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Abstract:
This research analyzes the role of a mayoral policy entrepreneur and the influence of issue
visibility and citizen input on policy outcomes at the local level. The driving theory of this study
is the mayor, acting as the policy entrepreneur, networks with Common Council members based
on shared experience to drive policy success. However, issue visibility and citizen input can
mitigate the effectiveness of the mayor. Case study methodology was applied to four legislative
cases in Madison, Wisconsin: two high-visibility and two low-visibility issues in the media.
Furthermore, social network science techniques were used to identify coalitions and map the
strength of relationships between council-members. This study found internal coalitions do form
based on shared experience with the mayor in city government, but the diverse voice of local
citizens can supersede the will of these internal coalitions and make policy outcomes more
unpredictable.
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Reflecting upon the American political system, Alexis De Tocqueville observed that, “the
township serves as a centre for the desire of public esteem, the want of exciting interests, and the
taste for authority and popularity” (Tocqueville, 2007, pg. 58). In other words, municipalities are
the schools of democracy and public service in the federal system and are just as important as
state and national level politics. Whether it is Kingdon’s multiple stream framework of agenda
setting or Baumgartner and Jones’ Punctuated Equilibrium Theory, time and again, existing
scholarship has attempted to determine how policy change is enacted on every level of
government (Kingdon, 2011) (Jones and Baumgartner, 2012). A central objective of policy
research is determining who and what drives policy success. Using Madison, Wisconsin, as a
case study, this research attempts to build upon existing scholarship by seeking to determine
what influences a successful policy outcome in local politics. The prevailing theory of this study
is that in a mayor-council system of local government, the mayor acts as the policy entrepreneur
who networks with Common Council members based off of shared experience in government to
drive policy success; but other factors like issue visibility and citizen input may mitigate the
effectiveness of the policy entrepreneur.
I. Literature Review
Previous research establishes policy entrepreneurs, are strong internal actors within
government who effectively frame policy measures and build coalitions, are instrumental in
passing legislation. These entrepreneurs draw upon their civic experience and networks to
champion policy solutions. Yet, especially in local politics, the interwoven relationship between
issue visibility in the media and citizen input may lead to more unpredictable policy outcomes,
which may lessen the success of a policy entrepreneur.
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(A) Policy Entrepreneurs
Understanding policy entrepreneurs originated with the research of John Kingdon and his
multiple streams framework of agenda setting. In Agendas, Alternatives, and Public Policies,
Kingdon outlines that three streams: the problem stream, policy stream, and political stream,
must converge to open what he calls “the policy window,” which is when a policy can be
successfully enacted (Kingdon, 2011). The ability of a policy entrepreneur to harness this
window of opportunity is critical for successful policy passage.
In his book entitled Artists of The Possible, Matt Grossmann builds off Kingdon’s model
of policy change by analyzing national-level policy changes in the United States during the Long
Great Society. He finds, “Policy entrepreneurs are embedded in what is called ‘governing
networks,’ arrangements of ties among political actors to pursue policy change” (Grossmann,
2014, pg. 6). Broadly, policy is successfully enacted only when internal actors in the federal
government effectively build a web of relationships to enact policy change.
More importantly, “The most important actors [are] the Presidents” (pg. 110). Grossmann
found that the ability of presidents, who had extensive congressional experience, to form
coalitions was the key to a successful policy outcome. Extensive shared experience with
Congress is critical to forming strong coalitions because shared experience allows the president
to call upon a diverse network of relationships to rally support and congressional influence for
policy proposals. Grossman finds factors like media attention, public desire, and partisanship had
only minimal influence compared to the entrepreneurship of the presidents harnessing extensive
networks of relationships. Ultimately, both Kingdon and Grossman strongly establish the
existence of the policy entrepreneur on the national level.

