The Logic of Legislative Leadership

This article tests partisan, pivotal politics and contextual explanations for variation in the power of state house speakers in a cross-section of the U.S. states.  Surprisingly, leading theoretical candidates including conditional party government, majority homogeneity and the extent to which the floor median and party medians agree do not influence leadership power.  Instead, the results highlight important contextual influences that shape legislatures’ institutional choices. Lower-chamber speakers are stronger when legislators have fewer individual resources and face more daunting policy, collective action and electoral problems.  Less professionalized states with more competitive elections, more interventionist governments, larger populations, more lobbyists and more legislators delegate more power to the speaker.  The extent to which legislators delegate power to the speaker is influenced by the degree to which they need leaders help but not by preference alignment.   
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When Tip O’Neil took over as speaker of the US House of Representatives in the late 1970s, he was confronted by complaints about the undisciplined Democratic caucus. O’Neil expostulated, “You talk about discipline! … When I was Speaker of the Massachusetts legislature, I removed a fella from a committee.  I had that power.  Here, I don’t have that power.”
 However, if Tip O’Neil had come to Congress from Wyoming he might have marveled at the power of House Speakers, including the opportunity to serve for multiple terms in office instead of being forced to retire after a single term.  Squire and Hamm (2005) show that the most powerful speakers in state house chambers are more powerful than Joe Cannon was at the height of his ‘Czar’ powers in the House of Representatives, while the weakest speakers have powers more modest than those of House Speaker Dennis Hastert.  Why was O’Neil more powerful in MA than DC?  Squire and Hamm (2005 p. 100) suggest that this question is more open than answered: “Every legislature has leaders.  Yet, despite being ubiquitous, leadership is one of the least studied and least understood aspects of the legislative process.”  What explains the diversity of U.S. state legislative leadership institutions?  
This paper analyzes the Speakers’ Institutional Power Index (Clucas 2001) and tests partisan, pivotal politics and contextual explanations for leadership power.  The results are surprising, with the potential to redirect the field.  Ideological congruence matters much less than the challenges of the legislative context.   

Why Leaders?
Legislatures need leaders. Nearly all legislatures face coordination, agenda setting and collective action problems.  For instance, decisive majorities are required to achieve policy goals, but constructing such majorities can be difficult.  There are many issues advocated before most legislatures, but only time to give serious consideration to a fraction of them.  Further complicating the problem of building legislative majorities, opponents have incentives to stall consideration of legislation.   Leaders can facilitate coordination, set agendas, and build collective action.  Leaders may be able to provide a range of collective benefits for other members of the chamber. Augmenting leadership power – centralizing power – provides one solution to the press of conflicting legislative business because leaders can streamline business, coordinate policy, bulldoze minority roadblocks, and set the agenda in favor of their supporters (Aldrich 1995, Cox and McCubbins 2005, Dewan and Myatt 2007).  Because leaders are selected and endowed with power by legislative majorities (see Sinclair 1995, Clucas 2001), variation in leadership power should reflect differences in the costs and benefits of delegating power to leaders.  
Leaders are more desirable agents when they can and will provide collective goods that followers want.  A decisive and powerful leader who pushes through policies many followers do not like is hardly desirable.  Thus, the extent to which leaders are delegated power depends upon the balance between what leaders can provide to followers and the costs they impose.  If nothing else, delegation reduces individual legislators’ freedom of movement.  Augmenting leadership power almost always ‘costs’ something.  For instance, delegation to leadership may empower the majority party at the expense of centrist legislators or alternative policymaking coalitions.

It is often supposed that the costs of delegation are lower when the principal and agent have more similar preferences.  Thence, leaders should be stronger when their supporters hold more homogeneous views that are closer to those of the leader.  Conditional party government approaches (Cooper and Brady 1981, Rhode 1991, Aldrich 1995), party agenda setting models (Cox and McCubbins 1993, 2005), and median voter focused pivotal politics models (Schickler 2000) all can be read as emphasizing the extent to which leaders and followers are on the same ideological page.  For instance, when parties are more homogenous and distinctive (conditional party government) party members have more to gain from cooperation because they agree with each other on most issues, and disagree with their opposites on a great many elements of the agenda.  Similarly, the median voter in Schickler’s (2000) model delegates more power when the floor median and party median are close together.  Cox and McCubbins (2005) suggest that parties sometimes must make side payments to centrists in order to persuade them to support the party cartel.  
Recent theoretical advances in the study of party leadership suggest that the link from majority homogeneity and/or inter-party polarization to leadership power may have critical logical limitations.  Dewan and Myatt (2007) argue that the extent to which political parties will cede power to leaders is critically dependent on the extent to which party members need leadership coordination.  Although more homogenous party preferences may make it less costly to cede power to leadership, they may also render strengthened leadership unnecessary. 

The context in which legislators operate shapes the extent to which they feel compelled to empower leadership.  Legislators are likely to strengthen leaders when there is more to do, when accomplishments are more vital because of competitive elections, when coordination is harder to achieve within the party and when it is harder to get things done.  Sinclair (1995) argues that context matters because it can influence the extent to which members are able to accomplish their goals without leadership.  If other institutions are functioning adequately, there is little need to delegate.  “When members believe a stronger, more assertive party leadership – one with more extensive powers and resources – is likely to make the difference between legislative success and failure, they are most likely to perceive a benefit in increasing leaders’ powers and resources.” (p. 16) 

A range of contextual challenges may increase demand for powerful leaders.  The literature suggests several, and I will augment the list below.  Sinclair (1995) discusses the role of divided government and party size.  Clucas (2001) examines electoral competition.  Other scholars emphasize the role of the workload (Cooper 1977, Schumpeter 1942, Stewart 1992).  Binder (1996) frames the workload hypothesis as follows: “the majority party is more likely to suppress minority rights when increases in the level of demands on the chamber increase the value of time for the majority.” Measures of the complexity of the policymaking environment are critical for an effective evaluation of their leadership power choices.      

