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Abstract: Theory and evidence on party competition in the U. S. Congress and its effect on the
composition of committees is considered. Parties compete over multiple policy dimensions by allocating
party members to committees. The leadership of each party simultaneously and non-cooperatively selects
its committees’ membership in order to maximize the joint utility of its members, taking into account how
the committee membership affects the legislation adopted by the legislature. Parties are constrained both
by institutional rules and by the heterogeneity of party members’ preferences in their allocation of party
members across committees. These restrictions mean that to gain an edge in one policy dimension, a party
must give ground elsewhere. Interest group ratings from the U.S. House of Representatives provide
evidence that the parties stack committees in a manner consistent with the predictions of the theoretical
model. Tests of alternative hypotheses reveal that these hypotheses explain no more than half the
committees in the U. S. Congress, while the party competition hypothesis is consistent with the overall
structure of the committees.
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The Role of Political Parties in the Organization of Congress

Abstract: Theory and evidence on political party competition in the U. S. Congress and its effect on the
compositions of committees is considered. Parties compete over multiple policy dimensions by allocating
party members to committees. The leadership of each party simultaneously and non-cooperatively selects
its committees’ membership in order to maximize the joint utility of its members, taking into account how
the committee membership affects the legislation adopted by the legislature. Parties are constrained both
by institutional rules and by the heterogeneity of party members’ preferences in their allocation of
members across committees. These restrictions mean that to gain an edge in one policy dimension, a
party must give ground elsewhere. Interest group ratings from the U.S. House of Representatives provide
evidence that the parties stack of committees in a manner consistent with the predictions of the theoretical
model. Indeed, tests of alternative hypotheses reveal that these hypotheses explain at best only half of the
committees in the U. S. Congress, while the party competition hypothesis is consistent with the overall
structure of the committees.

1. Introduction

In the U. S. system of government, much of the power to influence legislation that in parliamentary
systems of government is held by political parties is delegated to Congressional committees. As a result,
the U. S. legislative system exhibits less party cohesion on floor votes than occurs in Britain, Canada and
elsewhere. Parties do, however, appear to be an important feature of both systems. Indeed, party control
of the legislature seems no less important an issue U. S. elections than under parliamentary systems. What
role do political parties play in the organization of the U. S. Congress?

Recent theories on the organization of the Congress downplay the role of political parties and instead
focus on the committee system.' In the “preference outlier hypothesis,” legislative committees are
populated by those legislators most interested in the policies over which the committee has authority. In
this way, “advocacy is concentrated and opposition is diluted” (Niskanen 1971, p. 139).? Committees
populated by high-demand legislators can block legislation they dislike, enabling them to enforce

logrolling agreements to pass legislation their members prefer (Weingast and Marshall 1988).% This in

! Important exceptions include Rhode (1994) and Aldrich (1994). See also Krehbiel and Meirowitz (1999).

2 See also Benson (1981, 1983) and Adler and Lapinski (1997).

3 A comprehensive review of this debate, along with the positions of the major proponents and comments and criticisms, is found
in the May, August and November 1994 issues of Legislative Studies Quarterly. See also Groseclose (1994a, 1994b) and Adler



turn helps the legislators in their quest for reelection, which, it is argued, is the purpose of the committee
system in Congress. The party system plays no role in that argument.

The role of political parties is also downplayed in the “informative committees hypothesis” (Gilligan
and Krehbiel 1987, 1989, 1990, 1994, and Krehbiel 1990, 1991).* Under this hypothesis, committees
provide information to the floor about the (uncertain) effects of policy in order to “specialize and to share
the benefits of specialization” (Krehbiel 1990, p. 531). In contrast to the preference outlier hypothesis,
this hypothesis predicts that committees will be populated with members whose preferences do not differ
systematically from the floor and, because higher variance yields greater information, that committees
will be at least as heterogeneous as the entire floor.

The “representative majority party hypothesis” (Cox and McCubbins 1993) explicitly grants a role to
the majority (but not the minority) political party. Since the parties vote party line on the votes to adopt
the committee structure (Cox and McCubbins 1993, p. 2), the majority party can stack the committee
selection process in its favor. Thus, under the representative majority party hypothesis hypothesis,
committees will reflect the preferences of the majority party.°

Given that the empirical predictions of the three hypotheses are quite different, it is surprising to find
that there is still controversy. The first systematic empirical evidence (Weingast and Marshall 1988) used
interest group ratings to look at the composition of a selection of committees and subcommittees in the
U.S. House of Representatives.” This evidence, purporting to support the preference outlier hypothesis,

was challenged by several authors (Krehbiel 1990, 1991 and Cox and McCubbins 1993, among others),?

and Lapinski (1997) for brief reviews of this debate.

* See also Epstein (1997) and Saving (1997) on the topic of how legislatures deal with the information asymmetry between
committees and the floor.