DETERMINING LOCAL POLICY SUCCESS

4

However, policy entrepreneurs not only exist on the national level, they also exist in local
politics. In their book, Public Entrepreneurs: Agents for Change in American Government, Mark
Schneider, Paul Teske, and Michael Mintrom extensively analyze policy entrepreneurs on the
local level. Their research claims, “that entrepreneurship is surprisingly common in local
government” (Schneider, Teske, Mintrom, 1995, pg. 10). The entrepreneurship is manifested by
the likes of mayors, administrators, and council members, who, “transform important policies
and institutions and radically reshape policy domains” (pg. 11). In the spirit of Tocqueville, the
authors suggest these local policy entrepreneurs are strong forces of change, whose actions and
ambitions move upward in the system of federalism.
Equally important, Teske and Schneider penned an earlier article, “Toward A Theory of
the Political Entrepreneur: Evidence from Local Government,” which not only again emphasized
the existence of policy entrepreneurs in local politics, but also theorized about the conditions that
determined their existence and power. They found that “local fiscal conditions, local budgetary
patterns and local demographic conditions,” can influence the strength of entrepreneurship
exhibited by individual policy makers (Schneider and Teske, 1992, pg. 743). In short, their study
indicates that external pressures can considerably weaken or strengthen the ability of policy
entrepreneurs to operate effectively, which leads into the discussion of citizen input.
(B) External Pressures Influencing the Policy Entrepreneur
A cornerstone element of the American political system, established by the founding
fathers, is the extended republic theory. “Extend the sphere, and you take in a greater variety of
parties and interests” (Madison, 2001, pg. 48). It is believed that on the national level, a
multitude of parties and interests have access to politics and can influence policy change.
However, in her book Perils of Federalism: Race, Poverty, and the Politics of Crime Control,
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Lisa Miller argues this is not true. “Federalism may provide multiple pathways of access, but it
also divides and conquers, isolating poorly resourced groups from one another and making it
difficult for them to hold legislators accountable to their interests” (Miller, 2008, pg. 175). On
both the national and state level, only the groups with ample resources can access politics and
influence policy. In terms of local level politics, diverse representation of interests is far more
pluralistic because, “It is one thing to rally your friends and neighbors to the Tuesday city
council meeting…It is quite another to gain tax-exempt status, a lobbyist in the state capital,
specific policy proposals, and the savvy to frame policy solutions in ways legislators might
respond” (pg. 179).
Essentially, Miller’s argument is predicated on a reverse structure of the extended
republic theory, interests are broad and diverse on the local level, but begin to narrow at higher
levels of government. This diversification of interests on the local level results in more
unpredictable policy outcomes because there are more groups trying to enact different forms of
policy change.
Citizen input does not exist alone; rather it is intertwined with issue visibility in the
media. In “Political control or legitimacy deficit? Bureaucracies’ symbolic responses to bottomup public pressures,” the authors find that the media creates a strong “bottom-up pressure,”
which politicians and bureaucracies are keen to respond to (Alon-Barkat and Gilad, 2016, pg.
43.) Basically, if a policy issue is highly visible in the media, citizens almost assuredly will
pressure politicians to act a certain way. In turn, the politicians are likely to respond.
In summation, Miller’s reverse extended republic theory indicates that citizen groups are
more active and diverse in local government than anywhere else in the federal structure. AlonBarkat and Gilad establish that the media and issue visibility drive the involvement of these
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diverse groups of citizens. Returning to the policy entrepreneur and Schneider and Teske’s
earlier findings, external pressures can significantly shape the existence and power of a policy
entrepreneur. Although Grossman finds that external pressures have almost no influence on the
power of national policy entrepreneurs, the literature shows this may not be the case in local
politics. Pulling the threads of these arguments into one, the literature indicates there may be a
more pluralistic pressure environment in local politics, driven by citizens and the media. This
complicates the role of local policy entrepreneurs because since politicians are closer to their
constituents, they may be more likely to act on constituent concerns over the designs of an
experienced policy entrepreneur. In the absence of citizen pressures, however, the existence of a
policy entrepreneur is expected to be a critical determinant of policy success, just as Grossman
illustrates in national politics.