Finally, increasing leadership power isn’t the only way legislators can advance their goals.  Legislative professionalism may substitute for enhanced leadership power. Increased professionalism expands the capacity and capabilities of individual legislators, allowing them to rely less on leaders.  Though leadership is often important, it isn’t essential.  Legislators can and do pass legislation and pursue electoral goals on their own, and professionalism tends to endow legislators with more resources to achieve those goals.  Because there are alternative solutions to the coordination, agenda setting and collective action problems legislators face, ordinary legislators need not always ‘buy’ from the leadership or party ‘cartel’.  This paper is the first to explore the endogenous relationship between leadership power and professionalism.  
Data and Hypotheses
Hypothesis 1. Leaders are more powerful when their party is stronger: larger, more homogenous, or more polarized. 

This is the first of two hypotheses built on theories that suggest leadership power is shaped by the configuration of legislators’ preferences.  Hypothesis one focuses on the consequent ‘strength’ of the leader’s party.  Leaders are expected to be stronger when the configuration of preferences and/or constituency interests among party members makes it easier or more important for the party to cooperate.   
Measures of legislator preferences used to construct these variables are derived from the Carey, Neimi and Powell (1995) survey of state legislatures, which asked legislators to place themselves on a seven point ideological scale.  Weighted data from the Carey et. al. (1995) survey is for the appropriate legislative term. Survey based measures are superior to roll-call based measures because they do not reflect endogenous logrolling, agenda setting or leadership pressure.
  

Majority Homogeneity is almost universally expected to lead to increased leadership power.  On changes in the rules, Cox and McCubbins (1997) write 

“There is something of a consensus on this score, embodied in the following maxim: the more homogeneous the preferences of the majority party's members, the more disposed these members will be to delegate substantial institutional powers to their leaders, in order that they may more effectively pursue the party's common interests.”
In recent work, Cox and McCubbins (2005) discount this consensus, perhaps because the roll rate of the majority party doesn’t change much with majority homogeneity. Cox and McCubbins suggest that the majority party will always have an interest in upholding the “first commandment” of party cartel government. No matter whether the majority is homogenous or not, those holding offices of trust should not promote bills opposed by a majority of their party.  To the extent that homogeneity makes a difference, Cox and McCubbins suggest that that procedural cartel theory continues to imply that speakers as such will have more power when their majority is more homogenous.  Less homogenous parties will focus on decentralized blocking, while more homogenous parties will centralize leadership power. 
Conditional Party Government theory posits that when the majority party is more homogenous and distinctive, it will delegate more power to leaders in order to push its distinctive policies.  Rhode’s (1991) theory of conditional party government emphasizes the importance of preference polarization for leadership power.  Aldrich and Rhode (1998, 2000) posit two necessary conditions for parties to act like strong parties:  (1) the two parties should be polarized, and (2) the polarization should derive from electoral forces.

  Conditional party government is the sum of the standard scores of intermedian distance and majority homogeneity.   Intermedian distance is the majority party median minus the minority party median and divided by the overall standard deviation of legislators preferences.  Majority homogeneity is 1 minus the standard deviation of the majority party divided by the overall standard deviation.  Thus, higher values indicate that the majority party is more homogenous relative to the legislature as a whole.
  

Partisan Capacity is a measure of the size and cohesiveness of the majority party relative to the minority.   Binder (1996) theorizes that larger and more homogenous majority parties have more capacity for concerted action.   I first interacted the portion of seats held by each party with that party’s homogeneity, and then subtracted the resulting minority capacity from majority capacity.  Partisan theories anticipate that a stronger majority party will establish rules that strengthen the power of party leaders, including the speaker (Binder 1996, 2006).

Hypothesis 2. Leaders are more powerful when they agree more with the floor median.
In opposition to partisan theories, Schickler (2000) argues that the distance between the floor median and the majority party median shapes the extent to which the floor median is willing to delegate power to the majority party leadership.  When the floor median and majority party median are close together, leadership should gain power because the floor median has more to gain and less to loose from strengthened leadership.   Ideological power balance (Schickler 2000) is also computed using the Carey et. al. (1995) survey.  This variable is the distance between the majority median and the floor median minus the distance between the minority median and the floor median. 
Hypothesis 3. Increased professionalism decreases leadership power.  

More professionalized legislatures need leaders less.  The qualitative literature on legislative leadership at both the state and national levels (Jewell and Whicker 1994, Sinclair 1995) suggests that professionalism diminishes reliance on leaders.  Jewell and Whicker (1994 p. 13) theorize that “as professionalism of legislature increases, power decreases.”  Leaders can provide legislative and electoral collective goods to followers.  Professionalism allows followers to provide (some of) those goods for themselves. Because more professionalized legislatures have the capacity to handle more issues legislators may be able to accomplish more goals without strengthening leadership.  Legislators with more resources and time ought to be able to construct coalitions, appeal to constituents and navigate the policy process without depending as much on leadership to provide coordination, manage party image, and expedite business.  

