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Leaders, Committees and Political Parties: The Imact of Legislative Professionalization
on State Legislative Structures and Procedures

The concept of legislative professionalization bagn an integral part of the study of
state legislatures for over three decades. Theegdrof legislative professionalization was first
measured in the early 1970s. In 1971, the Citz€ovnference on State Legislatures (CCSL)
and John Grumm published separate works that tescrand measured the concept of
legislative professionalization. The CCSL’s measassessed each state legislature in nine areas
related to functionality, accountability, informexs, independence and representativeness: they
are staffing, compensation, time, committee stmagtiacilities, leadership, rules and procedures,
size and ethics. Grumm’s measure focused on foeasathat he believed personified a
professional legislative setting: compensationagtle of session, expenditures for legislative
services and operations and a CCSL “legislativeises” score.

Initially, these measures were used to exploreirtipact of institutional reforms on the
types of public policies adopted by state legiskegu Grumm (1971) using his measure found
that more professionalized legislatures were mi@edyi to be associated with welfare liberalism.
However, additional studies were unable to find anajifferences between more professional
and less professional legislatures. Using the C@8®hasure, Ritt (1973) found that there was
little difference between more and less professitegislatures regarding the levels of policy
expenditures adopted by each state.  Several sthdies attempted to find a link between
professionalization and policy outputs, but theultisswere largely inconsistent (Asher and Van
Meter 1973, Karnig and Sigelman 1975, Roeder 1978@hce LeLoup (1978) suggested that the

problem may lie with how legislative professionatibn had been conceptualized and measured.



Specifically, he asserted that past measures had bexing the notions of capability and
professionalization, and that the two concepts wetan fact equivalent.

Seeing legislative professionalization as a usafalytical concept, scholars turned their
attention to refining the concept’s measurementthé 1980s, Sarah Morehouse (1981) and Ann
M’'O. Bowman and Richard Kearney (1988) developeditamhal measures of the concept.
Despite the development of these newer measutés,remained known about the forces that
impacted legislative professionalization or the atipof the concept itself. In 1992, Peverill
Squire asserted that the problem with previous areasof legislative professionalization, the
Grumm and CCSSL, measure in particular was theiisha the “ideal” rather than the “real.”
Specifically, he suggested that a more appropriegasure should assess the state legislature’s
professionalization level relative to that of theSUCongress since legislative reformers often
use it as a model when proposing reforms. Squi#®Z) developed a measure of legislative
professionalization that scores the states relativ@ongress in three areas (compensation, staff
members per legislator, and total days in sessang,uses it to test the assertion that increased
legislative professionalization will increase memdhg diversity in legislative chambers. This
study led to a significant increase in the numbdr sbudies exploring legislative
professionalization and its impact.

The goal of this paper is to test the impact ofiskegjve professionalization on the
structural and procedural arrangements evidentrrerdcan state legislatures. Specifically, |
will use Squire’s (1992; 2006) measure of legiskatprofessionalization to explore how the
concept is related to the formal powers of chanméaders and standing committee systems in
the state legislative process. This paper willlesgpthese relationships using both pooled data

from a sample of state legislative lower houseafr@955-1995 (for committee system



autonomy only) as well as a cross-sectional datha¢explores all 99 state legislative chambers
for the 2001-02 legislative session (for both cotteel system autonomy and presiding officer
power).

The two measures of state legislative institutiopaver that | will explore have been
developed in recent years. Richard Clucas (20@k) developed a measure of state house
speaker power that is based on the formal ingtitstiof the office, and | have developed a
measure that explores the autonomy of standing dtteersystems in the legislative process
(Martorano 2006). The goal of this paper will lneaissess how legislative professionalization
has impacted the development of these institutipoalers.

Theoretical Background

Increasingly, state governments have been undssyre to become more active players
in the formation and implementation of public pglicBoth citizen demand and the continuing
devolution of policy responsibility from the federgovernment to state governments are the
primary causes of these new roles for state govenisn One reaction to these forces has been
an increase in the professionalization of the lakinta bodies of the American states.
Numerous studies have put forth measures of ldiyislgprofessionalization, attempted to
identify the factors accounting for variation irgiglative professionalization across the states as
well as the potential impact of this variation (AC®71; Grumm 1971; Ritt 1973; Asher and
Van Meter 1973, Karnig and Sigelman 1975, Roedéi91%eloup 1978; Morehouse 1981,
Bowman and Kearney 1988; Mooney 1994; Squire 190@6; King 2000).

State legislative scholars have long been intedeste studying the structures and
procedures that inform and influence the operatminstate legislatures. Studies of structures

and procedure at the state level have focusedtiatteon rule adoption and/or evolution (Hamm,



Hedlund and Martorano 2001, 2006; Clucas 2001xploging the applicability of congressional

theory at the state legislative level (Martoran@£®006; Brown et al. 1997; Overby and Kazee
2000; Overby, Kazee and Prince 2004). A much smalimber of studies have tried to actually
relate rules and procedures affecting committeethdo performance with mixed results (e.g.,
Rosenthal, 1974; Hamm and Moncrief, 1982, Fran8&91 Hamm and Hedlund 1990). All of

these studies have identified legislative professiaation as an influential force on state
legislative structure and procedure, however, moade legislative professionalization the focus
of their analyses. This paper seeks to place l&is professionalization at the focus of the
analysis by focusing on exploring its impact on thenal powers of chamber leaders and the

autonomy of standing committee systems.

Legislative Professionalization and the Powers of l@amber Leaders

If asked to describe the overall all power of chamleaders in the U.S. House of
Representatives and U.S. Senate, most of us waddribe presiding officers that possessed a
significant degree of power. That is, at the cesgional level, the chamber leadership provides
many institutional mechanisms that they can usmstdrol both the legislative leadership and the
rank-and-file membership. However, at the stageslative level, the powers of chamber leaders
takes on much more variability, with some leadezgdp very powerful and others somewhat
weaker (Clucas 1998, 2001).