® This interpretation may be controversial, but it is consistent with Krehbiel’s own interpretation of the statistical tests. Krehbiel
(1991, p. 150) argues “support for the informational perspective was found in ... the prevalence of heterogeneous committees.”
Krehbiel defines a heterogeneous committee as having a variance greater than or equal to the variance from the floor (excluding
the committee). We conduct this same test. However, a referee notes that this is inconsistent with the Gilligan-Krehbiel signaling
games as in Gilligan and Krehbiel (1990, p. 417).

® This is the interpretation that Krehbiel (1991, pp. 125-6, n. 22) adopts regarding the representative majority hypothesis.

7 Groseclose (1994b) provides a nice summary of earlier evidence on the preference outlier hypothesis.

8 Krehbiel concludes “the results ... force us to entertain the possibility that the standard preference outlier story is a stylized
fiction” (1990, p. 159). Weingast and Marshall’s empirical evidence on the preference outlier hypothesis has been shown to be
invalid (Groseclose 1994a). Most other recent empirical evidence has rejected the preference outlier hypothesis except in a few
committees in the U. S. House (Cox and McCubbins 1993, Mooney and Duval 1993, Groseclose 1994b), although Londregan
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whose models, have in turn received criticism (e.g., Hall and Grofman 1990, Groseclose 1994b,
Londregan and Snyder 1994, Rhode 1994, Epstein 1997, Saving 1997, and Adler and Lapinski 1997).

This paper presents and tests a model that combines elements of the preference outlier hypothesis
(Weingast and Marshall 1988) with elements of the representative majority party hypothesis (Cox and
McCubbins 1993). We follow the latter in placing political parties at the center of our analysis, but we are
not convinced that the majority party has free rein in setting up the legislature. Although the majority
party has historically been able to enforce party line voting in setting up the structure for each Congress,
the majority party, at best, controls only the number of minority party members on each committee—it
cannot control the identity of the minority party members on each committee.” The majority party is also
constrained by heterogeneity within its own party, which provides an opportunity for the (also
heterogeneous) minority party to influence the structure of the committee system. Thus in our view both
parties actively participate in the committee allocation process.

In our model, each committee has the exclusive right to formulate policies within its domain,
although changes to policies must be able to survive challenges on the floor by logrolling, gate-keeping,
or simply being satisfactory to the floor. Since they vary in their policy interests, party members compete
for committee memberships. Unlike Weingast and Marshall (1988), who argue that parties grant
committee memberships to the highest bidders, we assume that parties make committee membership
decisions with the objective of maximizing a social welfare function of the utilities of their members,
given that, once on a committee, members act to maximize their own utility.*

In their allocation of members across committees, parties face many institutional constraints:

members are restricted to a maximum number of committee assignments, memberships on committees are

and Snyder (1994) and Adler and Lapinski (1997) found evidence in support of the preference outlier hypothesis. See also
Epstein (1997) and Saving (1997) for a criticism of the informative committees hypothesis.

® Phillipson (1992) has examined a model in which the relative size of committees is endogenous. We ignore this endogeneity in
the model below.

10 This is an important distinction, because Weingast and Marshall make an implicit assumption that the mechanism whereby
members compete for committees will result in an efficient outcome for the party. As with all pricing systems, this mechanism
will result in maximizing the party’s welfare only if the memberships of each committee do not impose costs on non-members.
We argue that it is because of this type of externality that the party will not always grant committee memberships to its members
who value them the highest.



treated as quasi-property rights based on seniority, and party membership on each committee must be
(roughly) in proportion to its membership on the floor.™* A main feature of our model is the observation
that these constraints imply that committee assignments are not independent of one another. For example,
if each member sits on only one committee and there are only two committees, then if committee A is
stacked more conservatively than the floor, committee B must be more liberal than the floor, since it is
committee A’s complement. This would have little consequence if each party were comprised of
homogeneous members. The political parties clearly identify with some policies more than others—
Democrats are generally pro-labor, pro-environment, and for more social spending, while Republicans are
for free trade, for less regulation and lower taxes, and against abortion. While these distinctions are
important (e.g., Philipson 1992), they mask the heterogeneity that exists within each party. The
Republican party’s positions on abortion and gun control run counter to its “liberal wing,” and the
Democratic party’s position on government expansion runs counter to the interests of its conservative
Southern wing. We explicitly consider this heterogeneity.

Furthermore, the interests of the two parties are not always at odds. Members of both parties may
benefit by, for example, being perceived as “tough on crime,” by increased government spending on
public works, or by endorsing a strong military defense. Where there are major policy differences
between the parties, committees dealing with the issues in these policy areas will tend to be polarized or
confrontational, but in policy areas that are more important to one of the parties, committees will tend to
be more lopsided than the floor, and it will appear that the parties accommodate one another. Thus, not all
committees are likely to be preference outliers, and those that are may be preference outliers in different
directions.