More professionalized legislatures typically have full time representatives with staff support who meet for longer legislative sessions.  The three components (salary, session length, and staff) that compose the legislative professionalism index (Squire 2007) measure legislators’ ability to accomplish goals without the help of leaders. (1) Legislative pay influences whether legislators serve full time, or need other sources of income.  Full-time professional legislators should have more time to negotiate and resolve political issues on their own.  (2) Higher spending on staff should increase the ability of the legislature to address policy choices efficiently, and build ties to constituents through casework and other services.  (3) Longer legislative sessions provide more time for legislative deliberation, and potentially allow for a longer legislative agenda, diminishing the importance of agenda setting and control over the floor by party leaders.  

It is likely that the relationship between professionalism and leadership power is endogenous. If leadership can help members accomplish some of the same goals as professionalism, then legislatures with more powerful leaders should typically have less need to professionalize, and vice versa. Because professionalism influences leadership power but professionalism may itself be influenced by leadership power, estimating the effect of professionalism on leadership power requires exogenous instruments for professionalism.  
The endogenous relationship between leadership power and professionalism has been ignored in the literature (e.g. Binder 1996, 2006).  Examining these relationships provides an opportunity to develop more fully specified models.  This study focuses on leadership power, and uses instrumental variables to analyze the effect of professionalism.

Increasing professionalism to diminish reliance on leaders carries costs, and these costs are dollar denominated.  Increasing professionalism costs money, and spending money on the legislature (particularly on increased legislative salaries) is often unpopular.  Probably for this reason, Squire and Hamm (2005) find that the single best predictor of legislative professionalism across nearly 100 years of state legislative history is the size of the state GDP.  Richer states can better bear the costs of maintaining their legislators in style.  Thus, the state economy limits to the extent to which legislatures can expand their sessions, staff and salary, but these limits vary substantially across states.  

Legislative Professionalism is measured using Squire’s (2007) scores for the 1995-1996 legislative sessions.  Two instrumental variables are included in this study. Squire and Hamm (2005) find that the only powerful and consistent predictor of professionalism across the last 100 years of US history is the size of the state economy.  States with larger economies consistently have more professionalized legislatures.   Because no study in the literature on legislative leadership suggests that the size of the national or state economy is a major influence on leadership power, this variable is a plausible exogenous instrument for professionalism.
  The second variable is the average legislative professionalism of neighboring states, weighted by the length of the state border. King (2000) argues that legislative professionalism is influenced by comparison with nearby states.  If neighbors are more professionalized, then a legislature is more likely to choose to professionalize – the comparison with neighboring states provides political justification for expanded professionalism, but there should be no direct effect of a state’s leadership power on its neighbors’ choice to create a professionalized legislature.  

Hypothesis 4. Leadership institutions are stronger when the context creates conditions in which legislators need more help. 
When legislators face more substantial challenges, stronger leadership and professionalism are appealing.  Both may be able to help legislators deal with the challenges they face.  This paper examines five variables that measure contextual challenges facing legislators: the population of the state, the size and complexity of the state government, the number of interest groups, the number legislators, and the likelihood of competitive elections.  These challenges have to do with the press of business, the complexity of collective action problems, or the magnitude of the problems the legislature is likely to confront.  I hypothesize that legislators facing more difficult and challenging policymaking, cooperation and coordination, or election problems are more likely to design strong leadership institutions able to alleviate those problems. 

Leaders can directly confront delay and inaction.  Leaders sometimes play a critical role in bringing about compromise, structuring deals and/or pushing legislation through (Cohen 1995, Sinclair 2000).  By contrast, legislatures without strong leadership often allow minorities to frustrate action by majorities (Oppenheimer 1985, Binder 1996).

Leaders can also reduce the number of issues the legislature must consider, focusing the agenda on issues and positions that their supporters want to see examined (Cooper and Brady 1981, Cox and McCubbins, 1993 and 2005, Patty and Penn 2003). Leaders are likely to reduce the number of actual issues examined by the legislature by using their agenda power to focus on a subset.  As complexity increases, not all issues can be considered and the resulting time pressure makes a leadership-set agenda more desirable.  In addition, when there are many issues to consider, it easier for leaders to construct such an agenda weighted with issues their followers like.
  

Cooperation and coordination problems are not constant, and neither is leaders’ capacity to solve them.  For instance, agenda setting may get easier as challenges mount. When the legislators have many things to do and are having difficulty accomplishing them, leadership is more likely to be able to offer an appealing agenda. It is easy to see that the emergence of one additional issue can provide more opportunity for a leader to make his or her support coalition better off.  If the new issue is not appealing, the leader can continue with the old agenda.  If it is better, then inclusion allows the leader to make a majority (even) better off.  As workload increases relative to capacity to address issues, leaders with more power are generally able to provide better outcomes for their supporters. 

