DANIEL JOSEPH BRILL
Public Policy and Legislative Choice
(Under the Diredion d CHARLES S. BuLLOCK, Ill)

Current reseach onlegisatures £es sveral competing schods of thought: dis-
tributive, informational, and partisan theories of legislative organization daminate the lit-
erature. This gudy contends that many of the diff erences between the cntemporary theo-
ries can beresolved by acourting for the type of palicy under consideration.

Chapter 3 o the study examinesthe aedion d party leadership groupsin the
United States House of Representatives for the 94" through the 103 d Congresses. Most
reseachers have dismissd the aedion d these groups as inconsequential and symbdlic.
The analysis presented herein finds otherwise. Using aMonte Carlo design, it concludes
that the aedion d the leadership groupsis g/stematic. The floor median amsto crede a
leadership body that is representative of his preferences. The median vater is a member
of the mgjority party. Hence he must temper his choices ac@rding to his party ali gnment.

Ultimately, the median’ s true preferences are reveded toward the majority party’s caucus
median. In this case, the median vater seleds alealership cadre with an ideology some-
what to the left of hisown. It isalso foundthat the floor creaes leadership groups that
are ideol ogicdly homogeneous as oppased to covering a broad range of ideologicd paosi-
tions. Additionaly it is determined that the selection d the Spedker of the House does
nat follow an ideologicd pattern; the popuar view that Speakers are dhosen for charisma
and competencerather than for ideologicd reasonsis sippated by the study.

Chapter 4 turnsiits attention to the dynamics of voting onthe floor of the House.
Adopting Lowi’ s typadogy of pulic pdicy (1964, 1972, and avariant of Kingdon's

model of congressona voting (1989, pdicy motions from the 103° Congressare



grouped acmrding to pdicy content. The votes are treaed as dependent variables. Four
groups of independent variables are used to model the dynamics of floor voting: commit-
tees, parties, ideology, and members’ narrow, district-spedfic interests. The relative
weight of the independent variables fluctuates acmrding to the type of palicy under con-
sideration. These findings are taken as suppat of Lowi’ s thesis that diff erent types of

pulic pdicy producediff erent types of padlitics.
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FOREWORD

At therisk of oversimplifying, American pditi cd science ca be divided into two
types of research: behavioral andinstitutional. Perhaps the origin of this dichotomy can
be traced to the formation d the repubic itself. The Foundng Fathers focused ontwo
major questions: What behavior can we expect from people? and What types of institu-
tionswill put their tendencies to best use? James Madison dfers many of the best known
answers to these questions in the Federalist Papers. People ae naturally motivated by
particularistic desires, and people naturaly cluster together to promote their narrow inter-
ests.! People ae far from perfed, and so neel to have agovernment.2 Of course, the

same imperfed people who need the government will form the government; thisis not

! “The latent causes of fadion are thus sown into the nature of man.... A zed for different
opinions... [has| divided mankindinto parties, inflamed them with mutual animosity, and
rendered them much more disposed to vex and oppessead ather than to cooperate for
their common good’ (Madison, The Federalist Papers, No. 10).

241f men were angels, nogovernment would be necessary” (Madison, The Federalist Pa-
pers, No. 5]).



unproblemati c.® What we need, then, are intitutional arrangements whereby people
motivated by narrow self-interests keep eah cther in chedk.*

It has been the task of American pditi cd scientists to examine the behavior of
citizens working within many of the institutions haped by Madison. We @ntinue with
the dfort to understand human behavior within pditi cd institutions. Concentrating on
the House of Representatives, we ak: How is government organized? What is the influ-
enceof self-interest? How do fadions operate? How does government coerce? What
aretheroles of ideas and information? How do we promote the @mmmon good, or do we?

It is atestament to the timelesessof these questions that after two centuries of thought
andinvestigation (by individuals of far greaer wisdom and analytic ability than we can
hope to claim), we still beli eve that we have something to contribute to the discourse. It
isour am to develop atheory of legidlative organization and kehavior that incorporates
bath the narrow, particularistic goals of legislators and their desire to promote the general
pulic welfare, and explicitly acouns for parties as alegidlative force. Briefly, we posit

that the individual and collective behaviors of legislators are a function of the type of

3u)f angels were to govern men, reither external nor internal controls on government
would be necessary. In framing a government which isto be adlministered by men ower
men, the gred difficulty liesin this: you must first enable government to control the gov-
erned; and in the next placeobligeit to control itself” (Madison, The Federalist Papers,
No. 51).

4« Ambiti on must be made to courteract ambition. The interest of the man must be @n-
neded with the constitutional rights of the place”(Madison, The Federalist Papers, No.
51).



policy under consideration.” We refer to this position as the policy perspective of legis-

|ative organization.

> We use the phrase “type of palicy” asit is developed by Lowi (1964, 1973, rather than
in referenceto the topicd content of apalicy propcsal.



CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION

A Puzzle: Congressional Organization and Policy Making
Reseach onlegislatures, Congressin particular, is extensive. Most of the re-
seach onCongresscondcted during the last threedecales can be dassfied as one of

threemajor types: distributive, informational, and partisan.6

Distributive Theories of Congressional Organization

Distributive perspedives dominate the literature of the 1960, 197G, 198G, and
are dive andwell at the present time (for example, Baron 1991 Baron and Fergjohn
1989 Benson 1981 Brady 1988 Bullock 1972 Cowart 1981, Fenno 1973 Fergohn
1974 Shepsle 1978,1979,1986, 1986k Shepsle and Weingast 1981,1984, 1984Db,
1984, 1984d,1987%, 1987h 1994 Weingast 1979, 1989Weingast and Marshal 1988).
According to this view, Congressis made up d “legidative high demanders’ who seek to
cgpture “gains from exchange.” Members of legislatures aim to influencethe aeation o
palicy that is of greaest concern to their district, thereby furthering their chances for re-

eledion (Fenno 1973 Fiorina1974, 197, Mayhew 1974). According to the distributive

® That isto say, threemgjor types within rational choicetheory, the dominant paradigm
for the study of legislatures over the last quarter-century. Our review of the literature
largely forgoes discusson d behavioral, sociologicd, structural-functionali st, and €lit-
ist/Marxist approadhes, which have fallen by the wayside.

4



schod of congressonal reseach, the floor defers to “interesteds’ when vating. Members
withou aparticular interest in agiven pdicy areasupport the high-demand positi ons of
members who have an interest. In exchange, these coperative members receve suppat
in their own pdicy areawhen questionsonit arise. Lealerstry to acommodate the re-
quests of committee-assgnment-seeking members, disinterested members defer to the

wishes of interested members, and floor votes are charaderized by logrolli ng.

Informational Theoriesof Congressional Organization

The distributive theory of organization hes certainly had agrea ded of influence
on congressonal reseach over thelast thirty yeas. However, this theory has proved to
be alessthan-complete paradigm for students of legislatures. The last decale has e
the emergence of an informational theory of congressonal organization (seg for exam-
ple, Austen-Smith 199@, 1990k Austen-Smith and Riker 1987, 1990Banks 1989, 1990,
1997 Gilli gan and Krehbiel 1987, 1988, 1989b, 1990Krehbiel 1990,1991). Thein-
formational perspedive aguesthat legislators do nd organize themselves for the distri-
bution d narrow benefits, bu rather to gain insight into the uncertain outcomes of palicy
dedsions. They do nd seek gains from exchange, as the distributive perspedive halds,
but rather seek “gains from spedalization.” The goa of the floor isto enad efficient leg-
islation, which isto say, pdicy which deviates minimally from magjority preferences.

As one might exped, the informational theorists take isaue with the picture of
Congressdrawn by adherents to the distributive theory. They argue that distributive the-
ory in genera isincomplete, and that the empiricd evidenceistoo mixed for usto accept

it outright. Incomplete and asymmetric information reeds to be taken into acourt, as



does legislators’ desire to make good pdicy. The major point of contention ketween the
two schods of thought centers onthe interpretation d policy. Shoud pdicy be taken as
ameansor an end? The distributive perspedive takes padlicy as an endinitself; once
Congressmakes padlicy, the legislative game is over. Informational theorists, onthe other
hand, argue that palicy isameansto an oucome. Thereationship between the padlicy
enaded (the means) and the eventual outcome (the end) is unclea because of incomplete
information. Policy makers want to produce good oucomes; acairate informationis
therefore necessary. Given that informationis necessarily incomplete, the last thing the
legislature wants to dois compoundthe problem by making it more asymmetric than it
hasto be. Hence legidative powers, such as committee asgnments and parliamentary
rules are distributed in order not to allow high demanders to satisfy their extreme prefer-

ences, bu rather to refled the preferences of the chamber' snedian vater.

Partisan Theories of Congressional Organization

A survey of the congressond literature of the last century shows that parties have
rarely been seen asamgjor fador in the operation d our national legislature. Wilson' s
Congressional Government (1885 describes Congressas “ committeegovernment,” an
arrangement that ladks the single strong leaders foundin parliamentary systemsand ds-
tributes power to committee dairmen. Thisview was common through most of the
twentieth century: schdars concluded that parties were nat an important legislative force
(e.g., Mayhew 1974 Fiorina1977[1989). By the 1970s, influential works explicitly dis-

couraged future reseachers from using parties as afocd point.



Despite the predominant view that parties are not an important fador in congres-
sional operation, a party-based rationale for legidlative organization hes emerged in recent
yeas. Uponfurther consideration d the House and party reforms of the 197Gs, reseach-
ers are beginning to revise their view of the role of partiesin Congress The perspedive
that is developing, thanks to important contributions by Kiewiet and McCubbins (1991),
Rohde (1991), and Cox and McCubhins (1993, isthat parties do matter in Congress bu
that reseachers must reevaluate their notions of what it isfor a party to be powerful.
“Our doulds abou the [weaknessof parties] grow out of a sense that paliti cd scientists
have been preoccupied with what congressonal parties are not, and with what they are
unableto dd' (Kiewiet and McCublins 1991, 19. The powerful party leader nolonger
ruleswith theironfist of Reed or Cannon, b carefully gives power away in arder to
achieve hisaims. Today, partiesrule “condtionaly” (Rohde 1991), and “delegate” in or-
der to achieve their aims (Kiewiet and McCubhins, 1991, bu till, “congressonal parties
exert astrong and systematic influence upon rational palicy making!” (Kiewiet and

McCubhins 1991, 23233).

Which Theory isRight?

For the time being it will sufficeto say that previous research has built a strong
case for eath organizational rationale. Eadh seansto have intuitive facevalidity, eah
has seen extensive and explicit theoreticd development, and empirica evidence has been
presented to suppat ead argument. Ultimately, it strikes the student of Congressthat no
theory isal right or all wrong. Rather, it seans quite likely that ead arganizational ra-

tionale may apply, but under different sets of circumstances. Presaures for distribution



and information exist simultaneously; legislators may nead (and perhaps get) information
at one time, distribution of benefits at another. Parties may play an important role &
some paints, but have diminished influencein ather instances.

The questionis, under which circumstances will a given pressure predominate?
What is the underlying thread that ties the theories together, bu has yet to be identified?
It is the goal of thisreseach to provide the misang link, the underlying conredion. In
short, thiswork is an attempt to spedfy the condtions under which the given organiza-
tional rationale beaomes manifest. We believe that the missng theoreticd link is pro-
vided by aproper consideration d the type of pdicy at hand. We hypaothesize that the
dominating pressure and resulting organizational rationale is contingent upon the type of
policy under consideration. We believe that by adopting this policy perspective of legis-
lative organization, the schalarly understanding of Congresswill be advanced substan-
tialy. The foll owing chapter reviews sveral attempts to crede organizational frame-
works and general theories of puldic pdicy. By employing Lowi's (1964, 1972
systematic typology of puldic pdlicy, the aeaion d aviable padlicy-based theory of con-

gressonal organizationis possble.

The Empirical Focus
While many phenomena & many stages of the legislative processcan be examined
empiricdly in light of the palicy perspedive, the dissertation’sfocusis onthe selection d
party leaders, the compaosition d committees, and the making of palicy through floor vot-
ing. Thesdedion d party leaders has en surprisingly littl e study over the yeas. The

seledion d leadersis among the first and most important ads of the legisative body once



it convenes, and unarstanding the processof leadership seledioniscrucial, for it affeds
the making of al other types of pdicy. In Chapter 3 we examine the seledion d party
leaders. We test the propasition that party leaders are, onthe whale, ideologicdly repre-
sentative of the party.

Having gained insight into the seledion d party leaders, we move on to examine
the compasition d committees and the aeaion d substantive pulic padlicy in Chapter 4.

In studying the making of pubdic pdlicy, floor votes are useful objeds of analysis because
they provide distinct and ohedive expressons of legidators preferences. When vating,
the influences on House members are many and varied. It iswidely agreed that nolegis-
lator fully understands the implicaions of every padicy motion. Kingdon(1989,xi) states
that the “basic problem onthe floor” isthat there ae “too many dedsions andtoolittle
time to investigate them.” Therefore, cues from various urces are needed to make ded-
sions (Kingdon 1989. The major influences on vaing observed ower the last severa dec-
ades have been party, the coommittees, ideology, and constituent interests. These four
forces comprise the @re of our model of voting. Within ou model of voting we control
for committeemembership, and are thereby able to determine if committeemembers are
preferenceottliers or if they vote like other chamber members.

Our third task isto examine the aedion d padlicieswithin eat of the pdicy areas
defined by Lowi. Our strategy isto seled votes on motions which fall squarely into ead
of the pdicy types. If the theory is corred, then ead cdl, ead type of padlicy, will have
its own type of pdlitics. Spedficdly, the weight of eat of the influences on a member's

voting dedasions will vary predictably.
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Outline of the Dissertation

Chapter 2 will review the literature on congressonal organization, the cmmposi-
tionandrole of committees, parties and leaders in the House, pdicy typdogies, and va-
ing onthefloor.

Constituent palicy —the aeaion of the “state within the state” (Lowi 1972 — has
logicd priority to ather pdlicy types. The state gparatus, the institutional structure of the
Housein this case, must be aeaed before other palicy can be enaded. One of the first
stepsin bulding the state isthe seledion d party leaders. This, then, isthe focus of
Chapter 3: the seledion d spe&kers of the House and the composition d party leadership
cadres will be examined.

Having gained an uncerstanding of how House members sled their leaders — the
first step in the aeaion d the machinery of government — Chapter 4 proceals to examine
the aedion d substantive palicy within the four pdlicy types. The theory haolds that
within eat o the pdlicy types the weight of ead of four mgjor legislative forces (parties,
committees, district-spedfic concerns, and ideology) will vary predictably. Within this
examination d pdlicy credionwe ae aleto determine the preference structure of the
committees; that is, we determine if committees are coomposed of subsets of members
which have extreme preferences.

Finally, Chapter 5 summarizes the findings, draws conclusions, discusses the im-
plications for thase seeking to shape and design pdicy, and pantsto diredions for future

reseach.



CHAPTER 2

CONGRESSAND PuBLIC PoLICY: A REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE

Introduction

If anything is clea abou research onCongressand puldic pdlicy, it isthat thereis
agrea ded of it. However, the development of the literature exhibits sme dea trends,
making the task of surveying it somewhat more manageable. This chapter reviews re-
seach onCongress surveys various attempts to crede taxonamies of pubic pdlicies, and
examines previous reseach onthe voting dedsions of members of Congress By incor-
porating the literature of pdlicy types with the reseach oncongressonal behavior and a-
ganization,amore general theory of Congress ore which beginsto reconcil e diff erences
in dstributive, informational, and party perspedives, can be aeaed and pu to fruitful

use.

The Development of Congressional Resear ch
In the yeas foll owing the Civil War, pditi cd science energed from jurispru-
dence pditicd philosophy, history, sociology, and econamics, and becane an acalemic
disciplineinits own right. Woodrow Wil son's Congressional Government (1885 estab-
lished Congressas an important objed of examination for contemporary paliti cd scien-
tists. Followingin Wilson's foatsteps, pditi cd scientists of the ealy twentieth century

continued to examine Congress Their work was primarily descriptive in nature, and

11
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chiefly was concerned with the rules, structures, organization, and precelents of congres-
sional adionand pdicymaking. However, anotable exceptionto thislegdistic vein of
work was provided by Stuart Ricés Quantitative Methods in Politics (1928. Rices g/s-
tematic analysis of party voting in Congresshad alasting impad onlegislative analysis.

Following World War 11, there was a mncerted eff ort to move avay from the le-
galistic, descriptive work of the first part of the twentieth century and, foll owing the trail
blazed by Rice to make the study of pdliti cs more scientific. To accomplish this,
changesin bah theory and methodwere necessary. During the 19505, 196G, and 197G,
two theories, ead asociated with a set of research methods, emerged as the mgjor ex-
planatory frameworks for the discipline. Behavioralism, drawing largely on the theoreti-
cd concepts of psychoogy and sociology, and rational choice theory, which developed
from the microeconamic theory of price euili brium, becane the two major reseach
paradigms of American pditi cd science

Behaviorali sts, whase work revolutionized pditi cd sciencein the 195G and
196G, rely oninductive logic and empiricd investigation and make use of quantitative
statisticd methods in their research. According to the behavioral view, individuals are
the fundamental buil ding blocks of social and pditi cd phenornena;7 pdliti cd results are
merely the aygregation d individuals behavior, which arein turn products of sociologicd
and psychadogicd forces. The behavioral program, with its emphasis on clea hypatheses
and acarrate measurement, was a gred leg forward for the scientific study of padliti cs.

Rational choicetheory, which sparked its own revolutionin the 196G and 197G,

aso takes individuals as the fundamental social unit. Unlike the behaviora approad,
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however, the theory begins with the premise that individuals are self-interested utility-
maximizers. Individual actions are not aresponse to social-psychological stimuli, asthe
behavioralists hold, but rather purposive behaviors designed to produce maximum indi-
vidual utility. Formal microeconomic models of political reality are deduced according to
this postulate of utility maximization. The social-psychological forces that cause indi-
viduals to consider some outcomes more useful than others are largely ignored. Shepsle
(1989, 134) provides a succinct summary of the two major approaches:

A behavioral theory aggregates individual behaviors based on role, status,

and learned responses. A rational theory aggregates individual choices

based on preferences or privately held values. Sociologically based theo-

ries emphasize (or seek to explain) the source and causes of the learned re-

sponses, worrying less about the manner in which they are aggregated into

socia outcomes. Rationality-based theories worry hardly at all about the

sources of preferences and beliefs, emphasizing instead how these data,

however arrived at, get summed into socia outcomes.

Together, behavioralism and rational choice form the theoretical spine of Ameri-
can political sciencetoday. During the 1950s and 1960s, behavioral theory was quite in-
fluential in congressional studies ® aswell asin research on political participation.” To-
day, behavioralism remains a major theoretical component of research on voting and
other types of political behavior. Rational choice theory, on the other hand, has become

the dominant analytic framework for researchers of legislatures and other political institu-

tions.

"As opposed to classes or other socia structures.

® See, for example, the Studies on Congress series published by Little Brown for exam-
ples of behavioral research on the national legislature.
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In contemporary pradice, however, the line between behavioralism and rational
choicetheory is often burry (Collie 1988, 428. Contemporary congressonal reseachers
generaly begin with the premise that members of Congressare self-interested utilit y-
maximizers. Formal models are often created to show that paliticd outcomes are the
product of the interplay of self-interested lawmakers. More often than na, however, for-
mal deductive models are supdanted by spedfic, bu lessformal, statements of how self-
interested members of Congressare expeded to behave and interad asthey rationally
pursue their goals. These statements are formulated as hypotheses to be tested empiri-
cdly. The empiricd tests then rely onthe methods employed in classcd behaviora re-
seach, namely empiricd statisticd models.

This mixed deductive-empiricd approac has been charaderistic of the gred bulk
of the literature on Congressthat has been published ower the last thirty yeas. By using
the theoreticd premises of instrumental rationality in combination with formal microec-
nomic and empiricd statisticd models, agred ded of progresshas been made in uncer-
standing the operation d legislaturesin general, and Congressin particular. Thisisnaot to
say that there is complete agreament among reseachers, howvever. Over the last decade
threemajor perspedives on Congressonal organization have developed, as outlined in
Chapter 1 and cktailed below. In the foll owing sedions the development of the contem-
porary rational choicetheory of Congressis reviewed, and the threemagjor schodss of

thought on Congressthat exist currently within the rational choice canp are examined.

° Campbell, Converse, Mill er, and Stokes's American Voter isthe dassc example of be-
havioral reseach on vder behavior.
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Particular attentionis paid to the impli cations of the theories on the variables used in this

anaysis.

The Evolution of Rational Choice Theories of Majority Rule Institutions

Pure Theories of Voting

Theories of eledions and vaing are adually as old as Congressitself. Duncan
Blad (1958 traces the development of a “Mathematicd Theory of Committees and Elec-
tions’ to Jean-Charles de Borda's “ Mémoire sur les Eledions au Scrutin,” Histoire de I’
Académie Royale des Sciences (1781), Condace's Essai ser |' Application cel'Analyse a
la Probalilité des Dédsions Redues a la Pluralité des Voix (1785, and Pierre-Simon,
Marquis de Laplace(lSla.10 Not to be outdore by their neighbars to the south, Eng-
lishmen E.J. Nanson (1907, Francis Galton (1907), andthe Rev. C.L. Dodgson (18738)
(who aso wrote Alicein Wonderlandand aher works under the pseudorym Lewis Car-
roll) contributed to the development of a mathematica theory of voting (Black 1958,Part
I1.)

Contemporary interest in formal theories of voting can be tied more diredly to the
work of several authors, most notably Kenneth Arrow (1951, Duncan Blad (1948,
1958, Bladk and R.A. Newing (1951), James Buchanan and Gordon Tullock (1962, An-

thorny Downs (1957, Willi am Riker (1961, 1962, 1965and Amartya Sen (1966. Dur-

1% nteresti ngly, in additionto hiswork on vding theory, Laplaceis noted as an influential
philosopher of science He agued that if the position, motion, and rules of behavior of
al particles could be known, then any and all future events could be determined. This
pasition, dubled scientifi c determinism, has been undermined by the development of
guantum theory's uncertainty principle. Nevertheless histheory was influential among
(cont’d.)
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ing the 19505 and 196Gs these and aher authors creaed predse, formal, and highly ab-
strad models of rational individualsin mgority-rule situations. The general conclusion
of thisbody of work isthat mgority-rule situations are unstable; that is, thereis no
method d determining the preferences of voters that guarantees a maority-preference
outcome when there ae more than two alternatives from which to chocse (Riker 1980,
434). Thislad of stable equili briaimpliesthat any pdliticd outcomeis provisiona and

islikely to be dhanged in the nea future.

Applying Pure Theories of Voting to Congress: I nsights and Reevaluation

The dstrad body of work described in the preceding paragraphs was adopted as a
theoreticd platform by agroup d schoars concerned with avery spedfic majority-rule
situation: the United States Congress The late 196G and 1973 saw the development of
aliterature concerned with the behavior of utilit y-maximizing members of Congress and
theirrational coll edive outcomes that could result as a cnsequence of voting instability.
Schalars further refined rational choicetheory as they applied it to Congressand wsed the
theory as the guiding principle for substantive empiricd investigations (Arnold 1979
Fenno 1973 Fergjohn 1974 Fiorina1974, 197711989; Mayhew 1974 McKelvey 1976,
1979 Plott 1967 Shepsle 1978. Thisbody of work charaderizes Congressas a market-
placewhere |legislators exchange influence so that eadn member gets alot of what is most
important to hisor her constituents, and hencewins rededion. In the formal language of

pasiti ve pdliti cd theorists, “congressona padliti cs refleds the gains from cooperationin

nineteenth century scientists and phl osophers, and was often adhered to dogmaticdly by
Soviet scientists and Marxist phil osophers (Hawking 1988.



17

which legislators make themselves better off through exchange and concerted adion”
(Shepsle and Weingast 1994, 152. Theresult of this cooperation among high demanders
isthat Congressdistributes (i.e., spends) more than is economicdly efficient.

Early attempts to marry solid theory to rigorous empiricd investigation were in-
structive, though na because they showed howv well the theory worked. Instead, empiri-
cd work of the 197G $owed that the rational choicetheory of legislatures needed further
refinement. Simply put, the theory predicted many outcomes that were seldom seen and
ignored o failed to predict many common accurrences. For example, the unstable voting
cycles often predicted by purerational choicetheorists arerarely seenin pradice Con-
gressoften reates gable pdliticd dedsions. The question was not what to doabout un-
stable majority rule, bu rather why so much stability existed (Tull ock 1981).

One way aroundthe chaos problem (or the ladk thereof) isto revisit assumptions
of legisator goals and preferences, and the behaviors that result. Surely legislators are
concerned with rededion, as Mayhew posits (1974. This may nat be their only motiva
tion, havever. Fenno (1973 finds that attaining power within the dhamber and formulat-
ing good pultic pdlicy are dso legislator goals. Drawing on Fenndstriad of goals, Wein-
gast (1979 examines the development of congressonal norms, spedficdly the norm of
“palicy universalism.”

Weingast shows that with avery dlight adjustment to our assumptions abou legis-
lator goals, rational choicetheory can acourt for norms that develop and serve to bring
abou stable padlicy outcomes. For example, ealy forma models predict that in dstribut-
ing benefits legislators will form minimum winning coaliti ons (i.e. a aadlition d ¥2aN+1

members) (Riker 1962,Buchanan and Tullock 1962,Riker and Ordeshook 1973. Em-
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piricd studies, however, reved that thisis sSmply not the cae; members of Congress(ap-
parently unaware of how they shoud behave acording to schalars) form universal coali-
tionswhich give & least some distributive benefit to nealy all chamber members (Fere-
john 1974 Fenno 1966, 1973Manley 1970. Weingast reasons that the purest theory
failsto explain pdicy universalism because it does not acourt for the possibility that the
goals of adistrict andthe goals of its representative ae not necessarily one and the same:

Whil e the district may wish to enrich itself at the expense of the rest of the

country, the representative wishes to retain the prestige and paver which

acmmpanies continued membership in the legidature. Thisfedure, when
explicitly incorporated into amodel of the legislature, destroys the [mini-

mum winning coaliti on| theory and gives rise to the norm of universalism

(Weingast 1979, 249.

In so dang it helps explains why distributive votes are dmost aways non-cyclicd: since
everyone gets something thereis noreasonto defed, nar isthere apatential majority coa-
liti on to which a member could defed.

While Weingast's (1979 exploration d normsisinformative, it isnaot entirely
charaderistic of the grea bulk of literature that developed duing the ealy and mid-
198Gs. Like other reseachers of the period, Weingast charaderizes legislators who are
concerned with dstribution. Theinsight provided by his above-cited reseach comes
from reexamining assumptions abou legislator goals, and the behavior that results from
these goals. Over the next decade, however, most congressonal research focused na on
goals and preferences, bu ontheinstitutional context within which legislators ad.

By the 198Gs it was clea that most models of |legidative operation were incom-

plete; the conclusion that many reated was that the theory of the interplay of rational in-

dividuals was too thin because it did na acourt for the @ntext in which utilit y-max-
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imizers coexisted. Whil e seeking an equili brium of preferences, rational choicetheory
ignored the institutional structures that shaped the behavior of rational individuas, critics
charged. For example, Riker (1980, 432 complains that
While contemporary pdliti ca science... tends to emphasize the study of
values and tastes (because of an assumption that paliticd outcomes — like
market outcomes — are determined by the analgamation d individual pref-
erences), the older tradition d padliticd science enphasized the study of
ingtitutions. The line of reseach in pditi cd theory followed in the last
generation hesinvalved seeking an equili brium of tastes; but it has re-
veded that such an equili brium exists only rarely, if at all.
Hence,
Theinference... isthat prudencein reseach dreds the scienceof paliti cs
toward investigation o empiricd regularitiesin institutions, which,

through congeded tastes, are “unstable mnstants’ amenable to scientific
reseach (Riker 1980, 432emphasis added).

Shepsle (1979, 1986, 1986Hh argues smilarly that institutions must be taken into
acourt if we aeto understand hav pdliti cd equili bria ae atained. Recdling his ex-
periencein Congresswhil e reseaching The Giant Jigsaw Puzzle (1978, he stresss that
“structural features, the division and spedalization d labor (committees), leadership (or-
ganization, staffing arrangements, party groupng), and procedures (rules of debate,
amendment, and those regulating other feaures of daily official life)” are of utmost im-
portant to substantive schalars and members of Congressalike, bu are notably absent
from formal models of legidlative behavior (1989, 13%.

In their quest for analytic generality, most formal theorists had suppressed

institutional detail s such as these, thinking that to include them would be

to spedalize and render idiosyncratic otherwise general theories....

[R]ational choicetheoriesthat begin —'Asume aset N=(1, 2, ..., n of

agentsandaset A= (a, &, ..., &) of aternatives...' —areimpowverished,
sincethe sets N and A are preasely what institutional rules delinede.
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The Road to Equilibrium: Institutions, Information, and Parties

The 1980s witnessed many attempts to improve Spartan models of Congress de-
veloped during the 1970s. The result of these attempts has been the development of the
three major schools of thought on congressional organization and behavior outlined in
Chapter 1. Distributive theories, informational theories, and partisan theories of Congress

became the major analytic frameworks of the 1990s. The three views have often been
presented as substitutes for one another; this may not be the case, however. It seems quite
likely that the perspectives differ from one another because scholars have concentrated on
different aspects of legidative reality as they have sought to improve the thin theoretical
models of the 1970s.

Like the proverbia blind men describing an elephant, each school of thought has
given adifferent description of Congress because it has examined different aspects of our
national legislature. Distributive theories have concentrated on the effect of official struc-
tures like committees and various procedural rules. Informational models, while continu-
ing to focus on committees and rules, incorporate the more realistic assumptions of in-
complete information and risk aversion, and argue that while legislators are concerned
with distribution, they aso care about the common good. The partisan perspective (as
one might gather from the moniker) looks at the effect of parties on Congress ; in so do-
ing it has revived interest in afeature of Congress long thought to be unimportant by
scholars, and shows that parties can be used as solutions to collective action problemsin
the legislature. In this section we outline the major research and predictions of the three

theories, and point to possibilities for reconciliation between them.
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Distributive Theories

Empiricd investigations of Congressduring the 197Gs charaderize an institution
popuated by legislators who are high demanders of district-speafic benefits. Members
cooperate with ore ancther in order to aayuire benefits of greaest concern to their con-
stituents (Bullock 1972 Fenno 1973 Fergjohn 1974 Fiorina1974, 197[1989; Mayhew
1974 Shepsle 1978. Asnoted above, theoretic models of legislatures developed in the
197G have agrea ded of troulde making sense of such cooperative arangements, for
thereisno ded that can be derived which does nat include winning coaliti on members
whowould prefer some other ded; that is, the deds are not Pareto ogtimal.

The solution, argues Kenneth A. Shepsle, ore of the founders of the “new institu-
tionalism,” isto acourt for institutional structures (1979. To make models of Congress
more verisimilar, the institutional detail that permeaed congressonal reseach in the first
half of the century must be incorporated into atheory of Congressbased on ilit y-
maximizing legislators. The goa isto creae ahappy marriage between the degance of
the eonamic theory of equili brium and the minute institutional detail of older congres-
siona reseach. (It isthiscombination d positive theory and structural minutiaethat
makes this brand d institutionalism “new.”) In aseries of articles, Shepsle (1979, 1986,
19861 demonstrates that whil e preference-induced equili bria (PIE) are few and far be-
twean, models which acourt for institutional structures can explain the stable outcomes
that are often observed as high-demanding legislators make bargains. New models are
hencefreeof the dhaos that charaderized the ealy, more pure theories; structure-induced

equili bria (SIE) are theoreticdly possble and empiricdly common.
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A detail ed review of the literature that foll owed Shepsle's sminal work (1978
would scarcdy be possble, and would certainly be beyondthe scope of this dissertation.
Sufficeit to say that many reseachers head his cdl, and the next decale saw a spate of
reseach that incorporated institutional structuresinto models of legislatures (Baron and
Fergjohn 1989, 1989h Benson 1983 Denzau and McKay 1983 Dobra 1983 Enelow
1986 Hill 1985 Hoenadk 1983 Koford 1982 McCubhins and Schwartz 1985 Niemi
1983 Ostrom 1986 Shepsle 1986, 1986b, 1989Shepsle and Weingast 1981, 1984,
1984b, 198;Weingast and Marshall 1988. Thesereseach projeds are similar in that
nealy al focus onthe committeesystem and procedural rules as the institutional features
that all ow equili brium outcomes.

Central to the distributive agument is the “self-seledion” thesis: legislators are
able, by-and-large, to oltain committee @ggnments that help them garner benefits of
gred concern to their constituents (Shepsle 1978. Representatives determine for them-
selves which committee @aggnments will be good ores given the makeup d their con-
stituency; party leaders do their best to acaommodate membersin their committeere-
quests."* Committeemembers are then endowed with a set of “property rights.” That is,
committees have spedfic palicy jurisdictions, and parliamentary rules make it difficult for
the floor to influence pdlicy within the purview of any given committee(Shepsle 1979,
Weingast and Marshall 1988,Fiorina1977[1989; but seeKing 1997for an elaboration

onjurisdictional strugges). Because mmmittees decide when to report bill s to the floor,

1 Each member must dedde which assgnments will be the most beneficial to pursue.
Perhapsin an ealier time ayoung pdliti cd scientist would have said “With committees,
as with women, beauty is often in the eye of the beholder” (Bullock 1972, 997. We will
(cont’d.)
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they are, in esence, the agenda setters of the chamber. Oncelegidlation reades the floor,
the floor generally defers to the ommitteés wishes. If the floor does not defer to the
committeg and insteal aters the propaosal to an extent considered uracceptable by the
committeg the bicamera arrangement of Congressgives committeemembers an ex post
veto; substantive ommitteemembers, who daninate the conference @mmittees, can
simply undothe floor changes in conference (Shepsle 1979.

Finally, the mommitteesystem ensures that deds that have been struck can be
maintained over time (Weingast and Marshal 1988. Many schdars have treaed ber-
gainsin legislatures asif they were simple transadions in the marketplace with the value
of vote A being traded for the value of vote B. Weingast and Marshal (1988, however,
arguethat if alegislature is smply a marketplacewhere spot deds are struck, then trans-
adionsthat require cntinued legislative suppat over time will eventually (if not imme-
diately) fall apart. Deds that are struck today can be undore or ignored in the next ses-
sion a tomorrow.

Of course, na all dedsfall apart. Legidatures, they contend, are not organized
like markets, bu are organized like firms within markets. Firms are aeaed in the market
in order to reducetransadion costs. Transadion costs within firms are lower than the
transadion costs aaossfirmsin the marketplace Similarly, legislatures creae cmmmit-
teesin arder to reduce the number of costly market transadions required, and to minimize

the dhancethat a party to atransadionwill renege. “Legislators ... devise institutions for

simply summarize the self-seledion hypothesis by stating that eady member triesto db-
tain the assgnments that she finds to be the most beneficial for her own district.
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long-term durability of agreaments that ensure the flow of benefits beyond the sesson d
the legidature” (Weingast and Marshal 1988, 139.

Consider this example. GroupA wantsto buld abridge. GroupB wantsto
promulgate anew regulation. A spot ded is gruck between A andB. GroupA getsits
bridge, and Group B getsitsregulation. Oncethe bridgeis built, it isbuilt. What now
keeps group A from undang the ded with B, removing its suppat for the regulation, and
returning to the status quo ante in the next legislative sesson (asauming that teaing
down the bridgeis not an ogtion)?

The solutionis provided by the ommitteesystem. It is assumed that ead com-
mitteehas a spedfic number of seaswhich are held by members of the parent chamber.
Seds are held for as long as the ommitteemember wants the sed, or until he or she dies,
looses the dedion, a otherwise leaves the dhamber. Each committeehas jurisdiction
over a cetain subset of topicdly-related pdicies. Within jurisdictions, ony the cmmmit-
teehasthe aility to propose dternatives to the status quo. Committeeproposals need a
majority vote in the parent chamber to change the status quo. Sedas on committees are
won by floor members through a bidding process There ae bath dred and oppatunity
costs associated with bhidding on an open committeepasition, so members must be selec-
tivein bidding on seds.

Now consider the ded between A and B in light of the mommitteesystem. A and
B are nolonger simple aodliti ons of floor members, bu are mmmittees. Under the &
sumptions described above, A canna renege on its commitment onceits bridges are built,
becaise mmmitteeB has gate-kegoing power over legislation that could alter the regula-

tion. To ater the bargain pcst fado, B, having monopdy power to propose dternatives
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to the new status quo, tes to agreeto any changesin its policy areg and propcse dterna-
tive pdicy to thefloor. “[R]estricting accessto the ayenda serves as amedianism to pre-
vent ex post reneging” (Weingast and Marshal 1988, 144. Hence the mmmitteesystem

ensures that deds gruck can be maintained over time.*?

Responsesto Distributive Theories

The new ingtitutional view charaderized a Congresswhere legidative structures
and rules condtion legislator behaviorsin order to provide stable palicy outcomes; equi-
librium is hence structure-induced. Accourting for structures certainly went along way
in making models of legislatures moreredistic. By the mid-1980s grea progresswas
made in bringing rational choicetheory and olservation closer together. However, the
establi shment of any new reseach paradigm ultimately causes new reseach problemsto
surface Threesuch features of thisliterature cane to light by the mid-198Gs, and gave

rise to further thought and investigation.

12 A criticism of this charaderization o the ommitteesystem isthat it is gatic, failing to
cgpture the shifting jurisdictions of committees. However, the ammments on Weingast
and Marshall (1988 article aeintended to show how a mommitteesystem all ows deds to
be struck when there ae noncontemporaneous flows of benefits between coaliti ons. Of
course, jurisdictional struggles are important to lifein Congress as King (1997 detailsin
hisbook Turf Wars. However, Weingast and Marshall’ s pieceseems more “fundamen-
tal” because they offer ajustification d why committees exist at all. Jurisdictional strug-
gles can accur only after jurisdictions exist; that is, after there is a mmmitteesystem in
place

Moreover, multiple and shifting jurisdictions have noimpad onthe anpiricd inves-
tigation o Chapter 5 of this dissertation, as the study of the substantive mmmitteesis
crosssedional. The point would be of greaer concern in alongitudinal study. Even so,
multi ple ommittee aggnments (i.e., overlapping jurisdictions) are acounted for in that
if abill i sreferred to two committees, for example, then the members of bath committees
are seen as committeemembers (i.e., expertsin that padicy areg, and their voting cues are
considered by floor members.
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First, pdicy choicemay well be liberated from voting chaos by institutional struc-
tures; but if institutions are themselves the product of a mgjority-rule deasion mecha
nism, then hav can stable majority-rule institutions be aeaed? Early products of the
new institutional approach accet the dl-important institutional structures as given; that
IS, institutions are taken as exogenous. Inredity, of course, the institutions themselves
are the products of pdliti cs; if mgority ruleis charaderized by chaos, how can we, by re-
lying onmgjority rule, creae and maintain stable institutions? Would na the processof
institution formation and maintenance dso be daotic? How isit that we can choose in-
stitutional rules which are themselves in equili brium?

Sewnd,the mmmitteesystem (which had become the foundiation o new institu-
tional analysis) may well enable legidators to control the pdicy areas which they care
most abou, bu it isnat clea that the system was credaed in order to allow membersto
control the pdlicy that they care dou most degoly. What if committees were aeaed na
to alow individuals to enrich themselves at the expense of the whaole, but rather to serve
asrepositories of palicy expertise? If thisisin fad the cae, then what are the implica-
tions for the palicy which results (Krehbiel 1990, 199)?

Third, the “property rights’” granted to committees may well al ow equili brium
outcomes within the marketplaceof padlicy distribution. Systems of rights, however,
come with some problems: rights must be enforced, and enforcement has costs. Further-
more, property rights do improve the function d markets, bu markets are generaly im-
perfed: “problems of externality, malcoordination, and colledive adion” exist (Shepsle
and Weingast 1994). Central coordinators are often neeled to redify market imperfec-

tions. If Congressisamarket, isit redly ableto runwithou any institutionali zed meda-
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nism for overcoming market fail ures? Or, does sme such medianism exist? Enter the
partisan theorists: parties and leaders can serve & lutionsto the fail ures of the cmngres-
sional market, they argue (Kiewiet and McCubhins 1991,Cox and McCubhins 1993,
Rohde 1991).

In summary, the problems of institutional chaice, information, and “market imper-
fedions’ and coordination have been the focd points of the congressonal lit erature of the

199Gs.

Institutional Choice

Structures provide stabilit y so that preferences can find an equili brium, argue the
new institutionalists. But how can we aede stable ingtitutions? The importance of this
guestion was certainly nat lost on the neo-institutionalists. It was clea that a mature the-
ory of legislatures could na accept structures as smply exogenous. During the ealy and
mid-1980Cs there were severa attemptsto provide rational comprehensive models of insti-
tutional choice and maintenance Some atempted to apply Rawls's “veil of ignorance” to
the problem, asking what institutions would be dhosen by playerswho dd na know (or,
more redisticdly, had only limited knowledge of) what their personal attributes would be
oncethe game started (seeRawls, 1972 Harsanyi 1977for development of the theory;
Sugden 1986for an applicaionto institutional choice Shepsle 1989for discusson).
Others attempted to apply the theory of firms (Willi amson 1975, 198f theories of prin-
ciples and agents (Fama and Jensen 1983 Pratt and Zedkhauser 1985 and transadion-

cost economics (Willi amson 1979 to the problem of institutional choice
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While comprehensive rational models are intell ecuall y seductive, they often
proveto be very difficult to apply. The dternative view that emerged from the neo-
institutional camp isthat institutional seledionis neither completely rational nor compre-
hensive, andisin fad quite different from the sphere of padicy choice Instea, structural
choiceis charaderized by threefeaures: it isincremental, it is often the product of unin-
tended consequences, and it is fraught with risk and uncertainty.

