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Abstract:

In the midst of political polarization and the continuous debate over difficult national
policy issues, such as job growth, unemployment, healthcare, education policy and fiscal
responsibility, individual states are left with the responsibility of developing public policy
that seek to address their population’s concerns until federal decisions are made. Due to
the growing influence of polarized party politics, in addition to a number of other
dynamics, governors in most states have the ability to use executive orders to push
policies they view as important to the forefront of legislative business with little
legislative debate. This article uses the case study of the New Jersey Office of the
Governor to observe the tendency of New Jersey governors to utilize executive orders in
order to push their legislative agendas. This longitudinal study of the tendency of the
governor to use this executive power is obs



Introduction

Issues such as job growth, unemploymbeglthcare, education policy and fiscal
responsibility are currently ongmational agenda, and until fedledecisions are made state
governments are responsible for attempting tiregk these issues. A child’s civics textbook
will describe the classic ideal of the governor Hrelstate legislative bodies working in concert
to pass legislation that meets the needsaif giate. However, the relationship between
governors and state legislatures considerably more comgléssue, raising interesting
guestions regarding executisgength and uses of power.

As a way of examining the interplay betweea éxecutive and legislative branches at the
state level, this paper will examine the usexsdcutive orders as a polinaking tool. In many
states, executive orders are an attractivett@dlcan be utilized by governors to set policy
agendas. The use of executive orders is catehtls not received a l&@mount of attention in
academic and professional sources. A significamber of sources relating to the issue are
more than two decades old and subsequently toeled updated with new trends in political
practice and a recognition of the increased palifiolarization in many arenas. Additionally,
most of the research about the use of etkeewrders focuses on the national level.

This paper will study the usage of executivéers at the state level of government, using
New Jersey as a case study. Governors in mostsgtate the ability tose executive orders to
push policies they view as importdotthe forefront of legislativbusiness with little legislative

debate. In a time of growing influence of patad party politics, increasing factions within



employed, and to look for trends and patterns 8t paage that can inform the discussion about
effective and fair ways of governing.

In the following section, we discuss the gehe&sue of executive strength and examine a
number of methods for the exdise branch to use that powefhe next section discusses
gubernatorial executive orders in particular. ¥en discuss the dataset developed about the use

of executive orders by New Jersey governors,dewtlop some hypotheses. The analysis of the



Herzberg and Rosenthal (1971yae that strength is partbased on partisan distribution
of power in a state. Little attention has beeregito the issue of dividegovernment at the state
level (Morehouse and Jewell 1992). In diddgovernment, governors lack many of the
advantages that are present when a govesrsupported by a majority (Morehouse 1996).
Bernick and Wiggins (1991) argueathwhen the legislature i®itrolled by the governor’s party
opposition, the legislature is able to constraingbxeernor’s legislative authority. According to
Morehouse (1996:362), when a divided governmeptesent, the house speaker, senate
presiding officer, majority leaders, and ukyiall committee chairs are members of the
opposition party and are in a position to continel legislative timetable and agenda. When
situations similar to these occting governor may have to mag@mpromises that result in less
partisan voting, which can potentially weaken supfmrthe governor withimis/her own party.

A lack of a divided government does not resagily mean that the governor will be
successful in his/her programs being enactaalaw (Taylor 2008) Although Beyle (1983)
maintains that governors usually exhibit greatemfal powers in stateshere there is greater
political party competition, such as in divided governments, competition within individual
parties also has the ability tonstrain the power of the gower. When there are factions
present within political partiegven having one’s own politicedajority in the legislature can
have mixed outcomes for the governor. Thespnce of factions within the governor’s own
political party makes it difficult for him/her tiouild legislative coalitions to support policies
(Taylor 2008). Similar to when a governor’s palti party is weak, faiinal party organization
disperses power among differédéologies throughout the legislire and not solely in the
numeric strength of the governoparty members in the legislagirsubsequently decreasing the

power of the governor (Herzberg and Rosent®a@1). Moreover, when there are factions