II. Research Design
(A) Why Madison, Wisconsin?
This research focuses on Madison, Wisconsin as the unit of analysis. The interest in the
structure of Madison politics stemmed from an earlier research project, where reliance on the
Madison bureaucracy and officials was necessary to fully pursue a historical study of Civil War
soldiers buried in the city. That previous research experience led to broad questions about how
decisions are made in Madison politics, thus shaping the focus of this study.
In the United States there are many forms of local government and types of
municipalities, which is why it is important to define the demographics and structure of the City
of Madison. According to the U.S. Census Bureau, Madison has a total population of 250,000
citizens (U.S. Census Bureau, 2015). The city is divided into 20 alder districts in a strong mayor-
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council structure of local government. That is to say the mayor is elected separately from the
common council, presides over council meetings, retains the veto power, and votes only in cases
of a tie (Schmidt, 2016, pg. 7). The majority of administrative duties are handled by a multitude
of boards and commissions overseen by both the mayor and members of the Common Council.
In comparison to a manager-council system, the mayor-council system is more reflective of
national and state level structures, making the application of both Grossmann’s and Miller’s
theories more viable.
(B) Case Study Design:
This research adopted a case study research design to analyze the influence of experience,
policy entrepreneurship, issue visibility, and citizen input in the outcome of local ordinances
considered by the Madison Common Council. Additionally, Social Network Analysis (SNA) was
used to further examine the role of political experience in entrepreneurship and coalition
building. The following hypotheses were tested utilizing the limited legislative database
maintained by the City of Madison:
1. The mayor of the City of Madison is the policy entrepreneur who forms coalitions
within the city government to enact policy change.
2. The more years of shared experience between Common Council members and the
entrepreneurial mayor will result in a higher degree of policy success.
3. Policies that encounter more media attention and citizen input have more
unpredictable outcomes because of the diverse access to local politics, thus
weakening the influence of the entrepreneur.
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(C) Case Selection:
Four different ordinances by the Common Council were the topics of analysis that drove
this research. Each case was selected utilizing Madison’s legislative information center.
However, there were certain parameters considered during the case selection process. First, since
this study is testing the effectiveness of a mayoral policy entrepreneur, the mayor himself
sponsored each case. Second, since certain ordinances listed in the database were limited in
documentation, it was ensured that the randomly selected cases had enough information and data
to consider in a substantive analysis. Finally, since issue visibility and citizen input were two
important variables, each randomly selected case was searched in the LexisNexis database of
news reports, in order to gauge the level of visibility an ordinance had in the media. If the
LexisNexis search reported more than 50 news articles the issue was labeled high-visibility, if
less than 20 were reported the issue was labeled low-visibility. At the end of the case selection
process, two high-visibility issues and two low-visibility issues were selected for analysis.
(D) Case Study Analysis of Variables:
To test the hypotheses, each case was analyzed utilizing both qualitative and quantitative
methods. Understanding the development of each issue required gathering news reports,
supplementary documents submitted to the Common Council, agendas, and meeting minutes to
summarize the policy outcome.
Even more, for the four cases, all 20 voting members of the Common Council were
placed on a timeline alongside the mayor, and their years of experience in city government and
on the Common Council were mapped based on their personal bios on the city website, the
legislative information center, and news reports.
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Established from the constructed timelines for each ordinance, there were three main
variables used to measure the role of experience:
1. The number of years in government, which included service on boards, commissions,
and on the common council.
2. The number of years served on the Common Council only.
3. The total number of years that each council member’s experience overlapped with the
mayor’s experience.
All three of these variables were aggregated and averaged with those voting yes and no on each
respective issue. The experience of the mayor was not included in the dataset because he was not
a voting member for any of the ordinances. The end results were compiled into graphs for each
individual case, and the data of all four cases was combined into a singular data table, in order to
make inferences about the hypotheses.
(E) Social Network Analysis Design:
Social Network Analysis (SNA) was applied in this research, using the online-software
Kumu, to test experience measures of the Common Council members, as they relate to support or
opposition of the case study policies. Four maps were constructed using this software, one for
each case study.
The dependent variable was whether or not a council member voted yes, no, or abstained
from the policy vote. The independent variable was a council member’s overall experience in
government, manifested through service on various boards and commissions. The City of
Madison Legislative Information Center contains a profile for each council member, which
outlines every board and commission they participated on, going back to 2005. These boards and
commissions were compiled into an edge list, which was uploaded into Kumu. Furthermore, the
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council members were compiled into an element list, which included their total years of
experience in government, their shared experience with the mayor, and their position on the
policy. Finally, all network maps were color coded to indicate votes and the elements sized
according to the total number of boards and commissions. Degree centrality, closeness
centrality, and betweeness measures were exported into data tables.
Using the software’s simple definitions: Degree centrality is the sum of connections tied
to an element, in this study it is the total number of boards and commissions a council member
had worked on in their career (Mohr, 2017). Closeness centrality is the measure of distance one
element is from the other elements, which is an indicator of how visible that element is in the
network and how easily it can spread information across the network and know what is
happening in the network (Mohr, 2017). Betweeness is how many times an element lies on the
shortest path between two other elements, which indicates elements who have high control over
the spread of information and elements that can be considered critical points of success or failure
in the spread of information in the network (Mohr, 2017).
The purpose of the networks and measures are to identify who has been able to
potentially form long-standing connections and is a central actor within the city government. If a
Common Council member sat on a board at any time in their political career, the software creates
an undirected and un-weighted tie between the two entities. It is expected the person most
important to the network is the one with the most ties to the boards and commissions of Madison.
When a council-member sits on a board, they are building relationships with other board
members, which may be harnessed later on in the policy process. Ultimately, building
relationships is critical for successful policy entrepreneurship.
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III. Case Summaries
Again, two high-visibility issues and two low-visibility issues were analyzed. Of the four
cases sponsored by the mayor, two successfully passed, one failed, and one was tabled.
(A) Uber and Lyft Regulation:
The first case was a high-visibility and very contentious issue concerning the regulation
of transport network companies (TNC), like Uber and Lyft, in the same manner as taxi
companies. In fact, Mayor Paul Soglin made the issue a campaign promise during his mayoral
election in 2015:
“Regulation must protect the public: riders, drivers, innocent pedestrians and passengers.
That means proof of commercial insurance of $1 million, pricing that does not allow the
driver to charge $400 for a ride that cost $18 earlier in the day, background checks on
drivers (no multiple DUIs or sexual assaults)” (Mosiman, 2015).
The TNC issue before the council appeared to have two trains of thought. The camp that
supported Mayor Soglin believed services like Uber and Lyft ought to obtain licenses from the
city, which would prove their drivers are covered by insurance, have undergone criminal
background checks, and are bound to honest and fair pricing guidelines (Legislative Information
Center, 2015a).
Moreover, one citizen commented that taxicabs are mandated to operate 24/7, while
TNCs are “cherry-picking, flooding the streets when it is profitable without taking responsibility
during less profitable times” (Schepartz, 2015). In essence, taxicabs are mandated by Madison to
have set hours, obtain licensure, and be clearly identified to ensure its services are safe and
available to all citizens of Madison. Uber and Lyft operated without regulation, which gave rise
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to concerns about safety, taking advantage of consumers, and unfair restrictions on taxi
companies.
The other camp in support of Uber and Lyft, however, believed regulating TNCs like a
taxi service would be detrimental. A female UW-Madison student went on the record to explain
that Uber was much more reliable, convenient, and affordable than the taxi services in the city
(Krzykowski, 2015). Her fear was that regulating Uber like a taxi service would increase cost
and reduce the number and effectiveness of drivers in the city because most people would not
want to go through the licensure process.
Uber itself went on the record by providing a comparison of what the city of Madison
was proposing, in contrast to what other large cities had already implemented, which found
Madison seemed to have more restrictive measures than any other city at that time (Uber, 2015,
pg. 2). Even more, the regulations were detrimental to rideshare drivers, who are typically
looking for part-time supplemental income, because of the cost of extra insurance, licensure fees,
and hour requirements, essentially making many citizens pass up a positive opportunity for a
part-time job. Finally, Uber claimed that their rideshare services influenced DUI rates because
Uber provided a safe, cheap, and effective method for citizens to get home after a night drinking,
which Uber provided Madison customer testimonials indicating they felt safer taking Uber over a
taxi (pg. 11).
On March 31, 2015, the Madison Common Council voted on the following measures to
regulate TNCs:
•