The first variable measuring the size and complexity of the tasks facing the legislature is population.  I measure population as the natural log of the average state population as estimated by the census bureau for 1993 and 1994.  More people create more opportunity for different groups to form as has been suggested at least since James Madison wrote Federalist 10 (Madison 1789).  A larger population makes for more potential targets for distributive politics, and arguably more need for political action to address public problems.  It also can complicate the task of gathering information on the viability of various policy proposals.  All else equal, states with larger populations will have more issues to address. In addition, states with larger populations tend to have more diverse interests and economies, which make for more complicated collective action problems.  Various studies of legislative professionalism include population as an independent variable for the reasons suggested above.  King (2000) notes that “social changes – more specifically, shifts in the size and composition of a state’s population – alter the complexity of problems facing the legislature.” (p. 335) In a similar vein Mooney (1995) writes “The more people that live in a state, the more public problems there are likely to be.” (p. 49) Generally, legislating for larger states should be more challenging, motivating legislators to augment their own capabilities (professionalism) and/or the capacity of their leaders.
Scope of government intervention: More government regulations, more intricate tax codes, more government spending, etc. imply that there are more policy decisions which need to be made, monitored, and revised.  This implies that there are more issues for the legislature to deal with -- more work.  It also suggests that the legislature’s work will be more difficult – if the state government is doing more, then structuring and maintaining the rules and budget by which it operates is likely to prove more time consuming, divisive and complex.  

Government intervention reflects the success of those seeking an interventionist government rather than the availability of issues.  Legislators in a non-interventionist state may none the less be aware of potential interventions.  However, when the choice is merely whether to act or not, there is less complexity. Government intervention in a policy area multiplies the number of issues that are likely to arise.  For instance, having created the Endangered Species Act the US Congress spent the next several decades periodically evaluating whether to grant exceptions to its protections for particular species in particular locations.  It seems likely that none of these decisions would have been faced had the endangered species act not been passed.  Once the intervention occurs, more interventionist states become more complex and challenging for their leaders than less interventionist ones. 

Government intervention is measured as the inverse of the Economic Freedom Index (Karabegovic et. al. 2004, Wang 2005).
  This index is composed of nine items intended to measure the scope of government activity in the economy including: 1. general consumption expenditures by government as a percentage of GDP, 2. transfers and subsidies as a percentage of GDP, 3. total government revenue from own source as a percentage of GDP, 4. top marginal income tax rate and the income threshold at which it applies,5.indirect taxes as a percentage of GDP, 6. sales taxes collected as a percentage of GDP, 7. minimum wage legislation, 8. government employment as a percentage of total state employment, and 9. occupational licensing.
Number of interest groups: When there are more lobbyists and interest groups, the policymaking process is more complex and collective action is more difficult to achieve because it encompasses more participants. More numerous interest groups tend to produce gridlock in the legislative process, reducing the extent to which legislators are able to enact introduced legislation (Gray and Lowery 1995).  Thus, the presence of more lobbyists should make collective action harder to achieve, elongating the time required to pass the elements of a given legislative agenda.  In addition, more lobbyists may be a proxy for more active policy issues – a larger agenda that legislators might feel compelled to try to address in scarce legislative session time.  The number of registered lobbyists (The Book of the States 1998) is a standard measure of the scope of interest group activity in the states (Gray and Lowery 1995).  
Size of the legislature: When there are more legislators, it is harder to conduct legislative business. Time on the floor must be divided in more ways, and the number of participants in legislative bargaining is larger. Thus, the number of legislators is expected to exacerbate collective action problems, increasing workload and potentially motivating the creation of stronger leadership.  Larger legislatures face more severe coordination problems.  For instance, Stewart (1992, 2001) argues that the difference in size between the House of Representatives and the Senate was key to the looser organizational structure of the Senate. When there are more members, agreement and rapid action are more difficult to achieve without leaders’ help.  The size of the legislature is simply the number of legislators serving in the state lower house. 

Political competition:  Clucas (2001) theorizes that members need the assistance of leaders to provide collective goods useful for election campaigns when their electoral situation is more tenuous.  Clucas finds that the power of state lower house speakers is significantly influenced by the extent of political competition.  Majorities delegate more power to leaders in competitive states in hopes that those leaders will help them achieve reelection.  Political competition is measured using an index originally constructed by Holbrook and Van Dunk (1993).

Challenges is an index that sums the standard scores of the natural logarithm of population, the scope of government intervention, the number of interest groups, and the number of legislators.  Political competition is excluded because it is focused on electoral as opposed to within-legislature challenges, and because Clucas (2001) already demonstrated that this index has a significant influence on speakers’ powers.  Inclusion of political competition would arguably bias the index in favor of positive findings.  
Control Variables

Legislative Career Structure Clucas (2001) created dummy variables for the career characteristics of legislatures. Career legislatures typically have long-serving incumbents with an interest in strong legislative institutions to help them achieve their goals. 
Political Culture is based on the typology developed by Daniel Elazar (1966) which classifies states into three broad political cultures: moralistic, individualistic, and traditionalistic.  I include these variables to account for possible effects of state political culture on leadership institutions.  Because in the model states with individualistic and traditionalistic political cultures have similar levels of leadership power, I omit both from the analyses displayed below to focus on moralistic political cultures. 
Measuring Leadership Power

Leadership powers matter to the extent that they allow leaders to influence how the legislature operates in consequential ways by influencing the behavior of other legislators or the structure of the agenda.  I operationalize leadership power using the Speaker’s Institutional Power Index (Clucas 1998, 2001) which measures the speaker’s power during the 1995-96 legislative sessions in the lower chamber of 49 state legislatures.
  

The index includes five areas: appointment, committee, resources, procedural, and tenure.  Appointment power measures “the Speakers’ power to appoint other party leaders and the chairs of the standing committees.” (Clucas 1998, p 9)  Speakers with stronger appointment power have more centralized control over the structure of party agenda setting and legislative activity because they have more influence over the actions of other party members with powerful positions.  Appointment power also provides speakers with resources useful for building coalitions and commanding loyalty from supporters.  