The paper is organized as follows. Section 2 presents empirical evidence concerning the distributions

of party members’ voting preferences in the U. S. House of Representatives. Section 3 develops the

1 In Philipson (1992) each party prefers a different policy, and all members of each party prefer the same policy. He argues that
party proportions on committees will equal the floor proportions because this maximizes the power of each committee member
(e.g., a member’s presence is most likely to affect the outcome when committees are formed in this fashion). Because party
memberships are heterogeneous in our model, we focus on the question of which members will go on which committees. This is
not an issue when all members of the same party have the same preferences.



theoretical model of how each party allocates its members to committees, given competition from the
other party and given institutional constraints on committee allocations. Section 4 presents a direct test of
our hypothesis based on the comparative statics properties of the committee assignment equilibrium.
Section 5 uses a re-sampling method that explicitly incorporates institutional restrictions on committee
membership allocations to reexamine tests of the alternative hypotheses in the literature. Section 6

concludes the paper with a discussion of the model and the results.
2. Party Heterogeneity and Committee Allocations

The data we analyze covers the 97" — 102™ Congresses (1981-1992). Throughout this period, the
U.S. House of Representatives was controlled by the Democratic Party, and the Democratic majority
during this period ranged from 243 (55.9%) to 269 (61.8%) of the 435 members. A number of interest
groups maintained ratings indices for each member, based on floor votes (i.e., votes in which all members
could vote) selected by the interest group.’” The range of each rating index is from 0 to 100, with a
congressman getting a O if he votes against the wishes of the interest group on each of the votes selected
for the index and a 100 if he votes with the group one hundred per cent of the time. The indices used in
the analysis and the issues that the Congressmen are rated on are contained in Table 1.™ Table 1 presents
the median ratings in the U. S. House for the whole floor and for each party individually for the 97" —
102™ Congresses for eight different interest group ratings. Democrats score high on the ADA, COPE,
LCV, CFA and ACLU rating scales, and Republicans score high on the NSI, NTU and COC rating

scales.*

12 The ratings used in the analysis include the Americans for Democratic Action (ADA), American Civil Liberties Union
(ACLU), Consumer Federation of America (CFA), Chamber of Commerce of the United States (COC), the AFL-CIO Committee
on Political Education (COPE), the League of Conservation Voters (LCV), the National Security Index of the American Security
Council (NSI), and the National Taxpayers Union (NTU). Due to data limitations, Ralph Nader’s Public Citizen (PC) index is
used during the 97" Congress in lieu of the ACLU index; the National Association of Business (NAB) index is used during the
98" Congress in lieu of the COC index; and the National Tax Limitation Committee (NTLC) index is used for the 101* and
102™ Congresses in lieu of the NTU index. All data is from the Almanac of American Politics (Barone et al., various years).

% The ratings used for each Congress are the ratings the congressman received in the even numbered year of the previous
Congress. Thus newly elected congressmen are omitted from the analysis. We also omit party leaders, since they serve on no
committees.

14 Evident in Table 1 are the difficulties with using this sort of data. Many ratings have very little dispersion for one of the parties
(e.g., the median Republican NSI rating is 100 for each Congress).



The parties appear quite different from one another if judged by the median ratings alone. While there
are clear differences in measures of central tendency between the distributions of the two parties, each
party’s membership is itself quite heterogeneous. A more complete picture is given by Figure 1, which
shows histograms of the ratings for each party for the 102™ Congress (1991-92). (Similar evidence can be
presented for each of the Congresses in the sample.) The party distributions clearly overlap one another.
Each party’s members also tend to be distributed over most of the range of possible values. Indeed,
“moderate” Democrats (Republicans) are more conservative (more liberal) than the median member of
the other party. In addition, the “extremists” tail of each party (e.g., the left tail of the Democrats and the
right tail of the Republicans on a liberal rating such as ADA) is quite thick. This means that if either party
switches an extremist member with a moderate member (e.g., if the Democrats replace one of its liberal
members on a committee with a conservative member), the party median—and perhaps the committee
median—changes.

There also exist institutional rules in the House restricting the composition of committees and the
number of committees on which a member can serve. Over the 96" to 102™ Congresses (1979-1992)
Democratic members served on slightly more committees (1.83 committees per Democratic member
versus 1.72 committees per Republican member). However, when we regressed the Democratic
percentage on each individual committee on the House percentage of Democrats, controlling for
individual committees and including linear and quadratic trend variables, with three exceptions, we could
not reject the null hypothesis that the committees’ Democratic shares are proportional to the House.™ The
three exceptions are Rules (more heavily Democratic) and House Administration and Standards of
Official Conduct (less heavily Democratic).’® The House Administration and Standards of Official

Conduct Committees are intentionally bi-partisan, while the Rules Committee is intentionally partisan.