Require TNCs to provide 24/7 service throughout the city.

•

Require TNC vehicles to undergo inspection by an approved mechanic.

•

Require TNC vehicles to use GPS systems to calculate set rates.
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•

TNC drivers must have a minimum insurance coverage of $1,000,000.

•

A licensure fee of $85, the same as taxi services.

•

A decal requirement for TNC vehicles (Legislative Information Center, 2015a).

By a vote of 15-5, the regulatory measures advocated by Mayor Soglin were passed. See
Graph 1 for the vote breakdown of the Common Council, indicating the years of experience of
each council member.
[Insert Graph 1]
(B) Ban The Box Initiative
The second case was a low-visibility issue concerning banning the box that asks about
crimes or law violations on job applications for independent contractors working with the city
and recipients of city financial assistance. It is important to note, the city already “banned the
box” on its own applications for city employment prior to this proposed ordinance.
Like the previous case, Mayor Paul Soglin made it a 2015 campaign promise to expand
the “ban the box” initiative:
“As the city government leader on the disparity study, both initiatives have my full
support. Both reflect our commitment to remove unnecessary barriers for all residents
seeking pubic- and private-sector employment. These are just two of many initiatives we
adopted as a result of my commitment in 2011 to tackle the previously ignored problems
of poverty and equity” (Mosiman, 2015, pg. 3).
Along with Mayor Paul Soglin, six other council members sponsored the ordinance.
The language of the ordinance stated:
•

City contactors must remove any questions, check boxes, or other inquiries
regarding arrest of conviction history.
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City contractors must refrain from verbally, or in writing, asking about an
applicant’s conviction record until after a conditional offer of employment is
made to an applicant.

•

City contractors must refrain from conducting formal or informal background
checks, using private or public means of obtaining arrest records, until after a
conditional offer of employment is made to an applicant.

•

Expands the definition of contractors to include: sub-contactors and businesses
who hold a contract with the city for financial assistance over $25,000 in the form
of TIF supplements or grants.

•

All contacts made with the city must include a “Ban the Box” clause (Legislative
Information Center, 2015b).

On November 17, 2015, the Madison Common Council unanimously approved the
ordinance with a voice vote. Graph 2 is a breakdown of the council members’ experience.
[Insert Graph 2]
(C) Homeless Ban: Regulation of Sidewalk Sleeping
The third case of this study is a high-visibility and highly controversial ordinance, which
sought to ban homeless individuals from sleeping on a public sidewalk in the designated business
district of the City of Madison. “Mayor Soglin said the ban is needed to allow pedestrians to
move freely through the Downtown area. People who sleep and lie on sidewalks ‘harm the public
welfare’” (Erickson and Mosiman, 2016). Soglin’s concern was not the people themselves, but
the trash and possessions that had piled up in certain areas of the city, which had become an
unsightly health hazard and had made city upkeep like maintenance, snow removal, and
landscaping difficult.
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Soglin’s proposed ordinance, co-sponsored by alderman Paul Skidmore, drew intense
backlash from other members of the council and citizen groups in Madison. Advocates against
the ordinance said, “such proposals criminalize homelessness and do nothing to help solve the
problem” (Erickson and Mosiman, 2016). Even more, the proposed fees associated with
violating the ordinance would be un-payable by homeless individuals and would effectively be
punishing people for being poor.
The language of the proposed ordinance stated:
•

Laying down or sleeping on a public sidewalk in the Central Business District
between the hours of 7:00 a.m. and 10:00 p.m. is prohibited.

•

The Central Business District is defined as the downtown isthmus of Madison.

•

Any person violating this section shall be subject to a forfeiture of not more
than ten dollars ($10) for the first offense and not more than twenty-five
dollars ($25) for a second or subsequent offense within one year (Legislative
Information Center, 2016a).