Institutions are aeaed and maintained incrementally (Shepsle 1986). For exam-
ple, even the most radicd bre&k in the institutional history of the US, the aedionand
ratificaion d the Constitution, dfers evidence of incrementalism: the Virginia Plan,
which proved to betoo dastic aleg for small states, had to be modified. The result, the
Connedicut Compromise, was amajor change from the Articles of Confederation; never-
theless it was an incremental change: the framers could orly stray so far from the scheme
in which states were given equal representation as vereign entities. Thereisno pant at
which we start with a dean institutional dlate: structures are dways condtioned by what
preceled them.

Note, howvever, that thisincremental position shoudd na be confused with an
older institutional traditionwhich hddsthat institutions are not chosen at all. Sait (1938
argues that institutions are “ereded, aimost like cral reds, withou conscious design.
There has been no pe-arranged plan, noarchited's drawings and Hue prints; man has
caried ou the purpase of nature, we might say, ading blindy in resporse to her obscure
commands’ (quaed in Shepsle 1989, 143. This nation, which heakens bad to the
ideas of EdmundBurke (178990), does nat argue that institutions are static, but merely

that we canna determine the cause of their change; grand theories of institutional evolu-
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tionwill not come to fruition. While contemporary theorists are willi ng to accept incre-
mental theories of institutional change, they doindeed (unlike Sait and Burke) seek to ex-
plain the causes of incremental change. As Shepsle (1989, 14% putsit “The whale of
Roman law may not have sprung fully formed from any one person's forehead, bu its bits
and peces, much like the bits and peces of a European cathedral built over many centu-
ries, were surely the result of human agency.”

The cdhedral metaphar isinstructive. If we see aEuropean cahedral we can con-
clude that its builders had a cdhedral in mind when they began bulding; that is, their ac-
tionwas purposive. However, it is erroneous to conclude that they also intended all of
the social consequences of cathedral building. For example, whilereligion diten serves
asaforceof socia stahility; it isincorred to assume that religions are founded in order to
producesocia stability; in fad they are often begun as a dhall enge to the status quo.
Similarly, the mmmitteesystem may well provide for the posshbility of padlicy equili b-
rium, bu it iswrong to conclude that it was creaed for thisreason. According to Gamm
and Shepsle (1988, the aedion d the mmmitteesystem was not arationally negotiated
settlement to a problem of information, dstribution, a workload; rather it was a byprod-
uct of Speaker Henry Clay's attempts to enhance his own power:

Spedficdly, [the aedion d the mmmitteesystem] enabled him to remain

leader of aoncesingleminded codliti on which, after the War of 1812, fad

split into many fadions. By decentralizing the operations of the House of

Representatives, Clay was able to dstribute pieces of turf to various fac-

tions as a substitute for aunified patform of pdliti cd objectives around

which the aaliti on hed formerly unified (but which was now infeasible).

The lasting effeds of thisinstitutional innovation could hardly have been

anticipated, much lessdesired by Clay. They were by-products (and

proved to be the more enduring and important products) of self-interested
leadership behavior (Shepsle 1989, 14061)
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Finally, Shepsle (1986) concludes that institutional choice and pdicy choice ae
inherently different, for institutional choice mntains agrea ded more uncertainty and
risk than pdicy choice Inshort, “it isrisky to try to change institutional arrangementsin
amanner adverse to the interests of those airrently in control” (1986, 69-70). For ex-
ample, suppase legislator Smith wants to passpalicy x. He dtemptsto form a caliti on
to passthisfavored pdicy. If he caana manage to, then all he haslost is pdicy x. On
the other hand, suppase Smith wants to change the manner in which the Spe&ker is
eleded to hispost. If he canna put together a aoalitionto doso, herisksincurring the
wrath of the Spedker for the duration d hiscarea. Because of therisk involved, institu-
tional changes are lesslikely to be initiated by legislators. Hence, institutions are much
“stickier” than simple padlicies. This gickinessallows institutions to find stable (if not
everlasting) equili bria, and consequently, pdicy equili bria ae possble. For pradicd
purpaoses, treding institutions as if they are exogenous to the processof palicy choice
generaly shoud na be problematic (Shepsle 1986). “Not so fast,” say informational

theorists.:®

I nformational Perspectives on Congress
Whil e the distributive models developed duing the 198G were important contri-

butions to the schdarly understanding of Congress na all reseachers were satisfied with

13 Actualy, Shepsle himself was nat satisfied with thisanswer. 1na1989review article
he states that “the structure-induced equili brium approac elaborates the temporall y sub-
sequent eff eds of structure and procedure whil e ignoring temporally prior causes. It is
my view that one caana understand a explain institutions, however, withou first expli-
cding their effeds. Soit isquite proper to examine dfedsfirst. But the rational choice
of institutions remains a challenge” (Shepsle 1989,emphasis added).
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the answers they provided. The new institutionalists, like their theoreticd and empiricd
forerunnersin the 1970, charaderized a Congresspopuated with legislators who were
high demanders of district-speafic benefits. Perfed information was generally as-
sumed,** and institutions were, for all pradica purposes, taken as exogenoLs.

Asaresporseto the challenges posed by the new institutional paradigm, a new
type of rational choicetheory of |egislatures began to develop in the mid-198G. Thein-
formational theory of legislative organization, in contrast to the distributive position de-
veloped by the new institutionali sts, focuses not on the demand for distribution, bu rather
onthe supfdy of it. (SeeKrehbiel 1991,and Shepsle and Weingast 1994for charaderi-
zations of the debate in terms of the supdy and demand side of utility cdculations.)
Through the 19805, several reseachers made notable cntributions to the devel opment of
the theory (Austen-Smith and Riker 1987, Banks 1989 Gilli gan and Krehbiel 1987,
198%, 1989h. Theoreticd development and empiricd reseach continued through the
199G and into the 20005 (Austen-Smith 199@&, 1990k Austen-Smith and Riker 199Q
Banks 1990, 1991 Gilli gan and Krehbiel 199Q Krehbiel 199Q Saving 1997 Baron
2000. Thetheory (along with empiricd tests of it) is presented in its most complete state
by Keith Krehbiel's Information and Legislative Organization (1991).

The goal of informational theoristsisto explain both pdicy andinstitutional
choices; one of the major motivations in developing the theory was to remedy the short-

comings of distributive theory with regard to institutional chaice It is Smply nat enough

14 [D]ebate and cHliberation ... were dismissed as mere mood music, as inconsequential
pasition-taking preliminaries to the main event of distributing the gains from coopera
tion” (Shepsle and Weingast 1994, 152.
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to charaderize institutions as “ sticky” and assume the rest away: “As organizations of
colledive deasion making, legislatures operate wntinuowsly andinteradively in two
domains of choice procedure and pdicy’ (Krehbiel 1991, 15.

The theory rests ontwo central postulates. First, all dedsions (both pdicy andin-
stitutional choice) ultimately rely on mgority rule, albeit a mgority that is often far re-
moved. Seamningly minoritarian feaures of legislatures are ultimately predicated upon
the consent of the mgjority. Hence all procedural andinstitutional choices are endoge-
nous (Krehbiel 1991 1519). Seoond,”[l]egidators are often urcertain abou the relation-
ship between pdicies and their outcomes” (Krehbiel 1991, 20. Thelegidative processis
an attempt to reducethis pdlicy uncertainty. Every padlicy that the legislature passesis
charaderized as being constructed of two comporents, ore systematic and the other ran-
dom. Legislators desire to increase the former and deaease the latter of the two ele-
ments; to doso they must gather information. Of course, na every legislator can gather
information about every palicy with which the legislature deds; work is delegated to a
subset of palicy experts, namely the mmmittees. Hence, committeemembersin alegisla-
ture have an informational advantage relative to athers."® The legisative gameis a battle
over the magnitude of this advantage.

By combining these two pastulates, Krehbiel carefull y elaborates the informa-
tional theory. The goal of alegislatureisto passpdlicy that is efficient; that is, pdicy

which deviates minimally from the preferences of the chamber's median vater. Proce-

1> Ainsworth and Akins (1997 find that informational caucuses play arolein the legisla-
tive processby providing complementary or balancing information, thereby mitigating the
informational advantage held by committeemembers. These caicuses are often stocked
(cont’d.)
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dures and structures are used strategicdly by the floor's median vater to capture potential
gainsin information. Whil e distributive theories charaderized committees as being com-
posed of self-seleding preferenceoutli ers, informational theory describes committees de-
signed to dscover and reved information which can be used to minimize palicy uncer-
tainty. Herein liesthe complication, havever: preferenceoditliers have incentivesto
discover pdlicy-relevant information, bu littl e incentive to reved it to the floor; moder-
ates have few incentives to obscure information, bu do nd possessthe incentives to work
hard to ureath the highly-technicd information reeded to formulate mwntemporary legis-
lation. The maority therefore caefully crafts the composition d committees and wses
procedures to maximize the quantity and quality of uncertainty-reducing palicy informa-
tionsuppied by the cmmmittees (Krehbiel 1991).

Krehbiel's empiricd evaluation d the House suggests that the informational ap-
proadh, while not supdanting distributive rationales, is certainly aviable dternative or
complement to them: historicd evaluation shows that committees were formed in arder to
provide information, nd to conced it to the detriment of the floor; committees tend to be
preferentiall y heterogeneous, na homogeneous (as distributive theories predict); homo-
geneous high-demanding committees are rare; violations of the seniority rule ae mnsis-
tent with an informational interpretation (Krehbiel 1991,chapt. 4).

Informational models have cetainly enriched the schalarly view of Congressin
the last several yeas. Theoreticdly-tenuows models based on perfed information have

bean improved by the succesul incorporation d incomplete information assumptions.

with preferenceodtliers, but when thisisthe cae, there ae generally outli ers from oppo-
site sides of the floor median.



Legidlators are not formally characterized as one-dimensional utility maximizers; consid-
erations of the common good are taken into account by informational models. Institu-
tional choice has been endogenized by informational models with a considerable amount
of success.

Nevertheless, informational models are similar to distributive models in that they
continue to focus on committees and procedures, and view parties as irrelevant to the leg-
islative process. Asinformational models were being developed in the mid 1980s as are-
sponse to the incompleteness of distributive views, another group of scholarstook up a
feature of Congress long thought to be unimportant by researchers. Parties, the new
brand of research argues, can be used to solve many of the collective action problems pre-
sented by the standard distributive view. Because the incorporation of parties into a the-
ory of congressiona organization was arather radical departure from mainstream legisla-
tive research, a brief history of parties and partisan research is on order. Hence, the
following section discusses the history of partiesin Congress and scholarly research on
legidlative parties. We then examine contemporary research on congressional parties, a
vein of research which constitutes the third and final variant of the rational choice ap-

proach to legidative study.

Partisan Per spectives on House Organization
While parties and their |leaders are one of the four major components of our theory
of policy making in the House, it is difficult to integrate a discussion of research on parti-

sanship into the preceding review of research on Congress, which has focused almost ex-
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clusively onthe mmmitteesystem. One must look either to the distant or to the very re-
cent past to find research that gives much emphasisto parties as aforcein Congress

In Congressional Government (1885, Woodrow Wilson dscussd the role of
party leadersin what he cdled “committeegovernment.” He found that the House had
no single reaognizable leader. The dosest thing to aleader was the Speker of the House,
but his power was nathing like that of a prime minister. In short, the leaders of the House
were the dhairmen of the mommittees. There were & many leaders as there were subjeds
of legislation, and there was littl e nation d general pulic acountability by the ruling
party; ead member was smply acourtableto his constituents. Wil son concluded that
“[t]he legidation d asessonis sSmply an aggregate of the bill s recommended by Com-
mittees composed of members from both sides of the House” (Wil son 1885, 80as cited
in Rohde 1991, 3.

Of course, Wil son's findings were shaped by the time in which he was writi ng.
Two magjor fadors condtioned his conclusions: the pdliti cs particular to the 1870 and
1880, and hisframe of referencefor what a strong party in alegislative body looks like
(Rohde 1991, 34). Subsequent research shows that party strength in Congressebbs and
flows over time (Cooper and Brady 1981,Brady 1988; Wilson's gudy was condwcted at
one of the low poaints of House partisan paover. Moreover, Wilson, like many ealy po-
liticd scientists, tried to navigate American pditi cd institutions with the map of Euro-
pean parliaments. When scholarslooked for programmatic, resporsive parties, and for
members who vaed based on rty platforms asisthe cae in parliamentary systems,

their search was fruitless Wilson hoped that parties could become the vehicle for pro-
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grammatic palicy; but he knew that withou pulic acountability there would be no party

program, and withou a program the fadions of the House went their separate ways.16

Revolution and Counterrevolution

Of course, the world of pdliti csisthe world of Heraditus: changeis the only con-
stant. Within ashort time of the gpeaance of Wilson'swork, arevolution swept the
House, and an era of strong party leaders began. Two of the most dynamic figuresin
House history emboded the revolution: Thomas F. Reed and Joseph G. Cannon. Redd,
first eleded to the House in 1876,came of age during the ga of wedk parties described by
Wilson. He became an expert onthe rules and procedures of the House, and beli eved that

they made minority vetoes too easy. He was eleded to the Spegership in 1889,and

18 A fascinati ng insight into Wilson's developing view of government and pawer is pro-
vided by Walter Lippmann’sintroduction to the 1972reprinting of the 1959edition d
Wilson's classc work. Wilson'swork, his doctoral dissertation, was written in 1883and
1884. When Wil sonrevisited the work in preparation for its fifteenth reprinting in 1900,
he questioned seriously the original premise of the study, that the flaws of the government
stemmed from awedk exeautive. In 1885 le had considered the presidency to be amean-
inglesspost, and kelieved that al red power lay with the Congress (though he stopped
short of recommending that Article |, Sedion 6 d the constitution ke anended, and that
exeautive power be vested with a cdinet committee in Congress much asit isin the
English Parliament). Thisview of awedk presidency would seam to bein accord with
the events of hislife up until that point. Wilson,who grew up in reconstruction Georgia,
had been an admirer of Abraham Lincoln, bu believed that the power that Lincoln exer-
cised was extra-Constitutional. The only other strong president in hislifetime was
Grover Cleveland. AsWilsonsaw it, power in ademocracgy was the power of the legisla-
ture, na the exeautive. (Hisorigina goal, naes Lippmann, was to be the Senator from
Virginia, na the President of the US.) By 1900,the Spanish-American war and aher
events nea the turn of the century had caused him to modify hisview, and prompted him
to write Constitutiond Government in the United Sates, superceding Congessond Gov-
ernment. He agued that avigorous exeautive, the kind that was ®en in the ealy days of
the republi ¢, was apparently possble, and that such a presidency cured many of theill she
had dagnosed previoudly. Inamove that is smewhat unusual within the a@demic
(cont’d.)
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made major revisions to House rules, which soon kecane known as “Reeal's Rules.” He
gredly strengthened the hand d the Spedker, and reduced the aility of a minority to
block legislation. Cannonwas eleded speder in 1903. He soonaltered the rules © that
he had the power to appant all Repullican committeemembers, and he wuld keep avery
tight rein onthe Rules committee if he did na want to ded with an isue, it simply never
recaved arule (Rohde 1991, 35).

The we& party system observed by Wil son eventually came to an end unabr
Red; similarly, this grong party system came to an end with arevolt against Spesker
Cannonin 1910. Progressve Repulicans united with Democrats to strip the Spedker of
most of his power. Asaresult, the influenceof party dedined ower the yeas, and the
House reverted to asituation d committeegovernment much li ke the one observed by
Wilson. Between 1910and 1940the House organization moved “from hierarchy to bar-
gaining” (Cooper and Brady 1981, 417. Between the end d World War Il and the
1970, Democrats were highly fadionalized by region andideology. The most common
cleavage in the House was between liberal Democrats on the left, and conservative,
southern Democrats ali gned with Repulicans onthe right (Manley 1973 Brady and Bul-
lock 1980, 1981 This“conservative aalition” was able to control much of the legisla-
tionin the dhamber.

Two mgjor fadorsin the dedorate and in the House helped the cnservative ma
litionretain itshold on paver. Within the House, committee diairmanships were

awarded strictly by seniority. When combined with the southern states' tendency to re-

demic subfield of presidential-congressonal relations, Wilson kecame President in order
to prove his paint.
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eled conservative Democratic incumbents, the situation that resulted was one in which
conservative members of the mgjority party could align with conservative members of the
minority party, control legislation within committees, and control its movement to the
floor. Spedker Rayburn's leadership duing this period can best be described as acom-
modationist. He auld na rule his party with the heary hand d a &zar, bu instead had to
build temporary ali ances on an isaue-by-issue basis (Cooper and Brady 1981). In short,

by the 1960s the House looked very much likeit did in the 188Gs.

The Shifting Interest of Scholars

Despite Wil son's conclusion that party played a small role, and the relatively short
period d strong partisanship between 1889and 1910 schalarly interest in congressonal
partisanship remained strong for quite sometime. Infad, the “party in government” con-
cept was amagjor focd paint for padliti cd scientists even as the strength o partiesin the
House dedined. For example, Rice (1928 engaged in ore of the ealiest studies of party
voting in the House. In so dang he developed his well-known party cohesionindex (a
version d which will be used later in this dissertation), and bkecane one of the foundng
fathers of quantitative reseach in American pditi cs. Interest in party remained high dur-
ing the height of post-World War Il committeegovernment. Turner (1951), and Truman
(1959 contributed major studies of partiesin Congressduring the height of the behav-
iora revolution, and the trend continued into the 1960s (Patterson 1963 Jones 1968
Peabody 1967, Ripley 1964, 1967.

Eventualy, however, the acalemic notion that parties might make adifference

waned. During the 18805, Wil son olserved wedk parties, bu thought that they could be
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made strong with the proper reforms. During the past World War 1l erathere was gill a
nation that parties could be made stronger vehicles of pdlicy platforms, as evidenced by
the American Politicd Science Association'sisauing of Toward a More Responsible
Two-Party System (1950. By the 1970, howvever, parties were seen nd only as weé,
but as imposgble to resuscitate (e.g., Mayhew 1974 Fiorina1977[1989). Mayhew
went as far asto say that “No theoreticd treament of the United States Congressthat
posits parties as analytic units will go very far” (1974, 27. Thesefindings explicitly dis-
couraged future reseachers from using parties as afocd point. Proporents of the nation
that parties are of littl e if any consequence can still be found(Krehbiel 1993, 1998 To
the extent that parties existed in the House, conventional wisdom held, they were merely
colledions of like-minded legislators who represented li ke-minded constituents; the go-
peaanceof party adionwas aresidual product of similar legislators representing simil ar
constituents and taking similar pdlicy positions. Party leaders were not able to provide
any diredion d their own, and “existed primarily to assst in smoathing the flow of legis-
lation and mediating conflict, na to provide padlicy leadership and coordination” (Dodd
and Oppenheimer 1981, 4).

One, and perhaps the only exception to the predominant view of the ealy-1970s
that congressonal parties were weak and unmportant is off ered by Saloma and Sontag
(1972. They believe that congressonal parties are important and paverful, aview they
derive from the size of caucus budgets, the number of party offices that exist within the
House and Senate office buil dings, and the number of formal and informal party-related

organizations that exist (121-122). However, the bulk of their fourth chapter, “ The Con-
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gressona Parties: The Insulation o Power,” focuses on the lack of hard evidencethat
they can find that parties are important, even present, in the Capitol.

Saloma and Sontag argue the “conventional view” of congressonal parties has un-
justifiably emphasized their weaknessand ladk of coherence

Thisview, with its assumptions that power is dispersed and will i nevitably

remain so within Congress ignores two important points — the degreeto

which power is coherently exercised by a angressona establi shment and

the patentia that exists for Congressmen to develop formal and informal

party organizations as part of a broad eff ort toward party modernization.
Whil e they dispute the notion that parties are week, they hardly make the case that parties
are transparent. Instead, they refer to congressonal parties as “the cmmplex, informal,
largely hidden system of leadership that adually governs Congress’ (121), and cite “[a]t
least half adozen fadors [that] have operated to insulate the congressonal parties and to
undermine the dforts of adivists and reformers to make the parties more resporsive and
useful” (123). For example, minutes were rarely taken in party meeings, and those that
were recrded were marked “absolutely confidential” (124), and were nat released to in-
vestigators. Therulesthat govern parties, if written at al, also were not reaily avail able.

Party offices were unmarked and locaed in remote @rners of the Capitol buil d-
ingsin order to dscourage visitors from the pressor the puldic. (In ore cae, the office of
the House Repulican Whip was 2 of the beaen trac that the office staff itself could
nat get any work dore there, and so worked ou of Whip Leslie C. Arends's (R-IL) regu-
lar congressonal office The result was that the Whip officewas abandored; if anyone
had stumbled aaossit, no ore would be thereto help them (123).) Party offices pro-

duced noliterature that could shed light ontheir organization for the puldic, and pub-

lished noannual reports onthe adivities of leaders. One office staffer expressed dscon-
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tent with reseachers who were “dways interrupting the red work and sticking their noses
into things where they didn't belong” (124). What thisred work adually was was not
spedfied.

While Saloma and Sontag could na uneath what it was that the parties were ac-
tually doing, it was clea to them that they must be doing something. They were dleto
document that party organizations controll ed considerable blocks of campaign fundng:
the National Repulican Senatorial Campaign Committee ontroll ed more than $1.2mil-
lionin campaign fundsin 1970. The Repulican Congressonal Campaign Committee
which met only onceor twice ayea, had over $3 millionin campaign fundsto dsperseto
members of the minority caucus. Other spoil s were meted ou by party leaders. “Public
fundng and party fundng, government and private office space and party staff and com-
mitteestaff and members' officestaff are dl i ntermixed with the formal and informal
blessing or the taat approval of the leadership” (126).

The power of the parties was also formalized by law: “The two party palicy com-
mittees in the Senate, authorized by statute, receve annual appropriations of $250,000
ead’ (126). Nevertheless the average dtizen would be hard pressed to find ou what the
caucus did with itsmoney. Interested people were referred to raw expenditure data fil ed
on and item-by-item with the Clerk of the House. The Clerk’ s office, being staffed with
patronage positions, had littl e reason to let members of the pulic have eay accessto re-
cords abou members behind-the-scenes activities. Staying within the bounds of the law,
the Clerk’ s officedid al ow for pulic inspedion d reards inside the Clerk’s office pub-

lic inspedion, as they interpreted it, meant that a visitor could read records and take notes
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with pencil and paper. No phdocopies or typewriters were dlowed in the Clerk’s office
(128.

Despite Saloma and Sontag’ s argument that congressonal parties were adually
powerful forces behind a airtain of bureaucratic red tape, few eyebrows were raised in
acalemic drcles. Perhapstheir description d the tedious and arcane bureaucracy of con-
gressonal parties, designed to send upwarning flags for the pulic and the acalemy
aike, adualy had the oppasite dfed and dscouraged the dtention o schdars. Timein
the nation's capital is apredous commodity for most students of Congress No matter
how interesting a questionis, few reseachers are likely to rush to a projed where other
members of the discipline have told them “Abandon hoje: ye will find no dtahere.”

In any event, the predominant view that emerged from the 1970Cs was that parties
were not powerful, and they were not likely to beaome powerful, especialy in the wake
of reforms that led to the formation d “subcommitteegovernment.” But as has been seen
time andtime ajain, the world of pdliti csis generally a step ahead o the world of pdliti-

cd scientists; when we think we have asituation figured ou, the situation changes.

The Reforms of the 1970s
During the ealy and mid-1970s, just as £holars were @ming to the conclusion
that party did na matter in House paliti cs, a series of reforms st in motion by events go-

ing badk to the 195G was put into effed (Rohde 1991, 1720)." Badked by pubic inter-

7 Sincethis period, schalarly attention to the reform of congressonal organization hes
been copious. SeeHuntington 1973 Ornstein 1974, 1975Welch and Peters 1977, Rie-
selbach 1977, 1978Patterson 1978 Sundqust 1981 and Unekis and Rieselbach 1984
among others for detail s on the reform period d the ealy 197Gs.
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est groups such as Common Cause, the National Committeefor an Effedive Congress
and the foll owers of Ralph Nader, reformersin Congressbegan to demand changesin the
organization d the national legislature (Orfield 1979. These reforms had the dfed of
grealy enhancing the role of parties at the expense of the most senior committeemem-
bers (James 1974, 198.

The Roots of Reform. The 1958congressonal eledions saw an influx of liberal
Democrats to Washington. These left-leaning freshmen spurred the aedion d the De-
mocratic Study Groupin 1959,a groupthat served as a mngressonal base of White
House suppat during the Kennedy-Johrson yeas and kecane amajor source of inde-
pendent libera pdlicy initiatives during the Nixon era. There were some dedoral set-
bads for liberalsin the 1960and 1962eledions, bu Johnson's landsli de defeé of Gold-
water in 1964 lought many new liberal Democrats to Congress solidifying the li beral
bloc of Democrats that was forming in the House.

All was nat swednessand light within the party, however; the majority caucus
soonfounditself fadionali zed when yourg liberals (predominantly form the Northeast)
foundthemselveslocked ou of a mmmitteesystem dominated by very conservative
southern Democrats. “In many ways this stuation was reminiscent of the House in 1910
under Cannon members of the majority party were frustrated by the abitrary exercise of
institutional power which prevented them from seauring the passage of palicies they sup-
ported” (Rohde 1991, §. By thelate 1960, foll owing the Supreme Court’s 1962 Baker
v. Carr deasion (which ordered that legislative districts in states be drawn so asto have
approximately equal popuations within them), urban and suburban representationin-

creased, resulting in further gainsin the House for the left. Many of the new, liberal



members of Congress were damoring for procedural change (Smith and Deaing 1997,
33).

Vehicles for Reform. Therift in the majority party resulted in a series of reforms
initiated by the yourg liberals, who aimed to make the ammmittee dairs resporsible to
the party that they represented (Sheppard 1985 Rohde 1991). The reform camein sev-
eral waves. Thefirst wave aashed uponCongressin the form of the Legidlative Reor-
ganization Act (LRA) of 1970. Prompted by members of the minority, work onthe ad
adually had begunasfar badk as 1965. The dfort died by 1968, havever. Ironicdly, it
was the members of the mgjority party (albeit the newly-eleded members) who resur-
reded the reform movement the following yea. Thelegidationfinaly had the support to
make it to the floor by 1970. After eleven days of debate (stretched over four months)
and some sixty-five anendments later, H.R. 17645was passd as the Legidative Reor-
ganization Act of 1970(Wolfensberger 2000, 94. Reform continued in the House be-
tween 1971and 1973 as aresult of the work of the Hansen and Bolli ng committees
(Smith and Deaing 1993. Following the dedions of 1974,seventy-five “Watergate Ba-
bies,” new liberal Democratic members of the House deded in the wake of Nixon's
scandal, were &leto buld uponthe successof the 19701973reforms. The period d re-
forms culminated with the ouster of four powerful committee tairs.

Areas of Reform. There were five major areas of reform that are relevant to this
study. Thefirst concerned the dedion d committee dairmen. Previously, chairman-
ships had been dedded ona pure seniority system (or “senility system” as Representative
Allard Lowenstein (D-NY) put it) (Orfield 1975, 26. The seniority system had given a

major advantage to the conservative southern members, whose constituents nealy always
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returned them to their seas. The LRA of 1970left seniority untouched, and focused in-
stead oninternal committeeprocedures (Smith and Deeing 1990, 4§. Bolstered by the
passage of the LRA, however, reformers continued to work for change of the seniority
system.

In contrast to the LRA of 1970,abill passed onthe floor, the reforms of 1971
were put into effed at the caicus level, and were based onthe recommendations of the
Hansen committee a committeeof the mgjority caucus chaired by Julia Butler Hansen of
Washington. (The minority caucus had similar rule changes which “mirrored ... andfre-
quently preceded ... those of the Democrats.” [ Smith and Deaing 1990,50].) On the
recmmmendation d the Hansen committeg the Democratic caucus of 1971 vded to
change the rules governing seniority. No longer was ascendancy to a mmmittee dair
only amatter of seniority: arequest by ten or more caicus members would initiate ade-
bate and vae onthe dhairmanship of a mmittee Inthe event of the defea of the most
senior member, the Committeeon Committees would have to make anew nomination for
the position. Moreover, the caicus would vate on committee dairs and members one
committee & atime, rather than all of the ommittees at once In 1972 thisrule was
again atered onthe recommendation d areconvened Hansen committee committee
chairswould be put to an automatic vote, and at the request of one-fifth of the caicus, the
vote would be seaet (Smith and Deaing 1990, 50. Thereformsdid nd have aaimme-
diateimpad. No chairhoderslost their positionsin 1972.

The secondareaof reform dedt with the internal workings of committees and the

powers of chairpersons within them. The 1970LRA required that committees make dl
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recrded vates pubi c,'® all owed for a magjority of the cmmmitteeto convene ameding,
and encouraged committees to hdd more open medings. Additionally, the most senior
member of a mmmitteewas all owed to preside over ameding if the chairman was nat
present (thus preventing the dhair from blocking legislation with his or her absence), and
the LRA alowed a oommitteemajority to move legislation to the floor for consideration
onceit was cleaed by the Rules Committeg even over the objedions of the chair. The
LRA also limited the use of proxy votesin committee Proxy voting in committees sub-
sequently was banned altogether in 1974 ly afloor vote in the House. Other 1974re-
formsin this areaincreased the size of committeestaff, and guaranteed at least one-third
of this gaff to the minority (Smith and Deeing 1990, 5).

The third areaof reform focused onthe organization d subcommittees, and onthe
powers of committee tairmen with regard to their subcommittees. In 1971Democrats
limited their members to hdding one legidlative subcommittee ¢air. Each subcommittee
chair was all owed to have aprofessional staff member for its sibcommittee (Smith and
Deeaing 1990, 5). In 1973, the so-cdl ed “ subcommitteebill of rights’” was passd by the

magjority caucus. Committee tairs would nolonger be aleto determine single-handedly

18 Perhaps the most important result of this provision was that more of what eff ectively
were floor votes were recorded. Most adivity onthe floor of the House is adually con-
ducted in the Committeeof the Wha e becaise the procedural rules are more flexible.
House rules at the time barred the recording of votes in the Committeeof the Whale.
Many liberals believed that more moderate members were trading away their votes be-
hindavell of seaecy; if their constituents could know how they were voting, then the
moderates would have to badk the liberal positions. The LRA’s provisionthat all com-
mitteevotes be recorded meant that al floor votes in the Committeeof the Whole would
be recorded (Rohde 1991, 2).
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the subcommittee @sgnments of committee members,*® nor would they have the power
to change abitrarily the substantive palicy jurisdiction d subcommittees. Subcommittee
chairswould have the resources needed to assemble palicy propasals (such as gaff and
funds), and committee ¢airs would nolonger be aleto block unlateraly subcommittee
proposals from being considered by the full committee Asaresult of these reforms,
committee dairs had fewer waysto punsh urruly committeemembers (Rohde 1991, 20
23).

The fourth areaof reform centered onmaking committee adiviti es more transpar-
ent to the public. These so-cdled “sunshine” provisions altered traditions and practices
of congressonal seaecy dating bad to the first Continental Congressof 1774(Wolfens-
berg 2000, 8789). The LRA of 1970required recorded vatesin committees (as dis-
cussd above), and further reformsin 1974all owed for the recording, phaographing, and
broadcast of committeeprocealings. Committees were required to med at least one day
amonth, and committeemeeings were open to the puldic unlessvoted aherwise by a
committeemajority.

Fifth and finally, the powers of the Democratic party lealership were gredly en-
hanced. The Steaing and Policy Committeewas creaed in 1973in arder to formulate
palicy diredives agreedle to the party mgjority. The mgority of the ommitteewasto be
comprised of party leaders and Spedker appantess, gredly strengthening the hand o the
Spedker and aher party leaders. Its greaest power camein 1975 when it gained the au-

thority to make committee @sgnments, a power that had been held by the Committeeon

19 Committeemembers would bid in order of seni ority for positions on and chairs of sub-
committees.
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Committees, a group comprised of the very conservative Democratic contingent on Ways
andMeans. “Asaresult of this change the distribution d perhaps the most valuable
‘commodity' in the House [i.e. committee @&3gnments] was moved from agrouplargely
independent of the party leadership to ore in which half the votes were ntrolled by the
leadership andits appantees’ (Rohde 1991, 24. Additionaly, the Speger gained the
power to appant the Democrats on the Rules Committeg grealy enhancing his ability to
control the movement of bill sto the floor, and the Spegker was authorized to refer bill sto
more than ore ommitteemaking it more difficult for minoritiesto bdtlenedk legidation

(Rohce 1991, 2325).

Initial Scholarly Reactions

Did these reforms cause adrastic change in schaarly thought? Was Mayhew's
dedaration d the unimportance of parties discarded asaresult? Inaword, no. Unlike
the reforms of 1910,these changes were nat percaved as arevolution; not only did the
reformsfall to give power to the mgority party, the scholarly mantrawent, bu in fad
they adually dispersed power in the House to an even gredaer extent, moving the dhamber
from committeeto sub-committeegovernment.

Why, even in the faceof major reformsin the House, did schdars give so littl e
credenceto the nation that parties might emerge & vehicles for cohesive pullic palicy
platforms? Why did the professon turn away from the interest that had been paid to per-
tiesin thefirst haf of the cantury? After all, there have been times that party was week
before, bu the discipline did na give up on farties as important objeds of investigation.

Why at this point when na ealier? The answer liesin what reseachers saw as the par-
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ties latent strength. Before, party was wedk as an arganizational force, but it looked like
it could be made strong if some danges were made. Now it appeaed wedk, and further-
more, mourting evidenceindicaed that changesin the dedorate a well as the Congress
would almost surely prevent party from beamming a strong forcein the chamber, at least
in the foreseedle future. For example, beginning in the 1970s, multi ple studies indicaed
that party voting had shown long-term dedines sncethe 1910revolt (Brady, Cooper and
Hurley 1979 Dedkard and Stanley 1974 Colli e and Brady 1985 but seePatterson 1978
for evidenceof arisein party votes during the 197(s.) In their study of floor votes from
the New Ded through 1980,Colli e and Brady (1985 foundthat party voting in the House
is high when perty voting is high in the dedorate. At that time, neither party in govern-
ment nor in the dedorate was providing constraints on members; hence, party voting on
the House floor dedined. Because of increased relianceon pimary eledions to naninate
congressonal candidates, and the increasing tendency for congressonal eledionsto be
candidate-centered, it did na appea that partisanship in the dedorate could cause anin-
crease in House partisanship.

When these fadors were combined with growing regionalism in the House (Dec-
ard and Stanley 1974 and the growth of independent information sources within the
chamber, such asthe mnservative walition (Manley 1977 Brady and Bull ock 1980,
19817) and the Democratic Study Group (Stevens, Mill er, and Mann 1973, it appeaed
unlikely that programmatic parties with cohesive platforms would ever emerge in the
House ayain. Ironicdly, the fina nail i n the party coffin was apparently driven in by the
reforms of the 197Gs; rather than strengthening the hand o party leadership, it was widely

held by reseachers that because of the dhangesin House rules, the mommitteegovern-
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ment that existed in the House since 1910 fad been replacal with subcommitteegovern-
ment (Lowi 1979 Davidson 1981 Doddand Oppenheimer 1981 Smith and Deeaing
1984 Collie and Brady 1985 Rieselbach 198§. Power was even more dispersed
throughou the House, making it more difficult than ever for party leadersto pu together
or enad anything that looked like aparty platform.

During the ealy part of the century, scholars were studying congressonal parties
and finding them we&k, bu with paential; by the 197G, they were seen as broken and
beyondrepair. It isdifficult to determine exadly what schalarly opinion was by the mid-
19805, for amost no ore was gudying partiesin Congress Politi cd scientists were un-
willi ng to use congressonal parties as an analytic unit or as ameasure of party power in
the body pdlitic. AsKiewiet and McCublins (1991 note, several studies have used per-
tisan control of the White House & an operational definition d the nation's ruling party,
leaving partisanship in Congressout of the equation entirely. Additionally, very sophisti-
caed models of congressonal organization developed duing the 19805 pay no attention
to parties; Weingast and Marshal's (1988 “industrial organization” model of Congress
goes as far as to asaume that parties “placeno constraints on the behavior of individual
representatives’ (1988, §. Krehbiel (1991, 102, in developing hisinformational model
of congresgonal organization, dees nat rule out parties as alegidative force, but he does
take a ‘show me” dtitude: if parties matter, then someone will haveto dffer empiricd
evidenceto prove that they do. Melissa Colli e (1986 examines four mgjor journals of
American pditi cd sciencefrom 1985and 1986. She finds only three aticles on congres-
siona parties, andtwo o these mnclude that party does not matter all that much. To al

appeaances, congressona parties are the discipline's dea letter.
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The Emerging View of Party

When the Master governs, the people

are hardly aware that he eists.

Next best isalealer whoisloved.

Next, orewhoisfeaed.

Theworst is onrewhois despised.

If you dori trust the people,

you make them untrustworthy.

The Master doesn't talk, he ads.

When hiswork isdore,

the people say, “Amazing:

wedid it, al by ourselves!”

(Lao Tzu, Tao Te Ching, Chapter 17. [Mitchel 1992trans])

It appeas that schalars have been too quck in reading their final judgment on
the reforms of the 1970s and the resulting strength of congressonal partisanship. Upon
further consideration d the reforms, reseachers are beginning to revise their view of the
role of partiesin Congress The view that is beginning to emerge, thanks to important
contributions by Kiewiet and McCublins (1991), Rohde (1991), and Cox and McCubhins
(1993, isthat parties do matter in Congress bu that reseachers must reevaluate their no-
tions of what it isfor a party to be powerful. The powerful party leader nolonger rules
with theironfist of Reed or Cannon, bu, like the Taoist master, gives power away in a-
der to achieve hisams. Today, partiesrule “condtionally” (Rohde 1991), and “ delegate”
in order to achieve their aims (Kiewiet and McCubhins, 1997).

Kiewiet and McCubhins (1991) survey the literature on partiesin Congress and
find, as detail ed abowve, that most scholars have cme to seeparties as ineffedive organi-

zations which matter littl e in the grand pcture of congressona organization. Politi ca

scientists (Lowi 1979 Davidson 1981 Doddand Oppenheimer 1981 Cooper and Brady
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1981, Collie and Brady 1985 Rieselbach 1986 view parties as groups which have sold
thelir birthright; their power has dipped away to the mmmittees, the subcommittees, the
administration, and the bureaucracy, and parties are no longer effedive vehicles for the
formation d viable and cohesive pdlicy platforms. Kiewiet and McCubhins gather these
findings under the rubric of the “abdicaion hypothesis.” “Thereis, however, a serious
flaw in the simple, compelli ng acourt of national pdliti cs that the ddicaion hypathesis
provides: congressonal parties exert a strong and systematic influenceupon rational pal-
icy making!” (Kiewiet and McCubhins 1991, 23233).

Asa ourter to the adicaion hypothesis, they offer the delegation hypathesis.
Their work, which focuses primarily on the operation d the Appropriations Committee
and its relationship to the Democratic party, argues that the party has grategicdly dele-
gated its power to the oommittees, subcommittees, administration, and bueaucracy. The
majority party increases efficiency and expertise by dividing the workload and delegating
authority, but monitorsits delegation d power quite caefully so that its palicy ams are
achieved. Drawing from micro-ecnamic and management theory, Kiewiet and McCub-
bins employ the ancepts of principals and agents. Delegation invariably entail s “agency
losses.” That is, thereis some wnflict between the goals of the principal, the delegator of
power, and the goals of the agent, the power redpient. Agents behave oppatunisticdly,
and will rationally pursue “their own interests subjed only to the wnstraintsimpased by
their relationship with the principal” (Kiewiet and McCubhins 1991, 5. In essence their
work isan investigation d the nature of the power relationship. If the principa'’sgainsin

efficiency through delegation are lessthen than the lossof efficiency through oppatunis-
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tic agency behavior, then the adicaion hypothesisis sippated. However, if thegainsin
efficiency are greaer than the losses, the dternative delegation hypothesisis borne out.

Their empiricd analysis of the Appropriations Committee a&sggnments dows that
the Democratic party attempted to, and was on the whole successul at, creaing a cm-
mitteethat was representative of the caicus. Over the period d their study the Appro-
priations committeeis dightly more conservative than expeded, bu the biasis snall in
genera, and absent after the 197G reforms. The bias that does appea seamsto be an ar-
tifad of changes within the party asawhole; as osonas arepresentative mmmitteeis
formed, incoming Democratic freshmen cause the caicus to move to the left. The minor-
ity Repulicans are lessconsistent in filli ng their slots over the period o Kiewiet and
McCubhns's gudy, bu like the Democrats, their Appropriations Committeedel egations
were representative of the party asawhade dter House reforms (Kiewiet and McCubhins
1991, chapter 5). By structuring this major committeeso that it is an “ideologicd micro-
cosm” of the party asawhade, party lealers use their “passve power” to ensure that
committeededsions are in acord with the preferences of the party rank andfile. They
conclude that:

congressonal parties can use delegation to effedively pursue their pdicy

objedives. What is generally taken as the exercise of power —floor

amendments, presidential vetoes, or dumping committee diairmen —tells

us nothing abou the successof delegation.... Do pdiciesthat emerge

from Congressrefled the preferences of the mgjority party? Do the ex-

penditures that agencies make from the gpropriations they recave follow

the intent of the legislation? These ae questions that we can answer, and

the answer isyes (Kiewiet and McCubhins 1991, 233.