What accounts for this variability chamber leadewer? In his analysis, Clucas (2001)
asserts that state legislative house speaker pevadiunction of electoral competition and career
opportunity structure. Specifically, he finds tispeakers will be more powerful in state houses

where electoral competition between the two majlitipal parties is high and in chambers



where the opportunities to advance to higher off.ce minimal. He considers legislative
professionalization as a possible explanation ia &nalysis, but multicollinearity issues
prevented a clear analysis of its impact.

| posit it here that decisions concerning how mimshitutional power should be given to
leaders is one that is synonymous with determimihgther the legislative process in a chamber
is to be centralized (stronger chamber leadersjlementralized (weaker chamber leadérs).
Determining how power should be dispersed withilegslative chamber is one of the more
important decisions made by members. The membdhedegislature must decide whether or
not they want legislative power and resources todrgralized into a single or small number of
leaders or would they prefer that the power ofdh@mber and its resources be dispersed widely
amongst the members (most typically through thadstey committee system). This decision
often has an important affect on how public polmytputs are ultimately dispersed to the
constituents of the chamber’'s members.

The question of centralization versus decentridinais an essential one because it is
likely to have direct consequences regarding thityalof a chamber's membership to attain
their individual goals as members of the legisktufhe goals of members vary widely and may
include reelection, achieving power and leadergtugitions in the chamber, the adoption of a
particular set of public policies, or the ability advance their political career out side of the
chamber. Regardless of the specific goals of iddad members, research at both the

congressional and state levels indicates that mediively seek to organize the legislative

! This discussion concerning centralization vs. deedization of the legislative process will re-eme when
discussing the autonomy of standing committee systie the state legislative process. | assertttimichamber
membership’s decision to either centralize or deedime decision-making in the legislative processssentially a
choice between strong leadership versus autonostanding committees.



chamber in which they serve in ways that will h#lpm attain their goals in the most efficient
ways (Fenno 1973; Squire 1988a,1988b; Berkman 1B58}).

In a chamber in which power is centralized, thancher leadership should possess a
significant degree of influence via structures @nocedures that directly link the actions of the
chamber’s leadership to the success of the indatidiembers. For example, in a chamber in
which power is centralized in the chamber leadershis likely that much of the power to make
key decisions in the legislative process, and heinfleence the policy outcomes of the
legislative process rests in the hands of a simgleidual — the presiding officer. In contrast, i
a highly decentralized chamber, much of the powanéke decisions in the legislative process
and influence policy outcomes is dispersed amaihgstank-and-file membership via committee
and subcommittee chairmanships. Conventionalljigaly centralized legislative chamber is
one in which the Speaker, President or other presifficer possesses a number of institutional
tools that allows she or he to exert great infleeower the legislative process and over the
general membership of the chamber. In a highlyed&alized chamber, institutional power is
often concentrated within the committee system bseat provides the most efficient way to
disperse power in ways that ensure that the indalidjoals of members are realized (i.e.,
members serve and work on committees that possasdigtions that correspond most closely
with the public policies that are most importanttieir constituents). Much of the research
exploring the centralization/decentralization ofwgo in legislative chambers has been
conducted through the lens of principal-agency itheo

Principal-agent explanations of phenomenon aswatiaith the legislative process arose
out of efforts to study Congress and legislativéitips within a positive theory framework.

Specifically, principal-agent principals were ugedexplain both the existence of leadership



positions and committee systems in legislativeiragtt From the leadership perspective, these
scholars asserted that the concept of legislataddrs emerged to help the chamber overcome
the collective action problem (i.e., the costs mfducing a collective benefit like public policy is
traditionally too high for most individual membdosendure alone). Under this framework, the
individual members provide leaders, in particularty leaders, with power and resources to
overcome these costs (Cox and McCubbins 1993;fa@nd Shepsle 1989, Sinclar 1999; Smith
2000; Clucas 2001). Thus, from a principal-adgearnework institutional power is centralized
within chamber leadership positions because it helgmbers overcome the cost barrier in
attaining public policy. In particular, past resgahas indicated that members are more willing
to centralize power within the chamber/ party leadip when they believe that the attainment of
the their personal goals is directly tied to thecass or failure of their political party (Rohde
1991, Clucas 2001).

Principal-agent theory has also been applied @oettistence and creation of committee
systems. Scholars have developed three diffeheatries concerning the existence of committee
systems and each views standing committees assagkat specific principal in the legislative
process (Maltzman 1997). For adherents to theildisive theory (Sheplse 1979; Sheplse and
Weingast 1981), standing committees exist to aidividual members in attaining their
reelection goals by providing the major route fecwwing specialized benefits for members’
constituencies. Under the informational theoryefiiel 1991), the role of standing committees
is to serve the parent chamber by providing speei@n and expertise making the legislative
process more efficient and therefore reducing uacd#y regarding legislative outcomes.
Finally, for the partisan theory (Cox and McCubbl®93), the purpose of the committee system

is to secure continued majority status and furtherpolitical agenda of the chamber’s majority



political party. Under each of these theories,dtiions would exist under which we would
expect the members of the chamber to instill cone®s with institutional tools that make them
powerful actors in the legislative process.

At least theoretically, institutionally strong powerful legislative leaders cannot truly
coexist in a chamber with institutionally strong powerful committee systems because
legislative power in a chamber cannot be both eénéd and decentralized at the same time. In
fact, previous research has also indicated thatiththe case. Squire (1988b), differentiating
between the opportunities for career advancemetitirwi state legislatures has argued that
members who serve in chambers in which there iso@d gchance that there service will
“springboard” them to higher political office, pegfthat power is decentralized in the chamber.
The decentralization of power in this case provittesindividual members with the resources
(i.e., greater ability to claim credit for publiolgcy outcomes) and leadership positions (i.e.,
committee chairmanships) that allow them to betsbdéish a record that will be appealing to
voters when seeking higher office. In contrast, dsserts that legislative power will be
centralized in the speaker or presiding officecliambers in which the chances for moving up
are not very likely in an effort to provide “cohesness and continuity (Squire 1988b: 728).”