On September 20, 2016, a motion was made to adopt the proposed ordinance, which
failed by a vote of 7 to 11, with 2 council members in abstention. During the council session, one
citizen of Madison registered to speak in opposition of the measure. Graph 3 is the vote and
experience breakdown of the council members.
[Insert Graph 3]
(D) The Panhandling Ban
The final case of this research study was a ban regarding panhandling and approaching
vehicles on a roadway, which was classified as a low-visibility issue. Mayor Paul Soglin stood
alone in sponsoring this proposal. However, he had been backed by many city administrative
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officials, who said, “the move is meant to ensure public safety, both for the panhandlers and
drivers” (Wroge, 2016). First, it was thought panhandling could be a distraction for drivers, as
their attention is focused on panhandlers instead of the road, thus posing risks for traffic
accidents. Second, there was fear that panhandlers attempt to cross highways outside of
crosswalks to reach traffic lights, which is dangerous because during busy hours, traffic may not
be able to stop for pedestrians crossing the road. Additionally, Soglin wondered if panhandlers
actually “needed” the money or if they were making a profit (Wroge, 2016).
Opposed to Soglin, many citizens and groups in Madison decried the proposed ordinance.
“This amendment is a thinly veiled attempt to criminalize individuals seeking support from their
community,” said a local homeless advocacy group. Even more, it puts non-profit events, like
high school car wash advertising or the firefighter fundraising event, where firefighters approach
cars with boots to solicit donations, in jeopardy. Moreover, there is very little data indicating
panhandling poses a major risk (Wroge, 2016).
The language of the ordinance was as follows:
•

As a safety measure, being or entering upon a highway and approaching the
front or side of a vehicle while that vehicle is in operation is prohibited.

•

Exceptions are made for law enforcement, rescue activities, and persons using
crosswalks.

•

Exceptions are also made for activities authorized by a Street Use Permit
obtained by the city (Legislative Information Center, 2016b).