In ancther important study pubdished in 1991 ,David Rohde focuses gedficdly

onthe House reforms of the 1970 and the dfeds that they had on @rties and leaers.
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Hefindsthat just asit becane awell-established “fad” of pdliti cd sciencethat party did
nat matter in Congress party began to matter in Congress The reforms of the 197G did
what they were intended to do, bu only after the ideologicd homogeneity of the Democ-
ratic caucus increased, there were changes in leadership pasitions, and leaders leaned
how to wield their new power. “Despite dl the aguments we have seen abou the @n-
tinuing wed&ening of party inside and ouside the institution, the dedine did na persist”
(Rohde 1991, 13.

In making the cae for what he cdl's conditional party government (an argument
very much like the one made by Kiewiet and McCubbinsin 1991, he notes that scholars
have been defining strong party leadership too rarrowly, and that the bassmodel is not
the only possbility for effedive power. In enading the reforms of the 197,

[m]embers were willi ng to enhancethe leadership's influence over the

agendain order to fadlit ate moving legislation; they were not prepared to

accept adictatorship o the leadership that made dedsions on legidative

matters and then commanded the rank and file. The leadership (like the

chairmen) wasto be resporsible to the members, na the other way around

(Rohde 1991, 3).

Lealers might use strong-arm tadics with afew individuals at the margins when their
votes will make the diff erence between winning and losing, bu for the most part they re-
frain from such manipulation. Instead, leaders use the powers granted by the party major-
ity to get the majority party to dowhat it wants coll edively.

Kiewiet and McCubhins (1991, 232 conclude their analysis by stating that they
“do nd wish to dsmissthe importanceto members of narrowly defined, constituency-

oriented concerns. But it shoud also be reagnized that for the vast majority of them, the

party label, which conveys asimple, low-cost signal to vaters abou padlicy preferences, is
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not aliability. It isinstead their most important eledoral asst.” This satement serves as
apoaint of departure for Cox and McCubhins' Legisative Leviathan (1993. Building on
the work of Rohde (1991) and Kiewiet and McCubhins (1991), Cox and McCubhins
(1993 argue that the party will be adive when there is widespread agreement among par-
tisans, bu individuals within the party have incentives to defed.

The authors argue that parties with red organizational coherence can emerge from
the interplay of rationall y-motivated legislators. Althowgh it iswell documented that
congressonal campaigns are candidate-centered, the party label still has an important in-
fluenceon eledions; it isthe voters  strongest signal of the candidate’ s padlicy preferences.

National party fortunes have an impad on ead legislator who weas the party label;
shiftsin this party fortune ae linked to the party’ s padlicy reputation onCapitol Hill
Hence members persona eledoral fortunes aretied to this coll edive reputation Party
reputation, havever, is apuldic goodamong partisans; it may well be in their interest to
have agoodcolledive party reputation, bu individua members canna ad alone to crede
it. That is, bulding agoodreputation retionally will not be passible if eaty member of
the party must constantly ad as a high-demander of district-speafic benefits. Therefore,
a central coordinating authority (like Hobbes & eviathan) is neaded so that members can
ad colledively to buld the party reputation. A party organizationis creaed to acom-
plish this. When there is widespread agreament on haw the party shoud ad to improveits
colledive reputation, the party leadership makes avote part of the “party agenda.” (This
notionisvery similar to Rohde' s acocept of condtiona party government.) To vae
against the party agendatoo dten will not bode well for alegislator; punishment may

come in the form of the denial of adesired committeepost. The party leaders dop the
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rank-and-file members from producing too much particularistic legislation, and spur them
to produce more lledively-beneficia padlicy to buld the party's national reputation.
The organization and function d party in ou acount isinformed by the work of
Kiewiet and McCubbins (1997), Rohde (1991), and Cox and McCubhins (1993. Inthis
work we will try to separate the dfeds of “party-as-organization” and * party-as-
coll edion-of-like-minded-individuals.” When we spe& of the dfeds of party, we refer
to party-as-organization. When measuring the dfed of party, we rged the simple di-
chotomous measure generally used (1 if Democrat, Oif Repulican), and instead acourt
for the strength of party by looking at the unity of the party leadership onamotion. This
allows us better to isolate the dfed of party as an organization. Ideology, though cer-
tainly related to party positions and partisan identificaion, will be taken as theoreticdly

distinct from the dfeds of party-as-organization.

A Summary of the Views of Congress

A survey of the theoreticd lit erature on Congressthus ows threediff erent
views. Thefirst charaderizes abody of self-interested individuals who use the dmmmit-
teesystem to satisfy their preferences for high dstribution: committees are stocked with
homogeneous high demanders, parties are not influential, and members defer to the high
demands of their colleagues. The second view paints a picture in which self-interested
members pursue their narrow goals, bu al'so have adesire to make good pdicy; commit-
tees are ompaosed of members representative of the floor's preferences 9 that informa-
tionisreveded and the uncertainty of policy outcomesisreduced. Again, parties are not

an important feaure of legislative redity. Thethird version d Congresshas members
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concerned with re-eledion, and who knaw that party is the strongest signal to vaters at
the padls. Theselegidators are amncerned with improving the party's reputation for good
governing. To acaomplish this, partisans sled lealers representative of the rank andfile,
and give leaders power to make the mmmitteesystem representative of the party asa
whole. Becaise mmmittees look like the party, the delegation d authority produces leg-

islation that satisfies the majority party asawhaole.

Congress and Public Palicy

The rational choicerevolution cetainly has had agrea impad on congressonal
reseach. Oneishard pressed to find an investigation d Congressthat is not predicaed
onlegislators who utimately are charaderized as atomized utility-maximizers.”® The last
twenty yeas have witnessed an explosion d reseach that emphasizes and examines ra-
tional adors within rational y-structured institutions.

The development of the theory of individual adionwithin institutions has come &
aprice, however. Other potentiall y-important organizational principles been left unexam-
ined. The goal of thisdissertationisto develop apadlicy rationale of congressonal or-
ganization. The hopeisto enrich the understanding of institutions, actions, and oucomes
that has developed ower the last twenty yeas by incorporating a systematic theory of pub-
lic pdicy. Inso ddang, many of the seeming contradictions of the threemajor views of

Congresscan beresolved. We ague that different types of pulic pdlicy will have differ-

20 Certainly the legislators charaderized by the informational and pertisan perspedives
are much more subtle and complex than the stylized members of Congressoffered in
Mayhew's influential study (1974). Nevertheless self-interested rational adors form the
(cont’d.)
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ent organizational and kehavioral rationales. Committeemembers may be preference out-
liers in some instances, whil e they may look very much like their floor colleagues at other
times. Parties may constrain or otherwise influence member behavior in some cases,
whil e they may beignored or unimportant in ather instances. Members narrow interests
may dominate some padlicy isaues, whil e other battles may be drawn along more general
ideologicd lines. Informational cues may come from severa sources; informational sig-
nals from these sources will be discourted by considerations of party, ideology, and rer-
row interests. In short, the padliti cs of Congresswill vary predictably by the pdlicy at
hand.

The posshility of a padlicy theory of congressonal organization hes been consid-
ered in recent yeas, bu its prospeds have been considered limited (Krehbiel 1991, 714).
The reason for this gloomy outlook, havever, isthat it is assumed that policy must be
considered onatopic-by-topic basis, where ayricultural palicy constitutes a paolicy do-
main, as does labor palicy, educaiona pdlicy, etc. If ead pdicy topic must be wmnsid-
ered as a separate domain, then a padlicy rationale for congresgonal organizationis quite
unlikely to be auseful theoreticd framework given the myriad of palicy topics. However,
if thereisaway to group pdicy not acording to its substantive topic, but by some other
scheme which renders only afew general types of pdlicy, then the prospeds for a palicy
rationale ae dramaticaly improved. Such apdlicy typology does exist, and it has the po-
tential to serve a auseful tod in making a palicy perspedive of congressona organiza-

tion viable.

core of congressonal reseach; cooperative behaviors are not evidenceof altruism, but of
enlightened self interest.



59

A Taxonomy of Policy
The types of relationshipsto be foundamong people ae determined by
their expedations — by what they hope to achieve or get from relating to
others. In pditi cs, expedations are determined by governmental outputs
of pdlicies. Therefore, a political relationship is determined by the type of
policy at stake, so that for every type of policy thereislikely to bea dis-
tinctive type of political relationship.

—Theodare Lowi (1964, 688emphasis added).

The goal isto develop amore general theory of congressonal organization which
subsumes the major organizational theories en previously. The central argument is that
theindividual and colledive behaviors of legidators are determined by the type of palicy
at stake.

The history of Western thought can be charaderized as a seach for principles by
which to classfy the diverse objeds and prenomena that comprise the world around ts.
Aristotle, the original taxonamist, believed that the cdegories he observed were objec-
tively true and part of the external world. Contemporary thinkers generaly reaognize that
caegories and concepts are nat part of the external world as guch, bu rather are aedions
of the human mind; as such, attempts to caegorize and conceptuali ze phenomena aeim-
perfed, incomplete, and subjed to revision as new informationis aajuired (Kuhn 1970
Piaget 1973 von Glasersfeld 1987, 199%h Nevertheless caegorization and conceptuali-
zation, with all of their imperfedions, provide analytic power; withou constructed cae-
gories, imperfed though they may be, the world would be incomprehensible and adion
impassble (Foucault 1970, 1972, 1980 In short, the aeaion o concepts and categories

isimperfed, perhaps even dangerous, yet fundamental to the advancement of knowledge.



60

Unfortunately, the study of pulic padlicy oftentimes has proceeaded withou the ad
of well-developed analytic frameworks. The post-World War 1l “scientific revolution” in
pdliti cd sciencehad lessimpad on the subfield of pulic pdlicy study, relative to the
study of pdliti cd institutions and kehaviors. Certain areas of padlicy reseach have been
characterized as auffering from “conceptual anarchy” (Elmore 1978, 187. Asaresult, a
greda ded of pulic padlicy reseach is descriptive and case-spedfic (at worst), or anayzed
with the todls of micro-econamists who evauate palicy in terms of its econamic €fi-
ciency. Thesetedniques, refined though they may be, are not particularly useful for the
paliti cd scientists who wishes to tred palicy as apdliticd objed rather than as a purely
eomnamic proposa . In al fairness pdicy reseach is often dreded toward pdicy-
implementing pulic servants who have aned for technicd, areaspeafic information;
these field workers have adiminished need for general pdliti cd concepts, and find the
schaarly quest for generality rather far removed from the dail y operation d abureauc-
racy. Thisis snall consolation for the paliti cd scientist who wishesto understand the
paliti cs of palicy. The politi cd scientist needs a guiding framework to find generalities
within aseaof detail .

Nevertheless there ae some notable and laudable exceptionsto the pattern de-
scribed above. Over the last threedecales, a handful of theorists of puldic padlicy have
attempted to creae more general concepts of palicy and pditicsin order to advancethe
schdarly understanding of contemporary democragy. Policy theorists have direded their
energy toward threemgjor areas. developing an uncderstanding of the organizational struc-
tures within which pdicy formulation and implementation take place(Cohen, March, and

Olsen 1972 Elmore 1978 Hall and O’ Tode 2000 Hjern and Porter 1981; Jenkins-Smith
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199Q Presgnan and Wildavsky, 1972 Milward 1982 O'Todle 1986 Provan and Mil-
ward 1995 Ripley and Franklin 1986), developing diachronic models of the palicy proc-
ess(Baumgartner and Jones 1993 Goggin, et a. 1990 Kingdon 1984 Sabatier 1986,
1988, 1994, 1991b, 1992Sabatier and Jenkins-Smith 1993, and creding more general

typologies of palicy. Thisthird areais of gredest concern here.

Typologies of Policy

The most commonway to arganize palicy is acmrding to the substance with
which it deds; that is, pdicy isgeneraly arranged by topic: agricultural pdicy islumped
together, asis educaion pdicy, environmental padlicy, defense pdlicy, etc. Thisorganiza-
tional schemeisnat atruetypaoogy in ou estimation: it is merely a dustering of palicies
aroundatopic which tell s us littl e &ou the workings and pditi cs of the pdlicy at hand.
A true conceptual typology must find some common thread among padlicies of disparate
topics and al ow for comparison and dscrimination based onsome deeper padliti cd, em-
nomic, social, or psychadogicd grounds. In short, we ae not concerned with topics of
palicy, but with types of palicy. A review of the literature shows svera attemptsto cre-
ate authentic typaogies of puldic pdicy.

The Symbolic Use of Politics. Murray Edelman (1964 propases typing palicies as
“red” or “symbadlic.” However, the “redity” of apdlicy seemsto be quite subedive, and
this framework would be very difficult to pu to use. Consider the “redity” of U.S. pdicy
toward South Africa For many yeas Representative Ron Dellums (D-CA) introduced
legislation onthe floor of the House which would establi sh sanctions against South Af-

rica When he began to promote the ideait was clea that the motion could na pass
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clealy his effort was gymbadlic. After many yeas, however, hisideawas considered seri-
ously, and gradually gained support. Finally his proposal passed and sanctions were es-
tablished. Ultimately the gpartheid regime mllapsed, and South Africais afledgling de-
mocracy today. Was Dellums's proposal symbadlic or red? When dd its gatus change?
How would we know? This example demonstrates the difficulty of employing Edelman’ s
typoogy. In pradice we do nd think it can be employed.

Legal Theories of Policy. Two organizational schemes of pullic palicy have been
derived by schdars of jurisprudence  Summers and Howard (1972 creae afive-part tax-
onamy of law (which can be taken as synonymous with the phrase “pulic pdicy” asitis
used here.) The system views laws as instruments of grievanceremediation, adminis-
tering penalti es, regulation and administration, adering governmental distribution o
public benefits, and o fadlit ating private agreanents. Whil e noteworthy for attempting
to classify palicy acaording to more than the topic of the palicy with which it deds, the
scheme has been criti cized for being “asymmetricd” and for faili ng to “provide alogic
for their distinctions or for their significance” (Lowi 1985, 72.

A more systematic legal theory is offered by H.L.A. Hart (1961), who suggests
that laws can be cdegorized as one of two types. Thefirst type fits the traditional defini-
tion d law used by legal schdars: “a rule that imposes an oligation and then appliesa
sanction for noncompliance” Hart refersto this as Primary Rule. Unsatisfied with the
limitations of this traditional definition, Hart distinguishes Primary Rule from Secondary
Rule: Seondary Ruleis law which does not impose sanctions diredly on any citi zens.
For example, Primary Rules regarding marriage establi sh oligations of husbands and

wives, define aultery and hgamy, and establi sh penalties for breedes of the law. Sec-
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ondary Rules regarding marriage determine whois able to perform weddings, and estab-
lish rules for kegping state marriage records.

Hart's theory advances the caise of ataxonamy of pdlicy, bu it is gill i ncomplete
(Lowi 1985. Hart'stheory is, in the end, atheory of jurisprudence, and is most con-
cerned with the operation d government through the courts uponindividuals.

[P]owerful though Hart's dichotomy is, it does not appea to exhaust al the

posshilities, espedally when considering legidationinstead o the judge-

made law with which students of jurisprudence tend most to concern

themselves. For example, some palicies may appea at first to fit the defi-

nition d the Primary Rulein that they are involuntary, but they fall outside

the definitionin that they do nd attempt to impose obligations diredly on

individuals. That isto say, some patently coercive rules do nd seem to

work through individual condtct but instead seek to influencethe individ-

ual by working through the environment of conduct (Lowi 1985, 73 em-

phasis added).

In order to complete the taxonamy that Hart begins, Theodare Lowi (1972 accournts for
this environment of condtct; this acmurting does not result in the aeation o athird
category of rule, bu rather in the formation d asecond axis. Hence, pdicy can be one of
four types.

Lowi: Objects and Environments of Coercion. Inwhat is undoultedly the disci-
pline'slongest and most influential bookreview, Lowi (1964) propases a scheme com-
prised of threemajor categories of pdlicy: distributive, redistributive, and regulatory. The
typology is made complete when Lowi adds a secondaxis to Hart's dichotomy, as de-
scribed above. Hence, afourth caegory, constituent palicy, is added to his threepart
schemein 1972. Lowi’sargument, as e in the quaation at the beginning of this sc-
tion,isthat “apaliti cd relationship is determined by the type of padlicy at stake, so that
for every type of pdicy thereislikely to be adistinctive type of pditi cd relationship.”

Lowi (1972 begins with the premise that puldic pdlicy (law, statute, etc.) is pulic coer-
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cion. Different methods of coercion provide diff erent contexts within which pditi cs take
place Inshort, he reversesthe diredion d the arow of causality that is generally as-
sumed: palitics does nat determine palicy, bu rather policy determines padliti cs.

Public coercion can be dassfied aong two axes: theimmediacy or likelihood &
coercion (Hart's dichotomy), and the appli cability of coercion, a the eavironment of con-
duct. Figure2.1and Table 2.1 dsplay Lowi's derivation and identificaion o different
types of coercion(i.e., pdicy).21 The verticd dimensionindicaes the immediacy of gov-

ernmental coercion. Remote aercionindicaes alad of statutory sanctions.

21 Figure 2.1 istaken from Lowi's 1972study of congressonal policymaking. Table2.1,
istaken from his 198 comparative study of U.S. and French bureaucracy. Although
they conwvey esentially the same information, we present both, for ead has its drengths.
Figure 2.1iswell known, and subsequent studies have been conducted in itslight. Table
2.1clealy ill ustrates Lowi's derivation d histypology from Hart's work (a point not men-
tioned inthe 1964 @ 1972 peces), andit has the alvantage of being relatively uncluttered
and reaily understood.
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Figure 2.1: Types of Coercion, Types of Policy, and Types of Politics
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Form of
Expressed
Intention Form of Intended Impact
Works through Indivicucol Works through Environment of
Coanduct Conduct
Fegulatary Palicies: Fedistributive palicies:

Fules wnpose obligations,
rules of ndradual
Primmary Eule conduct, crirmnal

(inposes in fortn
obligations or
positions) syrawyms: police power

covernment tervention

Hxamples: public health
laws, ndustnal safety,
traffic laws, antitrist

Fulss wnpose
classification or status;
rules categonizing
actvity

ayrawyvems: fiscal and
monetary policy, overall
budget policies

Hxamples: income tax,
Federal Eeserve discount
rates, Social Secunty

Dictributive policies:
Fules confer facilities
of privileges
unconditionally

secondaty SyRowyes: patronage,
Eule {confers subsidy, pork barrel
POWELS Of
privileges)
Examples  public worlcs,
agricultural extension,
land grants

Consiifuent Folicies

Fiiles confer powers;
tules about niles and
about authonty

synamyams: overhead,
auxlary, government

orgatization

Examples: agencies for
budgetary and personnel
policy, laws establishing
qudicial unsdiction

The horizontal dimensionindicaes when apdlicy isin effed. Some palicy operates on

the particular condwct of particular individuals. For example, if a manufadurer makes

unsafe goods heis subjed to the genera rule of a cetain regulatory palicy; however, the

padlicy's sanctions go into effed only once he has manufadured the unsafe goods. Other
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types of pdicy, howvever, work within a general environment of condwct. These padlicies
do nd wait for a particular behavior to occur in order to go into effed. AsLowi (1972,
299 putsit: “a minor change in the Federal Reserve discourt rate can have amajor im-
pad on my propensity to invest, yet no dficial need know of my existence”
Lowi'stwo-dimensional framework generates four types of padlicy, and, if the the-
ory is corred, four types of pdliti cs. Distributive palicy operates onindividuals but im-
poses no sanctions. “These ae paliciesthat are not palicies at al but are highly individu-
alized dedsionsthat only by acawmulation can be cdled apdicy” (Lowi 1964, 690.
Thistype of pdicy has many names: clientele, park-barrel, and patronage padliti cs are
taken as synonymous with dstribution. Regulatory pdlitics smilarly operate onindividu-
as, bu the threa of coercionisimmediate: if individual x has not complied with pdicy vy,
then sanction zwill beimposed. Redistributive pdliti cs “impaose something on the private
sphere but work through the environment of condtct rather than dredly uponconduct it-
self. Rulesimpose dasdficdions or statuses,” and the palicy operates on members of the
classrather than onindviduals as such. “[I]ndividua membership in a dassficaionis
involuntary and ... caegoric” (Lowi 1985, 73. Finadly, constituent palicy grants author-
ity, creates jurisdictions for agents of the state, and creaes the environment in which po-
liti cd and social adiontakes place (The nameshoud na be confused with what some
have cdl ed constituent padliti cs: legislators ading to provide benefitsto their constituents.
Instead, the name is derived from the fad that these padlicies “constitute” the state's
framework and creae the aenain which aher paliticd games are played.) Constituent
palicy has been referred to as “rules abou powers,” “ rules about rules,” “ rules abou au-

thority” (Lowi 1985 or, the “credion d the state within the state” (Lowi 1988. Lowi
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(1972 cites electoral appartionment, propaganda canpaigns, and the aedion d new
agencies as examples of constituent palicy.

Lowi presents shdars of palicy with the posshility of categorizing palicy around
something other than itstopicd content. Ultimately we adopt his palicy typology in our
investigation d congressonal organization and vading. Before continuing, howvever,
Lowi'staxonamy beas comparison to anather, that developed by James Q. Wil son.

Wilson: The Costs and Benefits of Policy. In many respeds, Lowi'stypology is
guite similar to ore @nstructed by Wilson (1980, 1980hH. Wil son's explicit intent isto
develop atypaogy of regulatory pdicy. As he has constructed his £heme, however, it
appeasto be gplicable to many types of government adion. That is, it is apparently nat
limited to the more cnstrained definition d regulation that Lowi develops above. (We
return to this apparentnessbelow.) Although Wilson daes nat state explicitly, as Lowi
does, that palicies generate pdliti cs, it isimplied by his argument.

Wilson'stheory is appeding in its elegance, asit isfounded ontwo rather simple
concepts which are quite familiar to anyone who hes opened abook onsocial theory in
the last two centuries: costs and kenefits. Heis quite dea, however, that heis construct-
ing more than asimple eonamic agument. Politi cs and econamics are inherently differ-
ent:

[W]hereas econamics is based onthe assumption that preferences are

given, pditi cs must take into acourt the dforts made to change prefer-

ences.... Both ecmnamicsand pditi cs ded with the problems of scarcity

and conflicting preferences. Both ded with personswho adinarily ad ra-

tionally. But pdliti cs differs from econamicsin that it manages conflict by

forming heterogeneous coaliti ons out of persons with changeable andin-
commensurable preferences in order to make binding dedsions for every-

one. Politi ca scienceis an effort to make statements abou the formation

of preferences and nommarket methods of managing conflict among those
preferences (Wilson 198@, 363.
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Hence, in formulating ataxonamy of palicy based oncosts and kenefits, Wilson uses
these terms in their largest possble sense: “These asts and kenefits may well be mone-
tary or non-monetary, and the value asdgned to them, aswell as beliefs abou the likeli-
hood d their materiali zing, can change” (Wilson 198@, 366.

Wilson's sheme, like Lowi's, consists of two axes. The first establi shes the dis-
tribution d costs, the second, the distribution o benefits; afour part typology naturally
results. When bah costs and lbenefits are widely spread, majoritarian pditi cs result.
Most members of the society can exped to gain andto pay; no small segment of the
popuation has an owerriding interest regarding this type of palicy. Examplesinclude So-
cia Seaurity, andthe padlicy to have alarge standing army before and after World War |l
(Wilson 198@).

When bah costs and kenefits are narrowly distributed, interest-group pditi csre-
sult: one small groupwill benefit at the expense of ancther, bu the pulic a large will be
generally unaffeded. An example includes the pdliti cs sirroundng the Shipping Act of
1916. Producers who shipped their goods by seawere pitted against those who ovned
the shipping lines. A shipping cartel had been keeping shipping prices artificialy high,
an unpopler pradice anong the producersto be sure. However, the produwcers did na
want to eliminate the shipping cartel entirely, because they feaed that within afew yeas
many of the small shippersin the catel would be driven ou of businessby market forces,
and the resulting shipping rates would be driven even higher by an urregulated digopdy
of shippers. What the producers redly wanted was a regulated shipping industry. The
shippers, knowing that the days of the unregulated cartel were numbered, foundthe regu-

lated industry approach to be fairly agreedle. Inthe end,the producers won, bu the fina
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statute had something to make everyone happy, afeaure that Wilson ndesisfairly com-
monin interest group paditi cs.

When the msts are widely distributed, bu the benefits are narrowly focused, cli-
ent pditi cs are the outcome. Subsidies of any sort are an excdl ent example of client pdli-
tics, as are some regulatory arrangements. (Wilson pants to the fad that the public utility
commisgon movement was eaheadled by agroup d utility owners who krew they
were better off with aregulated monopdy than with urregulated competition.) State laws
that license and proted certain occupations, such as lawyers, are dso examples of client
pdlitics.

Finally, when benefits are widespread, but a narrow segment of the popuation
must bea the asts, entrepreneurial pdliticsresult. An example includes clean air regula-
tionsimpaosed onautomobil e manufadurers. It is grange to even think that such a palicy
can exist at al given that the benefits are remote for the large, often unaganized group,
but the asts borne by the small groupare high andimmediate. To change the status quo
in such a situation, a palicy entrepreneur must step forward and work on kehalf of the lar-
ger groupin order to extrad the wsts from the small, highly-interested group. Ralph
Nader served as such a padlicy entrepreneur with clean air (Wilson 198@, 367%72).

Interestingly, it seams as though Lowi's and Wil son's typologies resemble one an-

other to a cnsiderable degree Figure 2.2 shows the mmbination d the two typologies.
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Figure 2.2: Combination of Lowi's and Wilson's Typologies

That two theorists independently derived such similar taxonamies bodes well for the
soundressof the schemes, and it may be that the two can be reconcil ed and used in future
reseach endeavors. However, this analysis ultimately adopts Lowi's framework for two
reasons. First, we may be overstating the gopli cability of Wilson's typology to non
regulatory padlicy; Wilson daes date that histypology isa dassficaion d regulatory pd-
icy. Whileit seansto be possbleto apply it to all types of pulic pdlicy, it isnot entirely
clea that he intends for the framework to be put to such ause. Lowi seaningly agrees
with the propasiti on that Wil son's ssheme shoud be interpreted narrowly: “[a]lthough
very interesting, [Wil son's typology] does nat sharpen the distinction between regulation

and aher types of state adion” (Lowi 1985, 7). If, however, Wilson's taxonomy isin
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faa suited for regulatory palicy alone, then it is surely subsumed by Lowi's £heme, and it
foll ows that we shoud adopt Lowi's framework for our analysis of many palicy types.

Seoond,Lowi'swork has recaved considerable dtentionin the padlicy literature.
Over the last thirty yeas the ideahas captured the interest of pdliticd scientists, has been
put to usein severa empiricd studies, and has ®en theoreticd refinement (Anderson
1997 Hedkathorn and Maser 199Q Lowi 1969, 1979, 1989988 Mill er 1990 Ripley
and Franklin 1991 Spitzer 1979 Tatalovich and Daynes 1988 Newman 1994. That this
approad provides some significant insight into the palicy processmay beindicaed by
the fad that Ripley and Franklin'swork (199]) is currently in itsfifth edition.

Strangely, this theory of padlicy has not often been applied to studies of Congress
Lowi's 1972 @per reanalyzes venteen pullished case studies of palicy making in Con-
gressin light of the taxonamy. Spitzer (1979 engagesin quantitative analysis of the sev-
enteen cases used by Lowi and generall y confirms Lowi's conclusions. Outside of these
two inquiries, the taxonamy has not been employed by legidative schaars. Given the
advancesin legidlative theory that have been made over the last twenty yeas, it is neces-
sary to examine aongressonal organization and kehavior in light of the palicy theory of

palitics.

Floor Voting in the House
Congressonal reseach condwcted duing the last threedecades has focused on
committees, parties, and pocedures, and the role that these play in the aeaion d pdlicy.
One aeaof Congressonal reseach that has receved substantial attentionisthat of floor

voting. However, the enphasis of studies of floor voting has changed ower the last
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twenty-five yeas. While ealier works puzzled over the forces that led to the outcome of
the floor vote, more recently, the focus has ifted to the dimensions of floor voting.
Pode and Rosenthal’ s various gudies are aprime examples of such work. Clausen
(1973 isancther who hes focused ondimensions, showing their stability over time. Only
Kingdon (1973, 1989 seamsto have kept up the tradition d modeling general floor
votes.

Perhaps the reason for this dift in emphasisisthat distributive theories (which
dominated the literature in the 1970 and 198@®) hinged uponthe nation that deferenceto
interesteds is the defining charaderistic of Congress once amotion reatesthefloor, it is
largely a settled isaue: the floor merely defers to interests on referent committees. Infor-
mational and partisan theories have cdl ed this deferenceinto question, bu littl e atention
has been paid to floor voting by informational or partisan theorists. Our task isto exam-
ine House organization and member behavior in light of Lowi' stheory of palicywithin
the wntext of floor voting.

Our model of floor voting is derived from one of the most exhaustive empiricd
examinations of floor voting: JohnKingdon Songessmen's Voting Dedasions (1973,
now initsthird edition (1989. An exhaustive review of the literature onfloor voting is
quite unrecessary for the task at hand, as Kingdon s model of voting captures all theorét
cdly important (and perhaps afew minor) influences. Moreover, his model is quite suc-
cesdul at predicting vote dhoicein empiricd investigations. In short, thereislittl e need
to reinvent the whed, and Kingdon smodel, after some modificaion for the sake of pa

simony, is adopted for the examination d floor voting. (As siown below in Chapter 5,
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the model derived from Kingdon's framework has agrea ded of explanatory power, cor-
redly predicting individual votes between 80and 90 @rcent of the time.)

Kingdon (1989 examines the mngressonal deasion making processand finds
that there ae seven mgor influences on vote choice constituents, coll eagues, party lead-
ers and ranking committeemembers, interest groups, the aiministration and bueaucracgy,
staff, and the media. Asnoted, we @ndense his model; nevertheless the basic dements
remain. Our model of four influences (seeFigure 2.3) effedively captures the rrelates
of voting posited by Kingdon,but takes sveral of them asbeing indired. For example,
Kingdonconsiders that interest groups have an effed on deasions. We labor under the
asumption that interest groups affed House membersindiredly, i.e., their effed isfil-
tered through constituent interests. Thisis quitein line with Kingdoris construction:

Congresgmen repeaedly said duing the amurse of the interviews that,

unlessan interest group hed some cnredionwith their constituencies, the

groupwould havelittl e or noinfluenceontheir dedsions. Said ore, “It

doesn't make any differenceto me unlessit isfrom the district” (Kingdon

1989, 150.

Similarly, we take other influences as having indired effeds. Figure 2.3 shows how
Kingdorisinfluences work indiredly through ou four major fadors. By coll apsing the
seven influences into four, we ae left with a more parsimonious and workable model.

Henceforth, these influences will be @mnsidered implicit comporents of eat o the four

fadors. However, we will not examine eab of them in explicit detail .

Toward a Policy Theory of Congress
Having examined the literature on Congress taxonamies of padlicies, and the vot-

ing dedsions of House members, we now turn ou attentionto developing further the-
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palicy perspedive of Congress Chapter 3 examines one aucia constituent palicy,
namely the aedion d the party leadership groups. Chapter 4 employs the four-part
model of floor voting derived from Kingdons (1989 work and examines the dedsions of

House members as they creae padlicy within ead of the céls of Lowi's typology.

Kingdon's Influences  Proposed Model's Influences Cutcome

Constituents

Interest Groups ———~ CONSTTIUENTS

Admﬂﬁst:ration/"f/’
Fellow Congressmen
Eanking Cotmittes \ oo Eq
Members 7 MMITTE \
VOTE

Adrmirmistration

Party Leaders \\ /
- PARTY

Adrmimistration

Adrmimistration

Media y IDEQLOGY

Reading /7

Fellow Congressmen

Figure 2.3: Determinants of House Votes



CHAPTER 3
THE FIRST CONSTITUENT PoLICY:
THE CREATION OF THE PARTY LEADERSHIP CADRE
Introduction

As discussed in Chapter 2, scholarly attention given to both parties and party lead-
ersin Congress has been relatively scant since the late 1960s and early 1970s. During
this period, party was seen as a mere collection of like-minded legislators, or as a group
that marched under the same banner, but a banner that often meant different thingsin dif-
ferent regions, states, and districts (Brady, Cooper, and Hurley 1979; Collie and Brady
1985). By the late 1980s political scientists were paying amost no attention to parties,
and when they did, they usually concluded that parties mattered little. Partisan declinein
Congress was attributed to both the rise of candidate-centered elections, and to changes
within the House itself (which was increasingly decentralized following the 1910 revolt
against Speaker Cannon). While no one disputed that party labels till explained a great
deal of the variance in roll call voting, congressional parties were not viewed as anything
like cohesive organizations. In short, party did not matter much.

In the early 1990s, work by Rohde (1991), Kiewiet and McCubbins (1991), and
Cox and McCubbins (1993) revived the notion that party organization and leadership
mattersin Congress. Inour view aswell, parties and leaders are important for under-
standing the operation of Congress. The creation of the group of party leaders can poten-

tially affect all types of policy. Therefore, in this study we treat the creation of the party

76
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leadership groupand severa speda “monitoring” committees (to which we @lledively
refer asthe “leadership cadre”) as thefirst constituent palicy enaded in ead Congress
Given that thisisthe first padlicy of the type which sets the “rules of the game” for all
other types, a proper understanding of the compasition d party leadership in the Houseis
crucial.

Our investigationis quite diff erent from most other work on parties, lealers, and
voting that has been condicted over the last quarter-century. Most studies of party con-
centrate on the share of sedas held by the mgjority, the propation d party-line votes, and
the cohesion d caucuses over a series of congresses. The objed of such investigationsis
to determine the waxing and waning of party strength and cohesion ower agiven period o
time. Furthermore, nealy al i nvestigations trea party as a sort of brand rame which
members adopt; measurement of partisanship isasimple matter: 1 if Democrat, Oif Re-
puldican. We engage in neither of these practices. Our concern is neither with hav many
seds are held by the mgjority, nar with fluctuationsin party cohesion ower time. While
bath o these concepts are of general interest, our concern iswith how rank-and-fil e party
members choase their leaders and take direction from them.

Often the processof lealership seledionis dismissed as being too idiosyncratic to
warrant study. Theseledion d leadersis e asadeasion madein proverbial smoke-
fill ed rooms; the rank-and-fil e vote on the leadership merely rubber-stamps what has been
dedded by the party big shatsin behind-the-scenes bargains. However, the student of our
national | egislature shoud na be decaved by the straight party-line votes on leaders e

at the beginning of ead Congress Aswill be demonstrated below, thisis not arank-and-
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file aguiescenceto the deds cut by party bosses, but rather the grand finale of avery
delicate balancing ad.

In the following chapter we dso reged the smple dichatomous measure of party
that is generally employed. Instead, we take our beaing from a cmncept employed by
Cox and McCubhins (1993. Intheir view, a party vote is one in which the floor leader
and the whip bah vate the same way onagiven measure. This view moves away from
the nation d party aslabel, and toward the cncept of party as an organization. They ar-
gue “that investigations of parties as floor voting coaliti ons ought to be wnducted in
terms of loyalty to the party leaders and nd, as has usually been dorein the previous lit-
erature, in terms of genera party cohesion” (Cox and McCubhins 1993, 137. We aree
wholeheatedly. Wetoo are interested in parties as organizations, as more than mere la-
bels. Consequently we anploy a measure inspired by theirs. (However, because of prob-
lems to which Cox and McCubhins themselves point, we expand the definition d party
leadership beyondthe Speker-floor leader concept, and include many of the whips and
members of several “monitoring” committees. The principleisthe same, bu the mncep-
tual definitionisimproved.) The goa isto determine how the rank-and-fil e seleds a sub-
set of the party to ad asits lealership and when this sub-groupin turn exerts pressure on
the rank-andH-file. In short, we &k, “how are the leaders chosen, and when dothe leaders

lead?”’

Theories of L eadership Selection
For many yeas the composition d the House leadership has been all but over-

looked as uninteresting. In areview of the literature onlegidative leadership, Pegbody
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(1985, 24% states that “leadership seledionis often routine, with littl e or no competi-
tion” Fromaninitial glance droll cdl votes, it appeasthat the seledion d party leaders
isindeal a ait-and-dried matter: leaders are dhosen by party-line votes which are rather
uncontroversial. However, this view ignores the many behind-the-scenes adions that go
into seleding acceptable party leaders. Would the rank andfile accet any proposed party
leadership pu before it, nomatter how extreme? Wethink nd. A good ced of consid-
eration goes into seleding acceptable candidates for House leadership positions. The
party rank-and-file must foll ow the leadership in the faceof legislative uncertainty so that
coll ective adion poblems can be solved; therefore, it takes grea carein choasing leadl-
ers. In this chapter we investigate the seledion d the Spedker, the party leaders, and the
membership of several “monitoring” committees.

Drawing onthe work of Cox and McCubhins (1993, we ague that parties are, at
cetain predictable times, used as lutionsto colledive adion poblems. Partisans do
nat eled leadersin arder to follow them blindly; what the caicus wantsis leadership that
isadive when there isfairly widespread agreement on an issue anong partisans (Rohde
1991), bu when individuals within the party still have incentivesto defed from the party
line for personal gain. To adhieve such leadership, the rank-and-fil e seleds a representa-
tive body that mirrors its preferences. In creaing the party leadership cadre, we hypothe-
size that the majority-party rank-and-file will seled a speaer from nea the party median,
and the leadership team of the party will be ideologicdly representative of the caicus.

In dscussng “paliti cd entrepreneurs,” the central authorities who make oll ective
adion possble, Cox and McCubhinslist three ssential charaderistics:

(1) they bea the aosts of monitoring the cmmunity faced with the oll ec-
tive dilemma; (2) they possessselective incentives (individually targetable
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punshments and rewards) with which to reward thase whom they find co-

operating or punishing those whom they find “defeding”; (3) they are

paid, in various ways, for the valuable services they provide (1993, 91,

italicsin ariginal.)

A fourth pant must be added to thislist: politi cd entrepreneurs must have the ability to
monitor the cmmunity faceal with the olledive dilemma. This may seam to be so obv-
ous apoaint that it need na be mentioned. It isimportant however: if the party leaders are
nat able to monitor rank-and-file members and pdicy spedadlists, they canna function as
central authorities.

Monitoring the rank-and-file is smple: the leadership need only look at their
votes. Kegoing tabson pdicy spedadlistsisabit more difficult, hovever. Leadership
needs away to gain insight into and have some @ntrol over the propased palicy coming
out of authorization committees. It gains thisinsight and control by kegping fairly tight
rein onasmaller set of spedal “monitoring” committees: Steeing and Poli cy/Committee
on Committees, Appropriations, Budget, Rules, and Ways and Means. These commit-
tees are spedal because they occupy a vantage point which all ows them to gather infor-
mation onawide variety of substantive padlicies, and they all ow lealers to exert control
over the party rank-and-file. Substantive palicy coming out of authorization committees
must passthrough the monitoring committees, where it is subjed to intense scrutiny. The
Steaing and Policy Committee(in the cae of the Democrats) and the Committeeon
Committees (for the Repulicans) make cmmmittee &ggnments, and hence have the se-

ledive rewards and punshments needed to entice members to toe the party line when

necessry. Because these monitoring committees are comprised of and have alditional
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members sleded by the caicus leadership, we hypothesize that members of these specid
subuntswill also be representative of the party asawhale.

While relatively few studies have mncentrated onthe systematic seledion d party
leaders, the literature on bdah committees and parties reviewed above provides us with
threemajor theoreticd rationales for how the leadership cadre might be seleded. Inthis
sedionwe examine what we shoud exped the party leadership cadre to look li ke based
onead o the threetheories. A fourth hybrid theory isalso developed. We draw hy-

patheses from ead theory, and in the next section, test the hypotheses.