within the governor’s own political party, thexggnor must attempt to accommodate some of
these factions in order to acheany legislative success. &g, as in a divided government
situation, members of factionisat are not accommodatedll tend to vote against the
governor’s proposed programs. According to Mangse (1996:362), in lesslwesive parties, the
governor should expect less sass in winning unanimous suppdom members of his/her
party, and place a high degree of effort into “wagiless supportive factions of the party.
Regardless of whether or nbere is a divided governmeptesent or if a governor’s
own party is fractured, patronage becomesrgortant aspect of ehgovernor’'s power to
attempt to implement his or her prograndgcording to Jewell (1969patronage is more
important in one-party states and states thatain factions within the parties because when a
governor lacks the support of a cohesive nigja@oalition, the governomust build a personal
coalition instead. A governors’ panage can consist not onlyjobs, but also from services
and favors. In most states, the dispensinglod js one of a governortgest opportunities to
influence legislators; howexkghis option includes risks because an appointment or
appropriation may disappoint mdegislators than it pleases.dnder to avoid this situation,
some governors attempt to ensure partyiplise by withholding patvtnage appointments until
the end of legislative sessions (Mahoney 198®reby rewarding party members committed to

a governor’s policy agenda (Jewel



Through the checks and balances system, &gigls and the officef the governor have
the potential to come to a stalemate on issuesatlBatocially or politially controversial.
Although in the normal course of poyf discussion this may be bdingal so that policies cannot
be haphazardly created, in some situations tleratite must be broken in order to maintain an
operating state government. In times like thaeliestate governors hatke power to call their
legislature into special session (Bernick 1994gcording to Ranson@ 982:157) a governor’s
ability to call a special session déyged out of “the belief thatertain emergencies might arise,
such as war, invasion, or economic collapse whichld make it desirabl®r the legislature to
meet at some other time than that regularly agpdiby the constitution.Jewell (1969) states
that the ability to call speciakssions is an important povwrthe governor, especially when
only the governor can call thessgon. Calling special sessicafows governors to focus
attention on specific issues andspibly increase their prestige when the governor is unable to
secure legislative cooperation in the regskssion on a specific issue (Colburn and Scher
1980). This has specifically been the case in rater¢o special sessiohsing called to finalize
state budgets (Dometrius 1991). Although callirepecial session can be a powerful tool within
a governor’s political arsenal, Bernick (1994)awthat even when a governor calls a special
session, the governor can not force kbgislature to act on whatdsscussed. Moreover, special
sessions may cause resentment between thealegesbnd the office of the governor that can
have negative long-term consequencesHergovernor in referee to future policy
implementation (Colburn and Scher 1980tiblaal Governor’'s Association 1978).

The veto is another topic that has recéigesignificant amount of attention at the
national level; however, research on the usagetafes at the state level is more limited.

Rosenthal (1990) maintains that all governorsegx the governor of North Carolina have the






proportion of bills in comparison to states wdéne same party controls both branches of
government. Although the use of this execupegver has the potentiaf creating hostility
among the legislature, it forces different pariigto a situation where they must compromise
with one another to pass acsessful bill; subsequently ireasing civility in government
activities (Schulman and Rivera 2008).

The absolute veto is yet another way inahha governor can influeee or rather block
legislative agendas. A great deal of rese@iahfocused on the manner in which the president
uses the absolute veto; however, in referentleetio usage at the state level, more research is
needed. Spitzer (2001) argues that presidemtsil&aneous use of the retuveto and the pocket
veto is an attempt to create a practical absalete: an unconstitutional power. In addition, this
use of the two vetoes creates ambiguity becthespocket veto and return veto are mutually
exclusive vetoes that cannot deerridden. Although the absolutetees not something used at
the national level, there are a \ayi of states that ge the governor the ability to utilize the
prerogative. In most cases, when a governor issuebsolute veto onhdll, the legislature can

override the veto with a two-thirds majority (Hei 1917). However, if a veto is overridden by



that have been made have been issued untlesray that has been inferred or implied from
other constitutional grants ekecutive power (Bernick and Wiggins 1984). According to
Bernick and Wiggins (1984), a governor’'s usagexacutive orders, when not explicitly stated
in a state’s constitution, has thet@atial of being theenter of litigation. In some cases, the
courts liberally interpret executive power claaigathin their constitutns, which subsequently
confer upon the governor the designation of so@ executive — giving the governor discretion
in matters of concern to the executive branch.eitate courts interpret their constitutions in
this way, the governor is free igsue executive ordeas needed for a wide variety of purposes
(Bernick and Wiggins 1984).