On September 6, 2016, the Madison Common Council unanimously voted to table the
ordinance. This was after six citizens registered to speak in opposition of the ordinance during
the Common Council meeting. It is worth noting, during the course of this study the City of
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Madison revived the panhandling ban in February 2017 and passed a modified version, which
placed restrictions on multiple high-traffic intersections, instead of a city-wide ban (Buffo,
2017). Graph 4 is the experience breakdown of the original 2016 proposed panhandling ban.
[Insert Graph 4]
IV. Discussion of Results
(A) Case Study Results:
[Insert Table 1]
There are a few compelling findings based on the data collection and qualitative analysis.
At first when looking at the outcome of the Uber Regulation and Ban the Box Initiative, it
seemed the higher levels of experience in government and years shared with the mayor that
supported a measure, the more likely it would pass, thus upholding the theory of this study.
However, this was unsubstantiated by the Homeless Ban results, where all three averages of
experience were higher in support of the ordinance, but the measure still failed. Ultimately, this
indicates experience alone does not account for policy change, but may have only a slight
influence.
Although experience may not be the sole determinant of policy success, there is evidence
to suggest that governing coalitions based on shared experience are found at the local level.
Again, when returning to the Homeless Ban, even though the majority of the council rejected the
ordinance, the years of experience favored the minority, suggesting that those supporting the
measure had more years of experience. When looking at the individual graph for the Homeless
Ban, the top two individuals who had the most experience on the council and shared years with
the mayor, supported Soglin’s measure. Paul Skidmore, Michael Verveer, and Steve King seem
to have a long history with Mayor Soglin. Even more, these three experienced councilmen
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supported Soglin’s measure every time, along with lesser-experienced David Ahrens, with the
exception of the Panhandling Ban. This is evidence to support that people with shared history on
the council form voting coalitions around a mayoral entrepreneur within local politics, very
similar to Grossmann’s argument for national politics.
Another major finding of this study is citizen input and issue visibility is an influential
factor for policy outcomes on the local level. Both the Uber Regulation and Homeless Ban were
high-visibility issues in the media. As a result, the vote was more contentious compared to the
Ban the Box Initiative and Panhandling Ban, where the votes were unanimous. When the media
visibility is low, there is a strong possibility the council follows the lead of experienced
members. When the media visibility is high, council members may be more swayed by external
factors like citizen input.
When analyzing the outcome of the Panhandling Ban, there were six members of the
public who spoke extensively against the measure. Although Michael Verveer and Paul
Skidmore supported Soglin every other time, they abandoned him for this ordinance in the
unanimous vote to table the measure. This may be a result of the bottom-up pressure of the
citizens of Madison during the meeting, thus upholding the previous literatures’ arguments that
citizen groups muddy the waters of policy predictions. However, in February of 2017, when a
new panhandling ordinance was adopted in a 12-8 vote, Verveer made the motion to adopt and
Skidmore also voted yes (Legislative Information Center, 2017). During this vote, there were
only two citizens registered to speak against the measure, instead of six. This fact may indicate
coalitions have their way when external pressures are low. However, when the external pressures
are high, as was the case in the 2016 Panhandling Ban, outside influence can force internal
coalitions to modify or delay their support for proposals.
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In summation of the case study analysis, the notion that experience cultivates internal
governing coalitions is supported. However, the desire and experience of coalitions in local
politics are not the only factors that matter. The voices of citizens and external groups have a
large influence on policy outcomes. These external groups can either make a vote contentious or
force the hand of internal coalitions to ultimately delay and/or modify their proposals.
(B) Social Network Analysis Results:
[Insert Appendix A]
When looking at the network and data generated for the Uber policy outcome, a picture
of the key actor in Madison politics begins to emerge. The person most connected within the
network is Michael Verveer, who has the highest degree centrality and is part of the coalition
identified by the case study analysis. Even more, Verveer ranks third in closeness centrality,
which is a measure of the most visible entity in the network and the one who can most easily
transmit information across the network. Only the Common Council institutions rank above him.
Finally, and most notably, Verveer is a strong second in betweeness centrality ranking, below the
Common Council Organizational Committee. Betweeness centrality is a measure that indicates
the actors who have the highest control over information flow and act has key points of success
or failure within the network.
Based off of the SNA analysis of the Uber issue, Michael Verveer emerges as a critical
actor, who may have driven the successful passage of the Uber policy. Again, Verveer is the
Common Council member with the most experience in government, the most shared experience
with Mayor Soglin, and is part of Soglin’s voting coalition.
[Insert Appendix B]
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The Ban the Box SNA analysis further reinforces the above findings. Michael Verveer
ranks highest in degree centrality, third in closeness centrality, and a strong second in betweeness
centrality. Again, the only entities ranking above him in the analysis are the Common Council
institutions, which is to be expected because every member of the Common Council is associated
with the Common Council institutions.
[Insert Appendix C]
The Homeless Ban network tells the same story. The only interesting difference is that
Michael Verveer has an even stronger betweeness centrality than in the other two networks.
Even so, Verveer was in the minority supporting the failed Homeless Ban, the most
contentious and visible issue. The data shows that Verveer appears to be a strongly networked
policy entrepreneur and the potential lifeblood of the coalition supporting the mayor, but his
efforts clearly were not enough. Returning to Schneider and Teske’s research, maybe it is
because of external factors mitigating his effectiveness, something further research would need
to substantiate.
[Insert Appendix D]
Finally, the Pan Handling network reiterates everything already mentioned. The major
distinction is that Verveer went along with the unanimous tabling of the measure, against the
mayor’s policy. Yet, it is worth noting that later in 2017, Verveer re-introduced the mayor’s
panhandling ban and successfully passed it. This may exemplify that as a policy entrepreneur,
Verveer was able to navigate the policy process by employing long-term strategies and
harnessing potential long-standing relationships to build coalitions and overcome short-term
setbacks.
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Ultimately, the SNA allows for interesting inferences to be made about policy
entrepreneurs in local politics. The data clearly shows that an entrepreneur does in fact exist in
Madison, Wisconsin. The entrepreneur is not the mayor himself, but is instead a Common
Council member with the most experience in government and the most shared experience with
the mayor. More interestingly, the entrepreneur who has emerged never sponsored a policy
himself. Rather, it appears Michael Verveer is part of a coalition of actors, who consistently
support the mayor’s measures.
This coalition includes Paul Skidmore, Steve King, and David Ahrens, who combined,
have extensive shared experience with the mayor. It may be Verveer champions the mayor’s
policies because of his shared experience. Relating back to Grossman’s arguments about national
politics, this analysis seems to indicate coalitions form around shared experience even in local
politics. In other words, shared experience can give rise to a policy champion, who is committed
to building voting coalitions by capitalizing on their own extensive network of relationships.
Again, it is should be reiterated that this data shows policy entrepreneurship alone does
not determine policy success. There are clearly external factors, like citizen input, that influence
the power and ability of entrepreneurs to successfully pass policy, which supports the research of
Miller, Schneider, and Teske. Even when Verveer, a well-connected policy entrepreneur with an
established voting coalition, supported the Homeless Ban, the measure still failed. This may be
related to the intense pressure generated by both the media and citizens, urging other council
members to vote no, thus mitigating the effectiveness of Verveer’s coalition.
Ultimately, policy entrepreneurs do exist in local politics, which affirms the suspicions of
this study generated by previous literature. Although, these actors have the skills, experience,
and robust social network to both build coalitions and navigate the legislative process by
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employing short and long-term strategies, the existence of an intense pressure environment can
complicate their efforts, again affirming the findings of previous studies.
V. Limitations
The major limitation of this study is it only analyzes four specific cases, over a two-year
period, which lessens the strength of the conclusions drawn from the results. However, this is
attributed to the limited resources, both in time and manpower, available for this study. Even
more, this study is confined to a mayor-council system of a twenty-district municipality. There
are other forms and sizes of local government, like manager-council systems, throughout the
country. This means that the results do not account for this variation and are only applicable to
the cities similar to Madison. Furthermore, Madison, Wisconsin, is a predominantly liberal city.
As such, the influence of partisan politics on the local level is largely absent from this research.
Finally, when conducting research on the local level, the availability and quality of sources are
limited. It takes significant time and effort to collect viable data, in this case, only from the city’s
public database and news reports, which may not paint the full picture of the situation.
The quality of sources was a critical limitation for the social network analysis. Although
the mayor was included in the analysis, the results are based off of incomplete data. Since the
city database only goes back to 2005 and the mayor was more active on boards and commissions
in the 1980’s his profile does not include all of the boards and commissions he sat upon. The
same is true for council members who were active in Madison politics prior to 2005. This means
the whole story is likely not being considered and other members, like the mayor, may be more
central to the networks than is currently being portrayed.
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VI. Future Research Options
In order to rectify some of the limitations of this research, there are many ways future
investigation can build upon this study. The most obvious way is to expand the number of cases
analyzed, throughout multiple years, mayors, and Common Councils. Along with expanding the
cases, expanding the actors to include boards and commissions would make for a more complex
analysis. Moreover, running a similar analysis in other cities, across the different types and sizes
of local government would provide more accurate findings for the totality of local politics.
To strengthen the quality of the social network analysis, undertaking the significant effort
to build more complete lists of government experience for the mayor and Common Council
members, which could include weighted measures of time spent on boards and commissions,
would yield a more fruitful and accurate analysis. Even more, once a policy entrepreneur has
been identified, analyzing how they build coalitions is just as important. How do they use shared
experience to network? What are short-term coalition building strategies? What are long-term
strategies? All of these questions can help one better understand the complexities of policy
making.
Conclusion
All things considered, this study has uncovered its own compelling findings about local
governance. The measures passed by local governments influence citizens most directly. As
such, understanding how policy is crafted and what determines policy success is critical because
it highlights ways a person can make a difference in the policy process. As a result of this study,
it is understood that both policy entrepreneurs and internal coalitions are found in local politics.
Shared experience with the mayor and experience in government overall are factors that play a
part in building these coalitions and in shaping who is likely to be a policy entrepreneur.
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However, citizens and interest groups have influential power in the local process. The diverse
will of the people, whether represented through a band of like-minded citizens or a powerful
advocacy group, can overcome the desires of internal coalitions. It seems that in local politics,
experience in government matters, but the will of the people might matter more if they choose to
make their voices heard.
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Graphs