A measure of institutional house speaker powerbleas developed by Richard Clucas at
the state legislative level (Clucas 1998, 200h)ddveloping this measure, he sought to focus on
specific aspects of the legislative process thatdcenhance or limit the effectiveness or power
of a state legislative house speaker. Specific&ljycas asserts that speaker power can be
broken down into five major areas:

1) Appointment Power accounts for the extent of speaker power over th
selection of committee chairs and other party/chamtdaders;




2) Committee Power accounts for the extent of speaker power over th
assignment of members to committees as well akerigower over deciding the
number of standing committees;

3) Resource Power accounts for the extent of speaker control degislative
employees and the existence of a legislative cagnpabmmittee that is at the
speaker’s disposal;

4) Procedural Power accounts for the extent to which the speaketrotsnthe
assignment of bills to committees and the directibfioor proceedings; and

5) Tenure Power accounts for the extent to which the speaker bejimited
due to term limitations associated with his/heritms.

To create his measure of institutional speaker ggpWlucas created separate “mini-
indices” under each of these powers and combinemah ihto a single score. He then attempts to
account for the forces that can explain institudicspeaker power. In his analysis, he finds that
electoral competition and career opportunity strceetare the major forces shaping a state house
speaker’s institutional power. Specifically, heds that speakers will be more powerful in state
houses where electoral competition between the rivegor political parties is high and in
chambers where the opportunities to advance tcehigtiice are minimal.

To perform his analysis, Clucas utilized speal@xgr data from the 1995-96 legislative
session. | have taken his measure and usedalicalate institutional power scores for both state
house speakers and state senate presiding officerthe 2001-02 legislative session (See
Appendix A)? The formal chamber rules of the 99 state legigathambers were the primary
source consulted for the information. TB@aok of the States (Council of State Governments) for
2001-02 and thdnside the Legidlative Process (National Conference of State Legislatures

(NCSL) 1996-2002) were consulted as secondary ssurtn calculating my speaker/presiding

% The various aspects of the legislative processdte houses and state senates do not vary asastichy do in the
U.S. House and U.S. Senate (Hamm, Hedlund and kax®02001). Therefore, | calculated a presidinficer

score for state senates. The biggest challengmloulating the measure was determining “who” waes true

presiding officer in each senate (i.e., Lt. Goveyhdajority Leader, President, etc.).



officer scores for 2001-02 | was able to collect awode information for four of the five
components. Unfortunately, | was unable to loaateupdated source for the data needed to
calculate resource powers and | have omitted 8peet of the index from this analySis.

It is hypothesized that legislative professiondl@a will be negatively related to
presiding officer power (Hypothesis #1). More msgional legislatures are thought to be more
similar to the U.S. Congress and typically providembers with more opportunities for
furthering their political careers outside of thegiklature (Squire 1988b). The goals of
individual members in these chambers are tied testhe successes and/or failures of their
political party and more to their own individualcsesses and/or failures. In this situation,
members have an incentive to organize the chamlemanner that gives them more power and

control over the legislative process (i.e., a ggroammittee system).

Legislative Professionalization and the Autonomy o€ommittee Systems
Many scholars have provided evidence that comestteave played a critical role in the
decision making activities of American state legfistes throughout history (e.qg., Zeller 1954,
Jewell 1962; Rosenthal 1974; Francis 1989). Ifaamittee system is an important part of the
legislative process then, we should expect stajeslégive chambers to provide them with
institutional tools that will allow them to be aati players in the legislative process. That is, if
the work done in committees is meaningful and erfices the final policies adopted by the

legislature, we would expect that legislative chamsbwould formally provide committees

% Clucas cites “unpublished National Conference @ateSLegislatures (NCSL) data” as the source ofhmofchis

information. | suspect that much of this endediupNCSL'’s Inside the Legislative Process, which periodically
surveys state legislatures regarding their opeggtimcedures. While updates occur regularly, theéates do not
actually update existing information, rather theypvide new information. Information concerning oesces

powers — presiding officer control over employeesswollected in 1996 and has not be updated. Bmetoare
typically not mention in the formal chamber ruleslaather than employ outdated NCSL data, | chosariit this

portion of the index.
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particular rights and powers in the legislative qass that would allow them to behave as
autonomous actors in the legislative process.

Like the decision to empower chamber leaders, tbeistbn to provide a formal
arrangement for the autonomy of committee systerones that concerns the distribution of
power in the legislative process. Generally, spepkhe decision to centralize or decentralize
power is tied to the goals of the chamber's meniyers In a chamber in which power is
centralized, the chamber leadership should posaessgnificant degree of influence via
structures and procedures that directly link thi@gas of the chamber’s leadership to the success
of the individual members. For example, in a chamib which power is centralized in the
chamber leadership, it is likely that much of tleevpr to make key decisions in the legislative
process, and hence influence the policy outcoméseotegislative process rests in the hands of a
single individual — the presiding officer. In coamt, in a highly decentralized chamber, much of
the power to make decisions in the legislative essand influence policy outcomes is dispersed
amongst the rank-and-fle membership via commitseel subcommittee chairmanships.
Conventionally, a highly centralized legislativeaatiber is one in which the Speaker, President
or other presiding officer possesses a numberstituional tools that allows she or he to exert
great influence over the legislative process arel tive general membership of the chamber. In
a highly decentralized chamber, institutional powgeoften concentrated within the committee
system because it provides the most efficient wagisperse power in ways that ensure that the
individual goals of members are realized (i.e., rbera serve and work on committees that
possess jurisdictions that correspond most closethh the public policies that are most

important to their constituents). Much of the w@sb exploring the
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centralization/decentralization of power in legisla chambers has been conducted through the
lens of principal-agency theory.