Committee power measures the extent to which the speaker has “the right to make committee assignments and to restructure the committee system.” (Clucas 1998, p. 14)  Jewell and Whicker (1994, p 89) write that committee appointment is “a form of patronage for the leader” useful for rewarding friends and punishing foes.  Most fundamentally, however, this power allows the speaker to control and shape the preferences represented on key committees.  

The resource power measure focuses on two important resources useful for building support (or punishing foes): the ability of leaders to provide campaign support and to allocate additional staff.  These resources may be crucial for legislators seeking to achieve their goals. 
  Procedural powers include power over committee referrals and floor-related powers to set the calendar, decide questions and direct the House (Clucas 1998 p. 23).  This set of procedural powers excludes potentially important powers like the ability to close votes.  None the less, the procedural powers included in this index do give speakers direct influence over the fate of particular pieces of legislation. 
Tenure measures the extent to which speakers are term-limited out of office.  A long tenure allows speakers to acquire experience and skill, and influences the extent to which speakers will become “lame ducks” (Jewell and Whicker 1994, Clucas 1998).  

If variation in speakers’ power matters, it should show up in various measures of the legislative process including observed legislative workload.  Conceptually, the observed workload is how much the legislature is actually able to accomplish, how much it is trying to accomplish, and whether the legislature seems to be struggling to complete its work on time.   Strong speakers should reduce the observed legislative workload by coordinating their party around a more compact agenda and streamlining legislative business.  
Observed workload is measured here as index that equally weights several indicators of the legislature’s ability to accomplish the demands placed upon it.  (1) The number of bills introduced into the legislature, and the number of bills enacted into law should reflect the number of issues that are brought before the legislature and effectively resolved by it.  (2) The use of bill introduction limits has been advocated by the National Association of State Legislatures as a solution to an overburdened workload, so the presence of bill introduction limits should suggest that the legislature is struggling to cope with a large workload.  However, legislators tend to set introduction limits high enough that they have no real effect.  Because there is in fact no relationship between the presence of bill introduction limits and the number of bills introduced, this by itself doesn’t seem likely to limit legislative workload. (3) Finally, the length of special sessions should indicate whether regular legislative terms are long enough to allow the legislature to address its workload.  Measures of all variables are derived from The Book of the States (1998).

I include two other variables: legislative professionalism and the challenges index described above. Heightened legislative professionalism should increase the observed workload because more professionalized legislatures have staff and session length resources to introduce and pass more legislation within the scope of the normal legislative calendar.  The scope of the challenges facing the legislature should also increase the observed workload: more to do and more difficulty achieving collective action will mean more bills introduced and/or passed, and more pressure on session limits.  
 Estimates of the equation below are standardized beta coefficients from an OLS equation.  All variables are statistically significant at the 95 percent level or greater (two tailed) and in the expected direction.  When leadership is stronger, the observed workload is smaller.  Professionalism and the scope of the challenges facing the legislature also increase the observed workload. 

Observed Workload = 3 - 0.41(Leadership Power + 0.38(Professionalism) + 0.32(Challenges)






 

When individual elements of the leadership power index are included separately, all are associated with observed workload in the expected negative direction, but only resources and appointment powers achieve statistical significance.  

Results and Discussion
Table 1 reports two stage least squares estimates of the determinants of the speakers’ institutional power index.  All hypothesis tests are two-tailed. 
(Insert Table 1 here.)

Preference Agreement Doesn’t Matter

The partisan and pivotal politics explanations postulate that preference agreement between partisans or key legislators and their leaders shapes leadership power.  The partisan strength explanations postulate that preference agreement within the parties and/or between the parties shape leadership power.  Specific variables examined include conditional party government (Rhode 1991), partisan capacity (Binder (1996, 2006) and majority homogeneity (Cox and McCubbins 1997).  I also examine the pivotal politics prediction that leadership power will be greater when the majority median and floor median have more similar preferences (Schickler 2000).  

Conditional party government, partisan capacity and majority homogeneity are remarkably weak predictors of leadership power.  These variables are non-significant in every model.  Even more striking, all of the variables have the wrong sign.  States with more conditional party government, more partisan capacity and a more homogenous majority party have weaker speakers, if anything.
  Overall, variables measuring the strength of the political parties or their capacity have little impact on the institutional powers of state house speakers.  In table 1, inclusion of conditional party government, partisan capacity, or majority homogeneity does not add to the predictive power of the model.
  

My results align with concerns about the theoretical relevance of conditional party government arguments raised by Cox and McCubbins (2005) who wrote “In our model, there is a constant level of party government that is always present and not conditional on the condition stipulated in CGP [Conditional Party Government].” (p. 203) Perhaps the more accurate conditionality has to do with the extent to which legislators believe they need leaders’ help and the extent to which leaders can offer followers an appealing agenda.  I examine this possibility below. 

The pivotal politics model receives support on par with conditional party government – almost none.  Schickler (2000) suggests that partisan variables are less important than the ideological power balance between the floor median and the party median.  However, Schickler’s ideological power balance measure also does not predict variation in leadership power.  It is statistically insignificant. 

In spite of the joint consensus status they achieved in legislative studies by the late 1990s, ideological and partisan variables simply are not important in these analyses – they do not much influence the level of the speaker’s power.  The debate between ‘pivotal politics’ theorists who emphasize the floor median and ‘party’ theorists who emphasize the homogeneity of the majority party thus seems to have little relevance for the speaker’s institutional powers in state legislatures.  These variables add next to nothing to our understanding of variation in leadership power across legislatures. 

