfare discussions on a number of the themes that dominate the welfare debate. Governors themselves were an active part in attaining authorization, and later reauthorization, for the PRWORA. Not only did Governor Tommy Thompson become a beacon for executive success on welfare issues at the state level, but governors united behind NGA proposals that shaped the outcomes of reform at the federal level. 

The actual PRWORA legislation contains thousands of elements comprising well over 100 pages.
 However, the key elements of the reform package are as follows:

· Abolishment of AFDC, JOBS, Emergency Assistance to Families with Children, and other welfare programs, replacing them with Temporary Assistance for Needy Families (TANF) and Child Care and Development (CCDG) block grants.

· Stricter requirements were placed on who was eligible for welfare support, including cutting off support for children born to welfare mothers, immigrants, persons convicted of drug related felonies, and unwed mothers under the age of 18. States could apply for waivers to opt-out of these (and other) requirements, with a deadline for application set at July 1, 1997.

· A two-year time limit was placed on non-working families that were receiving government, welfare assistance. After two years, funding would become dependent on employment or involvement in job training programs.
 Those individuals who were receiving aid but chose not to work or become involved in job training would be cut off of funding after two years had elapsed.

· By 1997, states were to have moved 25% of caseloads into jobs or training. By 2002, 50% of all families were to work, engaged in training, or off the state welfare rolls. Single parents were required to be working 20 hours per week for the first year, increasing to 30 hours per week by the year 2000. Two-parent households would be required to work 35 hours per week beginning in July 1997. Up to 20% of a state’s caseload could be exempted from this requirement. States failing to meet these requirements risked funding punishment by the federal government.

· A five-year, cumulative lifetime limit was placed on families receiving state assistance, with an exception for food stamps, public housing, and Medicaid. This means that families who have received cash assistance for a total of five years over a lifetime can receive only non-cash assistance and vouchers if states wish to provide such assistance. States have the option of exempting up to 20% of their caseload from the five-year restriction.

· Childcare and family health care would be provided on a limited basis to help move people into jobs, with at least a year of “transitional Medicaid” being provided when people move off the state dole and into work.

· Monies provided by the federal government would be capped for five years, and states were required to maintain welfare expenditures at 80% of the 1994 levels. States that could not afford to meet the needs of everyone could either place people on a waiting list, or merely deny them funding if alternative sources of revenue could not be generated. In essence, the guarantee of aid for those who needed it no longer exists, even though a small amount of discretionary funds by the federal government was set aside in case of an economic downturn.

· National standards would be replaced by those established within the states. State governments would now have controls as to the types of welfare programs they would establish, as well as a large amount of discretion as to who might receive funds and at what levels.

An additional element of the 1996 welfare reform bill is an incentive program for states that move people into jobs as quickly as possible. A state’s progress would be evaluated by the federal government using a criteria developed by Health and Human Services (HHS), the National Governors Association (NGA), and the American Public Welfare Association (APWA). Evaluations were scheduled to take place between 1999-2003, and monetary awards (not to exceed the allotted $1bn total for all states) would be given to states making substantial progress in this area. Finally, the reform package included strengthening existing child support enforcement laws.


As a part of their continuing evaluation of the PRWORA, the National Governor’s Association has released a statement in favor of reauthorization of the welfare reform act. According to a statement released by the committee as a whole, reauthorization of the act is needed so that state executives can “maintain flexibility,” “maintain investment,” and “move toward greater program alignment.”
 This testimony by the NGA demonstrates a desire on the part of America’s governors to maintain the programmatic influence they were granted over welfare policy, but also acknowledges the need for further reform to happen within the states. The assumption being, governors largely help to determine outcomes.

Identifying the Major Aspects of Welfare Reform in the States.  In addition to different groups vying for control of welfare policy in the American states, each state also had to reckon with its own set of social, cultural, political, and demographic realities. These factors could also have an affect on the direction welfare policy would take following the enactment of PRWORA. The study by Soss, et al. offers insight into the forces that help determine policy outcomes within the states. However, their analysis falls short in that the role of institutions is absent from their study. Given what is commonly argued about the role of governors in shaping social policy within states, leaving the executive office out of an analysis of what determines policy outcomes overlooks perhaps the primary institution that influences programmatic change. Therefore, by bringing an analysis of policy variation across the states that takes into account the role of governors would improve upon their model, and would help to more accurately portray the determinants of welfare outcomes.

Soss, et al. use a trichotomous measure to differentiate policy outcomes across the fifty states. Using data from studies of policy outcomes, the authors attempt to measure the “get-tough policy choices in the states.”
 By examining the tightening and strengthening of restrictions on welfare policies within states, Soss, et al. account for the “four key areas in which lawmakers sought to end permissiveness.”
  The four key areas they identify are: 1. imposing obligations in exchange for assistance; 2. ending of long-term program dependency; 3. reformation of social behaviors; and 4. development of stricter penalties to force compliance. These four key areas identify the main aspects of reform in the states in a very broad sense. However, each of these key elements should be “unpacked” for purposes of precision. Such changes take on the following forms:

· Tighten regulation on eligibility for who can and cannot receive welfare support.

· Redirection of federal monies toward job creation programs rather than on direct aid to the poor.

· Expansion (or contraction) of the state welfare bureaucracy, especially in light of the fact that old agencies not only have to perform the same job of routing welfare funds, but also have to become something akin to employment agencies.

· Applying for federal waivers to opt out of some of the federal requirements, especially related to time limits, increased wok requirements (especially the more strict requirements for two-parent households), and “values-based” requirements.

· Implementation of a “sanction” and “inducement” program for people either participating in employment training or volunteer work. Such a program might offer monetary rewards for people seeking to improve their chances at employment in the future, while cutting some support to those who are not.

· Cutting recipients from state welfare funding.

· Reduction of the two-year federal requirement for employment before a person is removed from welfare support by the state in order to produce immediate and visible results.

· Redirection of federal monies given for welfare, and using them to create education programs, job training, and/or alcohol and drug rehabilitation centers.

· Redirection of federal monies given for welfare toward health care, day care, and/or low wage supplementation so as to reduce negative effects on working families.

· Raising taxes, or diverting existing state funds, in order to meet economic realities of maintaining full programmatic support with limited federal aid.

These ten items are the most commonly identified outcomes resulting from the PRWORA around the U.S.


The NGA compiled two studies to examine the types of efforts being made by states after the passage of welfare reform. The first of these studies examined the varying state TANF plans in 1997, two years after the passage of the PRWORA. The second study, released in 1999, was a follow-up to the first in which the NGA attempted to see if the efforts initially made by states had changed over time.
 These studies helped to note some of the major policy choices adopted by states, and gives a clearer idea about the variation of welfare programs from state-to-state. For example, in 1997, nineteen states passed welfare legislation that supported a family cap. By 1999, Indiana, Maryland, and Wisconsin had eliminated their family cap policy, while Oklahoma and South Carolina adopted their own. These are the types of reforms tracked by the NGA, and they help to give a clearer picture of the state of welfare in the states. A summary table of the results of each of these two studies by the NGA can be found in the appendix.

Data and Analysis

The preceding discussion of gubernatorial power and welfare reform offers a number of theoretical reasons to assume state executives play a significant role influencing policy outcomes. However, it is important to test this hypothesis to analyze the commonly held assumptions. In testing the hypothesis, I assembled data for all fifty states for the years 1996-1999. The rationale for selecting these years is based on the specific requirement within the Personal Responsibility and Work Opportunity Reconciliation Act (PRWORA), mandating that all states submit an initial plan to the Secretary of Health and Human Services (HHS) detailing the options they chose to exercise by July 1, 1997 in order to receive Temporary Assistance for Needy Families (TANF) assistance.
 This requirement meant that all states would be responding simultaneously to the same set of policy choices. Additionally, because states were able to amend their welfare policy decisions at any time, the National Governor’s Association (NGA) compiled a second review of the policy options exercised by states between September and November of 1998.
 Since policy is an ongoing process, the effect of social and political forces on welfare policy outcomes for all four years was necessary. Ultimately, considering these four years in this study offers an n of 200, the number of cases within this sample, for each dependent variable.

The following is a description of the data used, the methods employed, and a discussion of the statistical findings. These tests will help us to better understand the relationship between the powers of state executives and welfare policy choices adopted by the states.

Determinants of Welfare Policy: Identifying the Independent Variables.  For the purposes of this study, gubernatorial power was divided into three separate indicators. These variables are the institutional powers of the governor (GOV.IPOW), the personal powers of the governor (GOV.PPOW), and the overall measure of gubernatorial power (GOV.POWR).


The variable GOV.IPOW was created through the use of the institutional power formula developed by Thad Beyle.
 The individual components of gubernatorial power – separately elected officials (SEP), tenure potential (TP), appointment power (AP), budgetary power (BP), veto power (VP), and party control (PC) – were all coded according to Beyle’s criteria, and were added together to create the overall institutional power score. The sum of these scores was then divided by six in order to remain within Beyle’s five-point scale. The same process was used to create the variable GOV.PPOW, with the subcomponents being the governor’s electoral mandate (EM), position on the state’s political ambition ladder (AL), personal future (PF), and job performance rating (GP). The sum of these scores was divided by four in order to remain within the five-point scale. Finally, adding the scores for GOV.IPOW and GOV.PPOW created the GOV.POWR indicator. This process was followed for each of the four years under consideration in this study.


Due to the difficulty of precisely quantifying the positions and efforts of each governor for all fifty states from 1996-1999 for each element of welfare reform, an additional variable representing the governor’s party (PARTY) was introduced. One would expect that a Republican governor would tend to seek what would be considered to be more conservative welfare policy outcomes, while a Democratic governor would seek what might be thought of as more liberal ones. Thus, a positive correlation should exist between Republican governors and more conservative welfare policies, with the same relationship existing between Democratic governors and the more liberal welfare policy outcomes. Although this is an imprecise way of measuring the positions of state executives on each of the specific elements of reform, it eliminates the problems of data availability and ambiguities that might come from attempting to code the personal views of governors prior to the introduction of the many elements of reform.


In addition to gubernatorial power, there are a number of factors that have an impact on state policy, and countless articles and books have been dedicated to studying these issues and their effects. In order to properly conceptualize the significance of gubernatorial power as it relates to welfare policy outcomes within the states, it is important to also consider at least some of these additional factors in this analysis. The variables I have decided to include are: political culture (POLCULT),
 personal income per capita (PIPC),
 percentage of the population that has received at least a high school diploma (HSDIPLOM),
 percentage of the total population that is black (PERBLACK),
 percentage of births to unmarried mothers (UNMARBIR),
 and whether or not a state has a professional, citizen, or hybrid legislature (PROLEG).
 Although not perfect representations, the inclusion of these variables helps to control for the effects of culture, economics, education, diversity, and the legislature on welfare policy outcomes.