!5 These results are similar to those of Philipson (1992). The House Democratic percentage variable coefficient is 0.717 (with a
standard error of 0.176). This suggests that the Democrats did not engage in a tyranny of the majority in monopolizing
committees. However, the null hypothesis that this coefficient is unity can not be rejected (p-value of 0.107). The intercept is
0.185 (s.e. 0.11), so the null hypothesis that the intercept is zero could not be rejected (p-value of 0.094). Neither of the trend
variables are significant. The adjusted R-squared is 0.388. The regression is based on 153 observations (Ways and Means was
omitted from the 1979-80 data).

18 The regression coefficient for the House Administration Committee is —0.138 (standard error of 0.038); the coefficient for the
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Our argument is that if a party stacks one committee, it is forced to give ground on another
committee. Parties may try to get around this restriction by placing more extreme members on a larger
number of committees. This is tested by regressing a member’s number of committee assignments on the
member’s ADA rating (for Democrats) and the ACU rating (for Republicans), controlling for the number
of years served in Congress, and including dummy variables for each Congress.'” The regression results

are (the Congress dummy variables are not reported; t-statistics are given in parentheses):

# Committees = 2.11 + 0.0015x(ADA) — 0.025 x(Seniority) R2=0.11 (Democrats)
(33.79)  (251) (12.75) N = 1344

# Committees = 2.04 - 0.0008x(ACU) — 0.011x(Seniority) R2=0.02 (Republicans)
(22.95)  (0.92) (3.62) N = 875

Thus, Democrats tend to grant additional committee assignments for members that are more liberal, but
Republicans do not for members that are more conservative. However, even for Democrats, the economic
effect is negligible: a fifty-point increase in a Democratic member’s ADA rating results in an extra
committee assignment for only about one in thirteen members. The regressions also indicate that the
number of committee assignments decrease in both parties as seniority increases, which supports the

hypothesis that there are gains to specialization in the legislature.
3. Theory: Party Competition and Committee Assignments

The model we present is motivated by the above empirical observations. In particular, party
membership on committees is restricted to equal the party proportion in the House, members are restricted
to a limited number of committees, and each party is heterogeneous. We also follow the literature (e.g.,
Weingast 1989, and Krehbiel and Meirowitz 1999) by assuming that once the committees are formed, the
amendment process is fixed, with committees proposing a bill b to alter the status quo g, the majority

party offering an amendment a, and the committees responding with a perfecting amendment p. Our

Standards and Official Conduct Committee is —0.248 (standard error of 0.038), and the coefficient for the Rules Committee is
0.082 (standard error of 0.038).



contribution to this literature is that we explicitly model how the committees are formed.
A. The Model.

The legislature is comprised of two parties. Proportion ky > % belong to the majority party, M, and
proportion ky, = 1 — ky < % belong to the minority party, m. The legislature considers two issues, x and y,
where {x, y} < P, the set of possible policies. Let fi(x,y) denote the density of the members of party i

whose ideal points are {x, y}. Thus, [[fi(x, y)dxdy = k;, i = m, M.
P

Committees X and Y act as gatekeepers for policies x and vy, respectively. Thus, each committee can
prevent consideration of a bill to change the status quo, q = {xq, Y4}, for their particular issue. However, if
the committees wish to alter the status quo, they must obtain the support of the majority of the legislature.
The party’s allocations to each committee are constrained by the institutional arrangement that each
committee is comprised of ky/2 majority party members and k.,/2 minority party members, and each party
member is allocated to a single committee, X or Y. Let y; denote the set of feasible committee
allocations for party i = M, m. So long as the party’s distributions of preferences overlap, each party can
affect the committee medians through its choice of committee assignments. In the case where the
members of each party are distributed on a single dimension (i.e., a left-right scale), the institutional
restriction y; requires that if party i stacks committee X to the right, then it must stack committee Y to the
left. Similar restrictions exist even when the parties are distributed across more than one dimension.

The parties allocate their members to committees to maximize the weighted sum of the utility of the
party membership of the resulting policies, taking the other party’s allocation as given. The party’s
committee allocations are denoted as C; € y;, i = m, M. Together, these form committees with
composition {C,, C,}.

Let p* = {x*, y*} denote the equilibrium policy. We assume that the utility of a member of party i

whose preferred policy is {x, y} is given by

7 The results are qualitatively the same when the ADA or the ACU is used for each party.
'8 More generally, the distribution of party members could be renormalized to allow for a mass of greater than one for committee
memberships. Call this new distribution ¢;(x, y), where = [[¢i(x,y)dydx > k;. Then all of the results below could be established
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U'(p* %, Y) = Ui = u(x = x*)° = By —y*)’, i=M,m.