The challenge here is to devise an institution-haseasure of committee system power
that is able to capture the essence of committseeisyautonomy. | have explored the issue of
committee system autonomy in previous research tiveemo 2006), and | assert that the
institutional autonomy of committees can be broklemvn into five basic components: The
components are, the committee system’s ability to:

1) Receiving Legislation Powelaccounts for formal requirements that all biks b

referred to committees for consideration, bill fileég and the meeting of
committees during the interim between sessions;

2) Screening Legislation Power accounts for formal requirements that do not
force committees to consider all referred legiskatido not place a deadline on
committee consideration of legislation, do not ieg@wommittees to file reports
concerning all referred legislation and that makalifficult for the floor to
withdraw bills from committee consideration;

3) Shaping Legislation Power accounts for formal requirements that give
committees the power to introduce original legisias, to propose substitute

legislation for matters referred to them and tonporate committee amendments
into legislation before floor consideration;

4) Affecting Passage of Legislation Poweraccounts for formal requirements
that make it difficult for the floor to overturn aerse committee reports, that
require that legislation be placed on the flooendar in the order reported from
committees, and make it difficult for the floor &anend legislation after it has
been reviewed by committees; and

5) Gathering Information Power accounts for formal requirements that allow
committees to subpoena witnesses, subpoena docunoemniduct investigations
and hold public hearings.

Committee system autonomy is measured using axititht combines the procedures
described above. The above structures and proegedoe coded in a manner in which a score of

negative score indicates that the structure orguoe makes committees less autonomous
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actors in the legislative process, a positive soodecates that the structure or procedure works
to enhance committee system autonomy, and a sdozero indicates that the procedure is
neutral or not mentioned in the formal rules ofqedure (See Appendix B).

It is hypothesized that legislative professioratian will be positively related to
committee system autonomy. Since, more profeskmaah legislatures are those that are
considered to be most like the U.S. Congress asasghose chambers in which service within
the legislature is often considered a career ditifuke job, it is likely that the goals of members
in these types of chambers are more likely to keaithe adopt of structures and procedures that
will allow members to more easily accomplish tHemislative goals and claim personal credit
for these accomplishments. Strong and autonomommnittees are a hallmark of a legislative
chamber in which power is decentralized which allbw individual members to have more

autonomy and a better ability to claim credit foeit activities.

Measuring Legislative Professionalization and OtheControl Variables
The purpose of this paper is to assess what impauoty; legislative professionalization
has state legislative institutional structures. the ensuing analysis,legidative
professionalization will be measured using the measure developed hyré&d1992, 2006).
Squire’s measure is an index that combines legislsdlaries, days in session, and operating
costs of the legislature relative to Congress. ir8tu(1992) original measure only covered a
single year. In a recent paper, Squire (2006) uwtatles his measure of legislative

professionalization for 1910, 1935, 1945, 1954,01 479, 1986, 1996 and 2003. This paper

* All of the procedures are coded on a scale ob-41t where a negative score indicated that theguhare clear
limits committee system effectiveness and a scbiel @nhances committee system effectiveness. ofesuf 0
indicates that the rule is neutral. If no menticals made of the procedure in the formal chambesrsitate
constitution or statutes, the chamber receivedeesaf zero indicating neutrality. Appendix A prdes further
description of the coding used.
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will combine these measures of legislative profasslization with data on committee system
autonomy for legislative sessions occurring betw&885 and 1995 as well as 2001-02 and
presiding officer power for the 2001-02 session.

In the pooled cross-sectional dataset (1955-19@5rommittee system autonomy, the
measure was applied in the following manner. ThB418core was used for the 1955-1957
sessions, the 1960 score for the 1959-1969 ses$i@d979 score for the 1971-1981 sessions,
the 1986 score for the 1983-1989 sessions, anii98é score for the 1991-1995 sessions. The
2003 score was used in the cross-sectional (20pd#1aset. While, not optimal given that the
same measure of professionalization will repeatfitgithin each time interval, | argue that since
institutional change is typically rather slow, tisisould only mildly impact later results. Recall
that it is expected that legislative professioralon will be negatively related to presiding
officer power and positively related to committgstem autonomy.

There are a number of other contextual factors #hauld be accounted for in any
analysis of state legislative institutions. Thestfiof these factors involves the workload facing
the chamber, and will be operationalized via twpasate measures, one for the 1955-1995 data
and one for the 2001-02 dat&olicy Complexity is measured using the same measure used in
Martorano (2006). The purpose of the measure iasore the scope and complexity of the

workload faced by the legislative chamber. Potioypnplexity is measured as follows:

Policy Complexity = # Bills introduced * Average length per bill

Legislative days in the session

®> The components of the measure are based upometieys legislative session. The measure is dlsdati by
100 to make interpretation easier later as it 8ezdo think about the impact of an increase imgi@xity of 100 vs.
one.
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Specifically, the measure is the number of biltsaduced during the previous legislative session
multiplied by the average length per bill in theyious session divided by the legislative days
spent in session during the previous regular sesshio this analysis, the average length per bill
was measured by counting the number of pages irseégsion laws of the previous session,
multiplying by the number of lines per page andidiing by the total number of enactmefits.
Given the complexity of this measure, for the 20Q1data this same concept will be measured
by simply dividing the number of bills introduced the 1999-00 legislative session by the
number of days in the 1999-00 legislative sessand this measure will be referred to as
workload. It is expected that both measures will be peslyi related to committee system
autonomy as members have an incentive to give ctigesimore leeway to act independently as
they face a workload that is expanding in both simd complexity. It is unclear, theoretically
how this concept should impact presiding officeswvpg but it will still be included in those
models.