State constitutions are not the only placevimch governors are given the power to issue
executive orders. In most stat legislatures have given sofoem of statutory grant of
authority to governors to issueemutive orders. Depending on thatet some of these statutes
are relatively general in natyrallowing a governor to utilizéhe executive power liberally;
however, in other states they can be relatigplgcific, limiting the goveror to utilize executive
orders only in reference to specific issues. Thp@se of these statutogyants of authority are

designed to allow governors to fulfill their resgdoilities as commander-i



ability to come to a decision on places “heat'toa governor (Bernick and Bernick 2008) to be
successful in their choice to use executive orders.
New Jersey Governors and the use of Executive Orders

Through the New Jersey Digital Legal Librawyd the State of New Jersey’s government
website we able to access data regarding eastuéxe order issued by a New Jersey governor.
We developed a dataset showing the frequenttywhich executive ordensere used for each
legislative term in New Jersey between 194@ 2009. We chose 1947 as the initial year of
observation because during that year a newtitotisn was passed that significantly changed
the powers available to New Jeysgovernors. The consensushat this new constitution
resulted in making New Jersey governorsdfiengest governors inémation in terms of
administrative authority (Lockard 196%).

The dataset recortifor each legislative term, the governor, his or her party, the majority
party of each branch of the legislature, theypaf the legislature as a whole, which was
determined by the majority control of both the senate and assembly, and the number of executive
orders used in each term. We note that wendidnclude in our dataset two gubernatorial terms
in 2002 that involved interim governors who weretheir terms for only a few days.

We also classified the exdote orders by their functionfor the purposes of this

research, we build off of the method of cl&gaig executive orders employed by Bernick and

2 In reference to the changes made by the 1947 cormtituthe governor’s terms was extended to four years and

he/she was able to succeed him/herself once; the goigeveto power was strengthed by making a two-thirds

vote necessary to override such a veto, and also permitting the governor the use of the conditional veto; the terms of
the office of the department heads wireoincide with the governor’s; the governor’s appointment and removal
powers were enhanced; the governor was given wider authority to investigate and power to call upon the courts to
enforce laws (Lockard 1964: 122 ).

% To gain access to the dataset, contact the authors.

“ John Bennett held the position of Acting Governor betwkmuary 8, 2002 and January 12, 2002. Richard Codey
held the position of acting governor twice, once in 20@Ragain between 2004 and 2006. Here, the authors are
referring to the first time Codey was Acting Governor from January 12, 2002 to January 15, 2002.
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Wiggins (1984). Under this method, executive oradegse analyzed and then classified into one

of eleven categories (see Table 1).

Table 1: Categories
Executive Order Categories Executive Order Codes

Creation of Committeé$askforces EOComm

Policymaking/Implementation EOPolicy
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Analyses are presented of théatoaumber of executive orders)cathen the executive orders are
also examined by type.

In addition, treating the datbout executive orders of Welersey governors since 1947
as a cross-sectional sample from a theoreticallptipn of the use of executive orders of all
New Jersey governors, we utilizedtablished hypothesis testingdok for differences between
the population of Republican governors and Deratic governors in #ir use of executive
orders. Based on the literature in referetacexecutive power in geral and the use of
executive orders in particulaight hypotheses were developedtfus study in order to test
under what circumstances governdnese to utilize executive ordedlsiring their adhinistration.

The first hypothesis examines the frequewttyn which different governors representing
different political parties have utilized exemgtiorders in New Jegy. We hypothesize that
because New Jersey has historically beenradgeatic state, Republican governors will have
had to utilize executive orders mdrequently in order to pushéir legislative agendas. Thus
we start the first hypothesis as:

H1: The number of executive orders paiséative term will be higher with
Republican New Jersey governors than \Wigtmocratic New Jersey governors.

The next three hypotheses examine the uetiggecutive orders in relation to the

political composition of the legislature. Because



on average than in terms when the governor’'s

12



13

executive orders that extend or modaifysting executive ders than those who
have the same political party as their predecessors.