Graph 1: Uber Regulation

Graph 2: Ban The Box
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Graph 3: Homeless Ban

Graph 4: Panhandling Ban
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Tables

Table 1: Case Study Analysis
Data
Final Action:
Vote:
Visibility:
Total Years of Experience Support:
Total Years of Experience Against:
Average Years of Experience
Support:
Average Years of Experience
Against:
Total Common Council Years of
Experience Support:
Total Common Council Years of
Experience Against:
Average Common Council
Experience Support:
Average Common Council
Experience Against:
Total Years of Shared Experience
With Mayor Support:
Total Years of Shared Experience
With Mayor Against:
Average Years of Shared Experience
With Mayor Support:
Average Years of Shared Experience
With Mayor Against:

Uber
Regulation
Pass
15-5
High
159
37

Ordinance
Ban The
Homeless
Box
Ban
Pass
Fail
20-0
7-11-2
Low
High
196
62
0
90

Panhandling
Ban
Tabled
20-0
Low
0
165

10.6

9.8

8.86

0

7.4

0

8.18

8.25

119

143

60

0

24

0

62

128

8

7.15

8.57

0

4.8

0

5.64

6.4

79

101

33

0

22

0

50

89

5.27

5.05

5

0

4.40

0

4.55

4.45

* Note: This data does not include Mayor Paul Soglin’s experience because he is a non-voting
member of the council.

DETERMINING LOCAL POLICY SUCCESS
Appendix A: Uber SNA

30

DETERMINING LOCAL POLICY SUCCESS

31

Appendix A (Cont.)
#1
#2
#3
#4
#5
#6
#7
#8
#9
#10

Degree Centrality
Verveer, Michael
COMMON COUNCIL ORGANIZATIONAL COMMITTEE (ended 4/2017) (inactive)
Rummel, Marsha A.
Skidmore, Paul E.
Bidar - Sielaff, Shiva
Clear, Mark
Cnare, Lauren
Palm, Larry
DeMarb, Denise
Clausius, Joseph R.

49
45
43
35
29
28
28
23
21
20

#1
#2
#3
#4
#5
#6
#7
#8
#9
#10

Closeness Centrality: Uber
COMMON COUNCIL
COMMON COUNCIL ORGANIZATIONAL COMMITTEE (ended 4/2017) (inactive)
Verveer, Michael
BOARD OF ESTIMATES (ended 4/2017) (inactive)
Rummel, Marsha A.
Cnare, Lauren
Skidmore, Paul E.
Bidar - Sielaff, Shiva
ERLANGER, JEFFREY CLAY, CIVILITY IN PUBLIC DISCOURSE AWARD COMMITTEE
Clear, Mark

0.562
0.540
0.519
0.505
0.502
0.468
0.468
0.460
0.460
0.443

#1
#2
#3
#4
#5
#6
#7
#8
#9
#10

Betweeness Centrality: Uber
COMMON COUNCIL ORGANIZATIONAL COMMITTEE (ended 4/2017) (inactive)
Verveer, Michael
Rummel, Marsha A.
Skidmore, Paul E.
Cnare, Lauren
Bidar - Sielaff, Shiva
COMMON COUNCIL
Clear, Mark
Palm, Larry
BOARD OF ESTIMATES (ended 4/2017) (inactive)

0.342
0.276
0.171
0.151
0.131
0.115
0.100
0.086
0.077
0.066
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Appendix B (Cont.)
#1
#2
#3
#4
#5
#6
#7
#8
#9
#10