A second contextual factor that may intervenehamber size. This measure will be
operationalized simply as the number of memberthenchamber. It is expected that chamber
size will be positively related to committee systaantonomy, since it may be likely that in larger
chambers, members may choose to distribute powebprtamittees in effort to allow them to
better build their personal legislative recordsnc® again, it is unclear how this factor would
impact presiding officer power, but it will be incled.

Political parties are an inevitable aspect ofléggslative landscape. The potential impact

of political parties will be accounted for throughmeasure calleghajority party strength. It is

® The preferred way of calculating average lengihgilewould be to take a random sample of lawsoted in a
session and actually measure the length of eacarfulthen take the average of the sample. | begaalculate
average bill length in this manner and found thatas an extremely time consuming task and woukd taonths to
complete the collection of this information for tstates included in this study.
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operationalized as the percentage of seats hetldebgnajority political party in the chamber. It
is expected that this variable will be negativefsaciated with presiding officer power and
positively associated with committee system autononThe logic here is that in chambers
where the percentage of seats held by the majoaitty is relatively small are also chambers in
which party competition is also higher — thus, ac@dance with Clucas (2001), chambers that
are more competitive will give the presiding officeore power to ensure that the party agenda
has the best possible chances for success, whilcensure future electoral success for the party.
Conversely, in a chamber where partisan competiianinimal (e.g., where the majority party
holds a larger percentage of the seats, it is\Jikbht members may be more willing to
decentralize power by giving committees more autoyndn the legislative process, since the
members do not necessarily need a strong leadsrsture that the party is successful.

In several states, the house and senate sharartersiles of procedure. That is, both
chambers employ the same rules and both chambessapprove any changes in those rules.
The variablejoint rules state, is coded one if the legislative chamber in questises joint rules
as the primary source of procedure rather thanviddal chamber rules. There is not
hypothesized impact of joint rules on either degerndariable of interest.

There are some additional factors that should eralted for. The next three control
variables will only be included in analyses usihg 24 state pooled, cross-sectional dataset
(1955-1995). The first two arew speaker andtenure of the previous speaker. These controls
are necessary because it may be the case thattieulgarspeaker may be blocking (either
formally or informally) institutional changes thidte members wish to make. Thus, the election
of a new speaker may result in institutional chaimghe chamber regardless of other forces, or

it may be the case that new leadership was negessdinally achieve the desired procedural
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changes (Swift 1997). New speaker is a dichotonvauisble simply indicating whether or not
the speaker is new for the session and the terfuitee @revious speaker counts the number of
sessions the previous speaker held the positicordéhe new speaker took over, as procedural
change simply may be more likely after a speakey aijoyed a particularly long reign.

The final control included in the pooled, time serianalysis igeform period. This
variable is coded one for the years 1965 througt®19he purpose of this variable is to account
for three historical events of this era that ledrtovements to reform legislative procedures in
the U.S. states: 1) mandatory reapportionment gisl&tive districts; 2) the effort by the
Citizens’ Conference on State Legislatures to rafstate legislative practices (CCSL 1979); and
3) the Watergate scandal. All three of these evewused institutional changes in state
legislative chambers and should be controlled rfiothe analysis. There is no expected impact
for any of these variables — new speaker, the &eatithe previous speaker and reform period —
on committee system autonomy.

There are also two control variables that will obly included in the 50 state cross-
sectional (2001-02) analysis. The firstaam limits, which will be a dummy variable coded one
for chambers that are term limited. It is expectiedt term limits are negatively related to
presiding officer power and positively related tmnenittee system autonomy. In a chamber
where term limits have been imposed, member’s laavencentive to be concerned more with
individual goals (that can be obtained via comraitteemberships) than with party or chamber
goals given that their time in the chamber is ledit The second control ssnate chamber, and
it is a dummy variable coded one for state sentenbers. The purpose of this variable is to

determine whether or not chamber difference magtexi
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Analysis

Given the nature of the data, | chose to run sdwdifferent analyses on each of the
dependent variables. Three models were exploradg ugresiding officer power as the
dependent variable and five models were exploredgusommittee system autonomy as the
dependent variable. Tables 1 and 2 summarize ypotheses as well as the results of these
models. Tables 3-8 give the full results of thederis.

[Tables 1-8 about here]

Presiding officer power was explored using OLS@sgion on a cross-sectional dataset.
The regression was run in STATA and the analysis aastered on state so robust standard
errors were calculated. The first model analyzk®% chambers and found as expected that
legislative professionalization was indeed negéfiveelated to presiding officer powér.
However, this relationship doesn’t quite meet thaimal threshold for statistical significance,
with a p value of p<.124 (See Table 3). The omdyiables in the model to reach statistical
significance are term limited states, which as lilypsizes is negatively related to presiding
officer power and senate chambers. It appearsothaverage, presiding officers in state senates
are institutionally less powerful than their howseinterparts. Is it the case that their relatively
smaller sizes allow state senates to mirror the Befhate in terms of being a chamber in which
collegiality may trump strong partisan leadership?

| also ran the same models splitting the samplehaynber. The results of the full model
are replicated only on the senate sample. Inrtiaatel both legislative professionalization and
term limited states are negatively and significandlated to presiding officer power. That is, in

more professionalized, term limited state senaiessiding officers, on average, will have less

" Because of missing data for workload and the esimiuof Nebraska (because of its non-partisan epand other
states with evenly split chambers, the number sésan the multivariate analysis drops to 89 ferfthl sample, 46
for house chambers and 43 for senate chambers.
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institutional power. In the state house modeldhly variable that attains statistical significance
is joint rules state. It appears that state hepsakers are institutionally less powerful in those
states that work from a set of procedural ruleseshéy the two chambers. It may be the case
that since presiding officer power is generally éown state senates relative to state houses, that
in joint rule states the house and senate must mompe on the overall power of chamber
leaders leading to house speakers that may be wiekespeakers in non-joint rule states.