Why do partisan/pivotal variables fail in these analyses when they have figured so prominently in the Congressional literature?  One explanation for the weakness of these variables is that previous analyses may have been biased.  It is easy to show that apparent changes in majority homogeneity and intermedian distance (e.g. in Nominate scores) can result from changes in the number of issues available for leaders to select an agenda from. Leaders can select an agenda that unites their party more readily when there are many issues. This suggests that time-series analyses of the US House (e.g. Binder 1996, Schickler 2000) may have been distorted by selection-induced shifts in measured preferences.  Increased leadership power, increased legislative capacity and/or a spike in the number of issues Congress faces could alter apparent “conditional party government” and change the apparent distance between the floor median and the majority party median by making it easier for leaders to pick an agenda that a majority party supports.  The survey-based measures of legislator preferences used in this analysis are more resistant to these measurement validity problems.  

On the other hand, it is possible that this cross-sectional analysis misses much of the impact partisan and ideological variables have.  It has been suggested that levels of power that accumulate over a long period of time cannot be accurately predicted by contemporary measures of preferences (Cox and McCubbins 1997).  It may be that party strength and/or ideological power balance matter a great deal in individual choices to expand or contract leadership power within states, but do not shape the overall distribution of leadership power across states.   

Professionalism Substitutes for Leadership
More professionalized legislatures have more capacity to address issues and connect with constituents without the help of leadership, so legislators should feel less pressured to delegate power to leaders.  Empirically, professionalization is a crucial influence.  No other variable has as large an effect on leadership power.  A one standard deviation increase in professionalism is associated with a more than three point decrease in the expected level of the speakers’ institutional power index (nearly an entire standard deviation).  When legislators can achieve their goals without leaders, they do. 
This result resolves a controversy. Beginning in the late 1980s, several observers argued that increased legislative professionalization lead to a fragmentation of power away from party leadership (Rosenthal 1993, Jewell and Whicker 1994, Moncrief, Thompson and Kurtz 1996)  More recently, analyses by Richard Clucas (2001, 2007) contradict claims that professionalism is associated with weak leaders.  My results correct the omitted variable bias and endogeneity that lead to Clucas’ (2001) results.  Clucas omitted context variables (e.g. population, government intervention and interest groups that professionalization is positively correlated with, and ignored the endogeneity of professionalization.
  Like leadership power, professionalism is a way legislators increase their capacity to cope with challenges.  Legislators faced with more difficult tasks may vote themselves additional resources (Polsby 1968, King 2000), strengthen the speaker, or both.  The two-stage-least-squares method controls for the endogenous relationship between professionalism and leadership power.  My empirical results are consistent with the qualitative literature which suggests that professionalism diminishes leadership power.  Professionalism gives legislators resources to achieve their goals sans the speaker.  When properly modeled, more professionalism is associated with substantially weaker leaders.

Challenging Contexts Promote Leadership Power

The results for professionalism suggest that when legislators don’t need leaders help, they give leaders less power.  This section presents results that indicate the converse is also true.  When legislators need leaders help, they give leaders power.  Speakers have more power when policy, collective action, and electoral challenges are larger.  When the demands placed on the legislature are large, leadership is stronger. 
The ‘challenges’ index is an aggregate measure of the extent to which legislators face challenging policymaking and collective action problems.  It includes government intervention, state population, the number of legislators and the number of lobbyists. In equation 6 the challenges index is statistically significant (p>.001) and it has the second largest effect on the speakers’ power index.  A one standard deviation increase in the challenges index is associated is an increase in the speaker’s power index of 1.8 – more than half a standard deviation.  More complex states: those with more people, more lobbyists, a more interventionist government, and more legislators typically have more powerful speakers.  

States with larger populations are typically more complicated and diverse.  Consequently, making policy and being a legislator in such states often involves dealing with more issues, interests and constituents.  Can leaders help?  In equation 5, the population variable achieves statistical significance (p>.10 two tailed) and the effect size is quite substantial.  A one standard deviation increase in this variable is associated with an increase of about 1.5 (nearly half a standard deviation).  As expected, larger states tend to have more powerful leaders.

Government intervention has a substantial association with leadership power. When state governments do more, the legislative and budgetary process is almost by definition more challenging. Government intervention easily achieves statistical significance (p<.05) in every equation.  More interventionist state governments almost by definition have more to do.  And this increased complexity is associated with more powerful speakers.  In model 5, a one standard deviation increase in government intervention is associated with a 1.2 increase in the speaker’s power.  These results suggest that government intervention has an important influence: state legislatures which choose to establish more interventionist policies find it necessary to establish stronger leaders.
   

The number of active interest groups also increases the complexity with which legislators must cope.  More interest groups tend to exacerbate and extend bargaining.  With more players at the table, lawmaking and coalition formation is more challenging.  It appears that legislators may increase leadership power in response.  The number of registered lobbyists also has the anticipated effect.  The estimated coefficient is statistically significant (p<.05) in most equations.   In all models, a one standard deviation increase in the number of registered lobbyists is associated with about a .8 increase in the speakers’ power.  