Party-Representative Theory

The most obvious rationale for the seledion d party leadersis drawn from the
body of literature on parties that has emerged in the last decade (Rohde 1991, Kiewiet and
McCubhins 1991,Cox and McCubhins 1993. This £hod of thought hads that parties
choose leaders representative of the caicus. According to this literature, parties shoud
crede leadership bodes which are ideologicdly representative of the caicus asawhadle.
Kiewiet and McCubhins hypathesize that:

the congressona party, in arder to achieve its desired pdicy goals, strives

to make the median vater in its contingent on a ommittee @incide with

the median vater of the caicus asawhadle (Kiewiet and McCublins 1991,

92-3).
Cox and McCubhins (1993 go onto charaderize the leadership of the mgjority party asa
“leviathan.” Whil e this metapha shoud na be taken tooliteraly, it isapt. According to

the Cox and McCubhinsthesis, it isrationa for the caicus to chocse aleadership group

that isideologicdly representative of it, and to giveit the power over the caicus. Cred-
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ing such agroup hasthe patential to solve some lledive ation poblems, and the rank
andfile can rest assured knowing that the leaders power cannat be @used too bedly.*
Accordingly, we draw our first mgor hypothesis and two related sub-hypotheses from the
party-representation theory:
1. Parties (in general) seled leadership groups which are ideologicdly representa
tive of the caicus asawhoe

2. Democrats sled leadership groups which are ideologicaly representative of
the Democratic caucus asawhae

3. Repubicans sled leadership groups which are ideol ogicaly representative of
the Repullican caucus asawhae
Gainsfrom Exchange Theory: Random Composition or Preference Outliers
As e in Chapter 2, the vast mgjority of reseach onCongressover the last thirty
—five yeas comes from the gains-from-exchange schod. Several hypotheses can be de-
rived from this body of literature. Asdiscussed, most of this literature implies or explic-
itly states that parties are simply anonfador in the operation d the House. Based onthis

asped of this shod of thought, we shoud exped to find noconsistent pattern when ab-

?2 Asinthe original Leviathan, the ruled give power to the sovereign in order to solve a
colledive adion poblem: in Hobbes's case it wasto keep individuals from Killi ng one
another in awar of al against al; in Cox and McCubhinssacmourt it isto keg party
members with an incentive to defed from the party line from doing so, so that the na
tional party reputation, and the dedoral prospeds of all party memberswill be improved.
However, in Hoblbes's case, the sovereign had absolute and irrevocable power oncehe
wasinstaled. Inthe House, however, lealers hardly have asolute power, and they can-
not stray too far from the interests of those they represent, for unli ke omnipotent kings
and unversity profesors, they do nd have lifetime tenure; they can be replace at the be-
ginning of the next congress if not soorer. This possbility of removal isan important
safety medhanism for House members wary of creding leadership cadres as unrepresenta-
tive asthe mmmittee dairmen werein the 1940197Cs period.
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serving the formation d the leadership cadre: the calre will be chasen at randam. Hence,
from the impli cations of the gains-from-exchange schod we have derived the null hy-
pothesis against which all aternative hypotheses will be tested:
0. Leaership cadres, being unimportant to the operation o the House, are aeded
randomly.

However, randam seledionis but one hypaothesis that might be derived from the
gains-from-exchange schod; this body of thought also goesto grea lengthsto demon-
strate that committees are stocked with preferenceoutli ers: representatives from farming
districts flock to the Agriculture Committeg while members from urban districts ek to
control legislation on lanking, and so forth. The result is that the cmmmittees are |oaded
with “legislative high demanders.” To further their own agendas, legislators trades votes
onisaesthat they carelittle dou. Congressis charaderized as an endess ®ries of bak
scratches andlogrolls. Might this also be the cae for the leadership cadre? Might the
parties crede leadership groups that are extreme ideologicd outliers? Two passble sce-
narios could develop that would lead to this outcome.

First, extreme members might gravitate toward leadership posts. Having extreme
views, very conservative or very liberal members might desire to shift the balance of
House leadership and move their party, and cstensibly the nation, toward their own ided
preferencepoint. If members with extreme preferences with regard to agriculture, bank-
ing, or the like seek assgnments 0 that they can shape padlicy in those aess, then it
seans plausible that members with preferences that are extreme in genera (i.e., ideologi-
cd outliers), will desire pasitions which will alow them to shape padlicy in very broad,

ideologicd terms.
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Of course, thereis asnag in this argument: an extremist's desire for apaositionis
much dfferent than the aility to seaureit. An essential element of the gains from ex-
change hypothesisis that members are ale to self-select their committee asgnments.
Such self-seledion daes not sean to be plausible in the case of leadership pasitions. Os-
tensibly, any member would rather have alealership pasition than na have one. The
supply of leadership slotsis clealy much smaller than its demand. Furthermore, mem-
bers with extreme views in spedfic pdlicy areas are ale to gain their committeeseds be-
cause other members sSmply do nd cae dou the pdlicy which affeds them so deeoly.
Thisisnot the cae with leadership pasitions; all members could be dfeded by an ex-
treme leadership cadre, in away that they would na be by an extreme Merchant Marine
Committeg for example. Hence, the self-seledion processthat is at least plausible with
regard to the formation d substantive palicy committeesisnat at all feasible with regard
to the leadership cadre.

However, the passhility remains that the calres will be stadked with ideol ogues.
Whil e the self-selection of extremistsinto leadership pasitionsisimplausible, it is
concevable that the caicus might collectively selea extreme leadership committees.
Schick (1980 uses a game-theoretic goproacd to explain extremism on the Budget
Committee(which is one comporent of the leadership cadre, as defined below). Hefinds
that in 1977the Democrats intentionall y |oaded Budget with liberals to courterad the
very conservative @ntingent that the Repullicans had assembled. From this perspedive,
the possibility of extreme leadership groups becomes theoreticdly plausible. A moderate
member of either party might be willi ng to seled an extreme leadership groupfor his own

party if the oppdasitionis doing the same; the balance between the two groups of extrem-
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ists might well produce an owerall balancethat is nea hisided preferencepoint. Hence,

the foll owing hypotheses can be derived:

4. Parties (in general) seled ideologicdl y-outlying leadership cadres
5. Democrats €led liberal outliers as party leaders

6. Repubicans sled conservative outliers as party leaders

Two related hypotheses can also be derived from thisline of thought. Instead of
attempting to courterad one ancther, the parties might instead opt for a moperative strat-
egy: Democrats might seled members from the right wing of their party, while Repuli-
cans sled more liberal members of their caucus. To doso would alow for enhanced hi-
partisan cooperation, and smocther operation o the Housein general. Given the public's
dedining attachment to party labels, incumbent members of the House might well decide
that their best eledoral strategy isto davnplay partisan conflict within the House by se-
leding cooperative leadership bodes. This also seans possble from a game-theoretic
perspedive, sincethisisagame quite unlike the dassc prisoners dilemma: neither party
isignorant of the leadership choices of the other; ead knows the other's propased slate of
party leaders well before the final vote & the opening of ead Congress Furthermore the
ideologicd preference of eat member of the House is rather well-known; it is therefore
impaossble for nominees of one party to olscure their true ideologicd preferencesin an
attempt to deceave the other party into acceting an oppaing lealership date that is not
what it redly appeasto be. In sum, the coperative strategy is theoreticaly plausible;

from it, we derive the foll owing hypotheses:
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7. Democrats sled conservative Democrats to fill | eadership pasitions

8. Repulicans wled liberal Repubicansto fill | eadership pasitions

Informational Theory: Floor Representation

Asdiscussed in Chapter 2, informational theories of congressonal organization
have seen agrea ded of theoreticd refinement and empirica investigation over the last
decale. But like the gains-from-exchange schod, informational theory still places littl e if
any emphasis onthe role of congressonal parties. Nevertheless its mgor premise —the
majoritarian pcstulate, which hdds that any adiontaken by alegislative body ultimately
rests on mgjority rule (i.e., the preference of the floor's median vater) — can be gplied to
the formation d leadership cadres. With regard to the composition d committees, in-
formational theory halds that the parent chamber structures sib-groups such that mem-
bers of the sub-group have incentives to work hard and develop expertise, but still send
information-rich signals badk to the floor (Krehbiel 1991, 6677). Generally this means
that committees are not stadked with outliers, bu are balanced onthe whole. Applying

thislogic to the seledion d lealership cadres, we hypaothesize that

9. Thefloor choosesleaders whorefled the preferences of the floor's median
voter
When looking through the lens of informational theory, the focus shifts from how
two parties led two partisan leadership groupsto how the floor asawhoe seledsa
single House leadership group comprised of both Repulicans and Democrats. The com-

bination d the Democratic and Repulican leadership groupsis taken to be the wlledive
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leadership cadre of the floor. The ideologicd median of this bipartisan groupshoud be
nea the ideologicd median o thefloor.

In ou test of this hypothesis, we deviate somewhat from the purest interpretation
of informational theory, and make the redi stic assumption that partisan identification
constrains the dhoices of House members, Democrats will only seled other Democrats as
House leaders, and Repulicans will only seled other Repubdicans. (Under the purest in-
terpretation  informational theory, party would placeno such constraint onthe choice of
the median vater; the floor would be freeto structure the floor's leadership withou regard
to partisan affili ation. Thisis urredistic, of course — choices are dways made from
within respedive parties.”®) Nevertheless the focus remains onthe choiceof the floor
median. The questionis, daesthefloor seled aleadership groupthat isideologicdly
similar to the floor median? Testing our ninth hypothesis will provide an answer to this

question.

A Hybrid Theory

[T]hough [atheory] be an error, it may, and very commonly does, contain
aportion d truth; and sincethe genera or prevaili ng opinion onany sub-
jed israrely or never the whaetruth, it isonly by the olli sion o adverse
opinions that the remainder of the truth has any chance of being suppied.

JohnStuart Mill, On Liberty (1991[1859, 59).

23 That House members always choose from within their own caucusis also more than a
matter of ideologicd similarity. Consider the difficulty that Independent/self-dedared
socialist Bernie Sanders had in seauring any committee asgnments during his first term.
Although there ae anumber of Democrats who are farther to the left than heis, the De-
mocratic leaders did na want to all ot any of their committeeslotsto hm. While finally
cgpitulating and al owing him to be seaed with the Democrats on the mmmitteg it seans
safe to say that he will never gain asea on ore of the mgjor committees aslong as he re-
mains an independent.
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A fina hypothesisis derived by combining assumptions of the party-
representative theory with the informational theory. The former posits that parties will
choose alealership cadre that is representative of the party caucus. The latter posits that
the floor will choose aHouse leadership cadre which isideologicdly similar to the floor's
median vater. Both theories have intuiti ve validity, and ead has e theoreticd refine-
ment and empiricd suppat over the last decade. Whichiscorred? It seemsthat thisis
nat redly an either-or question—it is quite plausible that both forces are smultaneously
in operation.

For example, consider the hypotheticd |egislative body displayed in Figure 3.1.
The legislature has thirty-four seds, two perties, and ideologicd preferences which are bi-
modally distributed along a single dimension from left to right. Twenty-five of the seds
are held by the party onthe left, whil e the remaining nine ae held by the party onthe
right. By definition, the chamber's median vater deddes outcomes in any mgjority rule
institution. But also true by definition, the floor's median is a member of the majority
party, and therefore, acrding to the agument developed by Cox and McCublins (1993,
isunder presaure to improve the @lledive reputation d the party in order to enhancethe
electoral viability of the party label. The most efficient way to dothis, acwrding to the
new literature on parties, isto crede leadership groups which refled the median prefer-
ences of the caicus.

In short, thereis atension between the floor median and the party median's prefer-
ences. Because the floor median's choices are mnstrained somewhat by his partisan iden-

tificaion— he can orly choose floor leaders from his own party, who, in turn, will control
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his committee @sgnments and aher legislative prizes — he must deviate somewhat from
his “true” preference a floor median, and move toward the majority party median, asis
depicted in Figure 3.1. The theory predicts that in the hypotheticd |egislature described
abowe, aswell asin the House during the entire period d this gudy, that the ideologicd
composition d thefloor'sided leadership cadreis sifted leftward. (Although na exam-
ined in this work, we would exped the equili brium point to move to the right in the Re-
publican-majority 104", 105", and 106" Congresss.) Hence we hypothesize that
10. Thefloor median, as a member of the mgority party, will seled lealership cadres
shifted away from the floor median toward the majority party's ideologicd me-
dian.
In the context of our time frame, 1975to 1994 thisimplies that the leadership of the floor

shoud beto the left of the floor median.

Definitions, Data, and Sample
Cox and McCubhins (1993, barowing from an dder definition which they credit
to Mayhew (1966, define aparty as having taken a position when the floor leader and the
whip vote the sameway. This party position subsequently becomes part of the party
agendaif the oppasition party takes the oppasing party position, @ no party position. As
stated, we simil arly are interested in the loyalty of the rank and fil e to the leadership. We
will i nvestigate leaders' influence over the rank andfil e in the next chapter. In this chap-

ter our interest isin how therank andfileinitially seledsits lealers.
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Cox and McCubhns note that their definition o afloor voteis not perfed:

These operational definitions obviously do nd perfedly cgpture the origi-

nal conceptions of party agendas and party leadership vates. On the one

hand, the operational definitions are likely to betooinclusive. Thefloor

leader and whip of a party may bath vate on the same side of aroll cdl

withou taking any stand a exerting any effort as party leaders. Their

votes may both be cat in apurely private cgadty. On the other hand, the

operational definitions may aso, on @casion, ketooexclusive. lllnessor

unavoidable mmmitments may prevent aleader from voting, even onan

issue to which he and the other top lealers have devoted considerable &-

tention (Cox and McCubhins 1993, 146.
Because of these problems, we expand considerably the two-member definition d party
leadership that Cox and McCublins employ. For our purposes we need na define what a
party voteis; our chief concern iswith who courts as a party leader. (Loyalty to these
leaders will be taken upin the next chapter.) For Democrats, we define party leaders as
the members halding official party pasitions, from the Mgjority Leader through the Dep-
uty Whips, aslisted in Congressonal Quarterly's CQ Al manac.”* The Democratic leader-
ship cadreis defined as the party leaders, plus the members of the Steeing and Policy

committeg and the Democratic contingent on four committees which have speaa moni-

toring ability: Appropriations, Budget, Rules, and Ways and Means.?® For the Repuldi-

** The At-Large whips are not included in this definition because there ae simply too
many of them to be included in a meaningful definition d House leadership. Rohde
(1991) notes that by the 101st Congress 40% of House Democrats had some position
within the whip system. Furthermore, to cdl them leadersis a stretch, as they were not
resporsible for persuading any membersto vate the party position. Their role merely was
to pdl members on haw they planned to vate on upgcoming motions (Rohde 1991, 867).
Repulicans had a propationately small er whip system (10.8% of GOP members held a
whip pasition) (Congressona Quarterly Almanac1993, 20b), bu partisan theory consis-
tently stresses the relative unimportance of the minority party.

% Our conception d these ammmittees as having more influencethan athersis not with-
out precalent. Rohde notes that “four committees — Appropriations, Budget, Rules, and
(cont’d.)
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cans, the party leaders are defined as the members of the Repulican party leadership
groupfrom the Minority Lealer through the Asdstant Deputy Whips, aslisted in the CQ
Almanac. The Repulican leadership cadreis defined as the GOP party leaders, plusthe
members of the Policy committeg the Committeeon Committees, and the Repubdican
contingents on the four monitoring committees li sted above. By expanding the Cox and
McCubhins definition we ae &leto reducethe problemsthat they note; the idiosyncratic
behavior of afew leaderswill nat generate the ill usion d a awhesive organization when
thereis not one, or obscure onethat is present.

One party leadership pasitionthat is conspicuous by its absencefrom the list
aboweisthat of Spe&ker of the House. Obviously the Spedker has influenceif any party
leader does. However, because Spedkersrarely vote unlessthey areis needed to bre&k a
tie, ideology scores are not compil ed for them. Because of this, we will engage in a sepa-
rate analysis of the choice of Spekers, in order to determine whether or not they are se-
leded for their pasitionin any systematic fashion.

To measure the preferences of the rank andfile and the leaders that they seled, we
rely on Poodle and Rosenthal's NOMINATE score of ideology. The gains-from-exchange
theory predicts that committees will be loaded with palicy extremists. For example, an
extreme member on the Agriculture mmmitteewould be one who always voted in a pro-
agriculture diredion; agricultural extremism is generally measured with arating from an

agricultural lobbying group,such as the National Farmers Union (NFU). (Conwversely, the

Ways and Means — are reagnized as more important than the others, and they were the
focus of speaal adion by the reformersin the dfort to enhancethe wlledive wntrol of
power” (Rohde 1991, 27. He goesonto cdl them the 'leadership” committees (Rohde
(cont’d.)
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informational schod of thought predicts rather representative mmmittees, in terms of a
given pdicy preference) Such narrow measures of spedfic palicy preferences are gopro-
priate when examining policy committees with a narrowly defined jurisdictions. How-
ever, given that leaders must ded with al i ssues, aproper measure of their general palicy
preferencesis arating which measures their preferences acossall issues—i.e., ascore of
general ideology. Poole and Rosenthal's NOMINATE scores are a onvenient, accurate, and
widely-used measure of ideology. The scoreis derived from atype of fador analysis of
al roll cdl votesinagiven Congress The technique produces two significant palicy di-
mensions, the first of which explains roughly 85to 90 percent of thetotal variance The
scores are highly correlated (over £9) with ather measures of ideology, such as ratings
from the Americans for Democratic Action (ADA) and the American Conservative Union
(ACU). The scores have been used widely (e.g., in Kiewiet and McCubbins's gudy of the
Appropriations Committeg), and have other advantages as well, such as being cdculable
for all Congresses, or for any deasion-making group,for that matter.

Thisinvestigation covers the United States House of Representatives between
1975and 1994. This twenty-yea period kegins as the reforms of the 1970 were being
implemented fully, and continues through the end d the Democratic domination d the

House.

1991, 83. They are so paverful because dl substantive palicy must passthrough their
hands. Problems with any one of these committees can doam a palicy proposal.
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The Selection of House Speakers

Asnated abowe, the seledion d Spedkers of the House has generally been viewed
as a processresistant to systematic investigation. Inquires have been largely aneadotal, at
worst, or qualitative & best (Peters 1997). It iswidely held that prospedive leaders are
“groomed” for their paositions by current leaders, members rise to the rank of Spegker be-
cause of their padliticd skill s rather than their ideologica pasitionwith regard to the rest
of the party or the floor (Peebody 1985. In short, charisma, pditicd skill, and personal
reputation for competence matter more than ideology for the House member wishing to
rise to the top leadership pasition.

The results of our investigation d Spedkers, displayed in Table 3.1, generaly sup-
port the recaved view, and indicae that the processof Speker seledionis smewhat re-
sistant to quantitative analysis. Thetable displays the ideologicd positions of the
eighteen dfferent members who held the Spedkership betwean1889and 1994. Their po-
sitions are derived from their NOMINATE scores for the Congressimmediately preceling
the sessonin which they were first eleded to the top leadership post. The scores are
based onthe propational rank of their ideology within the dhamber and their party, and
are uniformly distributed. For example, the two most extreme members within the group
would score 0 (most liberal) or 1 (most conservative), respedively, whil e the median leg-
islator would be scored 0.5.

No single pattern of Spedker seledion emerges. Henderson and Cannonwere lo-
caed rnea the center of the floor, which would tend to suppat the informational theory's
dictum that all adions ultimately satisfy the floor's median vater. However, the remain-

ing sixteen cases al areto theright of the floor if Repulicans or to the left of the floor if
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Democrats. Of course, this pattern in and d itself is rather unremarkable; we neal to
lookto their paositions within their partiesto learn more. In dang so we seemixed sup-
port for two of the theories discussed above. In six of the cases the Speker comes from
the extreme wing of his party, which would suppat the wlledive-choice-of-preference-
outlierstheory. Yet Redd, author of the infamous “Reed's Rules’ came from the extreme
right of the GOP, while “czar” Cannon,the Speger most comparable to Read in so many
ways, came from the extreme left of the caicus. only one Repuldican was to Cannons

| eft.

Tahle 3.1: Ideological Positions of Speakers of the House (51st - 103rd Congresses)

Speaker's Floor Position Speaker’s Party Position
Congress Speaker Pariy in Previous Congress in Previous Congress
Slst Thomas B. Reed R 938 = Right of Floot from Rightist Paty 0.831 = Right Wing of Rightist Party
52nd Chatles F. Crisp D 013 = Left of Floor from Leftist Party 003 = Left Wing of Leftist Party
Sath David B. Henderson R 457 = Center of Floor from Rightist Party 045 = Left Wing of Rightist Party
58th JToseph G Cannon R 489 = Center of Floor from Rightist Party 099 = Left Wing of Rightist Party
62nd James B. "Champ" Clatk D 102 = Left of Floor from Leftist Party 240 = Left Wing of Leftist Party
aith Frederick H. Gillett R T23 = Right of Floor from Rightist Patty A36 = Center of Fightist Party
a9tk Hicholas Longworth R JTT = Right of Floor from Rightist Patty S69 = Center of Fightist Party
Tind Tohn Nance Garner D 144 = Left of Floor from Leftist Party 377 = Center of Leftist Party
Fard Henry T. Rainey D 227 = Left of Floor from Leftist Party 442 = Center of Leftist Party
Tdth Toseph W. Byens D 278 = Left of Floor from Leftist Party 388 = Center of Leftist Party
Tdth Williath B. Bankhead D 014 = Left of Floor from Leftist Party 019 = Left Wing of Leftist Party
Tath Sam Raybutn D 144 = Left of Floor from Leftist Party 185 = Left Wing of Leftist Party
E0th Toseph W, Mlattin, Jr. R 740 = Right of Floot from Rightist Party 98 = Center of Rightist Party
ETth Tohn W MeCormack D 066 = Left of Floor from Leftist Party 103 = Left Wing of Leftist Party
92nd Carl Albert D 249 = Left of Floor from Leftist Party 444 = Center of Leftist Party
95th Thomas P. O'Meill D 172 = Left of Floor from Leftist Party 258 = Left Wing of Leflist Party
100th Titn Wiright D 309 = Left of Floot from Leftist Party 520 = Center of Leftist Patty
101st Thomas 3. Foley D 198 = Left of Floot from Leftist Patty 35 = Center of Leftist Patty

Ultimately, the best suppat isfor the party representative theory; in nine of the
cases — half of the total —the leaders are dhosen from the canter of their caucus, asthe

theory predicts. Still, given that we would exped six of eighteen leadersto be drawn
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from the center of their party due to chance done,?® nine such examples hardly constitute
overwhelming suppat of the theory. In deferenceto the theory, however, threeof the
four Democratic Speakers who healed the party in the post-reform era of the 1970,
198G, and 1993 were party centrists. Thisis notable given that the reforms were de-
signed to make the leadership more resporsive to the party asawhale.

In sum, there seams to be no clea and systematic manner in which Spegers are
chosen, at least with regard to their ideologicd preference The party representation the-
ory receves the strongest suppat, bu even thisis rather we&k. The da
risma/competence model mentioned above is apparently not in danger of being over-
turned by an ideol ogy-based model of Speker seledion. However, whil e the spedker is
the most visible of the party lealers, heis certainly nat the only one. It is quite possble
that the rank andfile seleds a charismatic spedker that will be aleto rally the troops
when necessary (paying little atentionto hisideology), bu that it seledsthe rest of the
leadership cadre with degp consideration d ideologicd pasition. We now turn to a on-
sideration d the seledion d therest of the calre, during the post-reform period, 1975

1994.

The Selection of L eadership Cadres
As e abowe, ou investigation d party leadership takes quite abit of theoreticd
guidance from the literature on committee @mposition. Similarly, our empirical method
draws onthe cmmmittee @mpasition literature. Many empirica studies have dtempted

to determine whether committees are compased of ideologicd or padlicy-spedfic prefer-

%6 Aswe define “center” here athe middlethird of the group.
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enceottliers (e.g., Ray 198Q Cowart 1981 Hall and Grofmann 1990 Weingast and Mar-
shall 1988 Krehbiel 1991 Kiewiet and McCubhins 1991 Cox and McCubhins 1993.
The best of the mmmitteepreferencetests, in ou opinion, is provided by Tim Groseclose
(1994, who develops aMonte Carlo test of committeepreferences. As party leadership
cadres are simply anather type of sub-groupchosen by alarger parent group,the methods
used to evaluate the preferences of committees can be gplied to leadership groups with

relative eae.

Methodological Problems

Grosedose (1994, 44} lists threemgjor reasons that the methods commonly em-
ployed by previous dudies have led to questionable results: assumptions abou data dis-
tribution, level of measurement, and falsification design. Thefirst and the third are of
gredest concernto us?’ Testsof hypotheses regarding committee @mpositionimply
(throughtheuseof t, F, and X2 statistics) that legislative preferences (as measured by in-
terest groupratings or NOMINATE scores) are normally distributed. In fad, they aimost
never are. (For example, seeFigure 3.2,a histogram of NOMINATE scoresin the 103d
Congress note, however, the simil arity this beasto the hypatheticd legidative body in
Figure 3.1) Thisisnot too problematic if we ae examining a statistic that is an efficient
estimator of central tendency (such as the mean) for alarge N. However, theory points to
the relatively inefficient median as the proper statistic for measuring group peferences

(Bladk 1958. Furthermore, some of the legisative entities being examined — the four-
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member Repullican contingent on the Rules committeg for example — can hardly be @n-
sidered large groups. Other statistics, such as the Wil coxon dfferencein medians tests
used by Cox and McCublins (1993, do nd assume normality, bu still assume symmetric
distributions (Groseclose 1994, 44). Thisisaquestionable asumptionaswell, as
judged by Figure 3.2.

Problems of falsificaionalso arisein previously-seen tests of committee @mpaosi-
tion. Tests of the floor and party representative theories (Gilli gan and Krehbiel 1987,
Krehbiel 1991 Cox and McCubhins 1993 have concluded that if committees are not out-
liers then they are representative (Grosedose 1994, 442. However, the theories gate that
they shoud be more representative than we would exped by chance Hence we nedl to
test the dternative hypothesis that committees are more representative than chancewould
lead usto exped. Concluding that committees areinliers smply because they are not
outliersisinappropriate.

In this test of leadership cadre composition, asin Grosedose's test of committee
composition, we make no assumptions abou the shape of the distribution & member
preferences. In line with the theory of committees in majority rule settings (Bladk 1958,
we dso abandonthe examination d groups mean preferences and insteal test hypaotheses
concerning the median preferences of the groupsin question (leadership groups, party

contingents on monitoring committees, the floor, the caicuses, etc.).

2" Measurement problems generall y arise with the use of interest groupratings. For ex-
ample, it isnat clea that the diff erence between Oand 50 onsuch scdesisthe same &
(cont’d.)
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The Monte Carlo Design

To test the hypotheses listed above, we alopt aMonte Carlo design. Thisre-
seach design has been gaining popuarity among padliti cd scientistsin recent yeas (Ad-
ams 1997,Maltzman 1995,Moorey 1996,Peterson and Wrighton 1998 Signorino 1999
andislikely to beaome more commonin future social sciencereseach as computers with
the necessary computational power beaome more avail able (Moonrey and Krause
1997. Ingenerd, we aede 15,000 lypotheticd groups at randam from the adual distri-
bution d ideologicd preferences within agiven Congress These 15,000randomly-
chosen groups form a continuum uponwhich the adual groupis plotted. Inferences
abou the actual groupsideologicd compasition are based onits position onthe wn-
structed curve.

For example, during the 103d Congress the Democratic leadership groupwas
comprised of twenty-one members. From the set of NOMINATE scores of members of the
Democratic caucus during the 103d Congress twenty-one members are dhosen at ran-
dom by a mmputer program. These twenty-one serve athe first hypaotheticd |eadership
group. Their NOMINATE scores are recorded, and the median score of this hypaotheticd
groupisfoundand stored. This procedure isthen repedaed 15,00Qtimes. Eventualy, a
range of 15,000 lypotheticd mediansis derived. The median NOMINATE score of the ac-
tual Democratic leadership group d the 103d Congressis then added to the li st of hypo-
theticd medians, andisflagged as belonging to the adual group. These 15,001scores are
then ranked, and the rank is converted to a propartion for convenience. From this ranking

we can draw inferences abou the group d Democrats that were adually seleded duing

the difference between 50and 100.
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the 103¢ Congress If the adual groupranksin the bottom 5 percent of the distribution o
randamly-generated cases, it is considered to be aliberal outlier.?® If it iswithin thetop 5
percent, it is considered to be a onservativeoutlier. If it islocaed within the middle 5
percent, i.e. between .475and .525,it is considered to be representative of the parent
group. If it isfoundin nore of these ranges, it is considered random.

This procedure is then repeaed for the Democrats party committee(Steeing and
Policy), and for the Democratic contingents on the four monitoring committees (Appro-
priations, Budget, Rules, and Ways and Means). It isthen repeded for the Repulicans
leadership group,the two Repulican party committees (Policy, and the Committeeon
Committees), and for the four Repulican contingents on the monitoring committees.
From these thirteen runs, it is passble to test hypotheses one through eight, aslisted
abowe, against the null hypothesis, randam selection.

Testing the ninth and tenth hypotheses, those mncerned with the representation o
the entire floor rather than the caicuses, requires a slight modificaion d the procedure.
During the 103d Congressthere were twenty-one Democratic party leaders and eighteen
Repubican party leaders. Therefore, twenty-one Democrats and elghteen Repulicans

are chosen at randam.”® The median o this group d thirty-nine floor leaders s then re-

8 Because the diredion o the outlying tendency is edfied in ead of the hypaotheses,
such a one-tail ed test is appropriate.

29 Asdiscused above, we asume that party identificaion constrains leadership choice
Under the purest, and urredistic, interpretation d the floor-representation theory, thirty-
nine members would be chasen randamly, withou regard to party. Under such an inter-
pretation it would be possble to construct arandam floor leadership group comprised of
thirty-nine Democrats or thirty-nine Repulicans. Clealy thisisludicrous, and ou re-
strictive sssumptionis warranted. The other restriction bult i nto the model is that fresh-
man canna be dhosen as party leaders.
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corded. The procedure is repeaed 15,00Qtimes, the adual floor leadership medianis
added to the li &, the 15,001medians are ranked, and the a¢ual groupsrank isrecorded.
This processis then repeaed for the four monitoring committees.

From these a@ghteen runs we can test the ten aternative hypotheses against the
null (randam seledion) hypothesis. Table 3.2 dsplays the position d the adual group
within the set of 15 thousand randamly-creaed groups. As described abowve, groups are
considered to be outliersif they fall i nto the lower or upper 5 percent of the distribution d
medians, and representative if they fall within the midde5 percent. Of course, thisfive
percent criterionis arbitrary; we might dedde that 25 percent is the proper measure, or
1/10Cth of 1 percent, for that matter. Infad, any test criterion from an infinite range of
such criteria can be adopted, and it is concavable that different conclusions would be
readed unde different criteria. Ladking infinite resources, we have chasen four such cri-
teriawith which to test the hypotheses (1, 5, 10,and 25 rcent). While & arbitrary as
any other, they do cover areasonable range of values. The results of the different criteria
aredisplayed in Table 3.3. An example servesto clarify the interpretation d Table 3.3.
Hypothesis 6 predicts that Repuldicans will seled conservative outliers. At the .05test
criterion, we find this to be the cae twice the GOP seleds both alealership groupand a
Rules committee ontingent that are more cnservative than 95 gercent of the randamly-
generated cases. Hence two of the seven groups are outliers. Thistendsto favor the out-
lier prediction— but enowgh to rgjed the randam seledion ndl hypaothesis? After all,
thereisab percent chancethat groups will appea to be outliers when they are not just by

chance Out of seven groups, we would exped outliers to appea .35times due to chance
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Tahle 3.2: MMonte Carlo Test Results at the 0.05 Test Criterion: The Median
Ideology of Actual Leadership Groups Hanked within a Set of 15,000

Randomly-Created Leadership Groups, 103rd Congress

Group Rank Conclusion
Leadership (Democrats) 143

Steering and Policy (Demaocrats) 122

Lppropriations (Democrats) 1459

Budget (Democrats) 287

Eules (Detnocrats) 208

Ways and Means (Democrats) 142

Leadership (Eepublicans) 897 Conservative
Cotnittee on Committees (Eepublicans) 808

Policy (Eepublicans) F2R

Approprations (Eepublicans) 062

Eudget (Eepublicans) 141

Eules (Eepublicans) s Zonservative
Ways and Means (Eepublicans) R

Leaderstup (Floor) 063

LAppropriations (Floor) a0z Liberal
Budget (Flootr) 759

Eules (Floot) 289

Ways and Means (Floot) 522 Eepresentative

Mofe : Blank cells in the Conclusion column represents a pattern of random selection

(7 x.05=.35. Thequestionis, istwo significantly more than .35? To answer this ques-

tionwe ajain barow from Grosedose's 1994 study, and perform the foll owing test of

significance

The computer, acording to the procedure outlined abowve, credes sven hypo-

thetica groups of appropriate size to make up a hypothetica Repulican leadership cadre.

If two or more of these groups are mnservative outli ers (acarding to the spedfied test
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level, .05 in this case), the cadre as awhole is considered to be an outlier. Thisprocessis
repeated 15,000 times. If the proportion of these 15,000 tests that yield two or more out-
lying groupsislessthan 5 percent (i.e., the standard test of significance, a = .05), then the
actual finding of two outlying groups is considered to be significant, and the null hy-
pothesisis rgjected in favor of the alternative.

Table 3.4 displays the number of times that the null hypothesisisreected in favor
of agiven aternative at the four test levels listed above during the 103rd Congress. In the
example used in the preceding paragraphs, we can see that the two outlying groups (of
seven) chosen by the Republicans are indeed significant: in only 4.5 percent of the hypo-
thetical cases generated during the significance test did two or more of the seven groups
appear as conservative outliers. Hence, the null (random selection) hypothesisis rejected
in favor of the sixth aternative hypothesis. However, given that the Democrats had no
liberally-outlying groups among their six (contrary to the prediction of Hypothesis 5), we
are left with only two of the total thirteen leadership groups as ideological outliers. Con-
sequently, the null hypothesisis not rejected in favor of the more general Hypothesis 4,
that partiesin general select outliers.

A further examination of Table 3.4, however, shows that different test levelsyield
somewhat different conclusions. While we conclude that the Republicans did choose

conservative leadership cadre at the .05 test level, we make no such conclusion at the
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other three test levels. At the .25 level, for example, only three of the seven groups
appear to be outliers; such aresult was produced 24.4 percent of the time by the
significance test. Five of the six Democratic groups appear to be liberal outliers at the .25
level, aresult produced only 0.5 percent of the time by the significance test. Moreover,
eight of the total thirteen leadership groups were outliers at the .25 level, aresult seenin
only 0.6 percent of the significance test iterations, leading to arejection of the null
hypothesisin favor of the general Hypothesis4. So far, it is hard to come to any firm
conclusion based on the results. We can cast more light on the situation by extending the
anaysisthrough time. The entire procedure detailed above was repeated for the 94th
through 102nd Congresses. In so doing we get a much better picture of the House of
Representatives between the reforms of the 1970s and the end of the Democratic
domination of the chamber in 1994.

We test each of the ten alternative hypotheses at each of the four test levels for
each of the ten Congressesin our sample. The results of these tests comprise the remain-
der of Table 3.4. In summarizing these test results, the rightmost column of Table 3.5
shows the total number of times that the null hypothesisis rejected in favor of the given

aternative.*

% For the sake of robustness we display the totals for both .05 and .10 criteria. These cri-
teria should not be confused with the other test levels discussed above; they are ssmply
the standard .05 criterion, and the more lenient .10 criterion of statistical significance. In
either case the pattern that emerges remains unchanged.
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Table 3.5: A Summary of Significant Results of MMonte Carlo Tests on the
Median Ideulug__v of Leadership Groups, 94th thruugh 103rd Cung;resses

0.1 Lewel

Humber of titmes that the null hypothesis (random
selection) is rejected in favor of the given alternative
hypothesiz at the 1 level

Hypothesis: Congress:  103xd 102nd 1015t 100th 99th 38th 37th 36th 25th 24th z
1 Parties Select Representative Leadarship Groups ]
2 Democrats Select Representative Groups 2 2
3 FRepublicans Select Representative Groups 1 2 3
4 Parties Select Chtliers 1 1 1 3
5 Democrats Select Liberal Cutliers 1 1 2
fi  Republicans Select Conservative Chatlisrs 2 1 3
T Democrats Select Conservative Democrats 1 1
2 Republicans Select Liberal Republicans 0
The floor, via the parties, selects groups
9 representative of the floor median 1 1 2
The floor, via the parties, selects groups to the
10 left of the floor median 3 4 1 203 2 4 3 22
0.05 Lewvel
Mumber of tities that the ol hypothesis (random
selection) is rejected in favor of the given alternative
hypothesis at the 05 level
Hypothesis: Congress: 103xd 102nd 1015t 100th 29th 38th 97th 96th 25th 34th z
1 Parties Salect Reprasentative Leadership Groups 0
2 Democrats Select Representative Groups 1 1
3 Republicans Select Representative Gromps 1 2 3
4 Parties Select Cutliers 1 1
5 Democrats Select Liberal Cutliers 1 1 2
6 Republicans Select Conservative Cnatliers 1 1
T Democrats Select Conservative Democrats
% Republicans Select Liberal Republicans
The floor, via the parties, selacts groups
9 representative of the floor median 1 1 2
The floor, via the parties, selects groups to the
10 left of the floor median 2 2 1 1 1 2 2 11
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By extending the analysisto cover atwenty-yea period, it becomes clea that Hy-
pothesis 10 stands head and shouders above dl others. Recdl that Hypathesis 10 states
that the floor median, as a member of the mgjority party, will seled leadership cadres
shifted away from the floor median toward the magjority party's ideologicd median, the
left in this case.

Clealy, the hybrid theory is borne out by the tests of these hypotheses. At the
a=.05levdl, the null isrgjeded in favor of the tenth hypothesis eleven times. The next
closest competitor is able to rejed the null only threetimes. The results demonstrate that
atension exists between the floor median and the mgjority party median. In alegidative
setting without any partisan constraints, the floor median dces dedde outcomesin ama-
jority ruleinstitution (Bladk 1958§. However, becaise the floor median condcts his af-
fairs as amember of the mgority party, and hs party controls his committee &signments,
hislegidativelifeblood, leisforced to defer to hisfellow partisans to some degree His
“true” preferences as floor median are “reveded” with an eye to his party's caucus me-
dian. Theresult isthat the leadership of the floor is over-representative of the majority
party.

According to the new literature on parties, members crede lealership groups
which lead passvely. That is, procedures exist such that the rank andfile can crede a
leadership body that is representative of it; the leaders do nd often engage in legidlative
arm twisting (Rohde 1991). The party leaders accompli sh party goals by structuring the
committeesystem so that it is representative of the caicus asawhode (Kiewiet and
McCubhins 1991). When leaders do ad, they work to solve mlledive adion problems;

they take the caicus where it wantsto go, bu to where it canna get withou a central co-
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ordinating authority (Rohde 1991, Cox and McCubhins 1993. These findings aso sup-
port the ealier musings of Truman (1959:

One would exped that a Leader who accepted any degreeof resporsibility

for the substantive adions of the party would almost certainly be amid-

dleman, nd only in the sense of a negotiator but also in the literal struc-

tural sense. Onewould nd exped that he muld attrad the suppat neces-

sary for eledion urlesshisvoting record placed hm somewhere nea the

center in an evenly divided party, and ore would na exped him to be d-

fedivein hisrole unlesshe mntinued to avoid identificaion with ore of

the extreme groups within his nominal following (Truman 1959, 10Gs

quaed in Keiweit and McCubhins 1991, 49.

The precaling analysis generally suppatsthe new literature on parties. In thefi-
nal analysis, the ideologicd composition d the leadership cadreis a “compromise” —a

midde way that is a product of both the mgjority caucus and floor median's preferences.

The Homogeneity of the L eadership Cadres

Having examined the cantral tendency of the ideologicd preferences of the House
leadership, we ae now led to ancther question. How tightly knit are the leaders? The
ideology of the median leader is the product of bath the caicus and floor medians, as
demonstrated. Arethe other members of the leadership cadre seleded so that they will be
much like the calre's median, a are they chasen in order to crede alealership cadre with
awideideologicd range? Isthelealership cadre ideologicdly homogeneous or hetero-
geneous? Thethreemgjor theories of congresgonal organization again allow usto derive
hypotheses concerning leadership hamogeneity.

The gains-from-exchange schod argues that members sled their committee &-
signments becaise they are similar in their high demand o agiven pdicy. Thatis, it im-

pli es homogeneous high demanders rather than heterogeneous groups. Members, having
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self-seleded orto a mmmitteebecause of their similar high demand d a particular pdlicy,
are more dike than dfferent. Applying thislogic to the seledion d party leaders, we
would hypothesize that leadership will be more homogeneousin its ideologicd makeup
than we would exped from chance done.

Informational and party representative theories, onthe other hand, bah predict
that heter ogeneous sub-groups will be dhosen. Krehbiel (1991, 84, the foremost repre-
sentative of informational theorists, isa proporent of what he cdl s the “heterogeneity
principle,” namely, that “committeespeadalists from oppdasite sides of a palicy spedrum
are mlledively more informative than speaalists from only one side of the spedrum.”
He goes onto state:

the underlying logic is sSmple. Two informed opnions are better than ore,

espedally when the informants are natural adversaries. In ore resped, this

is Imply and extension d the old saw “Politi cs makes grange bedfel-

lows.” (Krehbiel 1991, 83.

The same view is put forward by Kiewiet and McCubhins (1997), whose theoreticad focus
IS on caucus representation. Drawing on Masters (1961) and Plott (1982, Kiewiet and
McCubhins date:

in the cae of mgor committees such as Appropriations, the cngressonal

parties eeksto replicae the entire distribution d padlicy preferencesin the

caucus. Doing so helpsto keep “peacein the family,” asit all ows caucus
members aaossthe entire ideologicd spedrum to infer that their views

are fairly represented in committee(Kiewiet and McCubbins 1991, 93.