To summarize, it appears that there is some maoslggport for the contention that
presiding officers will be less powerful in moreofessionalized chambers. This is likely
because the more professionalized chambers ardhaise that are considered career-oriented
chambers and thus continued service in them isaipge Therefore, members would prefer to
distribute power more throughout the chamber, riksly through the committee system rather
than consolidate power into a single individualoigy this will allow individual members to
more easily cultivate a record of service that theyld use to “claim credit” in future electoral
cycles. The other interesting finding from thisalysis is the significant impact of term limits.
For similar reasons noted above, it appears thatptiesence of term limits leads to a less
institutionally powerful presiding officer. Alth@h individual members will not be able to use
their legislative records to seek continued serincine chamber, they will need these records to
springboard themselves into service in anotheripulfiice.

Table 2 summarizes the results of the five mo@elslored using committee system
autonomy as the dependent variable. The firstrodels explore committee system autonomy

over time in 24 lower houses from 1955-1995he first model is a Prais-Winsten regression

8 For some states not all years in the time serare available for coding. The following states gadr ranges
were coded: DE (1955-1985); CA, MT (1955-1991); @855-1993); AZ, CT, FL, IL, IN, IA, MI, MN, NC, OH
PA, RI, SC, SD, VT, WA, WV, WY (1955-1995); KY, VAL956-1994). Regular legislative sessions are imeld
even years in KY and VA, while regular sessionstesie in odd years in the remaining states. Thd$ of the
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with panel corrected standard errors that is ctecetor first-order serial autocorrelation. The
second model is random effects model that is ads@cted for first-order serial autocorrelatin.
The remaining three models explore committee systetonomy using a cross-sectional dataset
covering all chambers for the 2001-02 legislatigssson® Just like for presiding officer power,
the first explores all 99 chambers and the remgiaimalyses split the sample by chamber.

| will discuss the results from the longitudinaitaset first. In both the Prais-Winsten and
random-effects model three variables are signitigarelated to committee system autonomy:
legislative professionalization, policy complexignd joint rules state. As expected, more
professionalized chambers also possess commitstensy that are more autonomous. In the
random effects model, this relationship is sigmificat close to the p<.05 level (See Table 6) and
is significant at the p<.08 level in the Prais-Wamsmodel. Policy complexity is also related to
committee system autonomy in the anticipated wikyboth models, it is positively associated
with autonomy. That is, chambers that are facinggaakload that is relatively larger and
complex will also be chambers that adopt procedilvasmake committees more autonomous in
the legislative process. Finally, in both modelmmmittees systems appear to be more
autonomous in states with joint rules of procedure.

Moving on to the cross-sectional analysis exppommittee system autonomy during

the 2001-02 legislative session. It appears #wgislative professionalization has no impact on

data for this research was collected by the autfitee remaining one-third of the data was proviftedise in this
research by Keith Hamm (Rice University) and Roridddllund (Northeastern University). All of theesldata in
this analysis was coded by the author, and anyngoglirors are the full responsibility of the auth@ue to some
missing data in the independent variables the themrmultivariate analysis is 458.

°A fixed effects model may be more appropriate tmpletely control for all state effects. Howevenagi the
operationalization of legislative professionalipatin the analysis (i.e., repeated measures feniats of time), |
believe that a fixed effects model may be too r&ste of a specification and potentially underestte its actual
effects on committee system autonomy.

9 The same limitations in footnote #8 apply to theata.
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committee system autonomy, although the findingsceming policy complexity in the earlier
models are consistent given that workload stasiB¥icsignificant and positively associated with
committee system autonomy. When the analysislistgpchamber, workload is still positively
and strongly related to committee system autonomypath state houses and state senates.
Additionally, in state senates, committee systetoraamy is positively associated, as predicted,
with majority party strength as well as term linditgtates (See Table 8).

To summarize, my expectations concerning the ioglship between legislative
professionalization and committee system autonomgwonfirmed in the longitudinal analysis,
but not the cross-sectional analysis. | belieeel#ick of relationship between these two concepts
in the cross-sectional analysis may be due to #tiekiness” of institutions. In his recent,
analysis of legislative professionalization, Sqdingls that most chambers either “treaded water
or regressed slightly from 1970-2003 (Squire 2Gi&stract).” It may be the case that although
legislative professionalization declined, the imdions that were adopted during its rise are still
in place yet to be altered. It is often the cdsa institutional change can lag significantly
behind other contextual legislative changes aakied time for chambers to change and adapt
accordingly. As expected, the most consistentipi@dof committee system autonomy is the
“work challenges” facing the chamber — as the botkgislative endeavors become greater and
more complex, committees have been given more aatgrio process and direct the course of
legislation in the chamber. This finding is alsansistent with an informational perspective

(Krehbiel 1991) on the role of committees in thgiséative process.
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Conclusions and Future Endeavors

The goal of this paper was to explore the influeotéeqgislative professionalization on
the institutional structure and procedures in statgslative chambers. The results of this
analysis have discovered that, in general, incceéseesls of legislative professionalization will
lead to institutionally weaker presiding officersdamore autonomous committee systems.

This finding is consistent with what would be egfael given the potential motivations of
the members that serve in state legislative chasnbRast research has shown that the goals and
preferences of members are differ regarding whetitenot they view service in the state
legislature as a temporary endeavor, a long-temmecar a springboard to something better. It
is likely that a more professionalized legislatisemore apt to be of the long-term career or
springboard variety. Therefore, it becomes vital hembers to organize the chamber in ways
that will allow them to best build legislative reds that will allow them to prove to voters that
they have been working hard for them and desenaamtinue serving or be elected to a higher
or more prestigious office. One of the most eéiitiways to achieve this goal is to disseminate
power throughout the chamber via the committeeegystither than consolidate power into the
hands of chamber leadership that may have thectiokeinterests of the chamber at heart, but
not the individual interests of chamber members.