Welfare Policy Outcomes: Identifying the Dependent Variables. As previously discussed, the dependent variables to be analyzed in this study come from a study by the NGA of data the states submitted to HHS detailing the welfare policy options they decided to exercise to receive TANF assistance, and from the updated matrix of policy choices compiled by the NGA in their second round of data collection on welfare reform in the states.
 Based on the data provided by the NGA, I coded the policy choices adopted by states as follows:

· TIME60: Is the state’s lifetime limit for receiving welfare assistance shorter than sixty months? If yes, 1 point was assigned. If no, -1 point was assigned.

· WORK24: Does the state require welfare recipients to engage in work sooner than 24 months? If yes, 1 point was assigned. If no, -1 point was assigned.

· DIFFAMIL: Did state opt to treat families from out of state differently than other recipients in terms of relief? If yes, 1 point was assigned. If no, -1 point was assigned.

· NONCITIZ: Does state provide welfare assistance to legal non-citizens (qualified aliens) who were in the United States prior to August 22, 1996? If yes,  -1 point was assigned. If no, 1 point was assigned.

· DRUGTANF: Does state deny TANF assistance to convicted drug felons? If yes, 1 point was assigned. If no, -1 point was assigned.

· CCARE12: Does state provide transitional childcare for longer than 12 months? If yes, -1 point was assigned. If no, 1 point was assigned.

· MEDI12: Does state provide transitional Medicare for longer than 12 months? If yes, -1 point was assigned. If no, 1 point was assigned.

· IDA: Does state allow for individual development accounts that allow recipients to accumulate funds for postsecondary education, purchase of a home, the starting of a business, etc.? If yes, -1 point was assigned. If no, 1 point was assigned.

· FAMCAP: Does the state have a family cap to deny extended benefits to those individuals that have children while already receiving TANF assistance? If yes, 1 point was assigned. If no, -1 point was assigned.

· DIVRPAY: Does state provide “diversion payments” designed to enable families to avoid having to receive welfare assistance? This can be provided in the form of a one-time, lump-sum payment, the provision of child or health care services, etc. If yes, -1 point was assigned. If no, 1 point was assigned.

· SUBEMP: Does the state offer subsidized employment? If yes, -1 point was assigned. If no, 1 point was assigned.

· WORKSANC: Does the state impose full or partial sanction on noncompliant aid recipients who are not meeting work requirements? If full sanction imposed, 1 point was assigned. If partial sanction imposed, -1 point was assigned.

· GARCCARE: Does state guarantee childcare assistance to recipients? If yes, -1 point was assigned. If no, 1 point was assigned.

Welfare programs across the United States are often viewed in terms of “packages” rather than individual policies. For example, Soss et al. look at states from the perspective of whether or not these governments decided to “get tough” with welfare reform.
 To determine if a state had adopted such a stance, the authors coded four elements of TANF policy, assigning “one point for adopting a family cap, one for adopting a time limit shorter than sixty months, one for adopting a work requirement shorter than twenty-four months, and one for adopting strong sanctions.”
 These elements were combined into an additive index that measured welfare stringency on a scale of 0-4, with higher numbers indicating a more stringent welfare package.

There are advantages and disadvantages to this method of analyzing welfare policy outcomes. One advantage to this approach enables the authors to identify trends, and make claims about welfare policy outcomes in general rather than focusing on each of the individual elements of welfare reform. For the purposes of this study as well, combining the different elements of welfare policy into a single package enables me to make claims about the relationship between a governor’s party and the level of conservatism underlying a state’s welfare program.

However, in addition to the advantages, there are also a number of disadvantages to just using this method of analysis. For instance, not all policies can be placed onto a “get tough-lenient” continuum. For example, one might consider a state offering transitional childcare for those moving off of welfare and into the labor market as a more lenient form of policy. However, if the end goal is to more rapidly move people into the workforce, then the provision of childcare on an interim basis might be seen as furthering more conservative ends. Likewise, testing the numerous policy choices individually would not allow for generalized claims about the underlying nature of policy programs. Therefore, to include the full spectrum of welfare policy choices available to the states, a middle ground needed to be established. Simply grouping outcomes might skew the tests and muddle the results, just as looking at the policy outcomes separately does not allow for generalizations to be made about policy as a whole, and limits the ability to make claims about the positions of governors on welfare due to party affiliation.

In an attempt to create the middle ground necessary for studying welfare policy outcomes, it was important to first determine the level of inter-correlation for the dependent variables. The first thing I noticed after creating a correlation matrix was that all the variables in the matrix except DIVRPAY are significantly correlated (have a p-value less than .05) with at least one other variable, and those that are significantly correlated have at least a modest Pearson’s correlation coefficient demonstrating the strength of that relationship. 

An additional relationship of some interest lies with those variables that are significantly correlated, but have a negative correlation. For example, the variables TIME60 and CCARE12 are significantly correlated (p = 0.0015), but have a Pearson’s score of –0.19944. At first this might seem troublesome, but when one considers the method of coding used, this relationship makes theoretical sense. A positive score for TIME60 means that the state limits the amount of TANF assistance one recipient can receive over the span of their life to shorter than sixty months, while a negative score for CCARE12 means that a state does provide transitional childcare for longer than twelve months. This indicates that a state has the set goal of getting people off of the welfare roles and into the workforce as quickly as possible. This notion is supported by the negative correlation coefficient (-0.19958) shared between TIME60 and MEDI12 (p = 0.0015). Here we see states providing the assistance to push people into the labor market as quickly as possible. A negative relationship between these sets of variables helps to confirm that notion, and helps clarify the interactions between the dependent variables.

The next step in this process was to run a reliability analysis using the dependent variables in order test their additivity in generating a new, combined variable. The Cronbach’s alpha for the dependent variables is .15.
  Given the consensus that suggests that the value of alpha should be no less than .7 or .8 to indicate that the variables are reasonably added together for form an aggregated measure, it doesn’t seem to be reasonable to add together the eleven variables to generate a “get tough-leniency” measure.
 Even the most highly inter-correlated variables (i.e., TIME60, WORK24, and FAMCAP) produce only a modest alpha score (.53), and even then does not offer a score high enough to be considered reliable.

Such low alpha scores are troubling given the high level of inter-correlation among the dependent variables. Because of the possibility that such low scores are the result of more than one dimension of policy that underlies the data, it was necessary to run a factor analysis to determine just how many dimensions of policy are being reflected in the data.

Unveiling Latent Welfare Policy Themes: Factor Analysis and The Extraction of New Variables for Consideration. Three separate factor analyses were run in order to determine whether or not there were latent welfare themes underlying the policy output data. The first was run using the ten variables for which there were data for 1997.
 

A Principal Component Analysis led to the extraction of five new variables that underlie the dependent variable data.

Based on the loadings for each of the variables reported in the in the new factors, I attempted to best decipher what the latent underpinnings of the data might be. For the first extracted factor (TRANS97), the theme seems to be one of transition, as CCARE12 and MEDI12, the two variables that deal with transitional assistance for recipients as they move into the workforce, appear to be the most important. The second factor (BEHAV97) seems to capture an attempt by the state to modify the behavior of individuals who would receive welfare. The DRUGTANF and FAMCAP variables may not immediately be seen as related, but when one considers efforts on the part of the state to curb what it might deem as “undesirable” behavior, the significance of these two variables in the factor extraction is logical. For the third factor (WELRE97), there appears to be a theme of the state trying to push people into the labor market as quickly as possible in order to reduce the number of people of the welfare roll. In this extracted factor, TIME60 and WORK24 are the most important variables in the analysis. The fourth factor (IDEV97) subsidized employment for former welfare recipients who had recently moved into the workforce, and the allowance on the part of the state permitting individuals receiving assistance to save funds in a development account are the most important. Interestingly, the variable NONCITIZ is negatively significant here. One possible explanation is that states that provide SUBEMP and IDA do not want to offer such assistance to legal aliens, thus the inverse relationship between these variables within the fourth extraction. Finally, a fifth extraction (WELMAG97) seems to offer an explanation of states attempting to avoid a “welfare magnet” scenario in which state provision of “desired” treatment of welfare recipients attracts the poor from other states. Here, DIFFAMIL shows up to be the most important. This final extraction, and the rationale provided here about the welfare magnet theory is better understood in the next two factor analyses. 

The second analysis examined eleven variables to be considered in 1998.
 Once again, as in the analysis for 1997, a Principal Components Analysis produced the extraction of five factors. The “transition” variable for 1998 (TRANS98) consists of the same variables as were present in 1997, and includes the addition of GARCCARE. Similarly, the WELRE98 variable includes TIME60 and WORK24, as in the 1997 analysis, as well as the variable WORKSANC. This shows that states are not only anxious about moving people quickly off the welfare rolls, they enforce this desire through the imposition of strict sanctions for those who violate the time requirements for work. The “behavior modification” (BEHAV98) variable remains comprised of the same elements as in 1997.


The factor analysis for 1998 also offers additional support for the idea that some states are seeking to maximize their ability to provide TANF benefits while avoiding becoming “welfare magnets.” Although there is debate as to whether or not the welfare magnet theory holds empirical validity, the mere perception that it might be true can lead to the alteration of policy goals by states governments.
 In 1998, we see that states that allow for individual development accounts for TANF recipients also tend to treat families from other states different with respect to TANF assistance. This adds support to the welfare magnet theory offered in the analysis of the 1997 data.


Finally, the variable SUBEMP is highly significant in the fifth extraction (IDEV98), with IDA approaching (although not attaining) significance in this measure. The previous justification underlying the IDEV97 and IDEV 98 factors remains the most likely explanation underlying the welfare policy data.


The third factor analysis produced results almost precisely the same as shown in the two previous tests. The only substantial difference between the previous analyses and this third one is the apparent split between IDA and SUBEMP as comprising the same underlying theme. Therefore, I labeled the newly extracted variable SUBS978, denoting it as a state’s willingness to subsidize low-wage employment to keep individuals off the TANF rolls.

Gubernatorial Power and Round One of Welfare Reform, 1996-1997.  To test whether or not gubernatorial power has a significant effect on welfare policy outputs, I employed linear regression and used a backward elimination method of variable selection to find which model was most appropriate for analyzing determinants of welfare policy outcomes. This was done for each of the dependent variables. In determining the model of best fit, I first looked to which model had the lowest standard errors. If more than one model met this criterion, I then looked to which of these models had the highest R-squared score to select the model that had the lowest error while maintaining the highest explanation of variance possible. This method was repeated a number of times to test the various models and their effects on the dependent variables. For the first round of welfare reform, a total of 90 analyses were performed.