Larger legislatures also may exacerbate collective action problems within the chamber.  With more members, legislative bargaining may be more complex and protracted. The size differential is often cited as a critical factor in the divergent institutional development of the US House of Representatives and the Senate.  As predicted, states with larger lower chambers endow the speaker with more power. However, unlike the other variables, results for this variable must be interpreted with caution.  New Hampshire has an extraordinarily large lower chamber (400 members) and the second strongest speaker in the nation.  When New Hampshire is excluded from the analysis, the number of legislators no longer has a significant influence on leadership power.  The other variables measuring policymaking complexity are somewhat more strongly significant with New Hampshire excluded. 
Finally, the extent to which there is political competition is an important influence on the speakers’ power. As Clucas (2001) found, leaders are granted more power in states with fierce political competition. The effect size is substantial.  A one standard deviation increase in political competition is associated with a roughly 1.4 point increase in the speaker’s institutional power index – almost a half standard deviation.    

Control Variables
The control variables continued to operate in the ways described by Clucas (2001). States with career legislatures continued to have stronger leaders.  This likely reflects careerists’ commitment to success within the chamber.  Legislators who view service as temporary may be reluctant to have their independence restricted by the speaker, even if that makes it possible to accomplish more legislative goals.  
State political culture also continued to exert some effect on leadership power.  States with moralistic political cultures (principally New England and areas settled by migrants from New England) appear to grant more power to leadership. Clucas (2001) found this surprising because “Elazar suggests that the individualistic one is most likely to produce the most competitive parties” (p. 334). This takes a narrow and unnecessarily indirect view of the ways that culture could influence leadership power. If nothing else, it seems plausible that legislators from state cultures that value individualism would be reluctant to submit themselves to speakers with ‘Czar’ like powers.  Indeed, the moralistic political culture may include a preference for stronger leadership.  It evolved from a Puritan founding that put a premium on submission to strong elected leaders.  John Winthrop (1639) famously admonished early settlers to “cheerfully submit unto that authority which is set over you.”  Cheerfully or not, states with moralistic political cultures have more authoritative legislative leaders. 
Conclusion

This paper contradicts theories that expect the ideological structure of legislators’ preferences will shape leadership power.  It may be time to reevaluate the centrality of conditional party government and pivot theories in legislative studies. This paper and other recent work (e.g. Clinton 2007) cast doubt on their empirical predictions.  None of the partisan variables achieved statistical significance.  Variables tested include conditional party government, majority homogeneity, and partisan capacity.  Contrary to conventional wisdom, the extent to which members of the majority party agree with each other and/or with the minority party does not appear to have much effect on leadership power in the states. A major challenge to specifically partisan theories has come from the perspective of pivotal politics models, but this model also falls short.  The ideological power balance variable fails to account for significant variation in leadership power.  

Instead of responding the structure of legislator’s ideology, leadership powers tend to be stronger when legislators are beset by challenging policymaking and electoral conditions. The results are consistent with Cox and McCubbins (2005) who argue that there are gains to be had from leadership power (e.g. agenda setting) whether or not the majority is homogenous, with Sinclair’s (1995) argument that context shapes the demand for leadership power, and with Dewan and Myatt’s (2007) model of leadership coordination in which leaders gain power when within-party coordination is more difficult rather than easier to accomplish.  My results differ from those of Binder (1996, 1997, 2006), Schickler (2000) and Clucas (2001) in part because the empirical model is fully specified in the sense that it includes both exogenous legislative capacity (professionalism) and a set of indirect (hence less endogenous) measures of the demands on the legislature.
Although the results presented here contradict some leading rational choice theories of leadership power, they are consistent with others.  For instance, they intersect with party cartel agenda theories in intriguing ways. More challenges for legislators may translate directly into more opportunities for leaders.  Cox and McCubbins (2005) assume that the number of issues available for consideration is fixed. Since there is in fact substantial variation in scope of the issues before legislatures, it may be worthwhile to relax this assumption. Consider the implications. When the legislative business is larger relative to legislative capacity, there are better opportunities for leaders to assist their supporters by setting the agenda and streamlining legislative business.  A more challenging legislative environment creates such opportunities.
  There is more to gain from agenda setting when the set of available issues is larger relative to the feasible agenda.  
Speakers can structure an agenda that raises issues of importance to their followers while accelerating the legislative process, and leaders are thereby one solution to challenging electoral and legislative conditions.  It appears that professionalism is a powerful alternative, strongly associated with weaker leadership power. Indeed, legislators may well prefer to pursue their goals without direct leadership involvement through increased legislative professionalism.  More difficult and complex policymaking and electoral environments lead legislators to turn to strong leadership, unless legislators have the ability to cope on their own.  
The logic of leadership explored in this paper is consistent with a demand-focused the principal-agent perspective on legislative leadership. The empirical results imply that when (pivotal) individual legislators decide how much power to give their leaders, extent to which they agree with each other or with the leadership is a decidedly secondary consideration.  The crucial influences that emerge from this study are contextual: the degree to which legislators need leaders’ help is a central correlate of legislative leadership power. 