The parameters o; and B; indicate party i’s relative preference intensity for the policies x and v,
respectively, and u; > 0 is the utility the party member obtains if her preferred policy is adopted.
Assuming that the density of preferences, fi(x, y), is independent across dimensions (i.e., fi(x,y) =

gi(x)hi(y) for some density functions g and h), party i’s welfare function is:*®
1) Ui(p*) = kil0i — 0u(X — x*)* = Bi(%i — y*)°], i=M,m,
where X; and y; are party i’s mean preferred policies in x and y, and U; is a constant. These form the ideal

points for party i. The party shares k; appear because we are summing across all party members. The

effect of the preference parameters o; and B; is seen by considering the indifference curves for each party:

Q)[ _ OLi!)_(i - X! .
Xmdul = 0 - Bi(yi — y)’ I—M,m

When o, = B;, the indifference curves are circles, and when o; = 3, the indifference curves are ellipses. As
o; — 0, party i’s indifference curves in x-y space become perfectly horizontal so only policies in the y
direction matter, and as 3; — 0, they become perfectly vertical, so only x policies matter.

As each committee is responsible only for its own issue (i.e., x for X and y for Y), the committees’
weighted preferences, Uc, depend upon the respective committees’ preferences in each dimension. Let the
(combined) committees’ preferred policy be C = {Xc, Yc}, where Xc is the median in dimension x for
committee X and ¢ is the median in dimension y for committee Y.

The parties can either accommodate one another, by stacking different committees with the extremists

from their parties (so the moderates of one party are with the extremists of the other party, and visa

using ¢; rather than f;.
19 Equation (1) is derived by integrating the mass-weighted utility of the party for a given policy {x*, y*}
“Ui(p*) = IIfi(xy)U'(p* | x, y) dydx,

where U'(p* | X, ¥) = Uj — ai(x — x*)? —Bi(y — y*)? is the utility of a member whose preferred policy is {x, y}, and fi(x, y) =
gi(x)h;(y) is the party distribution of members over the set of preferred policies. The constant U; is a function of the u; and the
variance of the party distributions in x and y. In the event that the parties care about the median member, then the mean would be
replaced with the median in equation (1), and the k; terms would not appear. If the preferences are correlated across the x-y
dimension, there would be an additional interaction term of the form kiciB;(Xi — px) (Vi — py)cov(x,y) in (1).



versa), or the parties can confront one another, by stacking one committee with the extremists from both
parties (implying the other committee is filled with moderates from both parties).

Let the committee memberships be chosen using an accommodation strategy, with committee X
having preferences closer to the minority party and committee Y having preferences closer to the majority
party. Suppose the committees do not cooperate on the floor. Then under the amendment process outlined
above, combined with the unidimensional issue space for each committee and the overlapping
distributions, if the committees do not cooperate, committee X obtains policy x* close to X, since both the
committee and the minority party—who has the amendment rights—are on the same side of the median
voter in the legislature. However, any policy committee Y proposes is amended by the minority party such
that the equilibrium policy is y* = y;, the floor median. Thus, committee X gets its way but Y does not.
However, the majority party can obtain policy {X; yi} if it counters actions of the minority so that each
committee is homogeneous (denoted as ‘H’), i.e., where each committee has preferences Xc = X; and Yc
= y;. Therefore, the majority party wields a credible threat to force the minority party to cooperate.

In contrast, suppose each party chooses a strategy of confrontation on one committee. The
confrontation committee will be composed of bipolar, but the bipolar complement committee will be
composed of centrist members. In this case, it does not matter whether or not the committees cooperate on
the floor, since the bipolar complement committee will roughly reflect the floor and the bipolar committee
will either reflect the floor or be unsuccessful at the floor level.

Thus, we assume the committees cooperate, in effect maximizing
(2) Uc(p*) = Uc — aic(Xc = X*)* = Be(Ye — y*)’,
where ac = @x(Cw, Cn, k) and Bc = ¢,(Cwu, Crn, ky) are the preferences for committee X and committee Y
in their respective dimensions, where the weighting functions ¢ and ¢, each have non-negative first
derivatives in the committee allocations for each party.

Once the parties have selected the committee memberships C, the committees are formed and the

policy recommendations are sent to the floor, where the amendment procedure b-a-p is followed.
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Following Weingast (1989) and Krehbiel and Meirowitz (1999), we assume the floor votes occur with
only three voters: the majority party M (with ideal point {Xy, yum}), the minority party m (with ideal point
{Xm, ¥u}), and the committees C (with ideal point {Xc, Yc}),. However, unlike Weingast (1989), where the
preferences of the committees are given exogenously, here the committees C preferences depend upon
how the parties allocate their members to the two committees X and Y. The equilibrium concept is that of
sub-game perfection, with each voter and each party leadership acting strategically.