The first regressions run were those that treated the elements of gubernatorial power separately. The models initially included the variables separately elected officials (SEP), tenure potential (TP), appointment power (AP), budgetary power (BP), veto power (VP), party control (PC), electoral mandate (EM), ambition ladder (AL), personal future (PF), gubernatorial job performance rating (GP), as well as all of the controls previously described. The backwards elimination method sorted out which of these variables were significant in relation to the dependent variables and which were not. Examples of the results of these tests are shown in the first set of data outputs in the appendix, which illustrate the effect of gubernatorial power and other forces on the likelihood of a state adopting a family cap.

In using the FAMCAP example, it is shown that the variables AP, AL, PF, and personal income per capita (PIPC) are all significant for both 1996 and 1997. The variables AP, AL, and PF all share a negative association with the dependent FAMCAP variable. This means that as gubernatorial power increases in these areas, a state was less likely to adopt a family cap in the first round of reforms. Such findings are suggestive of governors using their power to opt out of the federal family cap requirements. Additionally significant variables include PERBLACK in 1996 and HSDIP in 1997. These variables, along with PIPC, help to remind us of the importance of other social, economic, and demographic factors in determining the outcomes of policy.


The second set of regressions run for the first round of reforms treated gubernatorial power in a twofold fashion, meaning that the institutional powers of the governor were combined into one indicator as were the governor’s personal powers. When treated as combined indicators, the institutional and personal powers of governors did not seem to play a significant role in many of the tests that were run. This is not to say they were never significant. For example, the second set of data outputs in the appendix show the effect of a governor’s institutional powers on whether or not states chose policy packages that would reduce their chances of becoming “welfare magnets.”

The figures in the appendix show that the variable GOV.IPOW shares a significant, inverse relationship with the dependent variable WELMAG97 in both 1996 and 1997. This means that states that grant their executives more institutional powers were more likely to adopt policies that did not deter legal aliens or citizens from other states from taking up residency in their state. This same type of inverse relationship is demonstrated between POLCULT and WELMAG97 in both years. Interestingly enough, states that had a higher per capita personal income did attempt to dissuade outsiders from taking up residency through their welfare policies. This is shown through the positive relationship between PIPC and WELMAG97.


A third set of regressions was used to test the role of gubernatorial power as a whole in determining welfare policy outcomes. As one might expect from the previous discussion about the findings of institutional and personal powers, the overall gubernatorial power score did not show itself to be significant in many of the tests. However, it did at times prove to be significant. For example, when testing the relationship between GOV.POWR and MEDI12, gubernatorial power showed itself to be significant in both 1996 (0.082) and 1997 (0.091). GOV.POWR also proved to be significant in 1996 in relation to the dependent variables FAMCAP (0.049), SUBEMP (0.019), and WELMAG97 (0.040).


The findings for the first round of welfare reform in the states are suggestive of the governor playing a significant role in determining policy outcomes. In some cases specific elements of gubernatorial power seemed to play a significant role in determining outcomes, as did some of the combined measures of power. However, this was not true in all cases, and which elements of power proved to be the most important were not always the same for the different components of a state’s welfare package. Such outcomes suggest that while the executive institution is important to consider while analyzing policy outcomes, it may not be as important as qualitative studies of the past have indicated. Governors play a role in policymaking, but the most visibly powerful institution in state government is one of only several factors to consider when studying policy outcomes.

Gubernatorial Power and Round Two of Welfare Reform, 1998-1999.  As in the first round of welfare reform, the second round of reforms demonstrated similar results between gubernatorial power and welfare policy outcomes. Throughout the analyses for the second round, gubernatorial power was significant in different ways in relation to the dependent variables, and many of the models looked similar to those produced and tested in 1996 and 1997. For example, in 1998 a governor’s power of appointment (0.009) and personal future (0.047) both proved to be significant in determining whether or not a state sought to adopt a family cap. However, as opposed to 1996 and 1997, it was a governor’s personal, not institutional powers, that proved to be significant in determining WELMAG98 for 1998 (0.015) and 1999 (0.015). Finally, a governor’s overall power score proved to be significant in influencing TIME60 (1999), NONCITIZ (1999), FAMCAP (1998), and WELMAG98 (1999).


To more accurately portray the differences and similarities among the variables across the span of these four years, a reproduction of data outputs in the appendix details which of the independent variables proved to be significant in determining the various policy outcomes in the states.

As the chart makes clear, welfare policy in the states comes as the result of a number of forces working in tandem, and to say the one or two factors above all explains why states seek certain policies would neglect the many different ways in which policy comes about. However, the focus here is on what part the governor plays in shaping outcomes, and as such the bulk of the discussion will lie with executive powers. This is not to say that the governor is the only, or even the most important determinant. It is merely to suggest that the governor and the governor’s powers do at lest play some role in determining policy outcomes, and the following will look at how and why this might be the case.

Governors Achieving Desired Results?  Given the outcomes that suggest governors do play a role in determining policy outcomes, one might ask whether or not these outcomes were the ones initially sought by state executives. To answer this question, I turn to the association between PARTY and the dependent variables. 

In terms of the relationship between the governor’s party and welfare outcomes, in all but two cases in which PARTY proved to be significant, the directional relationship between it and the dependent variable were as expected.
 For example, PARTY proved to be significant in all six tests for the variable WORK24 from 1996-1997, and for five out of the six tests for the years 1998-1999.
 These two variables also shared a positive relationship, meaning that higher party scores are significantly associated with higher scores in the WORK24 outcome of welfare reform. Given how these variables were coded, one would expect this relationship because higher PARTY scores were assigned to Republican governors and higher WORK24 scores meant that a state adopted a work requirement shorter than the federal standard 24 months. Similar results occurred while testing the DRUGTANF, NONCITIZ, CCARE12, SUBEMP, FAMCAP, GARCCARE, WORKSANC, TRANS98, BEHAVE98, WELRE98, IDA97, and IDA98 variables.
 In other cases, party did not show up to be a significant predictor of welfare policy outcomes, but almost always shared the expected positive relationship.


What does a positive relationship between PARTY and the dependent variables tell us? Such outcomes are suggestive of the notion that governors were in favor of the welfare policy outcomes that resulted in their states. This is an important idea to keep in mind, as it lends support to the notion that when gubernatorial power measures prove themselves to be significant in determining outcomes, these outcomes were ones that were likely favored by the governor. Put simply, when gubernatorial power was used effectively, it produced results that the governor most likely wanted.

Gubernatorial Power and Policy Outcomes.  In terms of which elements of gubernatorial power are significant in determining policy, the level at which power is being discussed is important to consider. If one views Gubernatorial power in terms of a pyramid, at the apex would be the variable GOV.POWR, the overall power scoring for a governor. To talk about power at this level is to talk about the executive as a whole, the person and the office. It is at this level that the state executive office is most often considered. For many, the office and the individual are inseparable, and the activities of the governor are seen in terms of an individual, granted certain powers, acting in a manner that is best to attain given political goals. See appendix.

As one moves down to the middle of this three-tiered pyramid, the power of the governor is dichotomized into the institutional and personal powers. Here power is seen as having two sources. The source for the institutional powers is that which is codified into state law, granted to the executive to carry out the functions of governance. An additional source of power is from the individual holding the office, the personal power that a governor holds as a person and not as an office. The separation of these powers into two distinct entities allows for the scrutiny of the office and the office holder separately, and enables one to decide whether or not similar outcomes might have resulted even if different individuals held the same office.

Finally, at the base of the pyramid are the components that serve as the foundation for all gubernatorial power. Looking at the powers of the governor from this level offers the chance to apply the powers one at a time, and in different combinations, to see which of the powers (if any) are effective in bringing about policy outcomes. This level is an important one to consider given the nature of gubernatorial power as it is classified in the other tiers. If one or two elements of power are important, but the rest are not, then a study that only looks at a broad or mid-range perspective of gubernatorial power might overlook the nuances of authority and leadership that bring about differential outcomes. In sum, each level offers an understanding of gubernatorial power, and in turn results in the extraction of different lessons.

There are some important caveats that must be made clear before proceeding with the analysis of the tests between gubernatorial power and welfare policy outcomes. First and foremost, what follows should be viewed in the light in which it was intended, as observations and not prescriptions. The purpose of this analysis is to try and understand the relationship between gubernatorial power and welfare policy, as well as offering an attempt to explain why these relationships exist. It is not my intention to say that any of these actions are normatively good or bad paths, nor is it intended to be read as a roadmap for what actions governors should take. Additionally, in dealing with such a wide variety of independent and dependent variables across the four-year timeframe, the analysis provided might not hold up in all cases and almost assuredly outliers can be found. 

Finally, although the emphasis throughout most of the following discussion is on how gubernatorial power acts to enhance a governor’s ability to achieve desired policy results, some of the factors (i.e., TP, PF, EM, GP, etc.) might prove to be significant in a manner contrary to what one might expect. For example, a governor’s electoral mandate might prove to be significant, but perhaps it is due to a narrow margin of victory resulting in a governor not being able to produce desired results. Although the relationship between PARTY and expected outcomes suggest findings to the contrary, a more sophisticated method of testing would need to be introduced to more definitively answer these questions. Again, the purpose is merely to provide, in the absence of other more plausible explanations, a rationale for understanding the role gubernatorial plays in a general sense. It is my hope that the following will serve not as a last word on, but rather as a foundation for future explorations into, understanding policymaking through the institutional perspective of state executives.

Gubernatorial Power and Welfare Policy Outcomes.  In looking at gubernatorial power from a broad perspective, one might tend to see the executive office as important to consider, but of little overall impact in determining a state’s welfare policy program. As demonstrated in the appendix, GOV.POWR proves to be a significant determinant of policy in only about a third of the dependent variables, and even then not on a consistent basis. For example, GOV.POWR was shown to be significant in relation to TIME60, NONCITIZ, and SUBEMP for one year but not in any of the other three years examined. In other cases – MEDI12, FAMCAP, WELMAG97, TRANS98, and WELMAG98 – the overall power of the governor proved to be significant in half of the years studied. For the rest of the dependent variables, GOV.POWR did not prove to have a significant relationship.