Hence, we ae left with two unts of analysis (the floor and the caicuses) andra-
tionales for both heterogeneous and hanogeneous sib-groups. After adding spedafic hy-

potheses regarding the Democrats and Repullicans, we have aght hypotheses which can

be tested.
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1. Parties (in general) seled homogeneous lealership groups
2. Democrats sled homogeneous leadership groups

3. Repulicans sled hamogeneous leadership groups

4, Parties (in general) seled heterogeneous lealership groups
5. Democrats sled heterogeneous lealership groups

6. Repulicans sled heterogeneous leadership groups

7. Thefloor, under the cnstraints of partisan identification*! seleds
homogeneous leadership groups

8. Thefloor, uncer the nstraints of partisan identificaion, seleds
heterogeneous |leadership groups

Monte Carlo Tests of Homogeneity

To test the propasitions listed above, we return to the Monte Carlo design. The
same procedure detail ed above is used, bu the relevant statistic is the standard deviation
of the @mmitteés Nominate scores, rather than the median. The standard deviation d
theideologicd scores of members of the adual groupiscdculated. Fifteen-thousand
randomly-generated groups are then creaed, and the standard deviation d the ideology
scores of ead groupis cdculated. The score of the adual groupis ranked among the hy-
potheticd groups. Table 3.6 dsplays the results for the 103d Congressat our four test
levels. For example, the Democratic leadership had aranking of .239,meaning that
23.9% of the hypotheticd groups were more ideologicdly homogeneous than the adual

groups, and 76.26 were more ideologicdly heterogeneous. Note that the Repubican

31 Asdiscussed above, we asume that House members may only choaose leaders from
within their respedive caicuses.
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leadership could na have been more ideologicdly similar: their rank of 0.000indicaes
that nat one of the fifteen-thousand hypotheticd groups was more tightly padked. Table
3.7 dsplaysthe expeded and adual values, as well asthe significancelevels (derived ac-
cording to the significancetest procedure detail ed abowve) for ead of the hypothesis tests,
over the twenty yea period d the study. Table 3.8 summarizes the tests, showing the to-
tal number of times that the null hypothesis was rejeded in favor of agiven dternative &
both the .05and .10levels.

After consideration d table 3.8, it is quite dea that congressonal parties foll ow
the pattern of homogeneity predicted by the gains from exchange schod. The House
members eleded to leadership pasitions are dl quite similar to ore another ideologicdly.
Espedally noteworthy is the Democrats pattern (Hypothesis 2): at the .05level, thenull is
rgeded at least oncein every Congress and by the 103d it has been rgeded at threeof
thefour test levels. A similar pattern is e at the .10level.

In many ways thisis quite surprising. In testing propasiti ons regarding the ideo-
logicd medians of the leadership cadre, we foundthat the best predictive power was
found ly hybridizing the informational and party-representation theories, bath of which
focus on the parent groups’ eff orts to creae sub-groups which are microcosms of itself.
The result was that the ideologicd composition d the leaders fell somewhere between the
majority party median and the floor median. Inthisinvestigation d the leadership'sideo-
logicd homogeneity, we find that the informational and party-representation theories of-
fer littl e predictive power relative to the theory of homogeneous groups. The gains from
exchange theory fares much better. These findings are even more surprising gven that

the gains from exchange schod never redly applied the theory of homogeneous
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Table 3.6: Monte Carlo Test Results at Four Various Test Criteria: The Standard Deviations
of Ideolog Scores of Actual Leadership Groups Ranked within a Set of 15,000 Randomly-
Created Ieadership Groups, 103rd Congress

Test Level
Croup rank (.01 0.05 0.1 .25
Leadership (Detmoctats) 239 Homogeneous
Steering and Policy (Democrats) IEE! Homogeneous Homogeneous  Homogeneous
Appropristions (Detocrats) 006 Homogeneous Homogeneouws Homogeneows Homogeneous
Budget (Democrats) 827 Heterogeneous
Rules (Democtats) 051 Homogeneous Homogeneous
Ways atid Means (Democtats) 510
Leadership (Republicans) 000 Homogeneows Homogeneous Homogeneous Homogeneous
Comirittee on Comimittees (Republicans) 000 Homogeneous Homogeneous Homogeneous Homogeneous
Policy (Republicans) o0 Homogeneous Homogeneous Homogeneous Homogeneous
Appropriations (Republicans) 000 Homogeneous Homogeneous Homogeneous Homogeneous
Budget (Fepublicans) 000 Homogeneous Homogeneous Homogeneous Homogeneous
Rules (Republicans) 000 Homogeneous Homogeneous Homogeneous Homogeneous
Ways and Means (Republicans) o0 Homogeneous Homogeneous Homogeneous Homogeneous
Leadership (Floot) 895 Heterogeneous Hetetogeneous Heterogeneous Heterogeneous
Appropriations (Floot) 229 Homogeneous
Budget (Floon 322
Rules (Floot) T4
Ways and Means (Floof) A7 Heterogeneous

subgroups to the leadership; parties were simply unimportant. Given what is known

about parties in the post-reform House, the expectation has been that the caucuses would

select a diverse leadership which would be balanced on the whole, yet would provide a

range of opinion by being spread out. Thisis not found to be the case, however.
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Tahle 3.83: A Surmmary of Significant Results of MMonte Carlo Tests on the
Standard Deviation of Ideology Scores of Leadership Groups, 94th through 103rd

Congresses
] 0.1 Lewvel
Mumber of time s that the noll hypothesis (random
gelection) is rejected in favor of the given alternative
hypothesis at the |1 level
Hypothesis: Conigress:  103xd 102nd 1015t 100th 99th 28th 97th 26th 35th F4th z
1 Parties Zelect Homogeneous Leadership Groups 4 4 1 1 1 4 1 16
2 Democrats Select Homogeneous LGs 4 3 3 21 2 1 1 1 1 19
3 Republicans Select Homogeneons LGs 4 4 4 12
4 Parties Select Moderately-Spread Leadership Groups ]
5 Democrats Select B-5 LGs 1]
B Republicans Select M-2 LG 1 1
T Parties Select Heterogeneos Leadership Groups 2 1
%  Democrats Select Heterogeneoms LGs
9 Republicans Select Heterogeneons LiGs 301 3
10 The Floor, via parties, selects Homog's LGs 1 1
11 The Floor, via parties, selects M-5 LGs 1
12 The Floor, via parties, selects Heterog's LiGs 1 1 1 3
0.05 Levwel

Hypothesis: Congress:

Mumber of tites that the null hypothesis (random
selection) is rejected in favor of the given alternative
hyrpothesiz at the 05 level

105 102nd 1015t 100th 99th 98th 97th 96th 95th 9dth X

1 Parties Select Homogeneos Leadership Groups
2 Democrats Select Homogeneos LiGs
3 Republicans Select Homogeneons LGs

4 Parties Select Moderately-Spread Leadership Groups
5 Democrats Select M-2 LGs
fi  Republicans Select M-5 LGs

T Parties Select Heterogeneous Leadership Groups
% Democrats Select Heterogeneous LGs
9 Republicans Select Heterogeneous LiGs

10 The Floor, via parties, selects Homog's LGs
11 The Floor, via parties, selects M-3 LGs
12 The Floor, via parties, selects Heterog's Lz

4 4 1 4 1 14
5 02 2 2 1 2 1 1 1 1 14
4 4 4 12
0

2 1

3 2
0
1 1
1 1
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Conclusions

Given the findings of this chapter, it is apparent that the parties have taken an em-
piricdly clea but theoreticdly unexpeded course. According to the new party literature,
the power of the leadership has been increased by the rank and file, but the caicus has
taken steps to ensure that the leadership is representative. For the most part, the leader-
ship isinadive; it only comesto life when there is widespread agreament on an issue
within the caicus. Thisisthe eseenceof Rohde's conditional party government, as well
asthelegidative leviathan of Cox and McCubhins. Our findingsindicae that the parties
doindedl seled rather representative groups. However, the parties want leaders who are
unified when adioniscdled for. If the condtions are such that unified party adionis ac-
tually necessary, the caicus wants aleadership cadre that representsit, but has littl e
chance of being divided within itself. In short, when the adion d the leviathan is cdl ed
for, it cannot be paralyzed by internal division.

Having a better understanding of how party leaders are seleded, we can nav turn
to an investigation d how substantive palicy of the four types are made. We will be ale
to determine when this representative, urified, and generally dormant leadership body

comesinto play.



CHAPTER 4

THE POLICY PERSPECTIVE AND FLOOR VOTING

In the previous chapter we saw that parties creae leadership groups that are repre-
sentative of the party’s median and ideologicdly homogeneous. The aedion d party
leadership groups is afundamental constituent palicy. In this chapter we examine
whether this representative, tightly-knit groupadually has an effed during the pdli cy-
making process We dso turn ou attention to the aedion d another type of leadership
group,the House cmmmittees, and to the subsequent credion d substantive palicy within
the four theoreticd types constructed by Lowi.

Drawing diredly from Lowi' sthesis presentedin Chapter 2, aur central argument
isthat eat type of padlicy hasits own type of pdlitics. Inthis case, differencesin pditics
can be observed in dfferent patterns of floor voting acosspalicy types. Spedficdly,
when deding with ead type of paicy, members of Congressare subjeded to presaures
from the cmmmittees, the parties, their ideology, and narrow, district-spedfic interests —
the four major voting influences srown in Figure 2.3. The relative weight or strength of
eat o theseinfluences predictably varies acosspalicy types.

In this chapter we draw from the literature on Congressand pdicy reviewed in
Chapter 2, and generate spedfic, testable hypotheses regarding committee @mposition
andfloor voting in ead of the pdlicy areas. We then use logistic regresson analysisto
test the hypatheses, and daw conclusions regarding the palicy perspedive. Our central

guestionis: How do vading influences affed House members, and hav do these influ-
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ences vary by padlicy type? The empiricd approad isto creae agenera modd of floor
voting which can be used to test alternative hypotheses. We will apply the model to actual
floor votes of the four different pdlicy types. If the theory is corred, the relative strength

of the independent variables within the model will vary by padlicy type.

Floor Voting From Various Theor etical Per spectives

The general model of floor voting that will be used for analysisin thiswork is de-
rived from Kingdoni's, as snown in Figure 2.3. In sum, floor votes are the product of four
major forces at work in the House: committees, parties, individuals' ideologies, and
members narrow, district-spedfic interests. The theories of legidlative organization and
behavior discussed in Chapter 2 yield dff erent predictions regarding the weight of eadh
of the mgjor determinants. According to the pdlicy perspedive, the acaracy of the pre-
dictions made by the major theoreticd frameworks developed ower the last forty yeasis
contingent uponthe type of palicy under consideration. In the foll owing pages we detail
the expeded findings of our empirica analysis with regard to competing legislative theo-
ries. We begin with an examination d the expeded findingsin light of the distributive,
informational, and partisan theories of Congress naing the expeded influence of eat o
the major independent variables. We then turn ou attention to the padlicy perspedive, ex-

amining the influence of ead vating determinant with regard to the various palicy types.

Committees
Wetakethe aedion d the party lealership cadre a one of the most fundamental

and important constituent padlicies; hence, the entire preceding chapter was dedicated to
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the subjed. In thischapter we examine the aedion d another important pieceof the leg-
islative madine, the House mmmittees. We ask does the voting behavior of committee
member s differ from that of non-committee members, and how do non-committee mem-
bers take voting cues from committee members?

Sincethe gpeaanceof Shepsle’' s Giant Jigsaw Puzzle (1978, agrea ded of re-
seach onlegidatures has focused onthe cmmposition d committees and subcommit-
tees.** The representativenessof committees has been studied in several ways. Are they
geographicdly representative? Are they ideologicdly representative? Are they represen-
tative in terms of their interestsin their particular policy domain? Are party contingents
on committees microcosms of the party asawhale, or are they diff erent?

As described in Chapter 2, the distributive theory predicts committees stocked
with self-seleding preferenceoutliers. The floor takes a very simple voting signal from
committeemembers and responds to the signal in avery simple way: find out what the
committee wants, and give it to them. Members of the floor defer to high-demanding
committeemembers. In return, they recave deference on matters that are of greaest im-
portanceto themselves and their districts. Informational theorists, onthe other hand, ar-
gue that committees are not stadked with high demanders, but are much more representa-

tive of the floor asawhade. Floor members defer to committees, but not becaise they

32 See for example, Benson 1981, 1983Cowart 1981; Gilli gan and Krehbiel 1987,
198%; Grosedose 1994 Hall and Grofmann 199Q Krehbiel 1990, 1991, 1994 onde-
gren and Snyder 1994 Smith and Deeaing 1984; Overby and Kanzee200Q Peterson and
Wrighton 1998 Snyder 1992. Previousto Shepsle, Fenno (1966,esp. chapters 2 and 3
studied the composition d the Appropriations Committeg and examined the mmmittees
relationship to the parent chamber. Nevertheless credit can probably be dtributed to
Shepsle for formalizing the question in terms of outlying preferences, and for sparking the
wave of literature that followed in the 19805, 199G, and into the 200Gs.
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wish to satisfy the mommitteeé s preferences in agame of logrolling. Deferencein this
case is deferenceto expertise; the palicy speaalists onthe mmmittees have the best in-
formation. Their signals can be taken as sncere withou too much worry, for the cmmmit-
tees have been creded to refled the floor’ s preferences. Finally, the partisan view holds
that the majority party creaes committeedel egations representative of the party Floor
voters defer to the committe€ s expertise in an attempt to govern well, improve the
party’s reputation, and retain the reins of power in national government. Committees are
nat compaosed of outliers snce party leaders have caefully structured them to be repre-
sentative of the party asawhoe. Mixed empiricd evidence has been foundto suppat
ead argument.

The Sudy of Committees and the Policy Perspective. Because the theoreticd ap-
proach o our study is different from that of previous reseachers, we caana examine the
compasition d committeesin quite the same way. For example, others have looked at
the cmpaosition d the Agriculture Committeeto determineif there ae regional biases,
ideologicd biases, or biases in terms of votes on agricultural palicy. Of course, we ague
that it isapadlicy’stype rather than itstopic that is of greaer importance Unfortunately,
Congresshas not been so kind asto arganize itself aroundthese types; asit turns out,
there is no“Committeeon Redistribution,” no “ Committeefor Regulation.” Further-
more, we caind look at asingle mommittee ad exped to find ageneral pattern. If
Lowi’stheory is corred, a ommitteewill behave diff erently when making distributive
palicy than when making regulatory padlicy. It ispossble (and expeded) that asingle

committeewill contain preferenceoutliersin ore palicy domain bu not in ancther.
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Because of our theoretical stance, the examination of the composition of commit-
tees necessarily will be more indirect than that of previous research. The approach isto
examine the effect of committee membership when voting on the floor; tests of commit-
tee composition will be built into the general models of roll call voting. Like many oth-
ers, we ask, is being a member of a referent committee associated with behaving differ-
ently than other member s of the House when voting on the floor?** If committee
membership is asignificant variable in the general model of floor voting, we will have
evidence that committee members are indeed different than the rest of the floor.

We also examine the influence that committee members have on floor voters.®
How does the floor take committee signals? Do they ssimply defer to the wishes of the
committee? Or do they discount the votes of the committee membership based on ideol-
ogy and their own narrow, district-specific interests? Again we argue that variancein
committee signal-taking is dependent on the type of policy in question. If the votes of
non-committee members can be predicted by their ideological or narrow-interest devia-
tion from the committee median, then it can be concluded that committee-member to

floor-member cue-taking is occurring.

%% See Cowart 1981; Benson 1981, 1983; Cox and McCubbins 1993; Gilligan and Kre-
hbiel 1989a; Groseclose 1994; Hall and Grofman 1990; Krehbiel 1990, 1991, 1994; Lon-
dregren and Snyder 1994; Shepsle 1978; Snyder 1992.

* Unlike others, we ask this guestion with respect to the policy typology.

% See Austen-Smith and Riker 1987, 1990a, b; Banks 1990, 1991; Gilligan and Krehbiel
1989a; Krehbiel 1991, 1994; Snyder 1992.
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From the theoretical positions summarized above, severa null and alternative hy-
potheses can be derived regarding the voting behavior of committee members and the
manner in which floor members take signals from them.

1, Committee members are not different than floor members; hence committee

membership will not be a significant variable in the general model of floor

voting.

1. Committee members are preference outliers; therefore committee membership
will be asignificant variable in the general model of floor voting.

2, Floor members do not take any voting cues or signals from committee mem-
bers

2a1 Floor members ook to committee members for signals on how to vote; these
signals are taken with respect to differences in the ideology of floor and com-
mittee members.

2:2 Floor members look to committee members for signals on how to vote; these
signals are taken with respect to differences in the narrow, district-specific in-
terests of floor and committee members.

Party

Like our investigation of committees, an investigation of parties must consider
two questions. How are partisan leader ship groups formed, and how do floor members
use the signals that party leaders send? The answer to the first question was provided by
Chapter 3. In this chapter we examine how the floor takes voting signals from their party
leaders.

According to distributive theories of Congress, parties are mere collections of

like-minded individuals. Party leaders are essentially powerless to change the voting be-
havior of the rank and file. The appearance of party unity is not the product of an organi-

zation which imposes legidlative uniformity, but rather the coincidence of members of the

legislature with similar interests marching under the same symbolic banner. The informa-
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tional theorists take avery similar stance: parties are non-influential in the palicy making
process

Partisan theorists, onthe other hand, argue that party is apotentialy powerful fac-
tor. Partisan theory implies that when casting floor votes, partisans will | ook to the votes
of the leadership cadre. Party leaders may have lesspdli cy-spedfic information than the
members of the referent committees, bu the leadership cadreis concerned with the com-
mon good d the party and metes out rewards and punshmentsto keep the rank andfile
toeing the party line. This processof partisan cue taking creaes “good’ legidlation, that
which improves a party’ s reputation for good government on the national stage. This na-
tional reputationisvital for it isthe dedorate’ s chief cue & the ball ot box. Withou ana
tional reputation for good government, the majority will | oseits had in power.

Hence, we derive the null hypothesis regarding signals taken from the leadership
cadre from the distributive and informational theories. The dternativeis derived from the
partisan schod of thought:

3n Floor members’ votes are not influenced by the party’ s leadership cadre.

3a Floor members’ votes are influenced by the party’s leadership cadre.

Ideology and Narrow Interests

Unlike committees and parties, House members' ideologicd pasitions and rerrow
interests are nat products creaed within the House. That is, these fadors are not objeds
of institutional choice, bu areinstead taken as given. Members of Congressarrivein
Washington with well -defined ideologies and dstrict-speafic interests. (It is asumed
that their ideologicd stances and pasitions on rerrow, district-spedficissuesareinline

with the voters of their districts. If they are not in accord, they will be weeded ou at the
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ballot box in short order.) While these variables are not objeds of institutional choice,
they are dealy important fadorsin vating dedsions, and as such, are variables for which
we must control.

In many ways, the literature on Congresstreas narrow interests and ideology in
much the same fashion: a preferenceis a preference, whether it is held to satisfy a specific
constituency or becaise it fits within alarger framework of padlitica beliefs. It iswidely
held that if general ideology and rarrow preferences are in conflict, we can exped that
district-spedfic preferences will win out.*® Nevertheless ideology is agood predictor of
alegidator’s behavior when hisdistrict isnat diredly affeded by the speafic palicy con-
tent of amotion.

Congressondl theory isfairly straightforward onthe role of ideology and rarrow
interests, or, taken coll edively, legidator preferences. legisators ad to maximize their
preferences. What alegislator prefers ultimately isafunction d what kegs awinning
eledora coaliti ontogether bad in the home district. If ideology and a speafic interest
colli de, the spedfic interest will dominate, as noted above.

In ou model we wntrol for ideology and dstrict-spedfic interests, and hypaothe-
Size that:

4, Legidatorsarenot affeded by ideologicd considerations when vating onthe
floor

% For example, the representative of arural district may consistently take positions of so-
cial conservatism and minimal government intervention in the eonamy. But he might
deviate from his genera pattern on questions of farm subsidies, dedding that government
suppat of corn, cotton, a the likeis completely justifiable. This position dces nat fit
with his overall i deology of minimal econamic intervention, bu it makes perfed sense
given the preferences of hisdistrict’svoters. A concrete example of this stuation, albeit
from the Senate, is Jes®e Helms's suppat of tobacw subsidies, bu oppdasition to the
regulation d personal behavior with regard to smoking.
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4, A legidator’'sideology isadeterminant of his or her floor votes

5 Legidatorsare nat affeaed by the narrow, district-spedfic concerns of their
constituents.

5a Legidators are influenced by the narrow, district-speafic concerns of their
constituents.
For convenience, the hypatheses to be tested are redisplayed in Table 4.1. The predic-

tions of eadth theory are summarized in Table 4.2.

Floor Voting From the Policy Perspective

Unlike other theories of Congress the padlicy perspedive states that the
importance of voting determinants will vary by the type of pdlicy under consideration. In
general, we modd roll cal votes as the product of four major influences. When voting,
legislators neal information abou the padlicy content of the motion. Committeemembers
have that information. The floor uses the votes of committeemembers as one of its
voting cues. However, floor members do nd accept committeesignals uncondtionaly;

they weigh the signals acarding to considerations of ideology and rerrow i nterests.®’

A very liberal floor member will not accept the recommendations of committee experts
if sheknowsthat al of these experts are extremely conservative onall other isaues, or
have districts with narrow interests that are diff erent from or diametricdly oppased to her
own. Hence floor members discount the voting signals sent by committees acording to
the committe€ s deviation from their own ideology and rerrow interests.
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Party leaders a'so send signals abou floor motions; these signals, like the signals sent by
committeemembers, must also weighted by therank andfile. Finaly, legislators' own
ideology and rarrow interests influencetheir votes. Our reseach strategy isto crede a
genera modd of roll cdl voting, andto apply it to vates of the various types. 1n so doing
we will determine the differencesin the strength of our major influences as we move

from one padlicy arenato the next.

Constituent Palicy

Several paliticd adions can be mnsidered constituent pdicy. *® Asnoted above,
Lowi (1972 uses eledoral appartionment, propaganda canpaigns, and the credion d
new agencies as examples. Theinitial formation d anation's constitution can aso be
considered constituent padlicy, as can dedsions to expand the franchise (the Twenty-Sixth
Amendment) and paver struggles between the branches of government (such as the War
Powers Act). We take the formation d party leadership cadres and committees to be @n-
stituent palicy.

It isinteresting to nae that whil e this palicy type may seam to be the most funda-
mental, it has recaved the least amount of investigationin previous reseach. Lowi’s
1972study, the work which creaes the full typology, gives aimost no attention to the

constituent type and focuses on the other three &most exclusively. Other works which

%8 Recdl from Chapter 2 that the name has shoud na be @nfused with what others have
cdled constituent pdliti cs: legislators ading to provide benefits to their constituents. In
this case, the name that Lowi ascribes to these pdliciesis derived from the fad that the
padlicies “constitute” the state' s fimework and crede the aenain which ather pdliti ca
actions are caried ou.
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have used pdicy typologies smilar to or derived from Lowi’s (e.g., Ripley and Franklin
1991 have not examined thistype & all. Perhaps the reason for thisis that few congres-
siona pdliciesfall under thistype (Lowi 1972, 309. It isaso interesting to nde that ac-
cording to Lowi’sargument (1972, 309, strong, programmatic parties (the type we ae
nat likely to seein Congressbut which are foundmore frequently in parliaments) are as-
sociated with constituent palicy.

Both of these paints bea further elaboration. First, Lowi contends that few pali-
ciesfall into the mnstituent type, and as noted abowve, neither his 1964 ne his 1972work
(nor the work of other schalars working with the typology) take up constituent palicy as
an ojed of analysis. Perhapsthisis because few pdliciesfall into thistype, ashis 1972
work contends; however, it shoud be noted that no dfficulty was encourtered in finding
constituent palicies to examine for thisanalysis. They simply do nd sean that uncom-
mon.

Sewond, Lowi argues that constituent palicy will be asciated with strong parties
Lowi 1972, 309. Hismeaningisnot entirely clea however. Hisonly statement onthe
matter is rather cryptic:

Finally, if we wished to introduce strong national partiesinto ou system,

we might try to pursue more goal's through constituent palicies —like d-

fective propaganda in the birth control field, a deding with monopdies

by changing the rules proteding their limited li abilit y rather than by add-

ing regulations affeding their conduct.

This datement is ambiguousin terms of the diredion d the arow of causality: will
strong national parties (shoud we wish to introducethem) make it possble for usto pu-

sue more goals through constituent palicy? Or shoud we instea interpret the statement

to mean that by trying to pursue more goal's through constituent paicy we culd redize
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thewish of strong national parties? In either case, two things are dea. Lowi believes
that thereis a correlation between strong parties and constituent palicy, and that the US
has neither strong parties nor abundant constituent palicy.

To avoid belaboring the point, we will simply state that when examining the mak-
ing of constituent palicies, we exped, as Lowi seemsto indicate, that party will be the
dominant factor.® This also meshes well with the Cox-McCubhinsthesis. That is, when
buil ding the “ state within the state,” majority partisans will want to creae structures that
seaure their hald on paver. They aim to creae structures and rules that make them eff ec-
tive pdicy makersin thelong run, which, in turn, improve the dedoral fortunes of those
weaing the party label. Members nea the ideologicd edges of the party may have rea-
sonto defed from the caicus. Nevertheless the bulk of the party (i.e., the party median)
wants a united caucus which makes eff edive palicy and governmenta structures, which
ultimately enhances the possbility of rededion for individuals under the party banner.
Party |leaders become adive as behavior coordinatorsin order to facili tate the aedion o
eff edive governing structures.

What is not theoreticdly clea, however, is that within this pdlicy type, hdding a
sed ona ommmitteewill be asciated with behavior that is diff erent than that of the av-
erage floor voter. Distributive theorists argue that committees will be stocked with high
demanders. It isnot entirely clea what a high demander of constituent palicy would be

(someone who wants more good government?); it is therefore difficult to make an argu-

%9 Perhaps the mnfusionis ultimately resolved by the onclusion that is reaced by the
end d the analysis: partiesin Congressare acdually stronger than many have given them
credit for being; however, they do nd continually flex their muscle, bu rather they use
their strength judicioudly.
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ment that such high demanders are aleto self-seled committeepasitionsin order to
make aonstituent palicy, or that the floor could defer to them.

Seoond,thereisnoreason for the floor to all ow unrepresentative members to for-
mulate unrepresentative palicy given that all memberswill be dfeded by it. Thelogic of
distributive theory isthat for eat vate, only afairly narrow subset cares abou it deeply.
Hence, the others al ow them to have their way. Constituent palicy is much more general,
and, by definition, affeds all members. For thisreason, it isimpossble to identify a nar-
row, district-spedfic interest that can ke associated with votes on constituent palicy.
Hence, the enpiricd model of floor votes on constituent palicy does not contain ameas-
ure of narrow, district-speafic palicy preferences.40

We exped that party will bethe driving forcein the aedion d constituent palicy.

Additionally, ideology shoud be an important determinant of votes of thistype aswell,
becaiseideology is, in large part, aview onthe proper scope and ogeration d the state:
liberals will favor a state with an extensive cgadty to intervene in econamic matters, bu
will want to limit the state’s power to regulate individual behaviors. Conversely, conser-
vatives will ad to limit the state' srolein the eonamy, bu will be willi ng to expand the

statein order to preserve the socia fabric of society. Many constituent policies are ideo-

9 Unlike the other threetypes of pdlicy, narrow interests do nd play a part in the making
of constituent padlicy, or, more acarately, thereis no aher narrow interest outside of
party andideology. Inthisanalysis we measure arepresentative' s narrow interest by us-
ing scorecad ratings from various interest groups. It istempting to use arating from a
“goodgovernment” groupto measure arepresentatives preferences on the wnstitution o
the state. Thisis, howvever untenable for both theoreticd and empiricd reasons. Interest
groups that produceratings on such legislation are merely stating what they think good
government is. In pradice, good government ratings are virtualy synonymous with ide-
ology scores. If a some point the Phil osopher Kings begin to rate members of the House,
(cont’d.)
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logicdly charged; we exped ideology to be amajor determinant of votes on constituent

isaes.

Distributive Policy

Distributive policy and its variants. Distributive palicy is generally thought of as
classc “park barrel” legislation. Well-known examples have included river and herbor
improvement and construction, and agricultural price subsidies. Uponrefledion, we find
that there ae adually threesub-types or levels of distributive pdlicy, which warrant fur-
ther discusson at this point.

The first sub-type, which includes the two examples given abowve, has very low
costs (relative to the entire budget), benefits which are extremely narrowly distributed,
and unmportant to most legislators, but very important to members whaose districts have
an interest in agiven hit of pork. The second sub-type of distributive palicy has some-
what higher costs, has hort-term benefits which are highly concentrated (but long-term
benefits which are potentially more widespreal), and hes the patential to generate some
disagreement among legidators. An example of thiskind d padlicy isfundng for ana
tional study of bad injuries. Suppcse aHouse member has a haospital or university in his
district that will receve fundng for bad injury studies: he may have immediate incen-
tivesto pusuethe aedion d such apadlicy. Other members districts may not recave
any of thefundng , bu the members are cetainly not oppcsed to areduction d badk in-

juries— after all, we will all be better off if the reseach provesto be succesqul. Still,

we will employ their scores; urtil that time, we can orly pare our explanatory model of
constituent pdicy down to threemagjor fadors: parties, committees, and ideology.
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thereisroom for oppasitionto such apadlicy. For example, afiscd conservative may be-
lieve that thisis a problem which could be handed by the market; a pharmaceuticd com-
pany or a private reseach group could condict the research withou government help.
Other things being equal, such afisca conservative might vote against the measure. But
other things are rarely equal, and in arder to achieve some other substantively-unrelated
palicy goal through logrolli ng, a mnservative might consider the st of the program in-
consequential, and trade his vote for some other motion abou which he deeply cares.

The third type of distributive pdlicy has very high costs, bu provides benefits that
are so genera and popuiar that aimost no members of Congresstake positions against
them. Examplesinclude veterans benefits, and the basic concept of social seaurity for re-
tirees.

By bre&king distributive padlicy into threesubtypes, we can narrow our focus and
gain analytic purchase. Thefirst sub-type of pdicy is made through such idiosyncratic
logroll sthat it isresistant to systematic analysis. On the other hand, the third sub-type
neals no analysis. there is nealy unanimity among legislators. It isthe secondsub-type
that is most interesting, becaise bath the @sts and kenefits are of moderate size. Each
member must make padliti ca judgments abou the value of the pdlicy: she may sincerely
favor it, sincerely oppcseit, or be indifferent to it, and dedde to trade the vote for some-
thing sheredly caes abou. Hence ou analysis concentrates exclusively onthe second

level of distributive policy.**

*L A similar breakdown of distributive palicy can be seen in Rhode (1991, 3233). The
first level is“commemorative legislation (e.g., bill s designating ‘ National Milk Week’
and aher similar national observances,)...” (1991, 32. The second“deds with relatively
low-cost distributive programs, which provide benefitsto alimited number of districts ...
(cont’d.)
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Distributive Policy and Narrow Interests. Given its moniker, aswell asthe un-
derlying logic of the padlicy type, distributive palicy shoud be best explained by distribu-
tive theories of legidlatures. In general, we exped the distributive arguments of Mayhew,
Shepsle, Weingast, Marshal, Baron, Fergohn,and ahersto go along way in explaining
distributive pdicy. Informational and partisan theories, it would seam, are lesswell -
suited to handle distribution.

The well-known argument of the distributive theory is that members with an in-
terest in a particular palicy will try to exert as much influence & possbleinthe aedion
of relevant laws. Committees are structured to give interesteds influence and vaes are
traded so that everyone gets what he or she wants. Informational and peartisan theorists
takeisaue: why will the median vater allow committees popuated with narrowly self-
interested members to formulate palicy, and then ratify thisinefficient legislation with his
vote? Thereisevery reasonto think that he will not want to over-distribute. The median
voter therefore uses procedures and structures committees $ that committees produce
legislation which deviates from mgjority preferences only minimally. Legislators vote

sincerely to make good padicy.

withou being so extensive ato damage anyone dse'sinterests’ (1991, 33. Thethird
“invalves programs that affed large numbers of pdliti cdly adive mnstituentsresiding in
al districts. Examplesinclude veteran'slegislation and Socia Seaurity benefits. Virtu-
aly all members care alot abou such hill s, bu they are not likely to invaolve partisan con-
flict. Indeel thereislikely to belittl e disagreement of any kind; within broad limits,
these @nstituents get whatever they want” (1991, 32. Finaly, there ae “substantive
matters of national import abou which there is disagreement in the dedorate” (1991,
33). Rhode's caegories match our own fairly well, particularly if one iswilli ng to col-
lapse Rhodke' sfirst two caegoriesinto ore. Our second caegory of distributionis most
like Rhode's fourth. Similarly, he considers his fourth caegory, and we consider our sec-
ondcaegory to be the most important for systematic analysis.
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In some cases, as we shall seebelow, the informational argument makes a good
ded of sense. If pdlicy has broad effeds, most legidlators shoud have astakeinit and
support palicy motions which satisfy the median vater. Thisisnot the cae with agrea
ded of distributive pdlicy, hovever. Costs arerelatively low and effeds, at least in the
short run, are narrow; most legislators are not immediately affeded by our seoond-level
distributive pdlicy, and so let interesteds have their way. This description fits sjuarely
with the distributive theory.

The major problem with the informational and partisan argumentsis that they im-
plicitly consider all votesto be sincere expressons of padlicy preferences; legislators vote
for pdlicies that they think are goodideas and against padli cies which they perceve other-
wise. Thisdoesagred dissrviceto amajor comporent of American pditi cs, namely,
apathy. Consider: onany given motion there will be agroup d legislators who sincerely
wants the motionto pass there may be another groupwho sincerely wantsit to fail .
There may also exist agroup ketween these two who sincerely does not care dou the
outcome one way or the other. If this subset of sincerely disinterested legislators con-
tainsthe floor’s or majority’ s median voter, we have a situation ripe for logrolli ng, for
letting interesteds dedde what is best for themselves. The median vater will alow inter-
esteds to make palicy and will trade avay his own vate so that he can recave another
from an apathetic legidator in the future, when his own interests are & stake. The median
legislator can aff ord to be goathetic because the pdlicy has few costs and no dred effeds
on m andisvirtualy invisibleto vatersin hisdistrict. The median voter’s preferences
are satisfied, bu are satisfied by potential gains from exchange rather than pdicy content.

The pdlicy outcomes that informational theorists focus on are virtualy irrelevant in this
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context: Smith assumes that Jones knows what is goodfor Joness district. If Jonesis
wrong, then that is his problem. Conventional wisdom holds that thisisa common ac-
currence As Mayhew (1966, 82 putsiit:

[the] satisfadion o eledoral neads requires remarkably littl e zero-sum

conflict among members. That is, ore member’s gain is nat another mem-

ber’sloss to aremarkable degree members can successully engagein

electorall y useful adivities withou denying other members the oppartu-

nity succesdully to engage in them.

It seems then that we shoud exped to seelegislatures conforming fairly closely to
the distributive model when making distributive padlitics. Committees will be stocked
with preferenceodtliers, for thereisredly littl e reason for a noninterested member to
worry abou relatively low-costs and raerrow benefits that will never affed her. In vating,
logrolli ng will be dmmmon among legidators; the gains the median vater receves by trad-
ing distributive votes are much higher than the aostsincurred by all owing narrow over-
distribution. Floor members will simply defer to committeemembers. Ideology will not
be an important determinant, for thisis abattle ébou material, na ideas. In short, narrow

interests drive the process In kegoing with distributive theory, we exped that party will

have littl e influence

Regulatory Policy

Regulatory padliti cs are perhaps the most complex of the palicy types becaise
regulation has bath ideologicd and dstributive mmporents. Regulation hes an a priori
ideologicd comporent regardlessof the palicy’ s content: |eftists are generally more wil |-
ing to regulate the eonamy than rightists — that is, unlesswe ae spe&ing of socia regu-

lation, in which case the poles are reversed. If the experts, the ammmitteemembers, are
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divided along ideologicd li nes, then floor members will t ake voting cues based onideo-
logicd considerations; they will discourt the cmmmitteés voting cue based onthe com-
mitteemedian's deviation from their own ideologicd preferences. Alternatively, commit-
tees may be divided along non-ideologicd lines. A propased regulation may pit oil
producers against oil consumers, for example. If a mmitteeis divided along these lines
then the floor member takes his sgnal based onthe committeemedian’ s deviation from
his narrow interest; a pro-oil signal coming from a mwmmitteemajority comprised of
Texans and Oklahomans will be discourted by aNew Englander whose constituents rely
on heding ail .

Of course, committees might not be divided at al (in kegoing with informational
and partisan theorists). However, the floor member must ask if thisis because the regula
tionisgood pdicy for everyone or because the mommittee & awhole will benefit at the
floor’ sexpense. An esential feaure of the well-know iron triangle theory of government
isthat asingle “captured’” committee(working with a powerful interest group and aregu-
latory agency) makes all the pdlicy in an area Regulations, the agument goes, are made
in the interest of the regulated. Informational theorists would argue that this will not sat-
isfy the preferences of the median vater, however. We ae inclined to agree the rational
legislator will not consent to being exploited by afew interesteds when his own interests
are & stake. If the omommitteeis composed of homogeneous high demanders, the floor
member must discourt their voting cue acording to hisown interests. Inthe end, floor
members must be caitious when taking committeesignals on regulatory policy. Commit-
teemembers may or may not be outliers, bu the signals will have to be weighted by con-

siderations of ideology and rerrow interests.
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Our other variables are likely to have mixed importance A member’s own ideol-
ogy will generaly be agood pedictor of regulatory votes. However, members have in-
centivesto vate ggainst their predominant ideologicd tendencies if agiven regulation hes
astrong impad ontheir districts. (Normally-libera members may vote ajainst clean air
pdlicy if their district manufadures cars, for example.) Becaise some members havein-
centivesto defed, party may beaome adive to hdd the rest of the rank and file to the
party line. Inthe end, the strength of ead o these fadorsis aquestionto be resolved

through empiricd investigation.

Redistributive Policy

Redistributive pdlicies are distinct from distributive paliciesin that the benefits
that they confer to ore group are perceved as being taken from ancther. Asnotedin
Chapter 2, all distributive pdlicy isin some sense redistributive. The differenceisthat a
redistributive palicy generaly affeds more dtizens than any given distributive pdicy
does (thereby elevating its visibility), and urike distributive padlicy, it affeds groups dif-
ferentialy along classlines.

Unlike distributive pdlicy, redistributive pdlicies affed legislators widely. How-
ever, whil e distributive pdlicy is often charaderized by apathy or consensus, redistribu-
tive padliti cs are many times charaderized by conflict. In many ways, redistributionis de-
finitive of ideology: socialists want downward redistribution, (classcd) liberals want no
redistribution, and (classcd) conservatives want upward redistribution. (Perhapsit isfair
to think of redistribution asideologicd distribution.) Because erery legislator has a stake

in redistributive pdliti cs, we exped votesto be sincere. Becaise legislator preferences
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are not heterogeneous, we expect conflict. The severity of the conflict is afunction of the
extent to which a policy redistributes.

For the most part, party will not play a big role in redistributive politics, smply
because it will not haveto. (Recall, of course, that we are speaking of party-as-
organization.) Party action is most important when members have incentives to defect
from the party line. Here, because effects are broad and policy isideological, there are
few incentives to defect. If members simply vote their ideological preferences, the party
remains fairly cohesive, though no actions were taken by party leaders to keep the party
cohesive. (Thisis, of course, most true when parties are ideologically homogeneous.)
Ideology outweighs party in this case. The Leviathan can sleep.

The preceding discussion issummarized in Table 4.3. The relative importance of

each variable within each policy sphereis displayed.

Empirical Models of Roll Call Voting

Data Selection

To study legislator behavior when voting on the floor, we analyze roll call votes
from the 103rd Congress (1993-1994). |sthis atime period worth studying? On the one
hand, we might be criticized for studying history rather than political science; the 103rd
Congress may well be the end of an era of Democratic control of the legidative branch.
However, studying the 103rd makes this study comparable to most other research on
Congress conducted during the postwar period; if our findings diverge from those of pre-
vious studies, critics cannot simply claim that it is aresult of a shift in party control. In

the future we can expand the analysis to cover the 1995 to 2000 period and compare dif-
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ferencesin behaviora patterns of House members under Democratic and Repullican con-
trol. (We exped that there would be few).

It would be most convenient if the House derk clealy labeled eat motion that
cameto the floor as constituent, distributive, regulatory, or redistributive. Of course, this
isnat the case, so reseachers must seled and classfy votes. In seleding samples of
votes we atempt to find motions that clealy fall into ead of Lowi's caegories, and
which cover awide range of padlicy topics. Appendix 1 liststhe votes used in this gudy.

Floor votes will be cdegorized as pertaining to ore of the four padlicy types based
on descriptions given by Congressonal Quarterly. Because of the vast number of votesin
any given Congress(1,122in this case), only a sample of the total isused (i.e., 82, 0 7.3
percent). To reducethe total we will first drop vaes which are dealy unimportant (such
as votes to approve the House Journal). We will also try to avoid vates which are essen-
tialy redundant. For example, before voting on an adual palicy motion, thereis avote to
end cebate and avote to bring the motion to the floor. Usually the same members who
plan to vate against the propasal aso vate for procedural motions which make it less
likely to ever read afinal vote. (For example, they may vote to return the bill t o commit-
teefor further study, or vote against giving amotionarule.) To avoid thistype of dugdi-
cdion, weinclude only the most important vote on amotion; that is, the vote on the a-

tual substance of the bill or onthe dedsive procedural motion.