Degree Centrality: Ban The Box
Verveer, Michael
COMMON COUNCIL ORGANIZATIONAL COMMITTEE (ended 4/2017) (inactive)
Rummel, Marsha A.
Skidmore, Paul E.
Bidar - Sielaff, Shiva
Cnare, Lauren
Clear, Mark
Palm, Larry
DeMarb, Denise
COMMON COUNCIL

49
45
43
35
29
28
28
23
21
20

#1
#2
#3
#4
#5
#6
#7
#8
#9
#10

Closeness Centrality: Ban The Box
COMMON COUNCIL
COMMON COUNCIL ORGANIZATIONAL COMMITTEE (ended 4/2017) (inactive)
Verveer, Michael
BOARD OF ESTIMATES (ended 4/2017) (inactive)
Rummel, Marsha A.
Skidmore, Paul E.
Cnare, Lauren
ERLANGER, JEFFREY CLAY, CIVILITY IN PUBLIC DISCOURSE AWARD COMMITTEE
Bidar - Sielaff, Shiva
Clear, Mark

0.562
0.540
0.519
0.512
0.502
0.468
0.468
0.460
0.460
0.443

#1
#2
#3
#4
#5
#6
#7
#8
#9
#10

Betweeness Centrality: Ban The Box
COMMON COUNCIL ORGANIZATIONAL COMMITTEE (ended 4/2017) (inactive)
Verveer, Michael
Rummel, Marsha A.
Skidmore, Paul E.
Cnare, Lauren
Bidar - Sielaff, Shiva
COMMON COUNCIL
Clear, Mark
Palm, Larry
BOARD OF ESTIMATES (ended 4/2017) (inactive)

0.340
0.276
0.171
0.149
0.132
0.115
0.095
0.086
0.076
0.074
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Appendix C (Cont.)
#1
#2
#3
#4
#5
#6
#7
#8
#9
#10

Degree Centrality: Homeless Ban
Verveer, Michael
Rummel, Marsha A.
COMMON COUNCIL ORGANIZATIONAL COMMITTEE (ended 4/2017) (inactive)
Skidmore, Paul E.
Bidar - Sielaff, Shiva
Clear, Mark
Palm, Larry
COMMON COUNCIL
Gruber, Tim
DeMarb, Denise

49
43
38
35
29
28
23
22
21
21

#1
#2
#3
#4
#5
#6
#7
#8
#9
#10

Closeness Centrality: Homeless Ban
COMMON COUNCIL
COMMON COUNCIL ORGANIZATIONAL COMMITTEE (ended 4/2017) (inactive)
Verveer, Michael
Rummel, Marsha A.
BOARD OF ESTIMATES (ended 4/2017) (inactive)
Skidmore, Paul E.
Bidar - Sielaff, Shiva
COMMON COUNCIL EXECUTIVE COMMITTEE
Clear, Mark
FINANCE COMMITTEE

0.571
0.533
0.532
0.514
0.492
0.477
0.468
0.468
0.450
0.450

#1
#2
#3
#4
#5
#6
#7
#8
#9
#10

Betweeness Centrality: Homeless Ban
COMMON COUNCIL ORGANIZATIONAL COMMITTEE (ended 4/2017) (inactive)
Verveer, Michael
Rummel, Marsha A.
Skidmore, Paul E.
Bidar - Sielaff, Shiva
COMMON COUNCIL
Clear, Mark
Palm, Larry
DeMarb, Denise
Phair, Matthew J.

0.340
0.306
0.193
0.174
0.128
0.114
0.094
0.093
0.069
0.059
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Appendix D (Cont.)
#1
#2
#3
#4
#5
#6
#7
#8
#9
#10

Degree Centrality: Panhandling Ban
Verveer, Michael
Rummel, Marsha A.
COMMON COUNCIL ORGANIZATIONAL COMMITTEE (ended 4/2017) (inactive)
Skidmore, Paul E.
Bidar - Sielaff, Shiva
Clear, Mark
Palm, Larry
COMMON COUNCIL
DeMarb, Denise
Gruber, Tim

49
43
38
35
29
28
23
22
21
21

#1
#2
#3
#4
#5
#6
#7
#8
#9
#10

Closeness Centrality: Panhandling Ban
COMMON COUNCIL
COMMON COUNCIL ORGANIZATIONAL COMMITTEE (ended 4/2017) (inactive)
Verveer, Michael
Rummel, Marsha A.
BOARD OF ESTIMATES (ended 4/2017) (inactive)
Skidmore, Paul E.
Bidar - Sielaff, Shiva
COMMON COUNCIL EXECUTIVE COMMITTEE
Clear, Mark
FINANCE COMMITTEE

0.571
0.533
0.532
0.514
0.492
0.477
0.468
0.468
0.450
0.450

#1
#2
#3
#4
#5
#6
#7
#8
#9
#10

Betweeness Centrality: Panhandling Ban
COMMON COUNCIL ORGANIZATIONAL COMMITTEE (ended 4/2017) (inactive)
Verveer, Michael
Rummel, Marsha A.
Skidmore, Paul E.
Bidar - Sielaff, Shiva
COMMON COUNCIL
Clear, Mark
Palm, Larry
DeMarb, Denise
Phair, Matthew J.

0.340
0.306
0.193
0.174
0.128
0.114
0.094
0.093
0.069
0.059