Does the lack of significance in a majority of variables for this four year study mean that gubernatorial power in unimportant to consider when analyzing policy? No. To the contrary, governors seem to have quite a bit of leverage over policy, but the additive classification of how powerful a governor is overall fails to capture these influences due to the dilution of the more important elements of power in and among those less important ones. The key lesson here is that one should take care in basing an understanding of a state executive office solely on how powerful the governor is deemed to be overall. As is demonstrated in this study, strength in different areas might help a governor to influence the outcomes of some policies but not others. Therefore, when dealing with specific policies, a governor who has a high overall power rating may not achieve desired results because they are weak where it matters. Likewise, a governor who ranks low on the overall scale of power may achieve the outcomes they seek simply because they are strong in a few key areas. Put simply, the strength or weakness of a governor in an aggregate sense may not travel well across policy, and as such may not be the best way to consider the abilities of those persons occupying the executive office.

The Role of Institutional and Personal Powers in Policy Formation.  As we move down one level on the “power-pyramid,” we see the role of gubernatorial power in determining policy increase slightly. Data outputs printed in the appendix show that when gubernatorial power is divided into personal and institutional powers, one or the other is a significant predictor of policy outcomes in over half of the dependent variables. Although there remains a lack of consistency across years for these indicators of power in acting as determinants of policy outcomes, the number of times institutional or personal powers is significant for a given dependant variable is greater across the four years than the overall gubernatorial power score.


What do these results suggest? Initially, treating gubernatorial power as the result of two different sources or forms lends more support to the notion that governors do matter in the policymaking process than initially revealed in tests that focused solely on gubernatorial power as a whole. Moreover, not only does the office matter, but the person holding the office is also shown to be important when evaluating policies. At times these two sources of power are only effective when combined, as shown in 1996 and 1997 with the dependent variable MEDI12, and at other times one is an important determinant while the other is not. Interestingly enough, the number of times that both of these factors are significant is approximately the same for each across all policies for all years.
 The most important issue thus becomes determining which of these powers is relevant to the policymaking process at various points and why.


The institutional powers of the governor are important as a determinant of the variables DRUGTANF, CCARE12, WELMAG97, WORK24, WELRE98, and FAMCAP. Of these variables, GOV.IPOW shares a positive relationship with only two, DRUGTANF and CCARE12. This means that higher levels of power institutionally for the governor meant states tended to adopt “get-tough” policies for drug felony convictions and transitional childcare, but more lenient policies for the rest. When considering these relationships together, it appears that governors were successfully able to use their institutional powers to shape the state’s welfare system in such a way that would treat welfare recipients with as much leniency as possible in terms of reducing welfare roll numbers. That is, governors used their institutional powers to enable people to receive welfare assistance for as long as possible without forcing them into the labor market. However, that leniency seems to come with a tradeoff. In offering aid for as long as possible, state executives also sought to deny assistance to convicted drug felons, as well as denying transitional childcare for those individuals entering into the workforce after receiving TANF assistance.


Regarding the personal powers of the governor, a much different picture comes into focus, as there is a significant, positive relationship between GOV.PPOW and TIME60, WORK24, MEDI12, SUBEMP, and WELRE98. This association means that the higher a governor’s personal powers, the more likely they were to seek policies that transitioned recipients off of welfare more quickly, while reducing some of the transitional benefits that might help some individuals maintain a higher standard of living. However, as with the institutional powers, this comes with a trade-off. The personal powers of the governor are also shown to be associated with more lenient outcomes for the variables IDA, FAMCAP, and WELMAG98. This would seem to indicate that, while on TANF, individuals receiving state assistance are more likely to be given more support from the state, which might be a major factor in the state wanting to push these individuals into the workforce as quickly as possible.


Why might such a relationship exist between policy and the two different dimensions of gubernatorial power? Moreover, why would there be an almost mirror-image difference in the ways in which executives approach welfare based on the sources of their power? The most logical explanation would be that governors are forced to deal with a finite amount of resources, and as such they cannot give more to TANF than what they are offered to put into it. Therefore, choices must be made and trade-offs will inevitably occur. In addition, governors who lack strong institutional powers but have higher personal powers might be more prone to seeking immediate, visible results than those who can rely on the power of the institution to lead the state as they see fit. If this is true, then the relationship between personal powers and welfare policy outcomes begins to make sense. A governor who relies on the strength of their personal powers to influence social policy and promulgate their political vision would be more apt to want to reduce welfare numbers as quickly as possible to strengthen their support and therefore further increase their personal standing. Being able to cite immediate reductions in the number of individuals on welfare makes it appear as though the governor has taken significant steps to solving the problems of poverty and the welfare drain throughout the state. However, not wanting to be portrayed as not caring about the poor, the governor will take steps to treat welfare recipients with the greatest possible care while they are under the care of the state.


Conversely, when looking to the relationship between the institutional powers of the governor and welfare policy outcomes, an inverse logic might apply. Knowing that their powers are granted constitutionally and are not going to be stripped from them, a governor, all things being equal, will likely take a more custodial approach to the welfare system to provide the most care to the most people for as long as possible. However, this drains a significant amount of funds from state coffers, and as such the governor is forced to take a stronger stance against offering “fringe benefits” to recipients while on the TANF rolls. This is the trade-off forced upon governors who wish to maintain a more lenient welfare system, and given that they do not need to rely on immediate results to increase the power of their leadership, the results in this study seem to suggest that they are more apt to keep a system that more closely resembles the “guarantee-to-aid” system under AFDC while still remaining within the mandates of the federal government. These differential paths are suggestive of the importance of understanding where a governor receives one’s power, and how the sources of power can help a governor attain desired results as well as directing them to different ends.

Power of Appointment and Separately Elected Officials.  The variable AP, representing the governor’s power of appointment is significant in a number of tests across several years. For example, from 1996-1999, a governor’s power of appointment proved to be significant in determining whether or not a state had a work requirement shorter than twenty-four months, if families moving in from different states would be treated equally, if the state would allow for the creation of individual development accounts, and whether or not a family cap would be imposed.
 Likewise, in looking to the underlying themes of welfare reform, as determined by the factor analysis, a governor’s power of appointment was shown to be significant in 1996 and 1997 in relation to the TRANS97 and WELMAG97 variables. In 1998 and 1999, AP was shown to be significant in influencing outcomes shaping the WELMAG98, WELRE98, and IDA98 indicators.


When looking to the appendix, it becomes readily apparent that where AP is significant as a determinant of outcomes, the relationship is almost always an inverse one. That is to say that higher AP scores tend to yield lower scoring, more lenient, outputs.


Why would a governor’s power to appoint have such a significant influence on so many policy outcomes across time? What is it about appointment power that makes it such a powerful tool in determining welfare outputs? The answer to both of these questions is a simple one: bureaucratic control. The ability to appoint heads of a number of agencies, including the head of health and the head of welfare, gives the governor a strong ally in the quest for achieving desired results in the welfare reform process. Although little has written about governors and the bureaucracy specifically, several works on the presidency have addressed this issue.
 

In “The Politicized Presidency,” Terry Moe, describes how modern executives are able to insulate themselves in institutional bureaucracies that advance their own leadership agendas.
 Moe asserts that the President can use administrative agencies and their expertise to more effectively govern, and to increase presidential power vis a vis Congress. This means that bureaucratic control can help a chief executive attain desired leadership goals. As Moe states in a later work, this does not mean “presidents are somehow destined to take over,” but control over the bureaucracy does offer advantages to executive power not held before.
 A similar logic can be applied to state executives and their control over administrative agencies. Increased control over the bureaucracy by a governor lends itself to having increased control over the fruition of policy goals, and the power to appoint the heads of these bureaucratic organizations is a major part of that control.

There are a number of reasons why controlling the bureaucracy is an important tool for state executives. First, once an appointment has been made and confirmed, there is a conveyance of legitimacy upon the head of a particular department for their given bureaucratic functions. As Woodrow Wilson wrote in describing how administrative organizations are viewed: “Institutions which one generation regards as only a makeshift approximation to the realization of a principle, the next generation honors as the nearest possible approximation to that principle, and the next worships as the principle itself.”
 Organizations are seen as inextricably linked to the very functions they serve, and as such political activity is seen in the light bureaucracy casts upon it. One presumes the education secretary understands the strengths, weaknesses, composition, needs, and status of public schools across the state. The same is true for those individuals appointed to head a state’s welfare department. They are the ones the state looks to for answers to questions, and solutions to problems, in regards to welfare and public assistance. Thus, when the governor is able to appoint someone who is in line with her stance on welfare to the head of that agency, she has increased her chances of persuading others to a similar understanding of the welfare system.


In addition to being able to persuade others through the power of expertise, the very activities performed under the leadership of the heads of bureaucratic organizations lends themselves to influencing policy outcomes when policy is to be decided. The formation of budgets, strategic planning, the establishment of statewide goals, and the carrying out of the daily functions required of the office make it a central part of the lifeblood of policy. Therefore, the power to appoint officials to major state organizations gives the governor a major inroad into the formation of policy when new policy is being created. When the PRWORA overhauled the American welfare system through the abolition of AFDC and the creation of TANF, it paved the way for state welfare agencies to outline new goals and ways achieving those goals to the public, as well as empowering those governors who appointed the head of the state’s welfare agency to the same end. The governor and the bureaucracy may not always see eye-to-eye on everything, but there is a greater likelihood that their goals will be in line when one gets to select who they will be working with, not to mention when one owes their job to the other. Therefore, the power of appointment was key in shaping many elements of welfare policy throughout both rounds of reform.


Much of what has been said here regarding a governor’s power of appointment can be applied also to the variable SEP. In a number of states across the country state officials are elected separately rather than as a part of a governor’s ticket. This results in what Beyle refers to as a “plural executive.”
 The result of a plural executive branch is a governor that has less influence in the administrative network needed to bring about desired policy results. Therefore, when officials are elected in a slate along with the governor, it makes it easier to sell a unified vision of policy. This is seen to be the case for welfare policy, as SEP proved to be a significant determinant of the NONCITIZ, CCARE12, MEDI12, GARCCARE, and TRANS97 variables. Once again, an issue of bureaucratic and administrative control proves to be important in the quest for attaining desired policy goals on the part of the governor.

Budgetary Powers.  Not surprisingly, a governor’s budgetary powers were strongly associated with a number of variables and across several years. It is interesting to note, however, that in almost all cases higher budgetary power scores were positively associated with more restrictive welfare policy outcomes.
 The logic behind such an association is fairly straightforward: when a governor has primary responsibility over setting forth the budget, fiscal responsibility becomes the top priority. This notion is supported through the “get-tough” policies sought by states whose governors have greater budgetary authority, and is shown in the variables DIFFAM, MEDI12, IDA, WORKSANC, WELMAG97, IDA97, TRANS98, BEHAVE98, and WELMAG98. The underlying theme of each of these variables when taken as a whole seems to be the reduction of monies being allocated to fringe programs that are not directly related to providing citizens with their basic needs while on welfare, and reducing (if not eliminating entirely) transitional support for those moving off of TANF assistance and into the workforce. Additionally, steps are taken to reduce the number of people eligible for welfare in number of ways, as shown in the significant, positive relationship between BP and WELMAG97/98. In sum, when charged with maintaining a state’s budget, governors tend to use those budgetary powers in ways that keep fiscal responsibility as a top priority when determining policy. Budgetary powers matter, and many welfare policy outcomes are a reflection of that idea.