The game is played as follows. First, the parties choose the committee allocations Cy and C,
simultaneously and non-cooperatively, yielding committee preferences C. Once the committees are
formed, the floor voting occurs according to an amendment procedure wherein the committees send bill b
= {Xn, Yp} to the floor, the minority party offers an amendment a = {x,, Y.}, and the committees reply with
a perfecting amendment p = {x,, Yp}. The bill b must be capable of beating the status quo g. Thus b €
We(q), the win-set for g (the set of policies that garner at least a majority vote against g). The subscript
‘C’ indicates that the win-set depends upon the committees composition C. The amendment a must be
able to beat both the bill b and the status quo g, i.e., a € Wc(q) n Wc(b). Finally, the perfecting
amendment p must be able to beat a, b, and g, i.e., p € Wc(q) m We(b) n We(a). In equilibrium, the
policy p* equals the perfecting amendment p.

The game is analyzed by backwards induction. In the final stage of the game, the committees choose
the perfecting amendment p to maximize Uc, taking as given the committees preferences C, the status quo

g, the committee bill b, and the minority party’s amendment to the committee bill, a:

3 p*(C, q, b, a) =argmax Uc(p), subjectto p € Wc(q) m We(b) n We(a).
p

The minority party chooses the amendment a to maximize its own utility, taking as given the committee

preferences, the status quo, the committee bill, and the equilibrium perfecting amendment p*:
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4 a*(C, g, b) = argmax U,(p*(C, q, b, a)), st ae We(q) N We(b).
a

The committee chooses the bill b to maximize its utility, taking as given the committee preferences, the
status quo, and the equilibrium behavior of the committee in choosing its perfecting amendment p* and

the equilibrium behavior of the minority party m in choosing its amendment a*:

(5) b*(C, q) = argmax Uc(p*(C, q, b, a*(C, q, b))), s.t. b e Wc(q).
b

Finally, the parties choose C;, i =m, M, to maximize their own utilities taking C_* as given:

(6) Ci* = al‘gmax UI( p*(c’ q’ b*(Cv q)v a*(Cv qv b*(c’ q))))’ s.t. Ci € YAis | = M! m.

Ci

Following Weingast (1989), Figure 2 illustrates how a “structure induced equilibrium” is derived for
a given committee ideal point C, a given status quo g, and the amendment procedure described above. In
Figure 2, the status quo is outside the Pareto Set PS¢ (the interior of the points M, m, and C). The
committees’ objective is to maximize Uc subject to majority rule and the amendment process.

Bill b € Wc(q) offered by the committees is a compromise between the preferred policy of the
majority M and the committees C. The win-set Wc(q) m Wc(b) has two subsets: one with winning
coalition (M, m) and one with winning coalition (m, C). Party m chooses amendment a in the latter subset
of We(q) m Wc(b) to restrict the perfecting amendment p offered by the committees afterwards to the
subset of Wc(q) n We(b) m We(a) that contains p rather than the other subset that contains the point E. In
this way the minority party assures that it will attain the highest possible utility at the end of the game.
Moving back one step, bill b is chosen to make p* as close to C as possible. As the reader can

demonstrate, if bill b were chosen closer to M (say at 6), then the corresponding a (not shown) would be

chosen on the boundary of W¢(g) m Wc(tA)) in the lens containing H, making C worse off. Similarly, if C

chooses b closer to C (say at B), then it becomes possible for m to choose the corresponding a (not shown)
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in the uppermost subset of W¢(q) WC(B), making C worse off.

The committees’ right to propose bills gives the committees the ability to play the two parties off one
another. In equilibrium, the perfecting amendment is adopted with the support of the committees C and
the minority party m. This occurs because the minority party has the right to offer amendments to the bill
b. By forming a coalition with the majority party on bill b, the committees ensure that the amendment-
perfecting amendment process moves the bill closer to the committees’ preferred position. If the bill b
coalition was formed with the minority party, the amendment offered by the minority party would move
the bill even closer towards m’s preferred position and away from the committees’ preferred position.

Figure 3 shows how the equilibrium is obtained for q € PSc. In this case, the committees C chooses b
such that the minority party m has no amendment in the subset of W¢(q) closest to m (i.e., the subset of
We(q) with winning coalition (m, C)) that beats b; C can do better by forcing the amendment a into the
subset of Wc(q) with winning coalition (M, C). As in Figure 2, the amendment a is chosen such that the
perfecting amendment p will be chosen in the subset of Wc(q) m Wc(b) n We(a) that is closest to m (i.e.,
C prefers p to point F, the best it can do in the subset of Wc(g) m We(b) n Wc(a) closest to M). The
winning coalition for the policy p is again (m, C), the minority party and the committees.