Also uncovered in this analysis and consistent wie above discussion was the negative
impact of term limits on presiding officer powdt.appears that in term limited states (especially
in senate chambers), that presiding officers asg p@werful than their counterparts in non-term
limited states. Is it the case that the memberth@se chambers have begun to adapt to the
imposition of term limits and started to reform ithprocedures in ways that allow them to

prepare for a career beyond their legislative creaMbOne reaction to this phenomena — would
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be to weaken chamber leaders and increase thetappi@s for even the “greenest” members to
start building political records that will be vited seeking other electoral offices, once serwvice i
that particular legislative chamber is no longerogion. Unfortunately, this analysis cannot
identify conclusively that this is the case givlattonly cross-sectional data could be analyzed.

However, this finding is interesting and warrardsliéional inquiry.
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Appendix A: Measuring Institutional Presiding Officer Power (Taken from Clucas 1998)

Appointment Power

5 points = Speaker selects all committee chairspanty leaders

4 points = Speaker selects chairs and a majoritgeoparty leaders

3 points = Speaker selects chairs; selects fevo atimer leaders

2 points = Speaker shares power to select chalests few or no other leaders
1 point = Speaker does not select chairs; seleatof no other leaders

Committee Power

5 points = Speaker assigns all members to commitsades number of committees

4.5 points = Speaker assigns all members to coeenishares power over number of committees
4 points = Speaker assigns all members to commdtes not decide committees

3.5 points = Speaker assigns majority membersddeaiumber of committees

3 points = Speaker assigns majority members; sipaigsr over number of committees

2.5 points = Speaker assigns majority members; doedecide committees

2 points = Speaker shares power over assignmesttileds number of committees

1.5 points = Speaker shares power over assignnsraees power over number of committees

1 point = Speaker shares power over assignmergs; ut decide committees

0 points = Speaker is not involved in either praces

Resource Power

5 points = Legislative campaign committee exisfgeaker has control over legislative employees

3 points = Legislative campaign committee exisfgeaker has no control over legislative employees
1 point = No legislative campaign committee; Spedies control over employees

0 points = No legislative campaign committee; Spedias no control over employees

Procedural Power | — Bill Referral

5 points = Speaker has complete control over &fiénral

4 points = Speaker controls referral; but thereresgrictions on its use

3 points = Speaker shares power over referralether no restrictions on referrals
2 points = Speaker shares power over referraletags restrictions on referrals

1 point = Speaker is not formally involved in ritiferral

Procedural Power Il — Floor Procedure

5 points = Speaker prepares calendar, decidesigugstirects chamber
4 points = Speaker controls two of these floor pewe
3 points = Speaker controls one of these floor pswe
1 point = Speaker has no control over floor prooeg

Tenure Power

5 points = No limits on Speaker tenure

4 points = Speakers’ tenure limited to 8 years
3 points = Speakers’ tenure limited to 6 years
2 points = Speakers’ tenure limited to 4 years
1 point = Speakers’ tenure limited to 2 years.
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Appendix B: Structures and Procedures Related to Qomittee System Autonomy

Procedure (Function)

Description

Coding

1) All bills to committee (Receiving
Legislation)

Requirement that all bills be referred to a
committee for consideration

1=All to standing comm.

.5=All to standing or select

0=No mention

-1=No (includes Comm. of Whole)

2) Committee consideration of billg
(Screening Legislation)

5 Indicates whether committees have to conside
all referred legislation

r1=No
0=No mention
-.25=Must consider, but can table
-.5=Comm. members can force
consideration

-1=Yes
3) Committee reporting of bills Indicates whether committees have to report all1=No
(Screening Legislation) referred bills back to the chamber 0=No mention
-1=Yes
4) Action deadline (Screening Indicates whether committees have to consider 1=No
Legislation) and/or report bills back to the floor within a 0=No mention
designated time period. -1=Yes

5) Withdrawal of legislation
(Ensures that the floor cannot eas
bypass committee decision-makin

Positive value indicates that bills cannot be ga|
Iwithdrawn from committee consideration

0)

sil=>majority is needed
0=No mention
-1=Majority or less is needed

6) Committee sponsoring of bills
(Shaping Legislation)

Indicates whether committees have the power
sponsor and introduce original legislation

td=<maj. of comm. support needed
.75 = maj. of comm. musts suppor
.5=2/3 of comm. must support
0=No mention

-.25=Unanimous consent of comm.

needed
-1=No
7) Incorporation of committee Indicates whether committee amendments arel 1=Yes
amendments (Shaping Legislation) incorporated into bills before they are considere@=No mention
by the full chamber (i.e., the floor does not have-1=No
the ability to reject committee amendments
separately from the hill)
8) Substitute bills (Shaping Indicates whether committees can offer substifuleYes
Legislation) bills in lieu of those referred to them 0=No mention
-1=No

9) Handling of adverse committee
reports (Affect Passage)

Indicates level of difficulty for the floor to
overturn an adverse or negative committee ref

1=Dies in comm.

noB=2/3 of chamber needed
0=Majority of chamber needed
-.5=1/3 of chamber needed
-1=1, 2 or 3 members needed

10) Calendar order procedures

Indicates whethisrdml on the calendar for
floor consideration in the order reported out of
committee consideration

1=Yes

.5=0rder of introduction

0=No mention

-.5=Rules comm. can set order at
any time

-1=No

11) Floor amending procedures

Indicates whether there are restrictive procedy

(Affect Passage)

rds2/3 or unanimous consent need

for amending bills on the floor

O=majority or less needed
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Summation of Hypotheses and Results: Presiding Offer Power

Table 1

Cross-Sectional Data 2001-02 (OLS)

Full House Senate

Independent/Control Variables Hyp. Act. Hyp. Act. Hyp. Act.