Tenure Potential and a Governor’s Personal Future.  The term “lame duck” is often used to describe officials who are at the end of their tenure without possibility of again holding that office. Like a lion in winter, term limited governors who cannot seek reelection might have a powerful roar, but it does not inspire much action on the part of others who realize that soon they will be dealing with a new executive who will likely make different demands, while the old one can no longer offer tit-for-tat promises to reward and punish the behavior of others. For these reasons a governor’s tenure potential and personal future are deemed to be important elements of power. Whether that translates into policy outcomes is an empirical question that can be addressed through the analysis in regard to welfare outputs.


A governor’s tenure potential does appear to be significant for a few, but not many variables. It is associated with outcomes in TIME60, DIFFAM, CCARE12, SUBEMP, WELRE97, WELMAG98, and IDA98. What appears to be more important to consider in relation to a governor’s status is her personal future. As Fig. 3.6 illustrates, PF is significantly associated with DRUGTANF, CCARE12, IDA, FAMCAP, GARCCARE, WORKSANC, BEHAVE97/98, TRANS98, and WELMAG98. Although such powers do not lend themselves to being applied to specific policy areas, the results of the analysis are suggestive of the notion that the time a governor has left to serve, or has potential for serving in the future, does play a significant role in shaping a state’s welfare program. Whether or not these result from a reward and sanction interaction with the legislature and state bureaucracies, or if the significance of these relationships indicates a lack of power (thereby resulting in negative relationships with a governor’s desired outcomes) due to the governor reaching the end of their tenure, TP and PF remain important factors to include in analyzing welfare policy in the states.

Ambition Ladder.  For those who study the workings of bureaucracy and administration, there is widely known maxim labeled simply the “Peter Principle,” which states that in a hierarchically structured administration, people tend to be promoted up to their "level of incompetence.” Although intended to describe the problems with bureaucratic promotion in a tongue-in-cheek manner, this principle is commonly referenced in regard to an individual’s ascent up a hierarchy. The problem with the principle is that is misses out on a key element of understanding bureaucracy and administration, which is experience. As a person moves up the hierarchy, they attain the knowledge of the key functions of individuals at different levels of the organization. Likewise, they learn routines and behaviors, points of access and leverage, and the difference between assumed and actual duties. Put simply, moving up the ladder might lead one to finally reach their level of incompetence, but along the way they gain knowledge and experience vital to being more effective in their next position.


It is through this scenario of moving up a bureaucratic hierarchy that one might best understand the “ambition ladder” of state politics. Although the cynical observer might all too readily offer up the description of incompetence when describing politics, the issue of competency does have its place when describing experience and understanding of a state’s political machine. When an individual works their way up the hierarchy of state government, they learn essential skills and acquire important insights through the holding of various sub-state positions. Serving in different offices, administrations, and agencies on the way to becoming governor can serve executives well when dealing with trying to leverage certain key components of the system in order to attain desired policy results. Put simply, a governor who has worked their way up the ladder will understand how the system works a lot more thoroughly than someone whose first elected office is that of state executive.


As the preceding logic suggests, the AL variable does prove to be significant as a determinant of policy. Its significance is shown in the outcomes of TIME60, DIFFAM, NONCITIZ, MEDI12, FAMCAP, SUBEMP, TRANS97, BEHAVE97, and WELMAG98. In all the variables in which AL is shown to be significant, save MEDI12 and TRANS97, it has an inverse association to a given output. This means that an individual who is climbing the political ambition ladder tends to seek those policies that are deemed to be more lenient. This relationship might be coincidental, or it might be the product of a governor attempting to solidify an even larger base on her way to even higher political office. By granting more lenient outcomes, a governor is able to make reforms as mandated by the federal government while not alienating a group of individuals that are soon going to be required to enter the labor force. Such a rationale is merely speculative, but whether it is the case or whether it is coincidence, the important factor is that a governor’s position on the state ambition ladder acts as a determinant of policy.

Veto Power.  One might expect a governor’s veto power to greatly impact many dimensions of policy consistently across time. However, the results of the regressions show VP to be a significant determinant in regard to only six variables (TIME60, DIFFAM, SUBEMP, and WELMAG97/98). What VP lacks in diversity of results, however, it makes up for in consistency across time. In all the variables except TIME60, VP was shown to be significant in multiple years.
 This means that even though a governor’s veto power might not be a significant factor to consider across the board for welfare reform, when it does show itself to be significant it is extremely important to consider. Like a number of the independent variables discussed, VP does not in itself enable a coherent set of goals on the part of the governor to be identified. That is to say, a governor can use her veto power in an effort to attain a variety of goals, but those goals may not manifest themselves in a continuous pattern across states. Therefore, VP may not offer an explanation of why certain welfare policies were passed, but it does offer some insight into how.

Party Control.  The issue of party control speaks directly to the degree of influence a governor has on the state legislature. Not only does the governor serve as the unofficial figurehead and mouthpiece of the party line in her state, but also the congruence between the goals of members of the same party is likely to be higher than if they were members of a different party. Therefore, having greater numbers of legislators of the same party serving with a governor is often viewed as a major factor in determining whether or not a governor is able to achieve their desired goals.


In looking to the outcomes of the regressions for state welfare policy from 1996-1999, the results support the idea that party control is important. PC proved to be significant in relation to WORK24, DIFFAM, NONCITIZ, DRUGTANF, CCARE12, BEHAVE97/98, WELRE97/98, and WELMAG98. Because the higher and lower PC scores do not depend on whether the party is Republican or Democrat, a coherent system of lenient or stringent policy outcomes cannot be extracted from these variables. The important lesson, however, is that the partisan relationship between these two governing institutions seems to matter in regard to policy outcomes. Therefore, when studying policy formation from the perspective of the executive office, one must not forget the symbiotic relationship played between governors and legislators. As previously noted, when it comes to policymaking, institutions matter. In terms of state politics and policy, one cannot overlook the importance of this principle across these two institutions without missing important factors that determine policy outcomes.

Electoral Mandate and Job Performance Rating.  The issue of “political mandate” often dominates political discussions immediately following the election of state executives. Commentary usually centers on how large a margin of victory a winning candidate gained, and what that means for their ability to lead. A similar line of discussion is extended throughout the rest of an elected official’s term under the rubric of approval ratings. The logic behind both of these issues is that whether or not a candidate is liked or agreed with by members of the legislature, representatives will often give more support to the ideas of popular governors in order to bolster their own chances of reelection. Therefore, governors that have a large mandate from the people, manifested in election returns and approval ratings, have a greater chance of achieving desired results through a “bandwagon effect” by state legislators seeking to capitalize on a governor’s popularity. Conversely, unpopular governors, and those elected by only the slimmest of margins, find it more difficult to achieve the policy outcomes they seek because legislators do not see an inherent risk to their constituency support by challenging and opposing electorally weak executives.


Although the logic of electoral mandates and approval ratings is essentially the same, because these numbers are fluid across time they are treated as separate indicators of gubernatorial power. This is primarily true because of the “honeymoon period” usually enjoyed by newly elected executives; that is to say, executives often enjoy a wave of support from the people after first getting elected, but overtime that feeling of initial enthusiasm wanes and public sentiments tend to dip. Thus, treating EM and GP as separate indicators is important in understanding how popular feelings toward the governor influences policy outcomes.


When looking to the power of the electoral mandate, we see that it is significantly associated with a number of dependent variables that include WORK24, NONCITIZ, MEDI12, IDA, FAMCAP, SUBEMP, WORKSANC, TRANS98, BEHAVE98, WELRE98, and IDA98. Given the nature of how the electoral mandate works in relation to the pursuit of specific policy outcomes desired by an executive, no comprehensive themes readily manifest themselves for analysis as to why EM is associated with these outcomes. Instead, EM works to give the governor greater power to seek policy options that she desires, rather than dictating a logical conclusion like that presented in the analysis on a governor’s budgetary authority. Regarding EM, it is enough to know that it is a significant determinant, and that a governor’s margin of support is an effective leverage in attaining wanted results.


Similarly, the level of support for a governor in the form of approval ratings does not lend itself to a coherent set of policy outcomes. Like EM, it is enough to know whether or not GP is significant in relation to policy outcomes in order to learn lessons about the nature of policymaking from the executive office. This seems to be the case in regard to welfare policy outcomes, as a governor’s performance rating proved to be significantly related to outcomes in TIME60, WORK24, DIFFAM, NONCITIZ, CCARE12, IDA, WELMAG97/98, and WELRE97/98. The outcomes combined with those listed for EM lend credence to the idea that a governor’s popularity does matter in the policymaking process.

Conclusion.  The question initially prompting these tests was whether or not governors played a significant role in determining welfare policy outcomes following the devolution of power to the states in 1996. The central hypothesis was that the more power a governor held both personally and institutionally, the more significant she would prove to be in the policymaking process. The findings seem support this hypothesis. However, as is the case in all most all policy studies, the power of the governor is but one determinant of welfare outcomes. A number of social, economic, and cultural factors play a role in shaping policy outputs. The important lesson from these tests is that the common wisdom, although it seems to overstate the importance of the governor at times, holds true: governors are important in shaping policy, and when studying policy formation in the states, institutions matter. 

Appendix
Governor’s Institutional Powers (Formal Powers)

· Separately elected executive branch officials (SEP): 5 = only governor or governor/lieutenant governor team elected; 4.5 = governor or governor/lieutenant governor team, with one other elected official; 4 = governor/lieutenant governor team with some process officials (attorney general, secretary of state, treasurer, auditor) elected; 3 = governor/lieutenant governor team with process officials, and some major and minor policy officials elected; 2.5 = governor (no team) with six or fewer officials elected, but none are major policy officials; 2 = governor (no team) with six or fewer officials elected, including one major policy official; 1.5 = governor (no team) with six or fewer officials elected, but two are major policy officials; 1 = governor (no team) with seven or more process and several major policy officials elected.

· Tenure potential (TP): 5 = four-year term, no restraint on reelection; 4.5 = four-year term, only three terms permitted; 4 = four-year term, only two terms permitted; 3 = four-year term, no consecutive reelection permitted; 2 = two-year term, no restraint on reelection; 1 = two-year term, only two terms permitted.