In Figures 2 and 3, the non-homogeneous committees position C is taken as given. However, suppose
the committees are homogeneous. In this case, the committees’ ideal point is located at the points labelled
H in Figures 2 and 3. The Pareto set PSy is simply the line connecting m, H, and M. More importantly, if
o; = Bi for each party, then when committees H propose bill b* = H, that bill cannot be amended (i.e.,
Wy(H) = & when the parties’ indifference curves are circles). The equilibrium policy is thus p*(H) = H.2°
In Figures 2 and 3, both parties prefer p*(H) = H to p*(C) = p. Thus, if each party has similar intensity
preferences over the two policies, there is no room for either party to improve its welfare by stacking the
committees, so each party’s committee delegation is representative of the party. Indeed, if one party did

desire to make the committee different from the floor, the other party would improve its own welfare by

2 Whenever the parties’ indifference curves are elliptical it will occur that the amendment process may lead one away from H.
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pushing the committees back towards the floor means H, that is to stack the committee in the opposite
direction.
B. Accommodation on Committee Assignments.

Next, we show that if the parties have preferences for different policies, the committees will appear as
classical committee outliers—and outliers in opposite directions will occur. Since the parties stack each
committee in the same direction, we call this outcome accommodation. Figure 4 considers the case where
the parties each care only about one of the policies, e.g., ow = Bm =1 and By = oy = 0. Thus, each parties’
preferences are lexicographic, with the minority party preferring any policy with y =y, and the majority
party preferring any policy with x = Xy. Given these preferences, one would expect gains from trade by
stacking the committees, and Figure 4 shows that this is the case. Suppose the committees are
homogeneous, so the committees’ ideal points are at H. By choosing bill by = H (with win-set Wy(H) in
the southeast quadrant from H), the committees force the minority party to offer an amendment such as ay
= {Xu, ¥m}- The Wh(q) N Wx(by) N Wh(an) set thus consists of the portions of the horizontal and vertical
lines passing through ay that offer higher utility to the committees H. As drawn, the committees H
indifference curve (drawn as a solid line) that is tangent to py passes just to the left of the point G. Thus
by choosing amendment ay, the minority party forces the committees H to offer the perfecting
amendment py.% Similarly, if the committees are located with ideal point C, then by offering bill bc, the
committees force the minority party to offer amendment ac.?? The minority party’s amendment ac forces
the committees C to choose pc over a point like | (committees C’s indifference curves are dot-dashed-dot
lines).

For either a homogeneous or a non-homogeneous committee, the minority party, by virtue of its
amendment-offering status, obtains a policy close to (equal to, as drawn) its preferred policy. The

majority party fails to obtain its preferred policy with either committees H or C, but it does better with C

But, for relatively balanced preferences, Wy(H) n Wy(q) will be quite small.

2L |f the indifference curve tangent to py passed to the right of G, then the amendment a,; would have to be pushed up the %y loci
until the py point tangent to the y value of ay is such that the committees utility is higher at py than at G.

22 \We are assuming that due to the institutional restrictions y;, i = M, m, it is not possible to stack the committees sufficiently to
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than with H. Therefore, with extreme party preferences, part of the gains from trade of stacking the
committees is attained, and the committees will be classical committee outliers. Interestingly, with an
amendment process that favors the minority party, the majority party is most likely to stack the
committees, since the amendment process and the preferences of the parties favors the minority party.?
Accommodation implies that one committee will be stacked with the left tail of both party distributions
and the complement committee will be stacked with the right tail of both party distributions. Thus, not all
committee outliers will appear in the same ideological direction.

C. Confrontation on Committee Assignments.

Next, consider what happens when one of the parties is extremist, but the other is not. In this case, the
extremist party will attempt to skew one committee in the direction it prefers, and this will affect both
committees’ preferences. The other party is thus forced to confront the extremist party, by stacking its
memberships in the opposite direction as the extremist party.

Figure 5 shows what happens when the minority party m is extremist in that it prefers y,, to any other
policy, but the majority party M places equal weight on each policy. In this case, m prefers the
equilibrium policy pc, obtained with non-homogeneous committees C, to the policy py, obtained with
homogeneous committees H.** However, the majority party prefers py to pc. Thus, the majority party will
stack committee Y to increase yc, and the minority party will push committee Y back towards y;. This
result also holds when the majority party is the one with strong preferences for a particular committee.
Whenever one party has strong preferences for a particular policy, the committee that each party tries to
stack will appear to be a bipolar outlier, and the other committee will appear as a bipolar complement.

Thus, a bipolar outlier will be stacked with members from the right tail of the Republican party

obtain C = {Xu, Ym}-

2 Below in Table 5 we show that this is true empirically. Democrats, who were the majority party, stack thirteen committees with
outliers while Republicans stacked only eight committees with outliers.