We also hypothesize to observe executive oriffetsextend or modify existing orders will be
higher in the first term of a gokeor that succeeds a governottioé same party in order to
continue ideologically similar agendas early in their administration
H8: New Jersey governors that have aficdi party that is the same as the
governor that preceded them will haadigher number of executive orders in
their first term that extent or modigxisting executive orders than those who
have the same political party as their predecessors.
Analysis and Discussion
Exploratory Analysis Using Time Series
Figure 1 plots the total number of executivdess used in eachdsslative session over

time.

Figure 1: Usage of Executive Orders over Time

From this figure we observe that since 1947 thasebeen a marked increase in the number of
executive orders used by governors of Nlarsey. We see that executive orders were

infrequently used up until the administration@bvernor William Cabhill, who took office in
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1970 and that since Cahill's admstration, the use of executieeders increased. The relative
decrease seen from 1994 — 2000 occurs ddn@gubernatorial termof Governor Whitman
followed by Acting Governor DiFrancescwho replaced Governor Whitman.

Figure 2 shows the average number of exeeurders per term used by the New Jersey
governors from 1947 to 2009, with the politicattyanoted by color (red for Republicans and
blue for Democrats).

Figure 2: Average Orders by Governor

The usage patterns of executiveens differ by political party in this dataset. Republican
governors from 1947 to Governor Thomas Keantsiadtration in 1982 stekly increased their
usage of executirve orders, aater that it steadily declinedOver the time of this dataset,
Democratic governors have steadilyd consistently orease their use ekecutive orders.
Generally, governors issue exéea orders in order tofect the state policymaking
process. In New Jersey, we fougalernors utilize executive ordarsst frequently to make or
implement policy (see Table 2). The choice te egecutive orders in this way illustrates the

way in which governor’s are able to actively pkayole in the policymaking process. Policy
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oriented executive orders allow governors todlyeaffect the development and implementation

of a host of different policy itiatives throughout the staté&overnors routialy use executive
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Table 2: Executive Order Functions by Governor

Federal Declaratiorof CanceDeclaration
Governor Compliance Emergency of Emergency  Miscellaneous

Total



17

Bernick and Wiggins’ (1984) study of the usagf executive orders found that orders
were most frequently used in order to cresitely commissions or taskforces. In New Jersey,
however, we find this to be the second mosgfient function of executive orders. The creation
of commissions and taskforcessithe ability to provide publity to specific policy issues;
thereby, informing the legislateand the public that an issis@mportant to the governor.
Although the creation of these bosliean be purely symbolic — a pigbyesture illustrating that a
particular issue is important enough to warramesgtigation and responsdhey have the ability
to shape public policy and advise state paogs (Ferguson and Bowling 2008). Moreover, the
findings and recommendatiotizat are developed under thdsodies can contribute to
supporting a governor’s stance on a sfepiolitical issue. For example, Governor Cahill, in an
effort to meet the economic difficulties oetli970s, ordered the creation of several different
taskforces and investigation commissions, sagkhe Governor's Management Commission
(Cahill 1970) and the New Jersey TRalicy Committee (Cahill 1970), to make
recommendations to reform New Jersey’sdgstem and bureaucratic administration (Connors
1982). Moreover, Governor Thomas Keamowised more executive orders to create

commissions and taskforces than any other gmren this study’s sample, ordered the creation
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orders were used to modify orders isshggreceding governors,duas in the case of
Governor James Florio who used a majority aferos in this classifideon to extend executive
orders issued by Governor Kedhpwever, they are also frequentiged to change an order that
is issued by the same governor tisgtied the original order. s illustrated in Governor
Christine Todd Whitman’s usage of executive ordeas for the most part extended or modified
her own order&.In contrast to using executive ordéssmodify or change existing orders,
governors have the power to issuders that repeal and/or revokesting ones. In New Jersey,
governors do not directly tend tepeal or revoke exiag orders very often. From the cases
observed, a majority of governors issued less tiverexecutive orders throughout their entire
administration that repealed ovoked standing orders. Goverrffred Driscoll had the most
frequent usage of executive orders that dyaeipealed or revoked standing orders; however,
the majority of the orders that weerevoked by Driscoll were his own.