· Governor’s appointment powers in six major functional areas (AP): corrections, K-12 education, health, highways/transportation, public utilities regulation, and welfare. The six individual office scores are totaled then averaged and rounded to the nearest .5 or [1] for the state score. That average score is then rounded to the nearest .5 between 0 and 5. 5 = governor appoints, no other approval needed; [4] = governor appoints, a board, council, or legislature approves; 3 = someone else appoints, governor approves or shares appointment; 2 = someone else appoints, governor and others approve; 1 = someone else appoints, no approval or confirmation needed.

· Governor’s budgetary powers (BP): 5 = governor has full responsibility; legislature may not increase executive budget; 4 = governor has full responsibility; legislature can increase [by] special majority vote or subject to item veto; [3] = governor has full responsibility; legislature has unlimited power to change executive budget; 2 = governor shares responsibility; legislature has unlimited power to change executive budget; 1 = governor shares responsibility with other elected official; legislature has unlimited power to change executive budget.

·  Governor’s veto power (VP): 5 = has the item veto and a special majority vote is needed to override a veto (three-fifths of legislators elected or two-thirds of legislators present); 4 = has item veto with a majority of legislators elected needed to override; 3 = has item veto with only a majority of legislators present needed to override; 2 = no item veto, with a special legislative majority needed to override it; 1 = no item veto, with a simple legislative majority needed to override.

· Gubernatorial party control (PC): the governor’s party is: 5 = has a substantial majority (75 percent or more) in both houses of the legislature; 4 = has a simple majority in both houses (less than 75 percent), or a substantial majority in one house and a simple majority in the other; 3 = split party control in the legislature or a nonpartisan legislature; 2 = simple majority in both houses, or a simple minority (25 percent or less) in one and a substantial minority (more than 25 percent) in the other; 1 = substantial minority in both houses.

· Governor’s institutional power score (GIP): The sum of the scores SEP, TP, AP, BP, VP and PC divided by 6 to stay within the 5 point format. Overall power score rounded to the nearest tenth of a point.

Personal Powers of the Governors (Informal Powers)

· Governor’s electoral mandate (EM): 5 = landslide win of eleven or more points; 4 = comfortable majority of six to ten points; 3 = narrow majority of three to five points; 2 = tight win of zero to two points or a plurality win of under 50 percent; 1 = succeeded to office.

· Governor’s position on the state’s political ambition ladder (AL): 5 = steady progression; 4 = former governors; 3 = legislative leaders or members of Congress; 2 = substate position to governor; 1 = governorship is first elected office.

· The personal future of the governor (PF): 5 = early in term, can run again; 4 = late in term, can run again; 3 = early in term, term limited; 2 = succeeded to office, can run again; 1 = late in final term.

· Gubernatorial job performance rating in public opinion polls (GP): 5 = more than 60 percent positive job approval rating; 4 = 50 to 59 percent positive job approval rating; 3 = 40 to 49 percent positive job approval rating; 2 = 30 to 39 percent positive job approval rating; 1 = less than 30 percent positive job approval rating.

· Governor’s personal powers’ index score (GPP), the sum of the scores for EM, AL, PF, GP divided by 4 and rounded to nearest tenth of a point. 

Summary of National Governor’s Association 1997 Study of State TANF Plans

	
	Yes
	No
	Other

	Continue Waivers?
	AL, AZ, CA, CT, DE, GA, HI, IL, IN, KS, MA, MI, MN, MO, MT, NE, NH, NC, ND, OH, OK, OR, SC, SD, TN, TX, UT, VT, VA, WI 
	AK, AR, CO, FL, ID, IA, KY, LA, ME, MD, MS, NV, NJ, NM, NY, PA, WA, WV, WY
	RI (n/a)

	Time Limit Shorter Than Sixty Months?
	AR, CT, DE, FL, GA, ID, IN, LA, MA, MO, NE, NM, NC, OH, OR, SC, TN, TX, UT, VA
	AL, AK, AZ, CA, CO, HI, IL, IA, KS, KY, ME, MD, MI, MN, MS, MT, NV, NH, NJ, NY, ND, OK, PA, RI, SD, VT, WA, WV, WI, WY
	

	Community Service After Two Months?
	MA, MI, NM, SD
	AL, AK, AZ, AR, CA, CO, CT, DE, FL, GA, HI, ID, IL, IN, IA, KS, KY, LA, ME, MD, MN, MS, MO, MT, NE, NV, NH, NJ, NY, NC, ND, OH, OK, OR, PA, RI, SC, TN, TX, UT, VT, VA, WA, WV, WI, WY
	

	Work Requirement Shorter Than Twenty-Four Months?
	AR, CA, CT, FL, ID, IA, MA, MI, MN, MT, NH, NM, NC, ND, OK, OR, TN, TX, UT, VA, WI
	AL, AK, AZ, CO, DE, GA, HI, IL, IN, KS, KY, LA, ME, MD, MS, MO, NE, NV, NJ, NY, OH, PA, RI, SC, SD, VT, WA, WV, WY
	

	Different Treatment For Families From Other States?
	FL, GA, IL, MD, MN, NH, NC, ND, PA, RI, VT, WA, WI
	AL, AK, AZ, AR CA, CO, CT, DE, HI, ID, IN, IA, KS, KY, LA, ME, MA, MI, MS, MO, MT, NE, NV, NJ, NM, NY, OH, OK, OR, SC, SD, TN, TX, UT, VA, WV, WY 
	

	Provide TANF To Legal Non-Citizens?
	AL
	AK, AZ, AR, CA, CO, CT, DE, FL, GA, HI, ID, IL, IN, IA, KS, KY, LA, ME, MD, MA, MI, MN, MS, MO, MT, NE, NV, NH, NJ, NM, NY, NC, ND, OH, OK, OR, PA, RI, SC, SD, TN, TX, UT, VT, VA, WA, WV, WI, WY
	

	Deny TANF To Drug Felons?
	AL, AZ, CA, DE, GA, ID, IL, IN, KS, KY, LA, ME, MD, MA, MS, MO, MT, NE, NV, NJ, NM, NC, ND, OH, PA, SC, SD, TN, TX, VA, WV, WI, WY
	AK, AR, CO, CT, FL, HI, IA, MI, MN, NH, NY, OK, OR, RI, UT, VT, WA
	

	Transitional Child Care Longer Than Twelve Months?
	AZ, AR, CA, CO, CT, DE, FL, HI, IL, IA, KY, MO, MT, NE, NH, NJ, NM, NC, OK, OR, RI, SC, TN, TX, UT, VT, WA, WV, WI
	AL, AK, GA, ID, IN, KS, LA, ME, MD, MA, MI, MN, MS, NV, NY, ND, OH, PA, SD, VA, WY 
	

	Transitional Medicaid Longer Than Twelve Months?
	AZ, CA, CT, DE, NE, NJ, RI, SC, TN, TX, UT, VT
	AL, AK, AR, CO, FL, GA, HI, ID, IL, IN, IA, KS, KY, LA, ME, MD, MA, MI, MN, MS, MO, MT, NV, NH, NM, NY, NC, ND, OH, OK, OR, PA, SD, VA, WA, WV, WI, WY
	

	Drug Testing?
	KS, MN, NV, NY, NC, OH, PA, SC
	AL, AK, AZ, AR, CA, CO, CT, DE, FL, GA, HI, ID, IL, IN, IA, KY, LA, ME, MD, MA, MI, MS, MO, MT, NE, NH, NJ, NM, ND, OK, OR, RI, SD, TN, TX, UT, VT, VA, WA, WV, WY
	WI (pending legislation)

	Allow Individual Development Accounts?
	AZ, AR, CA, CO, DE, GA, IL, IA, KS, KY, ME, MI, MO, MT, NM, NY, NC, OR, PA, RI, SC, TN, TX, UT, VT, VA, WA
	AL, AK, CT, FL, HI, ID, LA, MD, MA, MN, MS, NE, NV, NH, NJ, ND, OH, OK, SD, WV, WI, WY
	IN (pending)

	Family Cap?
	AZ, AR, CA, CT, DE, FL, GA, IL, IN, MD, MA, MS, NE, NJ, NC, ND, TN, VA, WI
	AL, AK, CO, HI, ID, IA, KS, KY, LA, ME, MI, MN, MO, MT, NV, NH, NM, NY, OH, OK, OR, PA, RI, SC, SD, TX, UT, VT, WA, WV, WY
	

	Diversion Payments?
	AK, AZ, AR, CA, CO, FL, GA, ID, IN, IA, KY, ME, MD, MN, MO, MT, NV, NM, NY, NC, OH, OR, RI, SC, SD, TX, UT, VA, WA, WV, WI
	AL, CT, DE, HI, IL, KS, LA, MA, MI, MS, NE, NH, NJ, ND, OK, PA, TN, VT, WY
	

	Subsidized Employment?
	AK, AZ, AR, CA, CO, DE, FL, GA, HI, IN, KY, ME, MD, MA, MS, MO, MT, NH, NJ, NY, NC, ND, OH, OK, OR, PA, RI, SC, SD, TX, VT, VA, WA, WV, WI, WY
	AL, CT, ID, IL, KS, LA, MN, NE, NV, TN, UT
	IA (no, but under consideration), MI (some areas), NM (no, but under consideration), 


Summary of National Governor’s Association 1999 Study of State TANF Plans

	
	Yes
	No
	Other

	Continue Waivers?
	AZ, CA, CT, DE, GA, HI, IN, KS, MA, MI, MN, MO, MT, NE, NH, NC, OH, OR, SC, SD, TN, TX, UT, VT, VA, WI
	AL, AR, CO, FL, ID, IL, IA, ME, MD, MS, NJ, NY, ND, OK, WA, WV, WY
	AK (no waiver), KY (no waivers), LA (no waivers), NV (no waivers), NM (no waivers), PA (no waivers), RI (n/a)

	Time Limit Shorter Than 60 months?
	AR, CT, DE, FL, GA, ID, IN, LA, MA, MO, NE, NC, OH, OR, SC, TN, TX, UT, VA
	AL, AK, AZ, CA, CO, HI, IL, IA, KS, KY, ME, MD, MI, MN, MS, MT, NE, NV, NH, NJ, NM, NY, ND, OK, PA, RI, SD, VT, WA, WV, WI, WY
	

	Work Requirement Shorter Than 24 Months?
	AL, AZ, AR, CA, CT, FL, GA, ID, IA, LA, MA, MI, MN, MT, NE, NH, NM, NC, ND, OH, OK, OR, SD, TN, TX, UT, VA, WA, WI
	AK, CO, DE, HI, IL, IN, KS, KY, ME, MD, MS, MO, NV, NJ, NY, PA, RI, SC, VT, WV, WY
	