Professionalization - - - - - -
Workload + - +
Chamber Size + + +
Majority Party Strength - + - + - +

Term Limits State - - - - - -

Joint Rules State - +

Senate Chamber

Blue = p<.1; Yellow = p<.05; Green=p<.01

Hyp. = Hypothesized Direction; Act. = Actual Directon




Table 2
Summation of Hypotheses and Results: Committee Sysh Autonomy

Pooled Data 1955-1995

Cross-Sectional Data 2001{QS)

PW RE Full House Senate
Independent/Control Variables Hyp. Act. Hyp. Act. Hyp. Act. Hyp. Act. Hyp. Act.
Professionalization| -+ + + + + - + - + -
Policy Complexity | + +
Workload
Chamber Size + + - + - +
Majority Party Strength - - + - -
New Speaker + +
Tenure of Previous Speaker - -
Reform Period - -
Joint Rules State - +
Term Limits State + + + +

Senate Chamber

PW=Prais-Winsten Regression
RE=Radom Effects

Blue = p<.1; Yellow = p<.05; Green=p<.01

Hyp. = Hypothesized Direction; Act. = Actual Directon
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Table 3

Accounting for Presiding Officer Power in 2001-02QLS Mode)?

Presiding Officer Power

B (Robust SE) p
Professionalization -4.79 (3.06) 124
Workload .017 (.020) 415
Size .003 (.006) .564
Majority Party Strength .011 (.040) .786
Term Limits -1.57 (.747) .041
Joint Rules State -.464 (1.00) .645
Senate Chamber -2.40 (.740) .002
Constant 18.36 (2.81) .000
N 89
F-Statistic 4.92 (p<.000)
R-Square 242

ARegression with robust standard errors. Analysis clustered on state to control for individuatest
effects. All analysis was performed using STATA.
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Table 4

Accounting for Presiding Officer Power in 2001-02by Chamber (OLS Model)*

Presiding Officer Power

House Senate
B (Robust SE) B (Robust SE)
(P) (P)
Professionalization -1.86 (3.40) -7.22 (4.16)
(.586) (.090)
Workload -.005 (.019) .074 (.055)
(.790) (.177)
Size .005 (.005) .019 (.050)
(.399) (.714)
Majority Party Strength .018 (.052) .028 (.047)
(.727) (.548)
Term Limits -.708 (.705) -2.25 (1.13)
(.321) (.053)
Joint Rules State -2.73 (.760) 1.83 (1.56)
(.001) (.246)
Constant 17.61 (3.39) 13.97 (3.83)
(.000) (.001)
N 46 43
F-Statistic 3.67 (p<.005) 2.42 (p<.043)
R-Squared 125 221

"Regression with robust standard errors. Analysis clustered on state to control for individuatest
effects. All analysis was performed using STATA.
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Table 5

Accounting for Committee System Autonomy, 1955-1995

(Prais-Winsten Model)*

Committee System Autonomy

B (PCSE) p
Professionalization 1.50 (.88) .084
Policy Complexity .006 (.003) .041
Size .001 (.003) .646
Majority Party Strength -.003 (.004) 444
New Speaker .089 (.056) 11
Tenure of Previous Speaker -.020 (.024) .393
Reform Period -.009 (.103) 927
Joint Rules 4.07 (.768) .000
Constant -.487 (.534) .366
N 458
# of States 24
Avg. # obs/state 19.08
Rho .903
R-Square .088

AComputed in STATA using Prais-Winsten Regressidith panel corrected standard errors.
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Table 6

Accounting for Committee System Autonomy, 1995-1955

(Random-Effects Model)*

Committee System Autonomy
B (SE) p

Professionalization 1.70 (.878) .053
Policy Complexity .007 (.003) .005
Size .003 (.003) .261
Majority Party Strength -.003 (.004) 261
New Speaker .090 (.061) 136
Tenure of Previous Speaker -.017 (.029) .959
Reform Period -.005 (.103) 127
Joint Rules 1.44 (.752) .056
Constant -.892 (.584) 127
N 458
# States 24
Avg. # obs/state 19.1
Within R? 113
Between R .261
Overall R .169

NAutocorrelation corrected, random effects regmssnodel computed in STATA using the xtregar comthan
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Table 7

Accounting for Committee System Autonomy in 2001-0P0OLS Model)*

Committee System Autonomy

B (Robust SE) P
Professionalization -.109 (1.97) .956
Workload .055 (.014) .000
Size -.005 (.004) .189
Majority Party Strength .018 (.020) 370
Term Limits 573 (.457) 216
Joint Rules State 437 (.591) 464
Senate Chamber -.440 (.378) 251
Constant 4.91 (1.78) .008
N 89
F-Statistic 4.49 (p<.000)
R-Square 247

"Regression with robust standard errors. Analysis clustered on state to control for individuatest

effects. All analysis was performed using STATA.
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Table 8

Accounting for Committee System Autonomy in 2001-Q2y Chamber (OLS Mode)*

Committee System Autonomy

House Senate
B (Robust SE) B (Robust SE)
(p) (p)
Professionalization -3.21 (2.17) 2.32 (2.46)
(.146) (.351)
Workload .046 (.012) .096 (.031)
(.000) (.003)
Size -.008 (.004) .005 (.027)
(.034) (.841)
Majority Party Strength -.029 (.030) .053 (.024)
(.336) (.036)
Term Limits 227 (.613) 1.03 (.517)
(.713) (.054)
Joint Rules State .378 (.669) .714 (.758)
(.575) (.351)
Constant 8.94 (2.37) .782 (2.46)
(.000) (.752)
N 46 43
F-Statistic 6.99 (p<.000) 2.22 (p<.06)
R-Squared 261 .386

"Regression with robust standard errors. Analysis clustered on state to control for individuatest
effects. All analysis was performed using STATA.
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