Table 4.3: Summary of the Theoretical Predictions of the Voting Model

Theory: The Policy Perspective

Policy Type
D eterminant
Constituent Policy
Cominittees Ivlerchers not outlisrs
Cues taken with respect to ideology
Patty Lozt rmportant mflnerce on constituent policymaking
Ideology Influential, bt lirited once party taken into account

Matrrow Interests

Distributive Policy

M.A.

Comumittees

Patty
Ideology
Warrow Interests

Ilerabers are outliers

Cues taken with respect to differernces in navvoow interests
Mot influential

Mot inflnential

Very influential

Regulatory Policy
Comtrittees Ilerehers ave not ontliers
Cues taken with respect to party, differences in ideology
Patty Sornewhat Influsntial
Ideology Sornewhat Influential
Marrow Interests Sommewhat Influential

Redistributive Policy

Comumittees

Patty
Ideology
Warrow Interests

Mlerhers are not outliers

Cues taken with respect to party, differences in idealogy
Hot influential

Somewhat Influsntial

Sommewhat Influential
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To clarify the analysis, only policy motions which adhere closely to the types are

included. For example, a single motion on the floor of the House may contain multiple

policy types within it; omnibus budget legislation is an example: one long bill addresses
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many topics and includes al four palicy types. This gudy avoids such vaes asthey only
serve to muddy the waters of analysis. (Because thisresearch is among the first to exam-
ine palicy by type, we believe that this approad is warranted. If we find few or no df-
ferencesin legidlative behavior when examining palicies which fall clealy into ou vari-
ous caegories, then there is littl e reason to continue on this reseach path. If differences
are striking in these “pure” cases, then future reseach onmore complex cases which
combine multi ple types will bejustified.)

After examining the record of the 103d Congressto find vaes that med the aite-
riastated above, a sample of nineteen constituent, twenty-five distributive votes, twenty-
four regulatory votes, and fourteen redistributive votes was assembled. Eadh o these
floor votes was voted on ly an average of four-hunded-twenty-four members. Hence,

nealy thirty-five-thousand individual voting dedsions are cnsidered in this analysis.

The Empirical Model of Voting
The general empiricd model of voting is designed to refled the theoreticd model

displayed in Figure 2.3. The dichotomous voting deasionis examined using the foll ow-
ing logistic regresson equation:
Logit (Vote) = b + b1A + boB + bzC+bsD + bsE + beF + b7G

where:

A = committeemember (dummy variable)

B = non-committeemember dummy variable * f(d;), where f(di) is the mmmitte€s

median vate discourted for the ideologicd diff erence between the given floor
member and the wmmittee s median vater' s ideology **

2 SeeAppendix 2
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C = non-committeemember dummy variable * f(dn), where f(dn) is the committe€s
median vate discourted for the diff erence of the narrow interests of the given
floor member and the cmmittee s median vater’s narrow interest 2
D = Cohesion d the Democratic Lealership Cadre * Democrat 42
E= Cohesion d the Repulican Lealership Cadre * Repuljican42

F = Pode and Rosenthal' SIOMINATE score of ideology

G = Narrow Interest Score

An Explanation of the Empirical Model: The Dependent Variable

Legidators votes are used as the dependent variable in the model presented
abowve. Of course, we caana simply ask what makes alegislator vote “yes’ onagiven
measure — the vote is dependent on the wording of the motion. To aways code “yes’
votesasa “1” will make the analysis meaningless What is neaded is areference paint so
that votes coded “1” mean the same thing acossall motions. The solutionisto code
votesideologicdly. That is, if onany given motionayesvoteis positively correlated
with liberal ideol ogy,43 then ayeawill be mded 1. If ayesvoteisnegatively correlated
with liberalism, then vating nay will be coded 1. Hence, votes coded 1 will always be the

liberal vote, and conservative votes will be mded as-1.**

*3 Asmeasured by Pode and Rosenthal’s NOMINATE score of ideology (1985, 1997, a
now-common measure of legislator ideology. On the NOMINATE scde, -1isliberal, Ois
moderate, and +1 is conservative.

(cont’d.)
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An Explanation of the Empirical Model: The Independent Variables

Although the right-hand side of the equation appeas a bit cumbersome & first
glance thelogicis graightforward. Variable A isequal to oreif the member isonthe
referent committeg zero atherwise. If the mmmitteemembers are homogeneous prefer-
enceotitliers — the outcome predicted by the distributive theory — this variable will be sig-
nificant.*

When vating onthe floor, committeemembers are asumed to have dl the infor-
mation that they need to make substantive deasions. Non-committeemembers, onthe
other hand, are & a disadvantage; they must look to committeemembers for voting cues.
Variables B and C cgpture the ideologicd and rerrow-interest voting cues sent from the
committeemedian to floor members. Most previous research implicitly assumes that the
floor takes committeesignals withou prejudice. According to ou theory, the aie sent by

the committeeis weighted by floor members ac@rding to considerations of ideology and

44 SeeAppendix 3 for further explanation d options for coding the dependent variable.

*> One diticism of this method d measuring the extremism of committeemembers is that
if disinterested floor members defer to the wishes of interested committeemembers then
the extreme preferences of the mmmitteemembers are masked, and we will i ncorredly
fall to rejed the no-outlier null hypothesis. There aethreereasons that thisis not a prob-
lem for thisreseach. First, the reseach design does not predude the posshility of com-
mitteeoutliers. Committeemembers do appea as outli ers when analyzing redistributive
padlicy, as siown below. That is, committeemembers do appea as outliers when their
preferences are substantialy different. Second,this gudy isan examination d votesin
which corflict is present. If thereis $ much deference going on, then why are so many
members voting against the narrow interests? Why is the house so dvided onso many
votes? Third, thereisnat only deferencefrom the floor to committees, but deference
within committees (Krehbiel 1994. Certain motions are cetainly more important to
some committeemembers than they are to athers. Imagine alegislature where floor
members were never al owed to defer to a ommitteemember. Only committeemembers
could defer to ather committeemembers. The result would be that the dmmmittee & a
whole would appea to be more extremerelative to the floor. Inthered world, the floor
(cont’d.)
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narrow interests. as the dharaderistics of the mmmitteemedian diverge from those of a
given legislator, the ae sent by the committeeis discourted by considerations of ideol-
ogy and rarrow interests.*®

The manner in which the voting cues from committees are discourted by floor
voters deserves further explanation. The ideologica discourt of the voting cueis equal to

one, minus the asolute diff erence of the floor member's NOMINATE score and the NOMI-

may well defer to the ommittee But committeemembers also defer to ather committee
memberstoo. The two forces have the tendency of off setting ead ather.

% One might argue that floor members al so take voting cues from fell ow partisanson
committees, and that afloor-voter’s sgna comes from the median member of her caucus
onthe committee Increased partisanship onthe House floor might suggest this alterna-
tive. However, this gudy does not model votes in this manner becaise such an empiricd
model would be inconsistent with ou charaderization d party-as-organization. This
work has labored to maintain a distinction ketween ideology and party. Any ideologicd
signa that afell ow partisan might communicae is cgptured by term b2B of the modd. If
we remove the ideologicd comporent of a partisan signal, we ae left with a ae that says
“vote thisway because it is goodfor the party as an organization,” (meaning that it will
enhancethe party’ s reputation for competent governing and will im prove the dedoral
fortunes of all party members at the ball ot box.) But while every member wants his or
her party to dowell in the dedorate, eat hasamyriad o reasonsto defed from the
party linefor personal gain. The party image, a puldic good,is maintained ony by estab-
lishing party loyalty, and party loyalty can only be maintained by the leviathan, the party
leaders who mete out rewards and punshments to the rank-and-file. In short, if a partisan
signal is ent by a ommitteemember, it has no weight becaise mmmitteemembers can-
nat distribute rewards and punshments in the manner that party leaders can. If thereisa
viable party signal to be sent, it must come from the party leaders (as captured by terms
bsD and kE), na from fell ow partisans on committees. Increased partisanship onthe
House floor canna be dtributed to partisan signals coming from committeemembers. It
ismore likely that it isaresult of ageneral increasein party ideologicd homogeneity.

In theinterest of full disclosure it must be naoted that ealy exploratory models of
floor voting conducted in the exeaution d this gudy did contain aterm designed to cgp-
ture the partisan signal coming from committees. However, inclusion d the term caused
multi coli neaity with terms bsD and ksE, the components which model the party signal
sent by party leaders. One of the signals — either the partisan cue mming from the com-
mitteeor the partisan cue cming from the party leaders — nealed to be dropped from the
equation. Uponfurther refledion it became dea, for the theoreticd reasons detail ed
abowe, that the term modeli ng the partisan signal of committeemembers shoud be ex-
(cont’d.)



16C

NOMINATE score of the median vater of the cmmmittee s majority, multi plied by the vote
of the mmmitteemedian (oneif liberal, negative one if conservative). That is,

f(d)) =1 - | floor member’s NOMINATE score — committeemajority’ s median NOMI-

NATE score| * vote of the cmmmitteemedian
Recdl that NOMINATE scores range from —1to 1. Therefore, as theideologicd difference
between the floor and the cmmmittee g@proacdes zero, the weight of the e gproadhes 1
(andthiscueismultiplied by 1 or —1 depending onthe adual vote of the mmmitteeme-
dian). In ather words, the more ideologicdly similar the floor member is to the commit-
teemajority’ s median, the more likely he or sheisto take the voting cue & facevalue.
Alternatively, if an extremely liberal floor member (NOMINATE = -1) evaluates a e from
amoderate mmmitteemedian (NOMINATE = 0), then the weighted cueis zero. Or, if an
extremely liberal floor member (NOMINATE = -1) evaluates a awe from an extremely con-
servative mmmitteemedian (NOMINATE = 1), the aue is—1; the floor member will adtu-
aly be aed to vate in the opposite diredion d the mmmitteemedian.

The discourt of the narrow-interest cue works in much the same fashion. Recdl
that the narrow interests of House members are measured by standardized interest group
ratings. Theinterest groupscore that is used depends on the substantive isaue & hand.
The diff erence betwean a cmommitteemagjority’ s median narrow interest score and the nar-
row interest score of afloor member is

(dn) = | member’s narrow interest score — committeemajority’ s median narrow in-
terest score]

cluded. In so ddng the multi colineaity problem was eliminated, and the model became
more theoreticdly pure.
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Because the interest group scores are standardized, the unit of measurement is the stan-
dard deviation. We asume that d» scores of more than threehave the same substantive
impad on cue-taking floor members. Hence

If d>3 then f(dn) = -1 * vote of the mmmitteemedian,

elsef(dn) = 1 - (dw/1.5) * vote of the mmmitteemedian

For example, if afloor member observes that the cmmmitteemedian’s narrow interest is
very far from his own (suppase four standard deviationsin statisticd terms, na that most
legislators think this way), then the voting signal is—1 multiplied by the cmmmitteeme-
dian’svote. (That is, they will be aied to dothe oppdasite of what the committeesig-
nals)*’ If the difference between the floor member and the mmmitteemedian is moder-
ate — say 1.5 standard deviations — then the aue has noweight in the voting cdculus. If
the diff erence between the floor member and the committeeis snall, 0.1standard devia-
tions for example, then the weighted cue is 0.9333in the diredion d the mmmitteeme-
dian’svote.

House members also take voting signals from party leaders. Unlike most studies
of roll cdl voting, we rgjed the simple dichoatomous coding of party. Instead, we exam-
inethe dfed of a mhesive party leadership cadre on rank and file members. The rank
andfile of ead party looks to its respedive lealership cadre. The more unified the lead-

ership is, the more influenceit will have onrank-and-file voting. VariablesD and E cgp

*"Herein lies the logic of courting all diff erences of more than threestandard deviations
inthe same way. Legislators are nat statisticians; diff erences of threg four, or five stan-
dard deviations all mean the same thing to the floor member: “this committeeis diametri-
cdly oppased to my interests.”
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ture the dfeds of party leader cohesion. Party effeds shoud be strong in making con-
stituent palicy. They will have some influencewhen vating onregulatory policy. We
exped that there will be few partisan effeds when making distributive and redistributive
padlicy.

In additionto the dfeds that ideology and rerrow interests have onthe interpreta-
tion d committeesignals, they shoud have independent effeds aswell. Ideology shoud
be most influential when making constituent and redistributive palicy, somewhat influen-
tial when making regulatory pdicy, and noninfluential when making distributive palicy.
Variable F is sSmply Pode and Rosenthal's NOMINATE score of ideology.

Finaly, narrow interests sroud be influential when making distributive palicy;
they may have some influence when making regulatory padlicy; they shoud have littl e to
dowith redistributive palicy (once party and ideology are controlled for). Variable G
measures the legislator's commitment to a spedfic narrow interest. The conceptuali zation
and qoerationali zation d “narrow interests’ has proven to be problematic for padliti cd
scientists. What we seek is away to measure what alegislator ought to doif she wants to
keep her constituents happy, thereby returning her to dfice While it might seem that
students of legislatures would readily be &leto operationali ze and measure such a @mn-
cept, the task has proven to be difficult for schoars.

Bullock (1972, in his gudy of freshman committee &3gnmentsin the House,

draws on the work of ealier schaars® and argues that House members will seek commit-

*® Masters 1961, 354 Morrow 1969, 4348; Gall oway 1961, 82 Bolling 1965, 108
Goodwin 1970, 7778; Fenno,from a paper that would eventuall y contribute to Con-
gressmen in Committees; Kessel 1961, 1116.
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tee aggnments that further their narrow interests; the atradivenessof particular commit-
tee @sgnments can be predicted by the dharaderistics of amember’sdistrict. Bull ock
asserts that assignment to ore of the “top” committees — Appropriations, Rules, Ways and
Means, Armed Services, and Foreign Affairs—isin theinterest of every member. Simi-
larly, Public Works “has utility for any freshman seeking to win the suppat of their con-
stituents,” (Bullock 1972, 999. The dtradivenessof an assgnment to ather committees,
however, is predicaed uponthe charaderistics of arepresentative’ sdistrict. For exam-
ple, assgnment to Agriculture is assumed to be desirable for members who represent dis-
trictsin which at least ten percent of the workforceis employed in work onafarm. Ur-
ban legislators are assumed to be dtraded to the Banking and Currency Committee
Thaose members representing districts with large concentrations of working-classcitizens
are seen as being attraded to Educaionand Labor. The dtradivenessof the Merchant
Marine and Fisheries committeesis determined na by demographic charaderistics, but
by geographic considerations: the assgnment is thought to be sought by thase with ds-
tricts locaed onthe Atlantic or Padfic ooast, the Gulf of Mexico, o the shores of the
Grea Lakes. Finaly, assgnment to the Interior Committeeis desirable for thase with
districts of more than 8,500square miles (Bullock 1972, 9991000.

Similar to Bullock, Shepsle (1978 measures the narrow interests of legislators by
examining the dharaderistics of their districts. For example, legislators whase districts
had low popuation densities (i.e., rura districts) were asumed to have farming interests.

Members from urban districts were assumed to have banking and commerceinterests.

Similarly, Cowart (1981) asesses the narrow interests of members of various Appropria-
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tion subcommittees by examining a district's labor force daraderistics, popuation cen-
sity, andincome.

This “constituency charaderistic’ approadh has some problems, however. Fiorina
(1974 and Fenno (2000 bath demonstrate that sincediff erent winning eledoral coali-
tions can be built within the same geographic aea the legislative behavior of individuals
eleded from that geographic area ca be quite different. Fiorina shows that when a new
representative of a heterogeneous, competiti ve district wins a sea from a member of the
oppasite party, he will establish a significantly diff erent voting record than his predeces-
sor. Clealy, the new member is attempting to apped to adifferent set of constituents.
Similarly, Fenno cevelops the concept of concentric constituencies. That is, ead legisla
tor has four constituencies. the personal, the primary, the rededion, and the geographic.
The @nstituencies comprise aset of concentric drcles radiating outward from the legisla
tor, ead larger than the last. The personal constituency is comprised o family, close
friends, and confidants. The primary isthe set of votersthat is needed to secure the
party’ s nomination for the general eledion. The rededion constituency isthe walition
that isbuilt in order to return the member to Congress Finaly, the geographic constitu-
ency iscomprised of al the people wholiveinthe legislator’s date or district, whether
they voted for him, against him, or stayed hane oneledion day. Thelegidator clealy
neeals to keep the seandand third groups happy if heisto return to dfice (Keeguing the
first set happy probably makeslife eaier, bu may nat be aucia for winning office) But

clealy, the legidator does not neal to acourt for those who will not vote for him under
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any circumstances. Hence, to include the dharaderistics of al of the members of the
fourth groupin acdculation d what isin alegislator’s interest isinappropriate.49

Bullock and Brady (1983 underscore the point with their analysis of roll cadl
votesin the Senate. They analyze the voting patterns of pairs of senators from the same
state. They compare the voting records of senators from states with two senators of the
same party to the records of senators from states that eleded members of the upper cham-
ber from oppasing parties. Because two senators represent the same geographic region, it
is certain that differencesin their roll cdl votes canna be atributed to dfferencesin their
geographic constituencies, to barow Fennd sterm. They establi sh that states that are
demographicdly more homogeneous are more likely to produce senators from the same
party, whil e demographicdly heterogeneous gates are likely to split their senators be-
tween the oppasing parties (1983, 3132). They then show that states with heterogeneous
popdations, the type more likely to produce split control, are more likely to eled senators
with dff erent rededion constituencies. The rededion constituency is determined by the
share of the vote recaved by the Democratic nomineein eat eledion, as determined by
emlogicd regresson. Senators with dffering rededion constituencies had substantial
differencesin roll cdl voting records, as measured by ADA and Conservative Coadliti on
scores (Bullock and Brady 1983, 3739).

In short, sincerepresentatives from very demographicdly or geographicdly simi-

lar districts may build qute different elecora coalitions, it istoo simple to assume that

*9Pode (1988, 126, in dscussng logit models of roll cdl votesin Congress states that
“it isincorred to use geographic constituency measures of econamic self-interest.
Rather, the mrred procedure isto measure the eonomic self-interest of the rededion
constituency.”
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they will respondsimilarly to agiven pdicy propasal. Therefore, we will adopt the tech-
nique used by Krehbiel (1991) andjudge arepresentative's narrow interests by his behav-
ior in the House, as operationali zed by scores given by various interest groups.

It has become common pradicefor interest groups of all varieties to rate members
of Congresson zero to ore-hunded scdes based ontheir floor votes for a set of motions
deemed important by the interest group. The scores al ow objedive observersto deter-
mine which members are friendli est to various narrow interests. Previously, the use of
interest group scores had been criticized in that the scores are not comparable acoss
groups (it may be very difficult to oltain a perfed score of one-hunded for one group,
whil e quite eay for ancther), and the scores are not comparable acosstime (Snyder
1992 Krehbiel 1994). However, these problems have been al eviated in this dudy. As
this gudy is crosssedional rather than dadronic, issues of comparability acosstime do
nat come into play.50 To make scores from diff erent groups comparable within a Con-
gress they are standardized: a standard deviation above or below the mean means the
same for one groupasit does for ancther. Hence, we ae wnfident that the use of stan-
dardized interest group scores within a given Congressyields an acairate picture of
which members are digned with various narrow interests. >* Appendix 4 displays the de-

scriptive statistics for the dependent and independent variables.

*° Recent work by Grosedose, Levitt, and Snyder (1999 may all eviate the problems of
comparisons of interest group scores over time for future studies.

> After the interest groupscoreis dandardized, it is again transformed by multi plying it
by 1 or -1, depending onits correlation with NOMINATE. If anarrow interest scoreis cor-
related with conservatism, i.e., pasitively correlated with NOMINATE, it ismultiplied by -1.
In this way the narrow interest scores of many interest groups that are cwncerned with
(cont’d.)



Results
Equation Estimation
Estimating the various logistic regresson models using the data described above
allows usto test the hypotheses. The tests yield many interesting resultsin light of the
palicy perspedive: Indeed, different forces are at work as different types of policy are
made. The parameters for the various equations are displayed in Tables 4.4through 4.7.
Dired statisticd comparisons of legidative forces aadossthe padlicy types can be seenin

Table4.8. Table 4.9 pesents ageneral summary of the analysis.

The Predictability of Voting

In discussng the overall predictive power of the model of roll cdl voting, two
points warrant further discusson: the &solute predictive power of the models (i.e., the
percentage arredly predicted by the models as compared to an ided of one-hunded per-
cent corred explanation), and the relative predictive power of the models (i.e., the predic-
tive power of one padlicy type' s model as compared to the others.)

The Absolute Predictive Power of the Model. In absolute terms, the models ssam
to fare well, predicting votes corredly between eighty and amost ninety percent of the
time. On the one hand, this sounds like extraordinary predictive power: for asocial scien-
tist to predict behavior corredly ninety percent of thetimeisindeed rare. On the other
hand, the reader shoud recadl that legislative dhoiceisrestricted to a dichatomy when

voting onthe floor: simply flipping a @win will alow usto predict floor votes corredly in

many palicy topics can be cmpared meaningfully. To fail to doso would be to render
the analysis meaningless
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fifty percent of the caes. Hence, the improvement over some baselineisthered crite-
rion by which we shoud evauate the model.

Herbert Weisberg (1978 derives four baseline aiteriathat shoud be used when
evaluating models of roll cdl voting. The questionis, how much better is a proposed
model of voting than amodel with littl e or noinformation abou legislators and legisla-
tures? The most rudimentary baseli ne that Weisberg considersis that of randam selec-
tion. A proposed model of voting is compared to orein which legisators vote randamly.

Proposed models that canna predict much ower fifty percent canna be taken serioudly.

Weisherg's oond taseline is derived from the asumption that every member of
the dhamber will vote with the majority of the floor every time. (While it is mathemati-
cdly possble for amode to predict lessthan this majority-vote baseline, it is hard to
imagine areseacher who devised such a scheme laying claim to it in pulic.) Weisberg
examines House roll cdl votes between 1957and 1974and finds that the average major-
ity-vote baseline during this periodis 74 percent. Hence amodel that can predict 80 per-
cent of the caes from this sampleis not redly tooimpressive.

The third and fourth beseline aiteria ae developed with an eye toward partisan-
ship. The party-voting model assumes that alegislator will vote with the majority of his
party on every motion. Many studies of roll cdl voting have concluded that party isthe
best predictor of floor voting. However, laments Weisberg, this tell s us amost nothing
abou the pdliti cd process Why is party such asignificant predictor? Isit becaise party
leaders are strong? Or are the partisans dharply divided along ideologicd lines? Why do

legislators adhere to ore party and nd ancther? Simply knowing that party predicts floor



Tahle 4.4: Lug;it Model of Constituent YVotes

Logit WOtE:I = bl:l + b]_.l.'lll'a. + bgB"‘ b3D +b4E+ bjF

A = comindttes member

B =fTd)) * non conanittee member
D= Cohesion of the Democratic Leadership * Democrat

E =Cohesion of the Republican Leadership * Republican
F =Poole and Rosenthal's NOMINATE score of ideology

N= 2,414
Correctly Predicted = 89.14%
Random  DLlajority 2Party 3 Party
Baseline Vote Wote Vote  WVote
Baseline Predicts 5000%  5249% A036%  a200%
Improvement 39.12% 36.63% 2BT76% 2703%
)(2= (-2LLg) - (-2LLg) = fE0s 39
df' = 5
dig. = 0.0000
Pseudo B =
1-(-2LLg 2l = 0.5964
A, A
Variable b SE.  Wald df Sigg R ExpB) wit §
A 0.2427 0.1238 32410 1 00500 00129 13747 6.0 1%
E 0.9052 01040 T5T7537 1 00000 00216 24725 212 123
D 1.53995 01512 1578009 1 00000 01186 66824 o 07
E 1.1168 02172 26.4340 1 00000 00470 30552 53 128
F -2.9305 01953 2264001 1 00000 01424 00520 449 301
const. -1.2752 01263 1018740 1 0.0000
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Tahle 4.5: I.ugit Model of Distributive Votes

Logt (Wote) =bg + b A + 1B + b C +byD + bsE + b F + 103

A = comindttes member

B =fd) * non conanittes member
= fd,) * noncomumittee member
D= Cohesion of the Democratic Leadership * Democrat
E= Cohesion of the Republican Leadership * Republican
F =Poole and Fosenthal's HOMINATE score of ideclogy

= HNarrow Interest Score

N= 10,444
Correctly Predicted = E0.83%
Random  DLlajority 2Party 3 Party
Baseline Vote Wote Vote  WVote
Baseline Predicts 5000%  5227% 6037 al50M
lodel Improvement 30.83% 25.56% 20.45% 19.24%
){2= (-2LLg) - (-2LLg) = B035 545
df' = 7
dig. = 0.0000
Pseudo B =
1-(-2LLg 2l = 04174
oAy, A,
Variable b SE.  Wald df Sigg R Exp(B) wit §
A 01834 0.0753 59342 1 00142 00165 08325 46 -la
E -0.7091 00806 TT35T1 1 00000 00722 04921 170 -101
i 1.4007 00848 2729605 1 00000 01289 40579 32 184
D 1 20035 00822 4169936 1 00000 01694 405246 358 184
E 12187 01071 1294349 1 00000 00933 33829 A2 125
F -0.3459 0.1333 67304 1 00055 00181 07076 -5 -4.1
3 0.5924 00551 1154968 1 00000 00886 18082 144 140
const. -0.0819 0.0530 23857 1 01225
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Table 4.6: Logit Model of Regulatory Votes

Logt (Wote) =bg + b A + 1B + b C +byD + bsE + b F + 103

A = comindttes member

B =fd) * non conanittes member
= fd,) * noncomumittee member
D= Cohesion of the Democratic Leadership * Democrat
E= Cohesion of the Republican Leadership * Republican
F =Poole and Fosenthal's HOMINATE score of ideclogy

= HNarrow Interest Score

N= 10,079
Correctly Predicted = 26.00%
Random  Dajority 2 Party 3 Party
Baseline Vote Wote Vote  WVote
Baseline Predicts S000%  3352% PTEM alsl%
Iodel Improvement 36.00% 32.48% 2622%  25.49%
)[2= (-2LLg) - (-2LLg) = 7320508
df= 7
Sig. = 0.0000
Pseudo RY =
1-(-2LLg 2l g = 0.5256
%A A
¥Yariahle b 5.E. Wald df Sig. R Exp(B) unit 5
A 011935 0.0726 27082 1 00992 00071 0DEETS -3.0 -12
E -0.4752 01172 164484 1 0000l 00322 06E1T 0 -117 6.7
- 19531 01492 1712592 1 00000 01102 70502 e 255
D 1.331% 00973 187288 1 00000 01133 3787 9.1 134
E -0.0353 0.1494 0.0556 1 02137 00000 09654 09 -0.4
F 07932 0185 1651348 1 00000 -00323 04528 -18E -2
3 1.1953 0.0s: 1346139 1 00000 01145 33045 88 260
const. -0.731 00208 E1.2445 1 0.0000
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Tahle 4.7: I.ugit Model of Redistributive Votes

Logt (Wote) =bg + b A + 1B + b C +byD + bsE + b F + 103

& = comtuittee member

B =fd) * non conanittes member

= fd,) * noncomumittee member

D= Cohesion of the Democratic Leadership * Democrat
E= Cohesion of the Republican Leadership * Republican
F =Poole and Fosenthal's HOMINATE score of ideclogy

= HNarrow Interest Score

N= 5,799
Correctly Predicted = 89.15%

Fandom  DMajority 2 Party 3 Patty
Baszeline Vote Wote Vote  Vote

Baseline Predicts J000%  3435% 6203% 6353%
Iodel Improvement 301 3480% T10% 254A2%

){2= (-2LLg - -2LLg) = 4797 3202
df = 7
Hig. = 0.0000
Pseudo R* =
1-{-2LLg 2l = 0.6000
A A
Variable h SE. Wald df Sig R Exp(B) wit
A 1.0002 01365 5334932 1 Qoooo 0004 2TFIRR 231 7T
E 14336 02035 495735 1 ooooo 0o¥sl 41294 07 174
iZ 11417 02124 273350 1 ooooo 0033 31321 258 149
D -0.1013 02320 01210 1 06705 00000 09037 2.5 -11
E 09212 02382 16 9ET2 1 0oooo 00433 26692 228 1n7
F -2.5229 03173 832373 1 Qoooo -00EYs 00202 -4la 2GR
3 04653 01329 12 4249 1 nooo4 003e1 153973 115 111
const. -0.4456 0.1559 21734 1 0.0043
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voting sheds littl e light on the pdliti cd phenomenonwe aetrying to understand. The fi-
nal baselineis creaed by treaing the House asif it had threepdliti cd parties: Repulli-
cans, Northern Democrats, and Southern Democrats. An examination d House roll cdll
votes between 1965and 1969eveds that the two- and three party models provide base-
linesin excessof 80 percent.

Having derived the four baseline aiteria, Weisberg turns his attention to four em-
piricd models that have been developed to explainroll cdl votes onthe Housefloor. By
applying his various baseline aiteria he demonstrates that two of the models that were
thought to explain agred ded adually provide littl e predictive power over the minimal
information models.

Matthews and Stimson’'s (1975 model of House roll cal votesiswidely viewed
as asuccesdul research endearor becaise it has a high degreeof acaracy in predicting
individual choicesonthefloor. For roll cdl votes between 1965and 1969 the Matthews
and Stimson model is ableto predict 88 percent of votes corredly. At first glance thisis
impressve. However, the gplicaion d Weisberg's criteriareveds a different picture.
During this period that maority-voting baseline was 76.2 ercent, the party-voting base-
line was 83.7 gercent, and the threeparty baseline stoodat 86.3 gercent. In short, the
Matthews and Stimson model provides aimost no improvement over the three party
model. Similarly, Cherryhdmes and Shapiro (1969 are aleto predict 84 percent of
votes corredly. However, 82 percent of the votesin their sample could have been
achieved with atwo-party voting model.

The remaining two studies fared better under Weisberg's sdpel. Clausen (1973

isableto predict between 80and 85 rcent corredly. Kingdon(1973 isableto predict
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an impressve 89 percent. These high levels of prediction can be taken more seriously in
that bath studies adopted the pradiceof eliminating non-controversial votes, thereby
lowering the baselines; hence Clausen’s 80 percent is better than Matthews and Stimp-
son's 88 percent. (The adual baselines that could have been applied to the Clasusen or
the Kingdon models were not determined.)

Based on hsreview of these studies, Weisberg reates two conclusions. Thefirst
isthat simply having a high level of predictive power does not in and d itself make a
model succesul. We must ask if the model is an improvement over amodel with oy
minimal information. The second pant, ironicdly, isthat amodel that does nat predict
substantially more than a minimal information model is not necessarily afalure. A
model that has high predictive power but that is only marginally better than the minimal
information baselinesis gill succesdul if it sheds light onthe underlying pdliti cd phe-
nomenawe ae trying to lean more dou. In adeparture from conventional thinking on
statisticd modeling, Weisberg concludes that parsimony is adualy not as important as
we have bee led to think. Instead, “[v]erisimilit ude to the processbeing modeled is de-
sired ... (p. 574. For example, amodel that predicts 80 percent corredly with two
variablesis not asinformative e amodel that predicts 80 percent with many (relevant)
variables. The legidative processis complex — certainly more complex than atwo-
variable model. Hence, ou models $oud refled this complexity.

From Weisberg's critique of roll cdl voting models, we can conclude that the best
oneswill provide ahigh level of predictive power, improve uponthe baseline measures,
and be an acaurate representation d congressonal redity. How then dces the model that

we have developed rate against Weishberg's criteria? Asnoted at the outset of this sec-
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tion, the model does agoodjob d predicting votes. Tables 4.4through 4.7reved that the
model predicts between 80and 89 mrcent of votes. Moreover, the models provide sub-
stantial improvement over Weisberg's baselines. While it has been olserved that the ma-
jority-voting model will predict many floor votes, thisisnot the cae in our sample of
motions because, like Clausen and Kingdon,we have not included norrcontroversial mo-
tionsin the analysis. Weisberg found laselines over 80 percent in some of the votes that
he examined; in ou sample the baselines tend to hower between 50and 60 percent.
Hence, we have met thefirst two criteria: we have ahigh level of explanation and sub-
stantial improvement over the baseline measures. Third andfinally, the model is an aca-
rate representation d the dynamics of floor voting. Based onthe theory reviewed and
developed in the precaling pages, we believe that we have @nstructed a model that
strikes the proper balance between statisticd parsimony and legislative ammplexity. The
redity cgptured by the empiricd model is detail ed in the foll owing section. Whether or
not thisisan acarrate refledion d the legislative processis left to the judgment of the
reader.

The Relative Predictive Power of the Models. Turning to the second pont, the
predictive power of the modelsrelative to ore anather, we seethat some interesting pat-
terns emerge. Interestingly, the predictive power of the model of distributive votesis
markedly lower than that of the other threetypes. If the whole of legislative pdliti cs con-
sists of deds made in smoke-fill ed rooms, then there islittl e hope of ever creding sys-
tematic explanations of legislative behavior. However, if idiosyncratic log-roll s tend to
defy explanation, then a pdliti cs based onreason, clealy-visible interests, and puldic in-

formation will yield itself to systematic explanation.



In this resped, the padlicy categories yield the type of pdliti cs that conventional
wisdom leads usto exped. Distributive padlicies, the pdliti cs of pork, are the most diffi-
cult to explain. The R? lags behind the other models because the model smply canna ac-
court for al of the dedsthat get made behind closed doas. Horsetrading, bad scratch-
ing, log rolling — cdl it what youwill —isnat nealy as g/stematic as the other types.
When many legidators are disinterested or apathetic, the predictability of individual votes
dedines. Constituent and redistributive palicy, onthe other hand, produce adifferent
type of pdlitics, ore that isrelatively transparent. Votes are cast based on“bigideas’” and
legislators' long-held pasitions, na on hestil y-cobl ed-together alliances designed to se-
cure afew scraps of park. Theresult isthat the models are ale to predict dmost ninety
percent of the votes cast. Finaly, regulatory palicy, which has both ideologicd and rer-

row-interest comporents, falls smewhere between the other types.

The Correlates of Voting
An examination d Tables 4.4 through 4.9 unerscores the major theoreticd prem-
ise of thiswork: votes on dfferent pdlicy types are the products of different legislative
forces. TheR statistic in Tables 4.4 through 4.7shows the partial correlation d eadin-
dependent variable with the dependent variable, and are analogous to the beta weight in
OLSregresson. Looking aaosspadlicy typeswe can seethat the dfeds of the same vari-

ables are often dfferent in magnitude, significance’®, and at times, even in dredion.>

>2 Becaise our sample sizes are very large we will usethe a =.010leve of significance
throughout our analysis.

A genera note onlogit analysisis warranted:
(cont’d.)



18C

Thelast two columns of Tables 4.4through 4.7,1abeled “% A, unit” and “%Ai, S’
show the impad that the independent variable has oni, the indifferent legislator, the hy-
potheticd member of the floor who hes a 50 percent chance of voting either yes or no on
agiven proposal. (The alumn “% Ai, unit” shows the impad in terms of the variable’'s
unit of measurement, while “%Ai, S’ shows the standardized effed in terms of a standard
deviation,S) For example, suppase aproposal of the constituent palicy type comes up
for avote. If i isamember of a mmmitteeto which that bill had been referred (i.e., vari-
able A = 1), then, acoording to Table 4.4, le or sheis 6.0 percent more likely to vate for
the measure. If, onthe other hand, they are not a mmmitteemember, and the ideol ogicd
cue sent by the mommittee(i.e., variable B) increases by one standard deviation, then they
will be 12.3 percent more likely to vate for the measure. If variable F (Pode and Rosen-
thal’s NOMINATE score of ideology) increases by one unit (i.e., the member moves from
being amoderate to an extreme @nservative), the likelihood d voting for the measure

fallsby 44.9 rercent. If Fincreases by one standard deviation (i.e., the member moves

b = Logit lope. A one-unit change in the independent variable leadsto ab changein
the log odds of the dependent variable. That is, log [probability (yes event)/ prob-
ability (noevent)] =bo + b1 X1 + ... + bpX, , or, [probability (yes event)/ probabil-
ity (no event)] = € PXat B

S.E.= the standard error of the slope

wald = (b/S.E.)?

Sig. = Significance of Wald statistic, which hasa)(2 distribution

R= 4 [(Wad-2K/-2LL )]"2, where K isthe degrees of freedom for the variable,
and LL o) isthelog likelihood d a base model that contains only the intercept.
Thesi%n o R isthe same asthat of b.

Exp. (B) = €' = the fador by which the odds change when the i independent variable
changes by one unit (Bohrnstedt and Knoke, 1994, 334352 Norusis 1994, 130).
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from being a moderate to afairly strong conservative), the likelihood d voting for the
measure decreases by 30.1 percent.>

Constituent Policy. The model of constituent voting generally conformsto our
theoreticd expedations. Withou adoult, the padliti cs generated by constituent palicy is
charaderized by ideologicd voting and parties which are adive & true organizations.
That is, members’ votes are based ontheir own ideology, the ideologicd cues of commit-
teemembers, and the ahesivenessof their party’s leadership cadre>® We reged, there-

fore, hypothesis 2,in favor of 2«4, 3,infavor of 3, and 4, in favor of 4a.

>* When amember has a50 percent chance of voting either for or against a measure, she
is sid to betheindifferent voter, i. At that pointi’sodds of voting for the measure ae 1
(i.e., 50/ 50). Exp(B) shows the magnitude of the dange of the odds of voting for a
measure when the independent variable increases by one unit. Exp(B) is1.2747for vari-
ableAintable4.4. That is, aone-unit incressein variable A leadsto al.2747increase in
the magnitude of the odds of voting for the propasal. The odds of i voting for the pro-
posal areincreased from 1 to 1.2747 which is approximately equal to 56/ 44. In ather
words, the probability that i will vote for the measure has increased from 50to 56 percent
because of her committeemember status. (Thefiguresfor “% Ai, S’ are derived in the
same manner by re-estimating the equation using standardized versions of the variables
so that the estimates cdculated arein units of standard deviations.)

>° A potential criticism of this model isthat it is not entirely clea that leaders are leading
and foll owers are following. The results are dso consistent with the premise that the rank
andfileis cuing the leadership cadre, i.e., that the leaders are foll owing the rank and fil e.
That the leaderslead is an assumption — albeit nat aradicad one —that is built i nto the
model. Sinceleaders and rank-and-file members vote & the same point intime, it isnot
possble to establish firmly the diredion o the arow of causality from these data. How-
ever, the results of the eguation estimation for distributive votes (seebelow) does provide
someinsight. We would exped that distributive theory would hdd most true for distribu-
tive pdicy. Legislators have agred oppatunity for vote trading in this policy arena.
However, we seeinstances of them refraining. Asthe leadership beames more mhesive
against voting in favor of distribution, so dces the rank-and-file. Did the former cause the
latter? We caana be dsolutely certain, bu why else would they given that theory indi-
caesthat they shoud want to owver-distribute? There must be some cantral authority rein-
ing in their distributive tendency. We interpret thisto mean that the leaders are adually
providing the leadership.

(cont’d.)
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We had predicted that partisanship would ouweigh members' ideology; asit turns
out, ideology isthe dominant variable. However, bah are highly significant, strong, and
in the predicted diredion. It isalso interesting to nae that the partisan signa has more
influencefor the Democrats, the mgjority party; al previous theoreticd and empiricd
work from the partisan schod of thought has gressed that their predictions regarding par-
tisan government will only hald true with any consistency for the mgjority party. The mi-
nority smply haslessto gain by ading cohesively, lessto lose by letting members vote
their true preferences. The Repulicans are significantly affeded by the partisan signdl,
but nat to the extent of the Democrats.

Unlike party and ideology, committeemembership is nat important in the making
of constituent palicy. That is, members of committees are not significantly different than
the rest of the floor when making constituent palicy. Variable A, committeemembership,
failsto adieve significance d the a=.010level in this model, and so we caana rejed hy-
pothesis 1. (Of course g=.010is not a magic number; one might argue that 0.05, @ any
number for that matter, isadually appropriate. Even if g= 0.05is acceted, the substan-
tiveimpad of A is snall, judging by the right-most column of Table4.4) In kegoing
with ou theoreticd predictions, committeemembers do nd have narrow, district-spedfic

interests in the redm of constituent palicy, and the floor has no interest in all owing the

To truly solve this problem would take adifferent kind d investigation and dffer-
ent data. Onewould neal to olserve the pattern of information dssemination onthe
floor, most likely through the whip system. Arelealers ®nding signas to the rank and
file before the vote? Are whips going from the leadership to the rank-and-file with a
message that avote isimportant, or aternatively, are whips reporting to the leaders what
the rank-and-fil e thinks isimportant, and the leadership follows suit. A case study cdled
“A Day in the Life of aWhip” would be quite useful in this regard, and shoud be added
to congressional scholars' to-dollist.
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makers of constituent policy to deviate from floor median preferences. Hence, committee
members behave like general floor members when making constituent policy and do not
register as substantial preference outliers.

Distributive wotes. In keeping with the great bulk of the literature written on legis-
lative behavior in the last thirty years, when casting distributive votes, the narrow interest
of lawmakersis more influential than their ideology: variable G, the narrow interest
score, clearly has more influence than variable F, ideology. Liberals and conservatives
alike will vote for amotion that brings direct benefit to their constituents. However, there
is more going on here than simple pork barrel politics. We are quite surprised by both the
influence that party leadership has on the votes of the rank-and-file asit votes on distribu-
tion, and the preference similarity of committee members to the floor.