Figure 3 compares the ways in which Nésvsey governors have functionally used
executive orders over time. As one obssie trend with which executive orders are
functionally used throughoutéhtime frame included in th&tudy, the issuing of executive
orders that creates taskfora@sd commissions, representedlimtalEOComm, and those that
extend or modify existing orders, represerigd otalEOExtMod, stays relatively consistent
from one governor to another. The only exa®pto this is Governor Kean who decided to
utilize executive orders tperform these two functions a greaatimore than anyone else in this

sample.

" To view a complete listing of Governor Florio’s execetorders please refer to State of New Jersey (2010).

8 It must be acknowledged that although these orders did modify previously issued orders by Governor Whitman,
they also had a dual affect of modifying orders issued by previous governors dowew a complete listing of
Governor Whitman'’s executive orders please refer to State of New Jersey (2010).
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Figure 3: Functional Executive Order Usage over Time

The interesting trend that issdierned from comparing the usagjexecutive orders by function
over time is the usage of executive orders for making and implementing policy as time
progresses, represented by TotalEOPolicy inrléi@u Similar to the total number of executive
orders issued over time increasing, the totallmemof executive orders designed to make or
implement policy has also increased. Govelhitman, although she issued less executive
orders over time, stayed relatively consistent \pitlor governors when it came to issuing orders
of the purpose of making or implementing pglicActing Governor DiFrancesco is the only
governor within this analysis the contrary to the trend; hower, after his administration the
number of executive orders usedmake or implement policy significantly increases. When the

usage of executive orders is observed by @atikidual governor ove4 0 TD -hsepleles-norusOplelrusc4t



Figure 4: Use of Orders by Governor Byrne

Figure 5: Use of Orders by Governor Kean
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taskforces and that enforced federal mandaféile most governors went back and forth in
reference to issuing orders for these purpasdfme passed, Kean creates more commissions
and taskforces in his first two legislative terms and then gradually decreases the frequency with
which he issues orders in this fashion inlds two terms. Although Kan stands out in the

types of executive orders he issued, one cardidcends in the frequency in which he issued
orders over time. In some cases, as depictéthure 8 and 9, it is difficult to discern any tend

in reference to the waygovernor issued orders.

Figure 8: Use of Orders by Governor Driscoll



Figure 9: Use of Orders by Governor Meyner
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that enforced federal mandafeSpvernor Byrne order thatetNew Jersey Division of Water
Resources implement regulations established uheeffederal Insurané@ministration (Byrne
1978) and the U.S. Geological Survey (Byrne 19@9kduce risks of losses that could be
incurred by natural disasteispecifically flooding.

Finally, similar to what Bernick and/iggins (1984) found, executive orders are
infrequently used to make appointments in Nlrsey. This may be a result of a governor’s
ability to appoint pedp to office without using executivarders, as Bernick and Wiggins
suggest. Although used only fiveffdirent times, Governor Robdvteyner used his power of
appointment through executive orders to appoidividuals to theDivision of Employment
Security (Meyner 1958; 1961), the Departmehitabor and Industry (Meyner 1959a; 1959h),
and give other individuals the ability to appraanstruction plans (Mynei956). According to
Lemmey (1982), Meyner issued these appointments,the disapproval of his own party, in an
effort to make New Jersey government mwagsparent and supportive of a less corrupt
government. In Meyner’s own words, he wantegtaff his “adminigation with men and
women who see government as a great challenigeatgination and enterige” and “get people
into politics who aren’t out to make a buck, wherdt out to take advantage of everything” (as
cited in Lemmey 1982:221).

Analysis Using Hypothesis Testing

Our sample involved small numbers: 12 tgavernors and 47 total legislative terms

(within the time period studiede¢he were actually a total of bvernors; however, two of these

governors were left out of this analysis because they were in office for less than a week). The

° To view other orders issued by Governor Byrne to enforce federal mandates see NJDLL (2010b).
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data were sufficiently skewed that we abuabt make the assumption that the underlying
populations were normally distributed. Henwe had to use non-parametric tests.