	Hours Of Work Required Per Week Same As Federal Law?
	AL, AK, AR, CA, CO, CT, DE, FL, IL, IN, KS, KY, LA, ME, MD, MI, MN, MS, MO, MT, NV, NH, NY, OK, SC, SD, TX, WA
	AZ, GA, HI, ID, IA, MA, NE, NJ, NM, NC, ND, OH, OR, PA, RI, TN, UT, VT, VA, WV, WI, WY
	

	Different Treatment For New Residents?
	FL, GA, MD, MN, NE, NH, NJ, NY, ND, PA, RI, VT, WA, WI
	AL, AK, AZ, AR, CA, CO, CT, DE, HI, ID, IL, IN, IA, KS, KY, LA, ME, MA, MI, MS, MO, MT, NV, NM, NC, OH, OK, OR, SC, SD, TN, TX, UT, VA, WV, WY
	

	Provide TANF For Legal Non-Citizens?
	AK, AZ, CA, CO, CT, DE, FL, GA, ID, IL, IN, IA, KS, KY, LA, ME, MD, MA, MI, MN, MS, MO, MT, NE, NV, NH, NJ, NM, NY, NC, ND, OH, OK, OR, PA, RI, SC, SD, TN, TX, UT, VT, VA, WA, WV, WI, WY
	AL, AR, HI
	

	Deny TANF For Drug Felons?
	AL, AZ, AR, CA, DE, GA, ID, IL, IN, KS, KY, ME, MD, MA, MS, MO, MT, NE, NV, NJ, NM, NC, ND, OH, PA, SC, SD, TN, VA, WV, WY
	AK, CO, CT, FL, HI, IA, LA, MI, MN, NH, NY, OK, OR, RI, TX, UT, VT, WA, WI
	

	Guarantee Child Care For TANF Families?
	AL, AK, AZ, AR, CA, DE, GA, IN, IA, KY, LA, ME, MD, MA, MI, MT, NE, NV, NH, NJ, NY, OH, OK, OR, SC, TN, UT, VT, VA
	CT, FL, HI, ID, MN, MS, NM, NC, PA, SD, TX, WA, WV, WY
	CO (n/a), IL (n/a), KS (n/a), MO (n/a), ND (n/a), RI (n/a), WI (n/a)

	Guarantee Child Care For Those Leaving TANF (TCC)?
	AL, AK, AZ, AR, CA, CT, DE, FL, GA, HI, IN, IA, KY, ME, MD, MA, MN, NE, NV, NJ, NY, OH, OK, OR, SC, TN, TX, UT, VA
	ID, LA, MI, MS, MT, NM, NC, PA, SD, WA, WV, WY
	CO (n/a), IL (n/a), KS (n/a), MO (n/a), NH (n/a), ND (n/a), RI (n/a), VT (n/a), WI (n/a)

	Transitional Medicaid Longer Than Twelve Months?
	AZ, CA, CT, DE, HI, NE, NJ, RI, SC, TN, TX, UT, VT
	AL, AK, AR, CO, FL, GA, ID, IL, IN, IA, KS, KY, LA, ME, MD, MA, MI, MN, MS, MO, MT, NV, NH, NM, NY, NC, ND, OH, OK, OR, PA, SD, VA, WA, WV, WI, WY
	

	Drug Testing?
	FL, KS, MN, NV, NY, NC, OH, PA, SC, WI
	AL, AK, AZ, AR, CA, CO, CT, DE, GA, HI, ID, IL, IN, IA, KY, LA, ME, MD, MA, MI, MS, MO, MT, NE, NH, NJ, NM, ND, OK, OR, RI, SD, TN, TX, UT, VT, VA, WA, WV, WY
	

	Family Violence Option (FVO)?
	AL, AZ, CA, CO, DE, FL, GA, IN, IA, KY, LA, MD, MA, MI, MN, MO, NE, NV, NH, NJ, NY, NC, ND, PA, RI, TX, WA, WV, WY
	AK, AR, HI, ID, IL, KS, ME, MS, MT, NM, OH, OK, OR, SC, SD, TN, UT, VT, VA, WI
	CT (pending)

	Allow Individual Development Accounts?
	AZ, AR, CA, CO, GA, IL, IN, IA, KY, LA, ME, MI, MO, MT, NM, NY, NC, OH, OK, OR, PA, RI, SC, TN, TX, VT, VA, WA
	AL, AK, CT, DE, FL, HI, ID, KS, MD, MA, MN, MS, NE, NV, NH, NJ, ND, SD, UT, WV, WI, WY
	

	Family Cap?
	AZ, AR, CA, CT, DE, FL, GA, IL, MA, MS, NE, NJ, NC, ND, OK, SC, TN, VA
	AL, AK, CO, HI, ID, IN, IA, KS, KY, LA, ME, MD, MI, MN, MO, MT, NV, NH, NM, NY, OH, OR, PA, RI, SD, TX, UT, VT, WA, WV, WI, WY
	

	Diversion Payments?
	AK, AR, CA, CO, CT, FL, ID, IN, IA, KY, ME, MD, MN, MT, NV, NJ, NM, NY, NC, OH, OR, RI, SD, TX, UT, VA, WA, WV, WI
	AL, AZ, DE, GA, HI, IL, KS, LA, MA, MI, MS, MO, NE, NH, ND, OK, PA, SC, TN, VT, WY
	

	Subsidized Employment?
	AK, AZ, AR, CA, CO, DE, FL, GA, HI, KS, KY, ME, MD, MA, MN, MS, MO, MT, NH, NY, NC, ND, OH, OK, OR, PA, RI, SC, SD, TX, VT, VA, WA, WV, WI
	AL, CT, ID, IL, IN, LA, NE, NV, NJ, NM, TN, UT, WY
	IA (no, but under consideration), MI (some areas)


Determinants of State Family Cap With Disaggregated Measures of Gubernatorial Power, 1996.

Variables Entered/Removed

	Model
	Variables Entered
	Variables Removed
	Method

	1
	percentage of the population that is black, TP, AL, personal income per capita, PF, AP
	.
	Enter


a  All requested variables entered.

b  Dependent Variable: FAMCAP

c  Models are based only on cases for which year =  1996

Model Summary

	 
	R
	 
	R Square
	Adjusted R Square
	Std. Error of the Estimate

	Model
	year =  1996 (Selected)
	year ~= 1996 (Unselected)
	 
	 
	 

	1
	.733
	.475
	.537
	.473
	.712


a  Predictors: (Constant), percentage of the population that is black, TP, AL, personal income per capita, PF, AP

b  Unless noted otherwise, statistics are based only on cases for which year =  1996.

c  Dependent Variable: FAMCAP

ANOVA

	Model
	 
	Sum of Squares
	df
	Mean Square
	F
	Sig.

	1
	Regression
	25.311
	6
	4.219
	8.318
	.000

	 
	Residual
	21.809
	43
	.507
	 
	 

	 
	Total
	47.120
	49
	 
	 
	 


a  Predictors: (Constant), percentage of the population that is black, TP, AL, personal income per capita, PF, AP

b  Dependent Variable: FAMCAP

c  Selecting only cases for which year =  1996

Coefficients

	 
	 
	Unstandardized Coefficients
	 
	Standardized Coefficients
	t
	Sig.

	Model
	 
	B
	Std. Error
	Beta
	 
	 

	1
	(Constant)
	-.825
	1.111
	 
	-.742
	.462

	 
	TP
	.252
	.176
	.155
	1.428
	.160

	 
	AP
	-.281
	.119
	-.258
	-2.369
	.022

	 
	AL
	-.122
	.066
	-.193
	-1.842
	.072

	 
	PF
	-.423
	.087
	-.522
	-4.841
	.000

	 
	personal income per capita
	9.370E-05
	.000
	.314
	3.002
	.004

	 
	percentage of the population that is black
	2.667E-02
	.011
	.259
	2.400
	.021


a  Dependent Variable: FAMCAP

b  Selecting only cases for which year =  1996

B. Determinants of State Family Cap With Disaggregated Measures of Gubernatorial Power, 1997.

Variables Entered/Removed

	Model
	Variables Entered
	Variables Removed
	Method

	1
	high school diploma, AL, GP, AP, PF, governor's party 1=Rep, -1=Dem, 0=Ind, personal income per capita, EM
	.
	Enter


a  All requested variables entered.

b  Dependent Variable: FAMCAP

c  Models are based only on cases for which year =  1997

Model Summary

	 
	R
	 
	R Square
	Adjusted R Square
	Std. Error of the Estimate

	Model
	year =  1997 (Selected)
	year ~= 1997 (Unselected)
	 
	 
	 

	1
	.674
	.460
	.455
	.348
	.792


a  Predictors: (Constant), high school diploma, AL, GP, AP, PF, governor's party 1=Rep, -1=Dem, 0=Ind, personal income per capita, EM

b  Unless noted otherwise, statistics are based only on cases for which year =  1997.

c  Dependent Variable: FAMCAP

ANOVA

	Model
	 
	Sum of Squares
	df
	Mean Square
	F
	Sig.

	1
	Regression
	21.422
	8
	2.678
	4.272
	.001

	 
	Residual
	25.698
	41
	.627
	 
	 

	 
	Total
	47.120
	49
	 
	 
	 


a  Predictors: (Constant), high school diploma, AL, GP, AP, PF, governor's party 1=Rep, -1=Dem, 0=Ind, personal income per capita, EM

b  Dependent Variable: FAMCAP

c  Selecting only cases for which year =  1997

Coefficients

	 
	 
	Unstandardized Coefficients
	 
	Standardized Coefficients
	t
	Sig.

	Model
	 
	B
	Std. Error
	Beta
	 
	 

	1
	(Constant)
	4.573
	1.746
	 
	2.619
	.012

	 
	governor's party 1=Rep, -1=Dem, 0=Ind
	-.157
	.131
	-.150
	-1.198
	.238

	 
	AP
	-.326
	.128
	-.299
	-2.551
	.015

	 
	EM
	.268
	.113
	.352
	2.364
	.023

	 
	AL
	-.218
	.082
	-.331
	-2.646
	.011

	 
	PF
	-.197
	.087
	-.268
	-2.247
	.030

	 
	GP
	-.134
	.132
	-.139
	-1.014
	.317

	 
	personal income per capita
	1.282E-04
	.000
	.462
	3.520
	.001

	 
	high school diploma
	-7.780E-02
	.024
	-.447
	-3.211
	.003


a  Dependent Variable: FAMCAP

b  Selecting only cases for which year =  1997

Determinants of Welfare Magnet Policy Packages Using Separate Institutional and Personal Measures of Gubernatorial Power, 1996.
Variables Entered/Removed

	Model
	Variables Entered
	Variables Removed
	Method

	1
	high school diploma, governor personal powers, governor institutional powers, personal income per capita, political culture
	.
	Enter


a  All requested variables entered.

b  Dependent Variable: Welfare Magnet 1997: REGR factor score   5 for analysis    1

c  Models are based only on cases for which year =  1996

Model Summary

	 
	R
	 
	R Square
	Adjusted R Square
	Std. Error of the Estimate

	Model
	year =  1996 (Selected)
	year ~= 1996 (Unselected)
	 
	 
	 

	1
	.465
	.448
	.216
	.127
	.93445451


a  Predictors: (Constant), high school diploma, governor personal powers, governor institutional powers, personal income per capita, political culture

b  Unless noted otherwise, statistics are based only on cases for which year =  1996.

c  Dependent Variable: Welfare Magnet 1997: REGR factor score   5 for analysis    1

ANOVA

	Model
	 
	Sum of Squares
	df
	Mean Square
	F
	Sig.