Turning our attention to Table 4.5, we see that the most influential factor in the
voting calculus of distributive pdicyisthe aue sent by the majority party’ s leadership
cadre. Contrary to all of the dismissals of the importance of party |eadership by the dis-
tributive school of theorists (as well asthe informational theorists), party leadershipisin-
fluential in the making of policy, even distributive policy. Thisistrue for the Democratic
majority and the Republican minority alike: as the leadership cadre becomes more cohe-
sive, therank and filefollowsitslead. The influence of party leadersin this case is dou-
bly surprising in that this is the policy sphere where we would expect to see the predic-
tions of the distributive theorists most likely to hold true.

Why isthisthe case? It must be noted that part of the answer liesin the votes that
were selected for this study. We are only looking at votes that had some controversy sur-

rounding them. Votes on non-controversial measures, such as the declaration of National
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Milk WeeK, areintentionally left out of the sample. Similarly, we did na include votes
on dstributive measures 9 popuar that they drew no oppaition. (They dorit cdl Socia
Seaurity the “third rail” of American pditi csfor nothing.) Asnoted abowe, votesonei-
ther of these types do nd have any varianceto explain. Of course, one might argue that
ladk of discord is charaderistic of the pdliti cs of this pdlicy type; as noted in Chapter 2,
members of Congresshave atendency to form large, “universalistic” coaliti ons rather
than minimum winning coaliti ons, ¥AN+1. Many reseachers have foundthat distributive
palicy isespeaaly likely to seethe formation o a universalistic coaliti on>® “Distribu-
tive paicy making appea|s] to elicit consensus and cooperation rather than conflict and
competition, the typicd result being legislation that provided ‘ something for everyone’ ”
(Collie 1988, 43Qsee aso Fiorina1981, p198 So, infairnessto dstributive theorists,
their theory seans to work the best for votes we ae not examining.

Nevertheless distributive theory fail s when there is controversy — exadly what the
partisan schod of thought predicts. Partisan theorists do nd, of course, claim that party
leadership dctates rank and fil e votes on every motion. They are quite dea in that
American parties in government are naothing like partiesin parliamentary systems. What
they do claim isthat parties awaken when thereis a neeal for them; partiesrule “cond-
tionaly,” as Rohde putsit. What we seehere ae those very condtions: any individual

member would like to vate for any given dstributive measure, if only to capture future

*®Collie (1988, 423 notes that such atendency has been foundaaoss ®vera padlicy top-
icswithin the distributive type: puldic works (Mass1951,Fergjohn 1979, appropriations
(Fenno 1966, urban renewa (Plott 1968, land and resource management (Fenno 1973,
elements of tax paicy (Manley 1970, private bill s (Froman 1967, tariffs (Schattschnei-
der 1935, military procurement (Rundqust 1973, caegoricd grants-in-aid (Mayhew
1974, and even some socia programs (Stockman 1975.
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gains from exchange. However, over-distribution must be kept in chedk by the majority
party’ s leadership so that the party’ s reputation for good government is maintained, lead-
ing to gains at the ball ot box during the next eledion. In short, the party leadership hasto
prevent the boond@gles of over-distribution. When avoting outcome is close, when any
given member could have alot of future favors owed to im by changing hisvote ona
motionthat is of littl e personal importanceto him, the influence of the leadership cadreis
at its pe&k. (Thisfinding underscores theimportance of the results of Chapter 3: the
leadership cadre that is creaded does matter.) The origina prediction was incorred: party
leadership does matter when making distributive padicy. We must, to ou surprise, rejed
hypothesis 3, in favor of 3.

In addition to missng the mark onthe influence of parties, distributive theory’s
predictions regarding the high demands of committees are dso incorred: committee
members are not preference outli ers when making distributive palicy. Variable A, com-
mitteemembership, isnat significant at the o = 0.010level. (Evenif acceted at the o =
0.050level, the substantive impad is very wedk, bu the wefficient’s sgnisin thewrong
direction! That is, committeemembers would be lesslikely to distribute, ceteris paribus.)
Wefail to rgjed hypothesis 1, in favor of 1a.

As predicted by the padlicy perspedive, floor members do take voting cues from
committeemembers. Not surprisingly, the ideologicd composition d a mmmitteeisir-
relevant to floor members:. the floor does not care dout the cmmmitte€s sgnal in ideo-

logicd terms.”’ Hence we fail to rejed hypothesis 2, in favor of 2. It isthe narrow in-

>"While variable B is sgnificant, its sgn isincorred: the doser the @mmitteemedian’s
ideology is to that of the floor member, the lessinfluencethey have on her vote.
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terest of the ommitteemedian that is of concern to the floor voter. Asthe narrow inter-
est of the ommitteemedian and the floor member converge, more weight is given to the
voting cue of the mmmitteg as evidenced by the slope of variable C. As predicted, we
rged hypothesis 2, in favor of 2z.

Our control variables, F and G, the ideology and rerrow interests of floor mem-
bers, are dso determinants of the vote. To the anazement of no ore, the narrow interests
of individual House members are important when making dedsions on dstributive pali-
cies. Werged hypothesis 5, in favor of 5. What is more surprising is that ideology has
astatisticdly significant influence over distributive votes; variable F, Pooe and Rosen-
thal’s NOMINATE score of ideology, is negatively correlated with distributive voting (al-
though the substantive impad isfairly small). That is, liberas are slightly more likely to
bein favor of distribution than conservatives. We must, contrary to ou original predic-
tions, rejed hypothesis 4, in favor of 4a.

Regulatory votes. Table 4.6 dsplays the results of the model of regulatory votes.
In this case, the members of regulatory palicy referent committees are not preference out-
liersrelative to the floor. Aspredicted by informational and partisan theory, floor mem-
bers need reliable information from referent committees; in this pdlicy areg the floor
constructs committees that refled its own preferences. Hence, variable A, the mmmittee
membership dummy variable, dces not achieve significance. Variable C, onthe other
hand, is sgnificant and strong, indicaing that floor members are strongly influenced by
committeemembers with narrow interests like their own. Y et while floor members are
looking for narrow-interest signals from the committeg they completely disregard the

ideologicd signals that the committeesends. (Similar to what was observed in the model
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of distributive voting, variable B is sgnificant, bu its sgn isin the wrong direction. The
closer afloor member isto the mmmitteemedian in ideologicd terms, the less weight it
givesto theideologicd signal. Why thisisthe caeisunclea; fortunately, the dfed is
nat very strong.)

Variables D and E, the influence of party leaders on the vote, indicae that the ma-
jority and the minority leadership cadres have quite diff erent influences ontheir respec-
tive members. The influence of the Democratic leadersis very strong (the most influen-
tial variable in the model, in fad), while the Repulican leadership has noinfluence
whatsoever over itsrank-and-file. (Again, thisisin keging with partisan theory, which
states that its predictions apply only to the governing majority party.) VariablesFand G
follow predictable patterns: liberal members are more willi ng to regul ate, and members
are strongly influenced by their own dstrict-spedfic interests. Overall then, we seethat
members vote based ontheir own ideology and interests, bu, members of the majority
party are kept in chedk by a highly-influential leadership cadre.

Redistributive votes. The analysis of redistributive padlicy is driking for several
reasons. Of the four types, thisisthe only case in which committeemembers are signifi-
cant preferenceoutliers. When making redistributive padlicy, the mommitteemembers are
substantially more liberal in their voting than their coll eagues onthefloor. As shownin
Table4.7, variable A (the mommitteemembership dunmy) is sgnificant and strong. The
indifferent voter’s probability of voting for ameasureisincreased 23.26 by beingona
committee Werged hypathesis 1, in favor of 1.

Redistributive padlicy is often bah highly technicd and ideologicdly charged.

The floor needs the expertise of committeemembers, bu must weigh the cmmmitte€ sig-



18¢

nal according to committeemembers' ideology and rarrow interests. Asevidenced by
the slopes and standard errors of variables B and C, the floor members take the ideol ogy
and rerrow interests of the mommitteemembers into acourt, and then use the resulting
cues as aids in casting their own vates. We rged hypaothesis 2, in favor of 24, and 2,in
favor of 22

Whil e, committees play an important role in signali ng the floor when making re-
distributive pdlicy, the same canna be said for the party leadership cadres. The theoreti-
cdly-more-important majority party leadership cadre exerts noinfluence over the rank
andfile. (Thelessimportant minority leadership daes exert some influence It appeas
that Republican party leaders may neal to dosome am twisting on redistributive isaues.)
In general, we fail to rged hypothesis 3,. Thisfailureto rged 3, isimportant for at
least two reasons. First, it ill ustrates the importance of diff erentiating between parties as
labels and parties as organizations. No ore will dispute the premise that Democrats are
more in favor of redistribution that Repulicans are; if this dudy had operationali zed
party in the cmnventional manner, coding 1 for Democrats, O for Repulicans, we surely
would have concluded that party is a strong determinant of voting on redistributive mat-
ters. This conclusionwould have been bah unnteresting and misleading: uninteresting
in that everyone dready knows that Democrats are more willi ng to redistribute; mislead-
ing in that it simply confounds the dfeds of partisanship andideology. Of course De-
mocrats are voting for redistribution, bu not because they are Democrats, bu rather be-
cause they areliberas.

Thisleads usto the semndreasonthat thisfinding isimportant. We see a tea

example of governing parties ading cohesively, bu withou being direded to doso. This
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is the essence of partisan theory: party leaders only twist arms when they need to. On re-
distributive matters, party cohesion is achieved by letting rank-and-file Democrats do
what they would do anyway: redistribute. The party is cohesive, but the Leviathan never
had to be roused.

Finally, turning to the control variables, we see that ideology is the most important
determinant of redistributive voting; liberals are strongly in favor of redistribution. The

narrow interest score was also a determinant of the vote.

Comparisons of Voting Deter minants across Policy Types

Having examined each of the voting models in isolation, we can now make com-
parisons among them. The maor premise of the policy perspective isthat different types
of policy cause different types of politics. In this case, different types of politics should
be associated with varying pressures on legislators. If thisis the case, then the slopes of
variables will differ between models. To test the hypothesis that slopes differ across pol-
icy types, we perform at-test for the difference of slopes. Table 4.8 shows the results of
the thirty-six tests. Table 4.9 displays asummary. Of the thirty-six tests performed, we
find that there are significant differences between slopes result in twenty-five of the
cases.”® Wetakethisas support of the policy perspective, and the mgor finding of this

study: different types of palicy cause different types of paliti cs to result.

*8 One aspect of Tables 4.8 and 4.9 is adeparture from standard statistical practices.
Namely, it is generally incorrect to make direct comparisons of independent variable co-
efficients across models unless the models have exactly the same set of independent vari-
ables. The model of constituent votes that this study employsis different than the models
of distributive, regulatory, and redistributive votesin that it does not contain a component
to measure the narrow interests of House members. (That is, variables C and G are omit-
(cont’d.)



19C

Severa striking test results bea further discusson. The strongest diff erences are
sea in the dfeds of ideology between constituent and dstributive palicy. Floor mem-
bers are strongly influenced by their own ideology and the ideologicd signals sent by
committeemembers when making constituent palicy. When making distributive palicy,
onthe other hand, ideology is not a wnsideration.

There is also considerable diff erencein the use of the party leadership cadres.
Looking at the tests of variable D, we seedifferencesin five of the six cases. Moreover,
the most interesting result is where we seeno difference Surprisingly, we see astrong
simil arity between constituent and dstributive palicy types, while we would exped party
effeds to be strong in making constituent padlicy, they are dso important when making
distributive pdicy. Asdiscussed above, we seeparty leaders ading to prevent too much
distribution. Along the same lines, we seestrong diff erences between constituent and re-

distributive pdicy, and dstributive and redistributive palicy, with regard to variable D,

ted.) Nevertheless we do make dired comparisons. There aetwo reasonsfor this.

First, as argued abowve, the model of constituent poli cy making captures predasely the
same phenomenonas the other models; whil e there is not adired measurement of a nar-
row interest, anything that could beimplied by that term in this case is cgptured by the
measure of ideology, variables B and F. Whil e the equation may differ, the processthat is
being modeled is adually the same. Second,if we were to forego dred statisticd com-
parisons and rely on qualitative judgments to determine diff erences between slope weffi-
cients, we would be left with the nagging question: “how different are they really?” A
goodestimate is provided by simply violating the strict rule and running thetest. Thisis
adualy afairly common practice For example, suppcse we ae comparing the means of
two groups which are nat samples, but are universes. Are the two groups diff erent?
Sincethe two groups are universes, na samples, any diff erencethat we observeisred —
it canna be due to sampling error. But we ae still | eft with the vexing question: “how
different are they? 1s0.1abig differenceor asmall one?” To quantify the differencewe
can simply run at-test, which, strictly speaking, is used to test the differencesin means
between samples. Thisisaviolationthat will probably annoy statisticians, but it isa use-
ful violation. In much the same manner, ou tests aaossmodels help to quantify the dif-
ferences between slope wefficients.
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the cohesion of the majority party leaders. While party leadership was influential in mak-
ing constituent and distributive policy, it did not have to be when making redistributive
policy.

Table 4.9 shows adirect comparison of each type, avisual summary of the infor-
mation shown in Table 4.8. Checks indicate differences in variables between types. The
comparison of regulatory and redistributive politicsis remarkable. Itisfair to say that
these policy types are characteristic of twentieth century politics, and yet, they are entirely
different from one another: we see significant differences between the slopes of all seven

of the variables.

Conclusion

Chapter 3 examined one type of constituent policy, the creation of the party lead-
ership cadres, and saw that the parties construct leadership groups that are representative
of the party as awhole, and which are ideologically homogeneous. In this chapter we see
how those leadership groups are put to use: the rank and file relies on their leadership
when there is aneed for collective action. We also see how the House creates its commit-
tees. In general, the committees are microcosms of the parent chamber; only when mak-
ing redistributive policy were committees stocked with preference outliers. Floor mem-
bers do take cues from committee members. In every case the floor members were
influenced by the signals sent from the committee members. Considerations of ideology
and district specific interests also come into play in the voting calculus. Most impor-

tantly, in comparing the policy types to one another, we see that they are indeed associ-
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ated with different types of politics. The major premise is borne out by the empirical in-

vestigation.



CHAPTER 5

CONCLUSIONS

Theresults of thisinvestigation are an important first step toward a padlicy-based
theory of legidlative organization. Contrary to thase who have dismissed the posshility
of a pdlicy-based theory of Congress(Krehbiel 1991, 714), it has been demonstrated that
by using atheoreticdly-derived pdicy taxonamy, analytic power is gained, and ou un-
derstanding of legidlative organization and oucomesis enhanced. Different padlicies put
different presaures onlegidators, and dff erent paliti csresult. At some times legislators
have presaures for the distribution d legidlative spail s, while in ather instances, informa-
tional neeals take precedence. In some caes the strength of party leadersisinfluential; at
other times their power lies dormant. Committeemembers supfy valuable voting cues to
floor voters at some points, while & others, the floor member has no reed of a aue —their
ideology and their constituent-spedfic narrow interests provide them with al of the “in-
formation” that they need.

The rrelates of floor votes vary in their influence acosspadlicy types. Indeed,
we take this as evidenceto suppat Lowi's thesis: “apdliticd relationship is determined
by the type of pdlicy at stake, so that for every type of padlicy thereislikely to be adistinc-

tive type of pdliti cd relationship.”
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In the remaining pages of this work we summarize its mgjor findings, pant out
some of their pradicd implications for those invalved in the padliticd process and pant

to oppatunities for future reseach.

Findingsand I mplications
Creating the State Machine: Selecting Party L eaders

Selecting House Speakers. The historicd analysis of the seledion d Speders
finds that ideology is, in the aygregate, na an important criterionin seleding a Speker
of the House. In six of the eghteen cases that were studied, the Speger came from the
extreme wing of his party, which would suppat the ll edive-choice-of-preference-
outlierstheory. But inlooking to the most influential spegkersin the sample, it is ob-
served that while Reed came from the extreme right of the GOP, Cannoncame from the
extreme left of the party.

In sum, there seansto be neither a dea nor a systematic manner in which Spe&k-
ersare dhosen, at least with regard to ideologicd preference The dharisma/ competence
model of leadership —in which grea individuals rise to the top to lead the many —is not
in danger of being overturned by an ideology-based model of Speker seledion.

What could a newly-eleded member of the House with aspirations of beaming
Spedker glean from the findings presented here? In pradice the resultsimply that new
Spedkers can be drawn from any point on a party’ sideologicd spedrum: having extreme
views does not necessarily predude amember from obtaining the Speership. Leader-
ship skill s or areputation for hard work (or some cmbination d these traits) will allow

representatives from the ideologicd fringes of their caucus to aspire to the post. Never-
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theless young House members with aspirations for the position would be hard-pressed to
take diredion from these results. Granted, they would dowell to work hard and have a
goodcommand d the issues and fads of concern to the nation. But it is not too wseful to
be told that what isredly neaded is a sort of je ne sais quoi. What they might be able to
doisto jockey for a cetain ideologicd positionrelative to the rest of their caucus; but the
findings how that this haslittl e beaing on eledion to the Spe&kership. So, shoud they
conclude that they can take any ideologicd stancethey wish if they want aleadership po-
sitionin the dhamber, or perhaps move to the extreme wing of their party (which seansto
be adlightly better positionfor prospedive Spedkers)? Not exadly; shoud they missthe
lofty goal of the Speakership and hoge to fall i nto ancther party leadership pasition, then
coming from the ideologicd fringes of the caicus is detrimental, as the results of Chapter
3 show. Moreover, even if amember could creae the reputation reeded for eledionto
the pogt, it is highly unlikely that she could enginea the condtions necessary for thein-
stalation d anew Speder. (Dennis Hastert probably never envisioned the situation that
resulted in hiseledionto the position.)

In addition to the pradicd implicdions, there ae alditional reseach implicaions
for scholars. Because there ae so few cases of eledionto the Spedership, guantitative
anaysisisdifficult. Qualitative reseach is probably more gpropriate for an in-depth
investigation d the Spe&ker of the House. Asideology has nat been foundto be an
important fador, an investigation and comparison d personality traits (in the tradition o
Barber’'s (1992 analysis of Presidents) and historicd circumstanceislikely to bea more

fruit.
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Selecting Party Leaders. In Chapter 3 it was foundthat the dhamber’sideologicd
median, amember of the mgjority party by definition, seleds leadership cadres nea the
floor median, bu shifted toward the mgjority party’ sideologicd median. Insum, a
tension exists between the floor median and the majority party median; in alegislature
withou the constraints of partisanship, the floor median deddes outcomes (Black 1958.
However, because the floor median condLcts her affairs as a member of the majority
party, sheisforced to defer to fell ow partisans to some degree Theresult isthat the
leadership o the floor is over-representative of the majority party. The analysis presented
here supports ahybrid of informational and partisan theory, finding that the ideologicd
composition of the leadership cadre is a “compromise” —amidde way that is a product
of both the mgjority caucus and floor median' s prefiences.

In pradicd terms, this means that we shoud seeleadership groups that are drawn
from the left of the floor’ s center when Democrats are in power, and from the right of
center when the GOP controls the dhamber. Events of the last several yeas, (and d the
next few yeasif surge and dedine theory hdds true), will provide the oppatunity to test
the hypothesis under the control of varying parties. Individual members seking leader-
ship pasitions would dowell to pasition themselves nea the floor median, bu leaning
toward their party’s median.

The Homogeneity of Party Leaders. One surprising result of this gudy is that
when forming leadership groups, congressonal parties follow a pattern of ideologicd
homogeneity. That is, members of the leadership cadres are paded tightly together in
ideologicd terms, rather than covering a broad spedrum that refleds the party asawhale.

Thisfinding was doully interesting in that the outcome is not predicted by the partisan
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schod of thought on legislative organization, bu rather by the gains-from-exchange theo-
rists. Theirony isthat the gains-from-exchange theory generally insists that party is an
irrelevant forcein legislative organization. Instead we find that parties are quite deli ber-
ate in seleding homogeneous leadership groups. Given what is known abou partiesin
the post-reform House, the initial expedation was that the caicuses would seled a di-
verse leadership which would be balanced onthe whale, yet would provide arange of
opinion by being ideologicdly spread ou. Theindividua party member seeking aleader-
ship pasition must therefore position imself nea the floor’s center, but shifted in the di-
redion d the mgority party, and must foll ow the aues of current party leaders closely in
order to creae avoting history of ideologicd homogeneity with the leadership cadre.

Schalars foud take natice of these findings aswell. Partisanship and party lead-
ership in the House is not an unimportant fador, as many have sserted. Party leaders are
drawn from awell-defined subset of legislators. At times, these party leaders send impor-
tant voting cues to the rank andfile, asis siown in Chapter 4. These findings raise ahost
of intriguing questions for the paliti cd scientist. For example, if an ideologicaly-defined
subset of legidlators can be predicted to become the party leaders, then what type of
House district islikely to eled alegislator who hdds the necessary ideologicd position?
How are these districts alike, and dothey recaeve any spedal |egidative benefits because

of their propensity to eled patential congressonal |eaders?
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Floor Voting

Floor Voting Across Policy Types. In Chapter 4 it was determined that votes on
cetan pdicy types are more predictable than vates on aher types. Constituent palicy is
the most predictable type, whil e distributive palicy is the most resistant to systematic
anaysis. Future models of floor voting shoud aceurt for thisfinding and assume that
“logrolling” votes will be inherently more stochastic than will votes on motions with
clea ideologicd comporents. Reseachers oud also na be surprised if, in the
aggregate, measures of ideology show more long-term stabilit y than domeasures of
suppat for palicy in aparticular substantive aea espedaly if alegislator has few dired
narrow interests within apadlicy’ stopicd area

Constituent Policy. The model of constituent voting estimated in Chapter 4
conformsto theoreticd expedations. The pdliti cs of constituent palicy are the padliti cs of
ideology, and parties are adive & organizations. Members' votes are based ontheir own
ideology, the ideologica cues of committeemembers, and the ahesivenessof their
party’ s lealership cadre.

Asdiscussd in Chapter 4, Lowi (1972 predicts, for reasons that are anbiguous,
that we will not seemany constituent votesin a angressona (as oppacsed to a parlia-
mentary) setting because strong parties are not to be found. Y et we do seemany palicies
of thistype —we had notroulde locaing these for our sample. The analysis presented in
Chapters 3 and 4indicaes that party leadership groups are nat hastil y-thrown-together
bodes of legidators, and that when adionis cdled for, leadership cadres are apable of

respondng. Inshort, parties are stronger than Lowi assumes them to be— or at least ex-
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hibit a different type of strength, afinding that is consistent with the other findings on
party.

Asnoted in the review of the literature, studies that have employed the Lowi ty-
pology have tended to give short shrift to the type. Lowi’sown 1972 @per isthe prime
example of this. Others have aked questions and designed reseach that avoids the wn-
stituent palicy type; investigators gudy the diff erences in agencies that ded with and pro-
duce an abundanceof regulatory, distributive, and redistributive palicy (Ripley and
Franklin 1986, 1991Newman 1994). (It is, for al intentsand puposes, impossbleto
conceive of an agency that deds primarily with constituent palicy.) Finaly, most re-
seach that concedes that there might indeed be types of palicy focuses onthe dfeds of
regulation.

The results of this gudy show that Lowi’ s typoogy does indeed warrant further
investigation, and that constituent palicy differs from the other threetypes on severa
counts. Other schalars who employ the padlicy typoogy shoud take caeto deviate from
Lowi’s example and examine anstituent palicy to the extent that it isfeasible.

Distributive Policy. When casting distributive votes, the narrow interests of
lawmakers are, na surprisingly, more influential than their ideology: liberals and
conservatives ali ke vote for direda benefits to their districts. Floor memberslookto
committeemembers who have interests that are dosely aligned with their own and take
their voting cues acrdingly. Nevertheless party leaders have ashocking amourt of
influence on rank-and-file votes on dstribution. In fad, the most influential fador for
members of the dhamber when vating on dstributive mattersis the aie sent by the

majority party’ s leadership cadre.
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The conclusion d Chapter 4, in keguing with pertisan theory, was that when
necessary, partisan leaders can send important voting cues to members of the caicus  as
to prevent the over-distribution d goods. Moreover, we can also conclude that if enough
party leaders are against a pieceof distribution, the members of the party will nat vote for
it. Hence, party leaders can use their own floor votes as a way of rewarding and
punishing members of the caicus: they can vate a abloc against distribution kenefiting
party members who have fail ed to toe the party line and knaw that the rest of the rank-
and-file will follow their lead. Conversely, the party member who wants to seaure the
benefits of distribution for her district is well advised to comply with the party leadership
when the leaders are ading in aunified manner.

Regulatory Policy. Regulatory pdlicy is perhaps the most complex of al pdicy
typesin that it can be technicaly complex (requiring uninformed members to seek infor-
mational cues from committeemembers), ideologicdly charged, and hes the likely out-
come of rewarding some & the expense of others. Chapter 4 determined that members of
regulatory palicy referent committees are not preference outliersrelative to the floor: in
this palicy areathe floor constructs committees that refled its own preferences, and the
floor takes reli able® narrow-interest cues from the cwmmittee Leaders of the majority
party strongly influencethe votes of their rank and file, but minority leaders have no ef-

fed on members of their caucus. Overall then, we seethat members vote based ontheir

> Reliable in the sense that floor members can be sure that committeemembers are not
obscuring information in order to benefit themselves at the expense of the floor. Krehbiel
(1991, 68 states that “[i]ncomplete ‘pdlicy information’ is explicitly charaderized by as-
suming that legislators are uncertain abou the relationship between pdicies and ou-
comes.... Formally, X = p + ¢, where X isthe outcomein R', pisapdlicy in R, and wisa
(cont’d.)
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own ideology and interests, but, members of the theoreticdly-criticd majority party are
kept in chedk by a highly-influential |eadership cadre.

Two pants of pradicd and acalemic interest arise here. Regulatory palicy does
indeed have adistributive cmporent, as evidenced by the importance of narrow interests
in the voting caculus. Regulation may well be another medhanism for the distribution o
particuaristic benefits within alegislature. However, it isimportant to nate that as was
the cae with dstributive pdlicy, party leaders play avital rolein kegoing particularism in
chedk. Members of the rank andfile can ony roll so many logs. they must also consider
the signals sent by party leaders.

Redistributive Policy. It was foundthat of the four types, redistributive pdlicy is
the only areain which committeemembers are preferenceoutliersrelative to the floor.
When making redistributive padlicy, the mommitteemembers are substantiall y more redis-
tributive in their voting than their colleagues onthe floor. Floor members acourt for the
ideology and rarrow interests of committeemembers; the aues become significant parts
of the voting equation when casting their own vates. Floor members are therefore a-
vised to weigh carefull y the signals of committeemembers.

In contrast to committees, party leadership payslittl eif any rolein forming redis-
tributive paicy. Wetake this as evidencethat parties can ad cohesively withou needing
to have presaure gplied from aleadership groupflexing its legislative muscle, underscor-
ing the work of Rohde, and Cox and McCubhinsin particular. The party agendaisfur-

thered in this case by letting the members do what they want to da

randam variable whose predse valueisunknown....” Inthe cae of regulatory palicy
therefore, we have foundthat the uncertainty term ¢y has been minimized.
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Inter-policy Comparisons. Comparing voting models to ore another demonstrates
further that diff erent types of palicy result in dfferent types of pdlitics. Most notably,
House members are strongly influenced by their own ideology and the ideologicd signals
sent by committeemembers when making constituent palicy. When making distributive
padlicy, onthe other hand, ideology is not a wnsideration. In terms of the party leader-
ship’sinfluence astrong similarity is observed between constituent and dstributive pal-
icy types, while we would exped partisanship to be strong whil e making constituent pal-
icy, it isalso an important fador in making distributive palicy for the reasons discussd
abowve. Along the same lines, we seestrong diff erences between constituent and redis-
tributive palicy, and distributive and redistributive palicy, with regard to the whesion o
the maority party leaders. Whil e party leadership was influential in making constituent
and dstributive pdlicy, it did na have to be when making redistributive padlicy.

That the model of floor voting had significantly different slope aefficients when
used to compare the various padlicy types is the single most important finding of this re-
seach endeavor. Theimplicaionfor schoars of legislaturesis that they must begin to
account for the type of pdlicy in question kefore making broad claims regarding the or-
ganization d legislatures and behavior of legislators. For example, if we want to cometo
a onclusion abou whether or nat parties are adive a organizations, we must ask, with
regard to what type of policy? Parties are adive & sometime, inadive & others. Simi-
larly, committeemembers are preference outli ers at some time, representative of the par-
ent chamber at other times. Members' ideology dominates sme debates, whileit is ab-
sent in athers. Whether of nat any of these fadors are influentia is predicaed uponthe

type of palicy under consideration.
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Future Research

Given the findings of this study, further research on congressional organization
and behavior focused through the lens of the policy perspectiveisjustified. Chapter 3in-
dicates that parties are more than mere collections of like-minded legislators. Chapter 4
shows that mgjority party leaders play a pivotal rolein the creation of constituent, dis-
tributive, and regulatory policy. Their effect was not felt when making redistributive pol-
icy. Hence, the summary dismissals of parties asirrelevant legislative forces, so common
in the 1970s and 1980s, are clearly inappropriate. Scholars can expect that the partisan
school of thought that began to develop in the 1990s will continue to attract the interest of
researchers.

Committees, which have been studied obsessively since the 1960s are an impor-
tant ingredient in the congressional soup; they are not the only ingredient, however.
Committees are outliers at some times, representative of the parent chamber at others.
The study of legidative signaling games can benefit from the practice adopted in this the-
sis; committees send complex signals, and members of the floor weight these signals ac-
cording to their own ideology and narrow interests.

Of course, few single works are exhaustive. Thisinvestigation, like most others,
raises more questions than it answers, and the possibilities for future research are exten-
sive. The following examples serve as a sketch for aresearch agenda.

Thisinvestigation studied floor motions that were fairly pure examples of the
theoretical types; the justification was that if the thesis was not borne out by examination
of puretypes, then there was little reason to pursue further research. If the thesiswas

supported by the pure types, then an investigation of more complex cases would be war-
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ranted. Thisiswhere we now stand: attention shoud now be turned to the design of re-
seach that can dssed complex bundes of padlicy and determine the paliti cs that result
from it.

Floor votes are an important comporent of legisative life. However, agrea ded
must happen before amotion readesthe floor. A myriad of oppatunities exist for exam-
ining the palicy perspedive & the mommittee ad subcommitteelevel. Many of the ques-
tions asked abou the floor-committeerelationship can be asked abou the ommittee
subcommitteedynamic: how do relatively uninformed committeemembers take signals
from the highly-informed subcommitteemembers? What are the role of ideology, narrow
interests, and party in this stuation?

One of the cantral fads saping the design of thisreseach isthat committees are
designed around pdicy topics, not palicy types. A single ommitteehand es palicy of
many, if not all, of the types. However, thisdoes not hold as true & the subcommittee
level. We may well be aleto determine cetain subcommittees that hand e predomi-
nantly one type of legislation. Within the Agriculture Committeg for example, one sub-
committeededs with food stamps, a redistributive issue, whil e others distribute subsidies
to farmers. A comparison d the pdliti cs within and ketween these subcommittees may
prove to be enlightening.

Just asagrea ded of pdliti cking goes on kefore amotion reades the floor, a
greda ded goes on afterward; the pdliti cs of conference mmmittees provide another op-
portunity to test hypotheses generated by the padlicy perspedive. Andwhilewe aeonthe
subjed of conference mmmittees, we must begin to ponar the workings of the Senate

with regard to Lowi’ s dictum.
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Finally, this research, like most other congressional investigations, would benefit
from being exposed to cases generated outside of Washington, D.C. The theoretical work
of Arrow, Black, Downs, and othersis not about Congress, or even about legislatures, but
about groups of peoplein democratic settings. There are fifty state legislatures and
countless city council chambers to which we could turn our eye. A stronger scholarly
connection between those who study our national |egislature and state and local politics

would surely prove to be interesting and informative.
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APPENDIX 1

DESCRIPTION OF VOTES

This appendix lists the eghty-two roll cdl votes used in the analysis of voting in the
103d House. Voteswere seleded based ontheir conformity to Lowi’ s typology. We
also attempt to cover awide variety of voting topics within each type, and to choose votes
for which a sizable minority exists. The identification nunber listed with ead vate indi-
caesits number in the Congressonal recrd. For example, 1:51 indicaes that the vote
was from the first sesgon, vde 51. Ead vate within the distributive, regulatory, redis-
tributive typesis paired with an interest groupwhich rates members of Congresson a par-
ticular palicy issue; the rating of that groupis used in the model of roll cdl voting. De-
scriptions of the votes are provided by Congressional Quarterly, and are avail able
eledronicdly from the ICPSR’ s data base.

1) 151

2) 1:120

3) 1:129

Constituent Policy

HR20. Hatch Act RevisiorVRule. Adoption d the rule (HRes106) to provide
for House floor consideration d the bill to amend the 1939 Hatch Act barring
federal employees from most pdliti cd adivities, to al ow federa employees
and pastal workersto runfor office, hdd pasitionsin pditi cd parties and
voluntee for campaigns during nonworking hous. Adopted 249163 R 6-
161; D 242-2 (ND 1632, SD 79-0); | 1-0, March 3, 1993.

Referent Committee Post Office and Civil Service

HRES107. 1993Committee Fundng Resolutior/Recommit to Reduce Fund-
ing. Dunn,R-Wash., motionto recommit the resolution to the House Ad-
ministration Committeewith instructions to report it back with an amend-
ment reducing the fundng level of eath committeeto spedfied amourts
averaging 25 percent lessthan last yea and requiring that at least one-third of
the funds for eadn committeebe avail able to the minority party. Motionre-
jeded 171246 R 168 1; D 3-244(ND 2-162,SD 1-82); | 0-1, March 30,
1993.

Referent Committee Administration

HR2. National Voter Registratior/Instruct Conferees. Thomas, R-Cdlif.,
motion to instruct the House confereesto accept the Senate provisions that al-
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4) 1:133

5) 1:144

6) 1:187

7) 1:216

228

low statesto register people to vate & pubic asgstance or unemployment
compensation agencies, rather than requiring it, as the House bill does. Mo-
tionrgeded 192222 R 170-0; D 22-221(ND 8-156, SD 14-65); 1 0-1, April
1, 1993.

Referent Committee Administration

HR1430. Temporary Debt Limit Increese/Passage. Passage of the bill to
temporarily increase the pulic debt limit by $225 hlli on from $4.145trilli on
to $4.370trilli onthrough Sept. 30, 1993t0 provide sufficient borrowing au-
thority for the federal government to med its obligations. Passed 237177 R
2-165 D 23412 (ND 1596, SD 75-6); | 1-0, April 2, 1993. A "yed wasa
vote in suppat of the president's pasition.

Referent Committee Ways and Means

HR1578. Expedited Rescissons/Rule. Adogtion d therule (HRes149) to
provide for House floor consideration d the bill t o al ow the president to pro-
pose to rescind any part of an appropriations bill and require Congressto vote
onthat rescisson proposa within aspeafied period. The bill would expire
two yeas after enadment. Adopted 212208 R 2-165 D 21042 (ND 138
30,SD 72-12); 1 0-1, April 28, 1993.

Referent Committees: Government Operations; Rules

HR2118. Fiscd 1993Suppemental Appropriations/Funds Transfers. Wolf,
R-Va., amendment to eliminate the provisions all owing the White House to
transfer funds between White House acourns. Rgeded in Committeeof the
Whole 165267: R 1659; D 0-257(ND 0-173,SD 0-84); | 0-1, May 26,
1993.

Referent Committee Appropriations

HR2348. Fiscd 1994L egidlative Branch Appropriations/Recommit. Y ourg,
R-Fla., motion to recommit the bill t o the House Appropriations Committee
with instructions to report it badk with an amendment reducing various ac-
courtsin thebill by 5 percent. Motionregjeded 202209 R 168-0; D 34-208
(ND 17-148,SD 17-60); | 0-1, June 10, 1993.

Referent Committee Appropriations



8) 1.247

9) 1:256

10) 1:396

11) 1:458

12) 1:595

224

HR1876. GATT Fast-Tradk Extension/Passage. Passage of the bill t o extend
through April 15, 1994 the aministration's authority to negotiate an aceord
strengthening the General Agreament on Tariffsand Trade (GATT) andre-
quire Congressto consider the acord under expedited procedures that bar
amendments. Passed 295126 R 15023, D 145102(ND 97-70, SD 48-32);
| 0-1,June 22, 1993.A "yed wasavotein suppat of the president's posi-
tion.

Referent Committee Ways and Means

HR2403. Fiscd 1994 Treasury-Postal Appropriations/Customs Service Cut.
Separate vote & the request of Kolbe, R-Ariz., onthe anendment adopted in
the Committeeof the Whale offered by Penny, D-Minn.,to cut the U.S. Cus-
toms Service gpropriation by $4 milli onto the anourt requested by the al-
ministration. Adopted 269141 R 11357, D 156-:83 (ND 101-60, SD 55
23); 1 0-1, June 22, 1993.(On separate votes, which may be demanded onan
amendment adopted in the Committeeof the Whale, the four delegates and
the resident commissoner of Puerto Rico canna vote. Seevote 241)

Referent Committee Appropriations

HR2330. Intelli gence Authorizatior/Public Disclosure. Frank, D-Mass,
amendment to require pubic disclosure of aggregate anourts associated with
the bill. Rejeded in Committeeof the Whae 169264 R 6-166 D 162-98
(ND 131-46,SD 31-52); | 1-0, Aug. 4, 1993.

Referent Committee Intelli gence Armed Services

HRES134. Discharge Petition Disclosure/Adoption. Adogion d the resolu-
tion to make pulic the signatures of members on dscharge petitions.
Adoped 38440: R 1740; D 20940 (ND 139-26,SD 70-14); | 1-0, Sept. 28,
1993.

Referent Committee Rules
HR51. D.C. StatehoodPassage. Passage of the hill t o admit the District of
Columbiainto the union as the State of New Columbia. Regjeded 153277 R
1-172, D 151-105(ND 12349, SD 28-56); | 1-0, Nov. 21, 1993.A "yed'

was avote in suppat of the president's position.

Referent Committee District of Columbia
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13) 1:605 HR3. Campaign Finance/Passage. Passage of the bill to give House candi-

14) 2:4

15) 2:19

16) 2:65

dates up to $200,000n federal benefitsif they agreeto vduntary spending
limits of $600,000.The sumswould be indexed for inflation from 1992for-
ward, and a separate fundng mechanism would berequired. Passed 255175
R 22-151; D 232-24 (ND 1656, SD 67-18); | 1-0, Nov. 22, 1993.A "yed'
was avote in suppat of the president's position.

Referent Committees: Administration; Judiciary

HR3425. Department of Environmenta Protedior/Rule. Adoption d the
rule (HRes312) to provide for House floor consideration d the bill to elevate
the Environmental Protedion Agency to Cabinet-level status. Regeded 191
227: R5-167, D 18560 (ND 140-28,SD 45-32); | 1-0, Feb. 2, 1994.

Referent Committee Government Operations

HR811. Independent Counsel Reauthorization/Congressonal Coverage.
Bryant, D-Texas, substitute anendment to Gekas, R-Pa., amendment to all ow
but not require the cverage of Congressunder the bill. The Gekas amend-
ment would require that independent coursels be used to examine or prose-
cute serious all egations involving members of Congress Adopted in the
Committeeof the Whole 230-188 R 2-167, D 227-21 (ND 1649, SD 63-
12); 1 1-0, Feb. 1Q 1994. A "yed was avote in suppat of the president's
pasition.

Referent Committee Judiciary

HJRES103. Baanced-Budget Constitutional Amendment/Passage. Passage
of the joint resolutionto propose a onstitutional amendment to require abal-
anced budyet by 2001 o the secondfiscd yea after ratificaion by three
fourths of the states, whichever islater. Congresscould waive the balanced-
budget requirement if threefifths of the House and Senate gprove deficit
gpending. It aso could waive the requirement when adedaration o war was
in effed or when there was a dedared military thred to nationa seaurity. Re-
jeded 272153 R1721; D 99-151(ND 47-122,SD 52-29); | 0-1, March 17,
1994. (A two-thirds magjority vote of those present and vding (283in this
case) isrequired to passajoint resolution roposing an amendment to the
Constitution.) A "nay" was avote in suppat of the president's position.

Referent Committee Judiciary
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HR4822. Congressional Compliance/Previous Question. Beilenson, D-
Cdlif., motion to order the previous question (thus ending debate and the pos-
sibility of amendment) on adoption of the rule (HRes514) to provide for
House floor consideration of the bill to bring Congress into compliance with
federal labor laws, including the Americans With Disabilities Act, the Family
Leave Act, the Occupational Safety and Health Act and the Fair Labor Stan-
dards Act. Motion agreed to 247-185: R 1-176; D 245-9 (ND 168-4, SD 77-
5); 1 1-0, Aug. 10, 1994. (Subsequently, the rule was adopted by voice vote.)