For the purposes of this study the Wilcoxon rank-sum test was used, which is a non-
parametric alternative to the two-sample t-t&dte Mann-Whitney test i@nother possibility for
this data; Wilcoxon can be shown to be equivalerthe Mann-Whitney test. The Wilcoxon test
involves calculating the ranks of the observationsach subgroup and then comparing the rank
sums from each group. If the underlying popolasiwere the same, one would expect the
subgroup rank sums to be very close. The latgedifference in the rank sums, the more likely
it is that the underlying populatis are truly different. For thesets with small numbers of
observations (12 or less items in each subgrouribteabilities of a given set of rank sums is
determined from a table. For largerdata gétsprobabilities can be t#mined from a normal
approximation. For more details about thigimoel see Corder and Foreman (2009). Below we
detail the calculations for hypotbie 1; other calculations wed®ne in a similar manner.

For this research we used a significalese| (alpha) of 0.05. Our sample has 5
Republicans and 7 Democrats (see Table 3y0s0 published Wilcoxon tables to be viewed as

significantly different, the mk sum of the Republican group needs to be 44 or more.

Table 3: Sample Data with Ranks for H1
Average Number

Political of EQ's per
Governor Party legislative term  Rank

Meyner D 4.0 12
Hughes D 7.5 10
Byrne D 28.0 8
Florio D 57.5 4
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Kean R 56.5 5
Whitman R 30.8 6
DiFrancescd R 15.0 9

Table 4: Calculations for H1

Rank
Group N Sum Average
D 7 40 47.0
R 5 38 27.3

From Table 4, it is observed that the RepubliGark sum is not greater than 44, so we cannot
conclude that Republicans use merecutive orders than Demoaatin fact, looking at the
averages we see that in this sample Rigariogovernors used on average fewer executive
orders per legislative terthan Democratic governors. Although the difference was not
statistically significant, the datioes show a trend inghusage of orders lgovernors of specific
political parties. The large usage of exeaiorders by Democratic governors directly

contradicts our first hygthesis (see Table 5.

19 As mentioned above, calculations used to test the other hypotheses were done is a similar manner as H1. We
provide the calculations for H1 as an exangflaow the other hypotheses were tested.



Table 5: Summary of Hypothesis Tests

Group 1
Rank Sum

Test Number Hypothesis Group 1 Measure Group 2 Measure Conclusion

27

Group 2

Rank Sum Resuit

The number of executive orders pgislative term will be
1 higher with Republican New Jersey governors than wit
Democratic New Jersey governors.

In fact, Democratic
governors used mofeO's 40
on average

47.0 average EO's per 27.3 average EO's per
legislative term legislative term

In legislative terms wherdew Jersey governors share the
same political party as the major held in the legislature,
2 fewer executive orders will be used on average than in terms
when the governor’s party diffefrom the majority in the
legislature.

27.0 EO's on average in

Difference not
38 statistically
significant
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When the number of executive orders isswed observed in relan to whether the
governor shared the same politipalrty as the majority of indiduals in the legislature, the
senate, and the assembly, hypotheses 2 aretelnot supported by the data. The data
illustrated that when the governor was of the spargy as the majority held in the legislature,
more executive orders were issued than whermgtvernor’s party differeftom the legislature.
Similarly, when the governor’s ptikal party was the same as the majority held in the assembly,
more executive orders were issued than whemgtvernor’s party and the majority held in the
assembly differed. In both cases, the differemeta/een the average number of orders issued
per legislative term when there is divided gowveent and when the political party of the
governor is similar to the majorities held in thé®o bodies is statistitta insignificant (see
Table 5).

In reference to hypothesis 3 that observednumber of executive orders issued by
governors that were from the sapwitical party that composed the majority of the New Jersey
senate, the data shows that when a governaornis fihe same party as the majority in the senate
more executive orders are issued than whepdkigcal parties differ. Figure 10 illustrates the
frequency with which governorsahare of the same (indicatby 1) and differing (indicated by

2) party as the majority in thersste issued executive orders.
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Figure 10: Executive Order usage in Relatin to Governor and Senate Political
Affiliation

When the governor is from the same partyh@smajority in the senate an average of 27.0
executive orders were issued per legislativentavhile when the political parties differed there
was an average of 18.9 executive orders ispeetkgislative term. The difference between
these averages is weakly sifigant (p=0.0674), which indicatesaththere may be a relationship
between the similarity or difference in polaiaffiliation of governors and their respective
senate composition and its affect a governor’s choice to use execetorders. In order to test
this theory, however, the dataset musekpanded to include more governors.