	1
	Regression
	10.579
	5
	2.116
	2.423
	.050

	 
	Residual
	38.421
	44
	.873
	 
	 

	 
	Total
	49.000
	49
	 
	 
	 


a  Predictors: (Constant), high school diploma, governor personal powers, governor institutional powers, personal income per capita, political culture

b  Dependent Variable: Welfare Magnet 1997: REGR factor score   5 for analysis    1

c  Selecting only cases for which year =  1996

Coefficients

	 
	 
	Unstandardized Coefficients
	 
	Standardized Coefficients
	t
	Sig.

	Model
	 
	B
	Std. Error
	Beta
	 
	 

	1
	(Constant)
	5.029
	3.342
	 
	1.505
	.139

	 
	governor institutional powers
	-.540
	.317
	-.239
	-1.705
	.095

	 
	governor personal powers
	-.301
	.191
	-.222
	-1.575
	.122

	 
	political culture
	-.177
	.080
	-.464
	-2.212
	.032

	 
	personal income per capita
	1.001E-04
	.000
	.329
	2.232
	.031

	 
	high school diploma
	-4.682E-02
	.038
	-.264
	-1.242
	.221


a  Dependent Variable: Welfare Magnet 1997: REGR factor score   5 for analysis    1

b  Selecting only cases for which year =  1996

B. Determinants of Welfare Magnet Policy Packages Using Separate Institutional and Personal Measures of Gubernatorial Power, 1997.
Variables Entered/Removed

	Model
	Variables Entered
	Variables Removed
	Method

	1
	personal income per capita, governor institutional powers, political culture
	.
	Enter


a  All requested variables entered.

b  Dependent Variable: Welfare Magnet 1997: REGR factor score   5 for analysis    1

c  Models are based only on cases for which year =  1997

Model Summary

	 
	R
	 
	R Square
	Adjusted R Square
	Std. Error of the Estimate

	Model
	year =  1997 (Selected)
	year ~= 1997 (Unselected)
	 
	 
	 

	1
	.391
	.385
	.153
	.098
	.94978291


a  Predictors: (Constant), personal income per capita, governor institutional powers, political culture

b  Unless noted otherwise, statistics are based only on cases for which year =  1997.

c  Dependent Variable: Welfare Magnet 1997: REGR factor score   5 for analysis    1

ANOVA

	Model
	 
	Sum of Squares
	df
	Mean Square
	F
	Sig.

	1
	Regression
	7.504
	3
	2.501
	2.773
	.052

	 
	Residual
	41.496
	46
	.902
	 
	 

	 
	Total
	49.000
	49
	 
	 
	 


a  Predictors: (Constant), personal income per capita, governor institutional powers, political culture

b  Dependent Variable: Welfare Magnet 1997: REGR factor score   5 for analysis    1

c  Selecting only cases for which year =  1997

Coefficients

	 
	 
	Unstandardized Coefficients
	 
	Standardized Coefficients
	t
	Sig.

	Model
	 
	B
	Std. Error
	Beta
	 
	 

	1
	(Constant)
	.479
	1.534
	 
	.312
	.756

	 
	governor institutional powers
	-.564
	.335
	-.248
	-1.685
	.099

	 
	political culture
	-9.306E-02
	.056
	-.244
	-1.653
	.105

	 
	personal income per capita
	7.732E-05
	.000
	.273
	1.937
	.059


a  Dependent Variable: Welfare Magnet 1997: REGR factor score   5 for analysis    1

b  Selecting only cases for which year =  1997

State Policy Choices Resulting from Gubernatorial Power and Social, Economic, and Demographic Controls.
	Policy Outputs
	1996
	1997
	1998
	1999

	TIME60
	PARTY (-)a, TP, BP (-), AL (-), GP, POLCULT, UNMARBIR(-)
	VP, GP, POLCULT
	PARTY (-), GP, POLCULT, UNMARBIR(-)
	GP, POLCULT, PERBLACK, UNMARBIR(-) GOV.PPOW, GOV.POWR

	WORK24
	PARTY,AP(-), UNMARBIR(-)
	PARTY,AP(-), PC (-), UNMARBIR(-) GOV.IPOW(-)
	PARTY,AP(-), EM, PERBLACK, GOV.IPOW(-)
	PARTY,AP(-), EM, GP, GOV.IPOW(-), GOV.PPOW

	DIFFAM
	AP (-), VP (-), GP (-), POLCULT (-), PERBLACK
	AP (-), VP (-), POLCULT (-)
	AP (-), BP, PC, AL (-), PIPC, HSDIP (-), POLCULT (-)
	TP (-), AP (-), BP, PC,AL (-), POLCULT (-), PIPC,     HSDIP (-)

	NONCITIZ
	GP, PIPC, PERBLACK(-), UNMARBIR
	GP, PIPC, PERBLACK(-), UNMARBIR
	EM, AL (-), GP, PIPC, PERBLACK(-), UNMARBIR, POLCULT (-)
	PARTY,   SEP(-), PC (-), POLCULT (-), GOV.POWR(-)

	DRUGTANF
	PARTY, POLCULT, PIPC (-), PERBLACK
	PC, HSDIP, GOV.IPOW
	PC, PF (-), HSDIP (-)
	PC, PF (-), HSDIP (-), GOV.IPOW

	CCARE12
	PERBLACK, POLCULT (-)
	PERBLACK, POLCULT (-), GOV.IPOW
	TP (-), PC, UNMARBIR, POLCULT (-), PIPC (-)
	PARTY,   SEP(-), AP, PF(-), GP (-), POLCULT (-), PIPC (-)

	MEDI12
	SEP, AP (-), BP, AL,     PIPC (-), UNMARBIR, GOV.POWR
	SEP, AP (-), BP, AL,     PIPC (-), UNMARBIR, GOV.POWR
	SEP, AP (-), BP, EM,    PIPC (-), GOV.PPOW
	N/A

	IDA
	AP (-), BP
	AP (-), BP
	AP (-), BP, GP(-), UNMARBIR(-)

GOV.PPOW (-
	AP (-), BP, EM, PF,GP (-), UNMARBIR(-)

GOV.PPOW (-

	FAMCAP
	AP (-), AL (-), PF (-), PIPC, PERBLACK, GOV.PPOW(-, GOV.POWR(-
	AP (-), EM,  AL (-), PF (-), PIPC,     HSDIP (-), PERBLACK
	PARTY,AP(-), PF (-), POLCULT,

PIPC, GOV.IPOW (- GOV.POWR(-
	PARTY,AP(-), POLCULT, PIPC

	SUBEMP
	PARTY, TP, BP, EM, PROLEG, POCULT, GOV.PPOW, GOV.POWR
	TP, VP (-), EM
	PARTY, TP, VP (-), AL (-), POLCULT, HSDIP, PROLEG
	PARTY, TP, AP, VP (-), POLCULT, HSDIP

	GARCCARE
	-b
	-
	PARTY, POLCULT (-), UNMARBIR, PIPC (-)
	PARTY,     SEP (-), PF (-), POLCULT (-), PIPC (-), UNMARBIR

	WORKSANC
	-
	-
	PARTY, BP, EM, PF (-), POLCULT, PIPC (-), PERBLACK
	PARTY, BP, PIPC (-), PERBLACK

	TRANS97
	SEP, AP (-)
	SEP, AP (-), AL, PIPC (-)
	-
	-

	BEHAVE97
	AL (-), PF (-), PERBLACK
	PC, AL (-),    PF (-), PIPC, HSDIP (-), PERBLACK
	-
	-

	WELMAG97
	AP (-), BP, VP(-), GP (-), PROLEG (-), PIPC, POLCULT (-), GOV.IPOW (-GOV.POWR(-
	AP (-), BP,

VP (-), POLCULT (-), PIPC, GOV.IPOW (-
	-
	-

	WELRE97
	TP, PC (-), GP, UNMARBIR(-)
	PC (-), GP, PERBLACK
	-
	-

	IDA97
	PARTY, BP, POLCULT, UNMARBIR(-)
	PARTY, PERBLACK
	-
	-

	TRANS98
	-
	-
	EM, POLCULT (-), PIPC (-), UNMARBIR, GOV.POWR
	PARTY, BP, PF (-), POLCULT (-), PIPC (-)

	BEHAVE98
	-
	-
	BP, PF (-), POLCULT
	PARTY,AP(-), BP, PC,       EM (-), PF (-), POLCULT

	WELMAG98
	-
	-
	AP (-), BP,

VP (-), AL (-), UNMARBIR(-)

GOV.PPOW (-
	TP (-), AP (-), BP, PC,AL (-), PF, GP (-), PROLEG (-), HSDIP UNMARBIR(-)

GOV.PPOW(- GOV.POWR(-

	WELRE98
	-
	-
	PARTY,AP(-), EM, POLCULT, UNMARBIR(-)

GOV.IPOW (-
	PARTY,AP(-), PC (-), EM, GP, POLCULT, UNMARBIR(-) GOV.IPOW(-) GOV.PPOW

	IDA98
	-
	-
	PARTY, TP, AP, PROLEG, POLCULT, HSDIP
	TP, AP, EM, PROLEG, POLCULT


Fig. 3.7. Levels of Gubernatorial Power.







Broad-Range of Power: Overall Gubernatorial Power Score (GOV.POWR)





Middle-Range Power: Institutional Power Score (GOV.IPOW) and Personal Power Score (GOV.PPOW)





Basis of Power: Separately Elected Executive Office Official (SEP), Tenure Potential (TP), Appointment Power (AP), Budgetary Power (BP), Veto Power (VP), Party Control (PC), Electoral Mandate (EM), Ambition Ladder (AL), Personal Future (PF), Job Performance Rating (GP)
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