Referent Committees: Administration; Education and Labor; Government
Operations; Rules; Judiciary

HR3171. Agriculture Department Reorganization/Agricultural Service
Agency. Allard, R-Colo., amendment to eliminate the Agricultural Service
Agency, which the bill would establish by consolidating the Agricultural Sta-
bilization and Conservation Service, which manages crop subsidy programs,
with the Federal Crop Insurance Corporation and the Farmers Home Admini-
stration. Rejected in the Committee of the Whole 177-247: R 171-3; D 6-243
(ND 4-166, SD 2-77); 1 0-1, Sept. 28, 1994.

Referent Committee: Agriculture

S349. Lobbying Disclosure/Rule. Adoption of the rule (HRes550) to pro-
vide for House floor consideration of the conference report to expand the dis-
closure of lobbying activities and impose new restrictions on gifts to mem-
bers of Congress and their staffs. Adopted 216-205: R 5-170; D 210-35 (ND
156-13, SD 54-22); | 1-0, Sept. 29, 1994.

Referent Committee: Judiciary

Distributive Policy

HR4. National Institutes of Health Reauthorization/Back Injury Study.
Separate vote at the request of Solomon, R-N.Y ., on the amendment adopted
by voice vote in the Committee of the Whole offered by Gilman, R-N.Y ., to
conduct a study of back injuries. Adopted 305-109: R 94-78; D 210-31 (ND
140-22, SD 70-9); | 1-0, March 11, 1993. (On separate votes, which may be
demanded on an amendment adopted in the Committee of the Whole, the
delegates cannot vote.)

Interest Group Pair: American Public Health Association (APHA)

Referent Committee: Energy and Commerce
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HR4. Nationa Institutes of Health Reauthorization/Project Aries. Separate
vote at the request of Solomon, R-N.Y ., on the amendment adopted by voice
vote in the Committee of the Whole offered by Sam Johnson, R-Texas, to
prohibit further funding by NIH for Project Aries at the University of Wash-
ington at Seattle concerning the transmission of the HIV virus. Adopted 278-
139: R 168-5; D 110-133 (ND 56-108, SD 54-25); | 0-1, March 11, 1993.
(On separate votes, which may be demanded on an amendment adopted in the
Committee of the Whole, the delegates cannot vote.)

Interest Group Pair: APHA

Referent Committee: Energy and Commerce

HR820. National Competitiveness/Civilian Technology Program. Meyers,
R-Kan., en bloc amendment to reduce the authorization for the Civilian
Technology Development Program to $1 million in fiscal 1994 and $10 mil-
lionin fiscal 1995, shift the management of the program to the Small Busi-
ness Administration and provide the government with a share of the profits.
Rejected in Committee of the Whole 194-224: R 170-2; D 24-221 (ND 17-
146, SD 7-75); | 0-1, May 12, 1993.

Interest Group Pair: Citizens Supporting Science (CSS)

Referent Committee: Science, Space, and Technology
HR2118. Fiscal 1993 Supplemental Appropriations/Defense Spending. An-
drews, D-Maine, amendment to cut the $1.2 billion in the bill for Defense
Department activities, which would have forced the Defense Department to
finance the activities by cutting existing programs. Rejected in Committee of
the Whole 188-244: R 46-128; D 141-116 (ND 103-69, SD 38-47); | 1-0,
May 26, 1993.

Interest Group Pair: American Security Council (ASC)

Referent Committee: Appropriations
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HR2200. NASA Authorizatiorn/SpaceStation. Roemer, D-Ind., amendment
to eliminate the seven-yea $12.7 hilli on authorization for the spacestation,
authorizing $825milli on for costs associated with terminating the projed.
Reeded in Committeeof the Whoe 215216 R61-112, D 153104 (ND
12450, SD 29-54); | 1-0, June 23, 1993. A "nay" was avote in suppat of
the president's position.

Interest GroupPair: CSS

Referent Committee Science Space and Techndogy

HR2493. Fiscd 1994Agriculture Appropriations/Market Promotion Pro-
gram. Durbin, D-IlI., amendment to the Schumer, D-N.Y ., substitute anend-
ment to the Armey, R-Texas, amendment, to cut $20 milli on from the Market
Promotion Program. Schumer would cut $57.7milli on,and Armey would
elimi nate the program by cutting $147.7million. Adopted in Committeeof
the Whoe 330101 R 120:51; D 20950 (ND 131-44,SD 78-6); | 1-0, June
29, 1993.

Interest Group Pair: National Farmers Union (NFU)

Referent Committee Appropriations
HR2493. Fiscd 1994Agriculture Appropriations/Acrossthe-Board Cut.
Myers, R-Ind.,amendment to recommit the bill t o the House Appropriations
Committeewith instructions to report it badk with an amendment to cut the
Commodity Credit Corporation by $4.4 hlli onand al other programs by five
percent. Motionrgeded 172255 R 152-19; D 20-235(ND 10-161,SD 10-
74);10-1, June 29, 1993.

Interest GroupPair: NFU

Referent Committee Appropriations



27) 1:331 HR2520. Fiscd 1994Interior Appropriations/Coal Research and Energy

28) 1:344

29) 1:361

30) 1:414

Conservation Programs. Walker, R-Pa., amendment to cut fossl energy re-
seach and development by approximately $50milli on and incresse energy
conservation programs by approximately $25million. Adopted in the Com-
mitteeof the Whoe 276144 R 129-40; D 146-:104 (ND 9-80, SD 57-24); |
1-0, July 15, 1993.

Interest GroupPair: League of Conservation Voters (LCV)

Referent Committee Appropriations

HR2519. Fiscd 1994Commerce Justice State Appropriations/Small Busi-
nessAdministration. Separate vote & the request of Smith, D-lowa, onthe
amendment adopted by voicevote July 1 in the Committeeof the Whale of-
fered by Penny, D-Minn.,to cut $22milli on from the Small BusinessAd-
ministration. Rejeded 183242 R 143-29; D 40-212(ND 24-144,SD 16
68); 1 0-1, July 20, 1993. (On separate votes, which may be demanded onan
amendment adopted in the Committeeof the Whole, delegates canna vote.)

Interest Group Pair: National Federation d Independent Businessmen
(NFIB)

Referent Committee Appropriations

HR2200. NASA Authorizatior/CIESIN. Walker, R-Pa., amendment to cut
the $18millionin the bill for the Consortium for International Earth Science
Information Network (CIESIN). Rejeded in the Committeeof the Whole
189-226. R 157-10; D 32-215(ND 20-149,SD 12-66); | 0-1, July 23, 1993.

Interest GroupPair: CSS

Referent Committee Science Space and Techndogy

HR2401. Fiscd 1994Defense Authorization/Tedhndogy Reinvestment Pro-
jed. Schroeder, D-Colo., amendment to cut the Balli stic Missle Defense
program by $200milli on and increase fundng for the Techndogy Reinvest-
ment Projed by $229 million. Rgeded in the Committeeof the Whole 202
227 R 16-156, D 18571 (ND 15221, SD 33-50); | 1-0, Sept. 8, 1993.A
"nay" was avotein suppat of the president's pasition.

Interest GroupPair: ASC

Referent Committee Armed Services
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HR2401. Fiscd 1994Defense Authorizatior/European Force Spending Cut.
Frank, D-Mass, amendment to reducefundng for overseas forces in Europe
by $1 Glli onin fiscd 1994with half the savings going to deficit reduction
and helf to econamic conversion. Reeded in the Committeeof the Whaole
210216 R 28143 D 181-73(ND 14626, SD 35-47); | 1-0, Sept. 9, 1993.

Interest GroupPair: ASC

Referent Committee Armed Services

HR3116. Fiscd 1994Defense Appropriations/D-5 Misdle. Penny, D-Minn.,
amendment to elimi nate the D-5 misdle dter fiscd 1993. Rgeded in the
Committeeof the Whole 178248 R 33-137, D 144111 (ND 124-48,SD 20-
63); |1 1-0, Sept. 30, 1993.

Interest GroupPair: ASC

Referent Committee Appropriations

HR3116. Fiscd 1994Defense Appropriations/Rifle Pradice Board. Ma-
loney, D-N.Y ., amendment to eliminate the $2.5milli on for the Civili an
Marksmanship Program. Rejeded in the Committeeof the Whae 190-242
R 37-137, D 153104 (ND 121-53,SD 32-51); | 0-1, Sept. 30, 1993.

Interest Group Pair: National Rifle Association

Referent Committee Appropriations

HR1845. National Biologicd Survey/Rule. Adopion d the rule (HRes262)
to provide for House floor consideration d the bill to authorize $180million
infiscd 1994and such sums as necessary in fiscd 199597 to establish aNa-
tional Biologicd Survey to fadlit ate reseach and monitoring of Americds
biologicd and retural resources on an easystem basis. Adopted 238188 R
11-164;, D 22624 (ND 161-6, SD 65-18); | 1-0, Oct. 6, 1993.

Interest GroupPair: LCV

Referent Committee Merchant Marine and Fisheries; Natural Resources;
Science Space and Tedhndogy
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35) 1:496 HR1804. Schod Improvement/Passage. Passage of the bill to authorize

36) 2.51

37) 2:95

$427millionfor fiscd 1994for grantsto states and locd schods and for
other costs associated with vduntary adoption d national educaion goals,
standards and tests and improvements to puldic schods. Passed 307118 R
57-116 D 2492 (ND 1652, SD 84-0); | 1-0, Oct. 13, 1993.

Interest Group Pair: National Educaion Association

Referent Committee Educaion and Labor

HCONRES218. Fiscd 1995Budget Resolutior/Defense Cuts. Frank, D-
Mass, substitute anendment to reducethe $263.3 lilli onin defense budget
authority in the resolution by $2.4 blli on. Rejeded in the Committeeof the
Whoe 105313 R 12-160, D 92-153(ND 82-85,SD 10-68); | 1-0, March
10, 1994.

Interest GroupPair: ASC

Referent Committee Budget

HR6. Elementary and Secondary Educaion Reauthorization/Passage. Pas-
sage of the bill t o reauthorize the 1965Elementary and Secondary Education
Act for six yeas through fiscd 1999,and to authorize $12.7 hlli onin fiscd
1995spending for federal elementary and seacondary schod programs.
Pased 289128 R 45124, D 2434 (ND 1690, SD 74-4); | 1-0, March 24,
1994. A "yed was avote in suppat of the president's position.

Interest Group Pair: NEA

Referent Committee Education and Labor
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HR4092. Omnibus Crime Bill/ Prison Construction. Hughes, D-N.J., substi-
tute anendment to the McCollum, R-Fla., anendment, to authorize $3 Llli on
over five yeasfor state prison construction grants. The McCollum amend-
ment would authorize $10 hlli on and condtion the grants on the state enac-
tion d "Truth in Sentencing Laws," which require long prisonterms and pe-
trial detentionfor violent offenders. Adopted in the Committeeof the Whale
215206 R 2-170, D 212-36 (ND 15316, SD 59-20); | 1-0, April 19, 1994.
(Subsequently, the McCollum amendment as amended was adopted by voice
vote.)

Interest GroupPair: ACLU

Referent Committees: Judiciary; Educaion and Labor; Energy and Com-
merce Banking, Finance and Urban Affairs; Government Operations

HR3254. National Science Foundation Authorization/Authorization Cut.
Boehlert, R-N.Y ., amendment to reducethe bill's fiscd 1995authorization by
$50millionanditsfiscd 1996authorization by $158milli on, to refled fig-
uresin the House-passed budyet resolution for fiscd 1995(HConRes218).
Adoped in the Committeeof the Whole 227-197: R 169-3; D 58-193(ND
38-132,SD 20-61); | 0-1, May 4, 1994.

Interest GroupPair: CSS

Referent Committee Science Space and Techndogy
HRA4301. Fiscd 1995Defense Authorization/Trident Il (D-5) Missle Termi-
nation. Penny, D-Minn.,amendment to terminate production d the Trident Il
(D-5) misdle dter fiscd 1994and cut $696milli onfrom the Navy's wegors
procurement acournt. Reeded in the Committeeof the Whole 166229 R
35128 D 130-101(ND 107-46,SD 23-55); | 1-0, May 20, 1994.A "nay"
was avote in suppat of the president's position.

Interest GroupPair: ASC

Referent Committee Armed Services



41) 2:278

42) 2:364

43) 2:404

23¢

HR4603. Fiscd 1995Commerce Justice State Appropriations/Revote
GLOBE Program Revote & required when delegate votes provide the margin
dedding an isaue, as ocaurred onthe Fields, R-Texas, amendment to cut $7
milli on from funding for the National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administra-
tion. The anendment was intended to eliminate the GLOBE Program
(Global Leaning and Observation to Benefit the Environment) propased in
the president's budget, which would creae aglobal network of schod children
colleding environmental data. Regeded 184184 R 1445; D 40-178(ND
23-125,SD 17-53; 1 0-1, June 24, 1994.

Interest GroupPair: LCV

Referent Committee Appropriations
HR4801. Small BusinessAdministration Reauthorizatiorn/Rule. Moakley,
D-Mass, maotionto arder the previous question (thus ending debate and the
paossibility of amendment) on adogtion d the rule (HRes494) to provide for
House floor consideration d the bill t o reauthorize the programs of the Small
BusinessAdministration for fiscd 199597. Motion agreed to 215169 R 0-
159 D 21410 (ND 1496, SD 65-4); | 1-0, July 29, 1994.

Interest Group Pair: NFIB

Referent Committee Small Business
S2182. Fiscd 1995Defense Authorization/Conference Report. Adoption d
the conferencereport to authorize $263.7 lilli onin fiscd 1995for the pro-
grams of the Department of Defense. Adoped (thus ent to the Senate) 280
137. R57-113 D 22323 (ND 147-20,SD 76-3); 1 0-1, Aug. 17, 1994.

Interest GroupPair: ASC

Referent Committee Armed Services
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HR4801. Small BusinessAdministration Reauthorization/Recommit. Kim,
R-Cdlif., motion to recommit the bill t o the Small BusinessCommitteewith
instructions to report it badk with an amendment to authorize the transfer of
$38milli on from the State Department's fiscd 1995appropriation to two
Small BusinessAdministration rograms. Motionrgjeded 176242 R 154
17, D 22-224(ND 17-149,SD 5-75); 1 0-1, Sept. 21, 1994.

Interest Group Pair: NFIB

Referent Committee Small Business

Regulatory Policy

HR1. Family and Medicd Leare/Passage. Passage of the hill to require an-
ployers of more than 50employeesto provide 12 weeks of unpaid leave for
an illnessor to caefor anew child o sick family member. Passed 265163
R 40-134 D 22429 (ND 162-8, SD 62-21); | 1-0, Feb. 3, 1993.A "yed was
avotein suppat of the president's position.

Interest Group Pair: APHA

Referent Committee Educaion and Labor; Post Office and Civil Service
Administration

HR5. Striker Replacement/Passage. Passage of the bill to prohibit employers
from hiring permanent replacements for striking union workers during ec-
nomic strikes. Passed 239190 R 17-157, D 221-33(ND 1691, SD 52-32);

| 1-0,June 15, 1993.A "yed was avote in suppat of the president's posi-
tion.

Interest Group Pair: AFL-CIO

Referent Committee Educaion and Labor; Energy and Commerce Public
Works and Transportation
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HR2492. Fiscd 1994D.C. AppropriatioryDomestic Partners. Istook, R-
Okla., amendment to prohibit funds from enforcing the District's domestic
Partners Ordinance which all ows unmarried coudes or partnersto be digible
for benefits offered married couges. Adopted in Committeeof the Whole
251-177: R 157-14; D 94-162(ND 42-131,SD 52-31); | 0-1, June 30, 1993.

Interest Group Pair: Human Rights Campaign (HRC)

Referent Committee Appropriations

HR2010. National Service/Labor Union Consultation. Ballenger, R-N.C.,
amendment to eliminate the requirement that National Service gplicants
consult with locd unions for their concurrence before engaging in similar
work performed by locd unions. Rejeded in Committeeof the Whole 153
276 R 14330; D 10-245(ND 0-174,SD 10-71); 1 0-1, July 21, 1993.

Interest Group Pair: AFL-CIO

Referent Committee Educaion and Labor

HR2401. Fiscd 1994Defense Authorization/Gay Ban. Meéhan, D-Mass,
amendment to strike the provisions codifying aban on hanosexualsin the
military and expressthe sense of Congressthat the isue shoud be deter-
mined by the president and hs advisers. Reeded in the Committeeof the
Whoe 169264 R 11-163 D 157101 (ND 131-43,SD 26-58); | 1-0, Sept.
28, 1993.

Interest GroupPair: HRC

Referent Committee Armed Services

HR2403. Fiscd 1994 Treasury-Postal Appropriations/Conference Report.
Adopion d the cmnferencereport to provide $22,538,822,000n new budget
authority for the Treasury Department, the U.S. Postal Service the Exeautive
Officeof the President and certain independent agenciesin fiscd 1994. The
administration requested $22,006,136,000The bill li fts a prohibition onfed-
eral employees hedth insurance @verage of abortions. Adopted (thus sent to
the Senate) 207-206 R 11-158 D 19548 (ND 133-28, SD 62-20); | 1-0,
Sept. 29, 1993.A "yed was avote in suppat of the president's position.

Interest Group Pair: National Abortion Rights Action League (NARAL)
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Referent Committee Appropriations
HR2739. Airport Improvements/Child Restraints. Oberstar, D-Minn., sub-
stitute anendment to the Lightfoot, R-lowa, amendment, to require arlinesto
provide diild safety restraints uponrequest. The Lightfoat amendment
would require the use of child safety restraints on airplanes. Adopted in the
Committeeof the Whole 270-155 R 10568; D 16586 (ND 101-68, SD 64-
18); 1 0-1, Oct. 7, 1993.

Interest Group Pair: APHA

Referent Committee Public Works and Transportation

HR1025. Brady Bill/ Passage. Passage of the bill to require afive-business
day waiting period before an individual could puchase ahandgunto al ow
locd officials to condwct a badkgroundched. Passed 238189 R 54-119, D
18469 (ND 13831, SD 46-38); | 0-1, Nov. 10, 1993.A "yed wasavotein
suppat of the president's position.

Interest Group Pair: NRA

Referent Committee Judiciary

HR796. Freedom of Accessto Abortion ClinicRule. Adoption d therule
(HRes313) to provide for House floor consideration d the bill t o establish
federal criminal and civil penaltiesfor personswho wse force the threa of
force or physicd obstructionto block accessto abortionclinics. Adopted
233192 R 18156 D 21436 (ND 146-23,SD 68-13); | 1-0, Nov. 18, 1993.

Interest Group Pair: NARAL

Referent Committee Judiciary

HR6. Elementary and Secondary Education Reauthorizatior/Schod Prayer.
Willi ams, D-Mornt., amendment to the Johrson, R-Texas, anendment, to pro-
hibit states or schod districts from using money recaved under the bill to
adopt pdliciesthat prohibit voluntary schod prayer. The Johrnson amend-
ment would withhdd federal money from states or schod districts that pro-
hibit voluntary, constitutionally proteded schod prayer. Rejeded in the
Committeeof the Whole 171-239 R 7-161, D 16378 (ND 132-35, SD 31-
43); 1 1-0, March 21, 1994.

Interest GroupPair: Christian Coaliti on (CC)

Referent Committee Educaion and Labor
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HR6. Elementary and Secondary Education Reauthorization/Sex Education.
Unsoeld, D-Wash., amendment to the Doolittle, R-Calif., amendment, to give
local school systems discretion over whether sex education programs should
teach abstinence as the only method that is completely effective as protection
against unwanted pregnancy and sexually transmitted diseases. The Dooalittle
amendment would require schools receiving money under the bill to teach
abstinence as the only completely effective protection. Adopted in the Com-
mittee of the Whole 262-166: R 53-119; D 208-47 (ND 156-19, SD 52-28); |
1-0, March 22, 1994.

Interest Group Pair: APHA

Referent Committee: Education and Labor

HR6. Elementary and Secondary Education Reauthorization/Obscene Mate-
rial. Unsoeld, D-Wash., amendment to the Hancock, R-Mo., amendment, to
prohibit educational agencies from using money received under the bill to
distribute obscene materia to minors on school grounds. The amendment
aso prohibits federal control of school curriculums at the state and local lev-
els. The Hancock amendment would prohibit local educational agenciesre-
ceiving money under the bill from carrying out programs that encourage or
support homosexuality as a positive lifestyle alternative. Adopted in the
Committee of the Whole 224-194: R 27-139; D 196-55 (ND 154-17, SD 42-
38); | 1-0, March 24, 1994.

Interest Group Pair: HRC

Referent Committee: Education and Labor
HR4092. Omnibus Crime Bill/Death Penalty Instructions. Gekas, R-Pa.,
amendment to make it easier for juries or courts to impose the death penalty
by establishing instructions concerning weighing aggravating factors against
mitigating ones. Adopted in the Committee of the Whole 226-198: R 166-5;
D 60-192 (ND 29-144, SD 31-48); | 0-1, April 14, 1994.

Interest Group Pair: ACLU

Referent Committee: Judiciary; Education and Labor; Energy and Com-
merce; Banking, Finance and Urban Affairs; Government Operations
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58) 2:122 HR4092. Omnibus Crime Bill/ Three Time Drug Offenders. Solomon, R-
N.Y ., amendment to all ow a serious drug off ense to court as aviolent offense
for the purpose of imprisoning threetime violent offenders for life. Adoped
in the Committeeof the Whole 303126 R 172-1; D 131-124(ND 75-100,
SD 56-24); |1 0-1, April 19, 1994.A "nay" was avote in suppat of the presi-
dent's position.

Interest GroupPair: ACLU

Referent Committee Judiciary; Educaion and Labor; Energy and Com-
merce; Banking, Finance and Urban Affairs; Government Operations

59) 2:131 HR4092. Omnibus Crime Bill/ Radga Justice McCollum, R-Fla., amend-
ment to delete the provisions that all ow the use of statisticd evidenceto
make a ¢aim of radal discrimination by inmates seking to owverturn deah
sentences. The anendment would have substituted provisions banning the
use of such statistics and required jurorsto sign certificaesin deah penalty
cases that racehad na been afador in their deliberations. Rejeded in the
Committeeof the Whoe 212-217 R 1645; D 48-211(ND 16-161,SD 32-
50); I 0-1, April 20, 1994.

Interest GroupPair: ACLU
Referent Committee Judiciary; Educaion and Labor; Energy and Com-

merce Banking, Finance and Urban Affairs; Government Operations

60) 2:135 HR4092. Omnibus Crime Bill/ Made in America Traficant, D-Ohio,
amendment to establi sh penalties for those wnwvicted of frauduently labeling
products as "Made in America" Adopted in the Committeeof the Whole
310116 R12943; D 180-73(ND 11856,SD 62-17); | 1-0, April 20, 1994.

Interest Group Pair: AFL-CIO

Referent Committee Judiciary; Educaion and Labor; Energy and Com-
merce Banking, Finance and Urban Affairs; Government Operations
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HR4296. Assault Wegrorns Ban/Passage. Passage of the bill to ban the
manufadure and psesson d 19types of semiautomatic wegpons and high-
cgpadty ammunition clips but exempt existing guns and abou 670guns that
are deamed to have alegitimate sporting purpose. Passed 216214 R 38
137, D 177-77 (ND 137-34,SD 40-43); | 1-0,May 5, 1994. A "yed was a
vote in suppat of the president's pasiti on.

Interest Group Pair: NRA

Referent Committee Judiciary

HR2473. Montana Wil dernesgMulti ple Use of Released Lands. Bryant, D-
Texas, amendment to require the Forest Serviceto preserve native biodiver-
sity onlands used for timber purposes and released for multi ple-use man-
agement, andto prohibit clea-cutting and road construction onreleased
lands. Rejeded in the Committeeof the Whole 142283 R 32-141; D 109
142 (ND 84-91,SD 25-51); | 1-0,May 17, 1994.

Interest GroupPair: LCV

Referent Committee Agriculture; Natural Resources; Merchant Marine
and Fisheries

HR4301. Fiscd 1995Defense Authorization/Medicd Conditions Separation
Requirement. Harman, D-Calif., amendment to modify the sedion d the bil|
that requires the servicesto discharge military personnel who are "perma-
nently nonworldwide asdgnable" asaresult of medica condtions such as
cancer, heat disease, diabetes or HIV-positive status. The anendment would
give the service seaetaries discretion to retain individuals if doing so would
not adversely affed the &ility of the servicesto carry out their missons.
Adoped in the Committeeof the Whole 227-192 R 27-144, D 19948 (ND
15416,SD 45-32); | 1-0, June 8, 1994.

Interest Group Pair: ASC

Referent Committee Armed Services
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HR518. Cadlifornia Desert Protection/Motorized Vehicle Use. Pombo, R-
Cdlif., amendment to allow the continued use of motorized vehicles on 200
roads and trailsin areas designated as wilderness by the bill. Rejected in the
Committee of the Whole 169-191: R 135-20; D 34-171 (ND 16-133, SD 18-
38); 1 0-0, June 10, 1994.

Interest Group Pair: LCV

Referent Committee: Natural Resources; Merchant Marine and Fisheries

HR518. California Desert Protection/Hunting Exception. LaRocco, D-
Idaho, en bloc amendment to designate the East Mojave Scenic Areaana-
tional preserve rather than anationa park, thus permitting hunting, fishing
and trapping to continue in the East Mojave Scenic Area. Adopted in the
Committee of the Whole 239-183: R 146-26; D 92-157 (ND 39-131, SD 53-
26); 1 1-0, July 12, 1994.

Interest Group Pair: LCV

Referent Committee: Natural Resources; Merchant Marine and Fisheries

HR1188. Insurance Anti-Redlining Disclosure/Reasons for Denial. Fields,
D-La., amendment to require that in addition to other reports made to the
Commerce Department, insurers be required to report the reasons when they
deny new insurance or decline to renew existing policies. Rejected in the
Committee of the Whole 123-305: R 3-173; D 119-132 (ND 91-83, SD 28-
49); 1 1-0, July 20, 1994.

Interest Group Pair: NAACP

Referent Committee: Energy and Commerce
HR3870. Environmental Technologies/Risk Assessment. Walker, R-Pa,
amendment to establish specific criteriafor assessing environmental risks and
for making comparisons among categories of risks. Adopted in the Commit-
tee of the Whole 286-139: R 174-0; D 112-138 (ND 59-110, SD 53-28); | O-
1, July 26, 1994.

Interest Group Pair: LCV

Referent Committee: Science, Space, and Technology
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68) 2:361 HR2448. Radon Gas Disclosure/Passage. Passage of the bill to require

69) 1:53

70) 1:84

property ownersto provide pamphlets approved by the Environmental
Protection Agency onradon hezards and dsclose the results of any known
radontests when selli ng or renting property and to creae programs to
increase public avarenessof the dangers of radongas. Passd 255164 R
29143 D 22521 (ND 1589, SD 67-12); | 1-0, July 28, 1994.

Interest Group Pair: APHA

Referent Committee Energy and Commerce

Redistributive Policy

HR920. Unemployment Benefits Extensior/Benefits Provisions. Motionto
agreeto Sedions 1 through 6 d the Senate anendment to the bill to provide
$5.7 hlli on to al ow for the processng of claims from March 6 through Oct.
2 for federal extended emergency unemployment benefits and designate the
fundng as emergency spending and thus exempt from the 1990 budjet
agreament pay-as-you-go rules. Motion agreed to 247-156. R 30-137, D 216
19(ND 1535, SD 63-14); | 1-0, March 4, 1993.A "yed' was avotein sup-
port of the president's position.

Interest GroupPair: AFL-CIO

Referent Committee Ways and Means

HCONRES64. Fiscd 1994Budget ResolutioryBladk Caucus Substitute.
Mfume, D-Md., amendment incorporating the Congressonal Bladk Caucus
budget substitute to provide for additional defense aits and tax increases,
with the resulting funds being used for educdion, jobtraining, hedth and
other domestic programs. Regeded 87335 R 1-167; D 85168 (ND 69-101,
SD 16-67); | 1-0, March 18, 1993.(During consideration in the Committee
of the Whale)

Interest Group Pair: FCNL (Friends Committeeon National Legislation)

Referent Committee Budget



71) 1:142

72) 1:189

73) 1:286
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HR1335. Fiscd 1993Suppemental Appropriations. Natcher, D-Ky., mo-
tionto concur in the Senate anendment to eliminate dl of the House provi-
sions implementing the administration's eamnamic stimulus padkage except
for the $4 hilli on for extended uremployment benefits. The funds are desig-
nated as emergency spending and thus exempt from the spending caps of the
1990 budet agreement. Motion agread to (thus cleaing the bill for the
president) 301-114 R 69-99; D 231-15(ND 161-3, SD 70-12); | 1-0, April
22, 1993.

Interest Group Pair: AFL-CIO

Referent Committee Appropriations

HR2244. Fiscd 1993Suppemental Appropriations/Y outh Stipends. Burton,
R-Ind.,en boc anendment to eliminate the $80milli on eamark for the

Y outh Fair Chance Program and strip language that would provide individu-
as ages 14 through 30with stipends for transportation, food,grooming and
other basic necesstiesto help with educaion and training whil e they partici-
pate in paid work experience and classroom programs. Rejeded in Commit-
teeof the Whoe 176251 R 167-4; D 9-246(ND 4-168,SD 5-78); | 0-1,
May 26, 1993.

Interest GroupPair: FCNL

Referent Committee Appropriations

HR2491. Fiscd 1994VA, HUD Appropriations/HOPE. Separate vote & the
request of Stokes, D-Ohio, onthe anendment adopted in the Committeeof
the Whole offered by Kolbe, R-Ariz., to increase fundng for Homeownership
and Oppartuniti es for People Everywhere (HOPE) grants by $10million by
transfers from HUD's palicy and reseach development acount. Adoped
216204 R 1654; D 51-199(ND 17-149,SD 34-50); | 0-1, June 29, 1993.
(On separate votes, which may be demanded onan amendment adopted in the
Committeeof the Whale, the four delegates and the resident commissoner of
Puerto Rico canna vote. Seevote 280)

Interest GroupPair: FCNL

Referent Committee Appropriations



74) 1:328

75) 1:505

76) 1:507
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HR2264. Fiscd 1993Budget-Reconcili atior/Substitute Motion to Instruct
Conferees. Sabo, D-Minn.,substitute anendment to the Kasich, R-Ohio,
motion to instruct the House mnfereesto accet the Senate's higher threshold
for taxing Social Seaurity benefits. The Sabo amendment would amit the
provisions of the Kasich motionto dred conferees to accet the lower levels
of new spending in the Senate bill. Adopted 235183 R 0-170, D 23413
(ND 1585, SD 76-8); | 1-0, July 14, 1993.

Interest GroupPair: FCNL

Referent Committee Budget

HR3167. Unemployment Benefits Extensior/Rule. Adoption d therule
(HRes273) to provide for House floor consideration d the bill to extend
emergency benefits for the long term unemployed. The rule included a self-
exeauting amendment to the bill that would have shortened the emergency
benefits program by one month from Feb. 5, 1994to Jan. 1, 1994and elimi-
nated the financing provisions of the bill that limit the avail ability of certain
welfare benefitsto new immigrants. Rejeded 149274 R 2-171; D 146-103
(ND 111-57,SD 35-46); 1 1-0, Oct. 14, 1993.

Interest GroupPair: FCNL

Referent Committee Ways and Means

HR3167. Unemployment Benefits Extensior/Rule. Adoption d therule
(HRes265) to provide for House floor consideration d the bill to provide
abou $1 hlli onfor extended uremployment benefits for workers who have
exhausted their 26 weeks of state unemployment benefits for an additional
seven ar 13 weeks of compensation, depending on the unemployment ratein
their state. The bill would require legal immigrants to wait five yeasto be-
come digibleto receve Suppgemental Seaurity Income payments. Adopted
239150 R 24-137, D 21413 (ND 1496, SD 65-7); | 1-0, Oct. 15, 1993.

Interest GroupPair: FCNL

Referent Committee Ways and Means



77) 2:40

78) 2:93

79) 2:302
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HR6. Elementary and Seandary Educaion Reauthorization/Transition Pro-
jeds. Boehner, R-Ohio, amendment to eliminate the innowetive dementary
schod transition projedsin thebill. Title | provides grants to schod dis-
tricts, particularly high-poverty districts. Rgeded in the Committeeof the
Whole 128287. R 11457, D 14-229(ND 10-158,SD 4-71); | 0-1, March 3,
1994.

Interest Group Pair: NEA

Referent Committee Educaion and Labor

HR6. Elementary and Seandary Educaion Reauthorizatior/Schod Con-
struction. Mill er, R-Fla., amendment to strike the $200milli on authorization
infiscd 1995for low-interest dired loansto poa schod districts for con-
struction and renovation projeds. The program was not included in the Clin-
tonadministration's original proposal. Rejeded in the Committeeof the
Whole 181-235 R 14918, D 32-216(ND 17-151,SD 15-65); | 0-1, March
24, 1994.

Interest Group Pair: NEA

Referent Committee Educaion and Labor

HR4606. Fiscd 1995Labor, Hedth and Human Services Appropria-
tions/Community Hedth Centers. Separate vote & the request of Smith, D-
lowa, onthe anendment adopted in the Committeeof the Whade offered by
Porter, R-IIl., to increase spending on community hedth centers and rura
hedth ouread grants by $100million and dfset the increased spending by a
correspondng reduction in the administrative and enforcement acourts of
thebill. Rejeded 212217 R 173-3; D 38213 (ND 7-163,SD 31-50); | 0-1,
June 29, 1994. (On separate votes, which may be demanded onan amend-
ment adopted in the Committeeof the Whale, the four delegates and the resi-
dent commissoner of Puerto Rico canna vote. Seevote 294)

Interest Group Pair: APHA

Referent Committee Appropriations
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80) 2.307 HR4624. Fiscd 1995VA, HUD Appropriations/Asdsted Housing. Smith, R-

81) 2:348

82) 2:456

Mich., amendment to cut the acourts for new construction and reconstruc-
tion d pulic houwsing by $448milli on and increase the anourt provided for
rental assstanceunder the Sedion 8existing housing certificae program and
the housing voucher program by $179million. Regeded in the Committeeof
the Whoe 162269 R 14829; D 14-239(ND 5-167,SD 9-72); | 0-1, June
29, 1994.

Interest GroupPair: FCNL

Referent Committee Appropriations

HR3838. Fiscd 199596 Housing ReauthorizatiorVlllegal Immigrant Bene-
fits. Kim, R-Cadlif., amendment, as amended, to prohibit ill egal immigrants
from recaving benefits under the Foodand Shelter Program of the Federal
Emergency Management Agency, as contained in the Stewart B. McKinney
HomelessAssstance Act of 1987(PL 100-77). Before being adopted, the
Kim amendment was modified by a Roukema, R-N.J., amendment (adopted
by a standing vote of 235-0) to provide an exception when anational disaster
isdedared by the president. Adopted in the Committeeof the Whole 220-
176 R1583; D 62-172(ND 28-133,SD 34-39); | 0-1, July 22, 1994.

Interest GroupPair: FCNL

Referent Committee Banking, Finance, and Urban Affairs
HR6. Elementary and Seaondary Schod Reauthorizatior/Conference Report.
Adopion d the mnferencereport to reauthorize for five yeass the Elemen-
tary and Secondary Educaion Act of 1965, poviding $12.7 lilli onto help
disadvantaged students. Adoped (thus sent to the Senate) 262-132 R 31-
128 D 2304 (ND 161-2, SD 69-2); | 1-0, Sept. 30, 1994.A "yed wasa
vote in suppat of the president's pasiti on.

Interest Group Pair: NEA

Referent Committee Educaion and Labor



APPENDIX 2
DERIVATION OF f(d;), f(dn), AND PARTY L EADERSHIP COHESION SCORES
f(d)) = 1 - | floor member’s NOMINATE score— referent committeemajority’ s median
NOMINATE | * Vote of the mmmitteemedian

(dn) = | member’s narrow score — referent committeemajority’ s median narrow score |

f(dn) =
if dn>3(i.e., 3std. dev.) then f(dn) = -1 * Vote of the committeemedian

elsef(dn) = 1 - (dw/1.5) * Vote of the ommitteemedian

Party leadership cohesionis cdculated using the Rice (1928 cohesionindex = (yes votes
—no vdes) / (yesvotes + no vaes), or in this case (liberal votes — conservative
votes)/ (liberal votes + conservative votes)
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APPENDIX 3

Coding the Dependent Variable

When coding the dependent variable, a ommon pant of referenceis needed so
that votes coded as “1” mean the same thing acossmotions. Simply coding “yes’ as“1”
and“no’ as“-1" will yield meaninglessresults. A standard is needed so that “1” always
means the same thing. The dedsion rule that was used was to code liberal votesas 1, and
conservative votes as—1, asjudged by avote's correlation with Poole and Rosentha’s
NOMINATE Score.

The (apparent) problem with this approad, howvever, isthat not all votes will be
ideologicd votes, necessarily. Consider the dfed of using the ideologica coding scheme
described abowe. If thefirst variable in the model, A, is naot significant, we would con-
clude that the committees are not compaosed o preferenceoutliers. However, thisis not
redly theiswuein al cases: we do nd careif the Agriculture Committeeisideologicaly
biased —we want to know if it is biased in its demand for agricultural benefits. To deter-
mine this, we would need a diff erent coding scheme for the dependent variable. We want
votes coded 1to reflea avotein favor of the narrow interest -- agriculture, in this case.
Alternatively, vates might be cat along neither ideologicd nor narrow-interest cleavages,
they might be cast along partisan lines. Wewould need yet ancther coding scheme.

Given this view, we would need to creae the dependent variable in threeways:

Viip will be mnstructed so that +1 isthe liberal vote, and -1 is the mnservative vote. Vnar
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will be aded +1 if it is positively correlated with the narrow interest in question, -1 oth-
erwise. Vgem Will be aoded +1 if it is positively with Democratic voting, -1 atherwise.

In the end, havever, thereisno real for concern onthis point. Asit turnsodt,
Vi and V ¢em are the same: the liberal vote and the Democratic vote dways coincide, at
least within ou sample; the reason for thisisfairly obvious. Additionaly, Vna @so turns
out to be the same & Viib. Thereason hereislessclea at first. But consider: we want to
know if avoteisin acord with agiven narrow interest. The question arises, whose nar-
row interest? On aproposed environmental regulation, shoud we look at avote's corre-
lation with the League of Conservation Voters' scorecad, o to its relationship with rat-
ings given by the National Federation d Independent Businesanen? The problem is not
that different groups give ratings, nar even that their notions of what goodlegisationisis
completely oppasite. The true problem arises when we want to include votes of many di-
verse palicy topicsin ou analysis. While we can make the cae that any given vateis
pro-environmental or pro-business it isnot reaily comparable to avote on pubic hedth,
or defense, or highway fundng. There is one way to standardize votes for direction, so
that a positive vote dways means the same thing aaossmany padlicy topics: the standard
to useisideology. The narrow-interest vote, once standardized so asto be cmparable
with vates on aher padlicy topics, again becomes s/nonymous with the ideologicd vote.
(Notethat thisis consistent with Pode and Rosentha’s (199B) finding that both interest
groups and legidators are generall y ideologicdly consistent over time during the 1959to
1981 mriod) Inthe end,therefore, we do nd need to worry abou the coding of the de-
pendent variable too much. We simply adjust so that liberal votes are amded 1, conserva-

tive -1, and anayze the dedsion wsing logit analysis.



APPENDIX 4

DESCRIPTIVE STATISTICSFOR VARIABLESIN THE M ODEL OF FLOOR VOTING

Walid
Yariahle Mean  Std Dev  Minimum Maximum N Lahel
Constituent Voies
Vi -0.05 1 -1 1 2003 Vote
& 0.1 03 0 1 3417 Committee Member
B 018 0.56 -1 1 8303  Comumittes [deol. Signal
D 032 0.46 -0.43 1 2417 Dem. Leadership
E -03% 0.47 -1 0 2417 Rep. Leadership
F 01 0.47 -0.94 1 8303  HNomunate
Distributive Yotes
Vi 005 1 -1 1 10442 Vote
& 0.14 0.34 0 1 11075 Comurdttee Member
B ooz 058 -1 1 10925 Comumittes Ideol. Signal
C 00z 0.56 -1 1 10915 Conumittes Narrow Signal
D 032 0.43 -0.52 1 11075 Detmn. Leadership
E -031 0.42 -1 0.11 11075 Eep. Leadership
F 01 0.47 -0.94 1 10925 Wominate
G o 097 -2.19 2.04 10915 Watrow
Regulaiory Votes
Vi -0.07 1 -1 1 10087 Vote
& 018 038 0 1 10632 Comemdttee Member
B 005 0.56 -1 1 10438 Comundttee Ideol. Signal
[ 0m 058 -1 1 10474 Conunittes Marrow Signal
D 03 041 -0.62 0o 10632 Dem. Leadership
E -0352 0.42 -1 0 10632  Eep. Leadership
F 01 047 -0.94 1 10488 Womdnate
) o 0.9 -202 193 10474 Watrow
Redistributive Voies
Vi 009 1 -1 1 3803 Vote
& 0.11 031 0 1 6202 Comumittee Member
B 032 0.51 -0.99 1 6118 Comumittes [deol. Signal
i 02 0.54 -1 1 6110 Conunittes Narrow Signal
D 0.4 0.44 0 1 6202 Dem. Leadership
E -03% 0.44 -1 0 6202  Rep. Leadership
F 01 047 -0.94 1 6112 Hominate
&) 0 0.97 -2.02 1.97 6110 Natrow
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