When we went to observe if governors thave a political paytdifferent than the
governor that preceded them reatigher average per legislatitegm of executive orders that
revoked or repealed existing orders than vehebo had the same political party as their
predecessors we found that theerages were essentiallytbame, 1.07 and 1.03 respectively.
This means that throughougavernor’s entire administratiogpvernors tend to revoke or
repeal existing executive orders independentlhefpolitical affiliation of a predecessor, which

is contrary to our hypothesis, H5. Howevergntwe observed whether the political affiliation
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of a preceding governor had an affect on the nurabexecutive orders that repealed or revoked
existing orders in the first term of a goversadministration, H6, wéound a small difference

in the average number issued. When governors efaaalifferent party than their predecessor,
they issued an average of 2.14 osda their first term that pealed or revoked existing orders,
whereas those governors that were of the samtg astheir predecessor only issued an average
of 1.57 in their first term. This fact suppodsr hypothesis, H6, thgiovernors that have a
different political party as their pdecessor tend issue more ordeitheir first term than those
that are of the same party as their predecessor; however, the difference is statistically
insignificant (see Table 5).

Finally, when we observed if governors thaténéhe same political party as the governor
that preceded them had a higher number of executive orders that extended or modified existing
orders than those who had a different politjgatty than their prextessor we found that our
hypothesis, H7, was incorrect. In practiceywNkersey governors haissued less executive
orders that extended or modifiedisting orders when a governor’s predecessor was of the same
party — an average of 2.25 per term when they are from the same political party and 4.80 when
they are different. Moreover, when governeese of the same fitical party as their
predecessor we found, similarlyattgovernors issued a lower nioen of executive orders in
their first legislative term that extendedroodified already existing orders, which is also
contrary to our hypothesis, H8. In both casles,differences between the averages were
statistically insignificant (see Table 5).

Conclusion
This study set out to examine the interpgheyween the office of the governor and state

legislatures in reference to sagipolicy agendas. To this end, we sought to observe the ways in
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which governors exercise th&xecutive powers in an effort to guide state policy. After
studying the various dynamics at play within staggslatures that have ¢hability to influence a
governor’s success in advancing policy initiativas;h as the presence of divided government,
fractured parties, and governors’ constitutionally given authorities, and observing a governor’'s
ability to utilize vetoes, we chose to obsetive way in which governonsse executive orders to
push policy agendas in state government. Hiqaar, we studied # manner in which New
Jersey governors have utilized ext@geiorders between 1947 and 200%n effort to shed some
light on the usage of executive orslén strong governor states.

Through time series analysis the data shotlvatithere has been growth in the number of
executive orders issued over time in New Jersegitionally, in New Jersey executive orders
are functionally used most frequenttymake or implement policy, create
commissions/taskforces, andiexd or modify preexisting exettve orders. Time series
analysis also showed that thare real differences in the patien which individual New Jersey
governors use executive orders. A numberypblthesis tests were runpwever, many of the
results were statistically insididant. Overall, we found, in nsb cases, the direction of the
sample results were opposite of what we pttediin our hypotheses &&d on prior research on
the subject. We would like to pursue these iniirig results further by tiking more deeply into
the specifics of the executive orders.

In the future, we recommend that a neassification struct be developed when
observing the functions of executive ordefar example, although making and implementing
policy was the most frequent furan of executive orders in NeJersey, a large proportion of
these orders were used for lowering the flathefUnited States in memory of someone that had

passed away or declaring state offices cldeed holiday. These executive orders are more
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administrative in nature as opposed to makingn@ementing policy athis and past studies
have classified them. Moreover, when obsertirgguse of executive orders in New Jersey,
more cases should be included in the dataset @ffart to more reliably pick up if there are
indeed true differences in thderlying groups. Finally, on a langscale, future studies may
want to compare and/or contralsé ways in which executiveders are used in other strong
governor states in an effort to desa larger political party patterns.

About half way through his fitdegislative term when thisaper was written, Governor
Chris Christie has issued a total of forty-thregeps. The frequency witlvhich certain types of
executive orders are used fits the trendohserved with past New Jersey governors — with
Christie primarily favoring the usage of exéiea orders that make or implement policy

followed by orders that cremtommissions/taskforces.
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