	Table 1. Determinants of the Speaker’s Institutional Powers

	
	
	
	
	

	
	Equation 1
	Equation 2
	Equation 3
	Equation 4
	Equation 5
	Equation 6

	Party Strength
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Partisan Capacity
	
	
	
	-0.97

(0.74)
	
	

	Conditional Party Government
	
	
	-0.024 (0.338)
	
	
	

	Majority Homogeneity
	
	-0.088 
(2.43)
	
	
	
	

	Pivotal Voter Model
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Floor-Party Median Distance
	0.20 
(0.40)
	
	
	
	
	

	Capacity
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Legislative Professionalism 
	-19.27 (8.26)*
	-19.69 (7.49)*
	-19.86 (7.62)*
	-20.92
(7.40)**
	-19.89

(7.51)*
	-15.51 (5.29)**

	Challenges
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Government Intervention 
	1.79

(0.71)*
	1.74

(0.72)*
	1.75

(0.73)*
	2.08 
(0.74)**
	1.74

(0.71)*
	

	Log of state population 
	1.13

(0.90)
	1.30

(0.74)+
	1.32

(0.74)+
	1.26 
(0.72)+
	1.31

(0.72)+
	

	Number of Lobbyists
	0.0012 (0.0005)*
	0.0011 (0.0005)*
	0.0011 (0.0005)*
	0.0011 (0.0005)*
	0.0011 (0.0005)*
	

	Number of legislators 
	0.016 (0.008)+
	0.014 (0.007)+
	0.014 (0.007)+
	0.017 
(0.007)*
	0.014 
(0.007)*
	

	Challenges Index
	
	
	
	
	
	0.93 
(0.22)**

	Political Competition
	0.13 (0.04)**
	0.13 
(0.05)**
	0.13 
(0.05)**
	0.12 
(0.04)*
	0.13

(0.04)**
	0.12 
(0.04)**

	Control Variables
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Career legislature 
	2.38 (1.26)+
	2.52

(1.17)*
	2.54

(1.15)*
	2.41 
(1.15)*
	2.54

(1.13)*
	2.64

(1.06)*

	Moralistic
	2.36 (0.84)**
	2.33

(0.88)*
	2.33 
(0.86)**
	2.52 
(0.85)**
	2.32

(0.84)**
	2.42 
(0.81)**

	Intercept 
	-9.74 (12.91)
	-11.81 (10.74)
	-12.15 (11.13)
	-11.04 
(10.75)
	-12.05

(10.64)
	14.94 (1.44)**

	
	n=48

	n=48
	N=48
	n=48
	n=48
	N=48

	Adjusted R2
	.40
	.39
	.39
	0.41
	.41
	.41

	Two Stage Least Squares regression coefficients, standard errors are in parentheses.  

** p<.01, *  p<.05, + p<.10.  All tests are two-tailed.
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�Quoted from Keefe and Ogul 1993, p. 276.


� An alternative measure from the survey based upon legislator’s self-rated configuration of interest group support was correlated with these measures (e.g. 0.57 for majority homogeneity), and produced similar null results when used to try to predict leadership power.


� One characteristic of strong parties is most relevant for our purposes: strong parties are supposed to grant more power to party leaders.  Other characteristics include more legislative party resources, and enactment of polarized policy.  Aldrich and Battista (2002) add the supposition that strong parties exert more control over legislative committees.  


� “With stronger and more cohesive external parties, there is greater homogeneity in members’ preferences, and thus a greater willingness to concentrate power in a leader’s hands.” Clucas 2001, p 321.  Clucas cites works by Cox and McCubbins (1993), Rohde (1991), Sinclair (1995), and Smith (2000).


� Results are similar (and not more significant) when intermedian distance and majority homogeneity are not divided by the overall standard deviation – unstandardized estimates have similar (null) effects.  


� The correlation between state GDP and the speakers’ institutional power index is 0.06, so there is does not appear to be a direct relationship between these variables.


� This argument is in the spirit of Cox and McCubbins’ (2005) model although the extent to which legislators need help overcoming “an array of cooperation and coordination problems” (p. 22) in order to build legislative success useful for reelection is a constant in their model.


� The Economic Freedom Index (EFI) varies between 0 and 10. Government intervention is 10-EFI.


� The index ranges from 7.5 in Wyoming to 23.5 in West Virginia.  The mean is 18.1, and the standard deviation is 3.2.  


� Even in bivariate regressions (not reported) with all other variables are excluded from the model, none of the variables attains standard levels of statistical significance (p<.05).


� An alternative measure based on Gerald Wright’s (2004) legislative roll call data for the 1999-2000 legislative sessions fared no better.  I opt to discuss the survey based measures because they are less likely to be altered by leadership agenda setting, and they are for the appropriate legislative session. 


� The correlation of professionalism with population is .63, the correlation with the number of registered lobbyists is .31, the correlation with government intervention is .19, .30 with political competition, and the correlation with the number of legislators is -.07.


� Government intervention doesn’t seem to be simply a proxy for ideology. Unlike state population, the extent of government intervention is a direct product of state policymaking.  It is possible that both leadership power and government intervention are caused by the same general preference for powerful government.  If that is the case, then government intervention may be an indicator for state ideology.  I leave extensive investigation of this possibility to later work, but I don’t think it is the case.  I have experimented with inclusion of state political ideology (results available upon request). State political ideology is insignificant and inclusion does not diminish the effect of government intervention.  Median legislator ideology is also non-significant, but the sign suggests that states with more conservative legislators may be more likely to have powerful speakers. There is no necessary connection between a preference for more interventionist government and a preference for stronger legislative leadership.  Consider, for instance, the ways that Newt Gingrich centralized and reorganized power in the US House of Representatives in the service of an agenda that was distinctly hostile to more interventionist government.  





� The complexity index is associated with an increased observed workload, as discussed above. 


� Nebraska is excluded because of its unique non-partisan unicameral structure, and Louisiana is excluded because of missing data for the Political Competition Index.  
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