2 In this case, the equilibrium amendment process is as follows. Consider the case where the committees are non-homogeneous,
with preferred policies C. By choosing policy bc, the committees force the minority party to offer amendment ac. This
amendment is chosen such that the committees prefer pc to any element in the upper subsection of Wc(q) N We(be) N We(ae). If
the committees choose a b closer to M, it allows the minority party to obtain a policy more to its liking—and that makes the
committees C worse off. A policy b too close to C allows m to choose an amendment on the boundary of the W¢(q) that forces C
to choose a perfecting amendment to the lower right of pc—making C worse off. A similar equilibrium can be derived for H.
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distribution and the left tail of the Democratic party distribution. The bipolar complement will be stacked
with the left tail of the Republican party distribution and the right tail of the Democratic party

distribution.
4. A Test of the Party Competition Hypothesis

A test of our hypothesis is available by utilizing the comparative statics presented in Section 3. One
way to test the results on the effect of party preferences on how the committees are stacked would be to
obtain measures of party preferences utilizing the content of party political advertisements or party
platforms. Unfortunately, such data would have to be available for a long enough time period and for
enough policies that more than one committee could be included in the analysis. Since such data is not
readily available, we searched for an alternative measure.

The U. S. Congress is composed of two houses, the House and the Senate, and each has a separate
committee system. Although the committees do not exactly overlap, there is enough of a correspondence
that we can observe how the parties stack committees of similar jurisdictions in each house.?® Thus for
each committee, we use party differences in median between a Senate committee and the Senate party
membership to explain the corresponding House difference in median.”® The Senate differences in
medians are likely to be correlated with party policy preferences but uncorrelated with contemporaneous
errors on explaining House party differences in medians (cf., Levitt 1996). Thus the model we estimate is

of the form:

(7) Hcprt = Blscprt + BZSEprt + BBScT)rt + B4355rt + Bs)lzprt + B6)/2ﬁrt + Ecprty

% In particular, there are sixteen Senate Committees. The correspondence between the House (and Senate) committees are as
follows: Agriculture (Agriculture, Nutrition and Forestry); Appropriations (Appropriations); Armed Services (Armed Services);
Banking, Finance and Urban Affairs (Banking, Housing and Urban Affairs); Budget (Budget); Education and Labor (Labor and
Human Resources); Energy and Commerce (Commerce, Science and Transportation); Foreign Affairs (Foreign Relations);
Government Operations (Governmental Affairs); Interior and Insular Affairs (Energy and Natural Resources); Judiciary
(Judiciary); Public Works (Environment and Public Works); Rules (Rules and Administration); Small Business (Small Business);
Veterans’ Affairs (Veterans’ Affairs); Ways and Means (Finance).

% A referee has pointed out that the Republicans in the Senate are generally given committee assignments based on seniority,
rather than being assigned to committees by the party leadership in the manner described in Section 3. The consistency of our
econometric results with the model in which the party leadership makes assignments suggests that the within-party externalities
may not be that large, since the laissez faire approach taken in the Senate appears to have similar results to the directed approach
taken in the House.

16



where Heyr is the difference in median between the House and the committee membership for committee
c for party p for rating r in Congress t; S, is the corresponding Senate difference in median; Sgqq is the
mean Senate difference in median for all other committees other than c for party q = p, p; and the >A<qrt are

the party median ratings for party q = p, p. The hypotheses are that §; > 0, 3, <0, 5 >0, B, <0, and B;
and B¢ indeterminate. 3; > 0 occurs because as a party’s preferences for a particular committee’s policy
increases, the party will stack that committee more heavily. 3, < 0 follows from the notion that if the
party stacks some other committee more heavily, it must stack the present committee less so. B; > 0
occurs because as the other party’s preferences become more extreme, the party must confront on that
committee. B4 < 0 because increased confrontation on other committees means less confrontation on this
committee. The other variables are included to control for differences in the location (as opposed to the
intensity) of party preferences and to control for the relative shares of party memberships.

Table 2 presents ordinary least square estimation results of (7) using the Senate data to explain House
committee allocations. The results are presented for the Congress as a whole and for Democrats and
Republicans, separately. The first three columns report regressions including only the variables in the
table. The last three columns (the “fixed effects model”) present regressions including dummy variables
for the committees, the ratings, and the Congress.

The model supports the hypotheses regarding how a party will choose to stack a committee based on
the weights it and the other party place on different committees.”” Both the own party-weights and the
other party-weights for the committee have positive coefficients, implying the parties stack committees
when their own preferences for the committee’s policy increases and when the preferences the other party
holds for the committee’s policy increases. Interestingly, the own party-weight for Democrats is about
half the magnitude as the other party weight, while for Republicans this is reversed. This seems to suggest
that Republicans during this time period were stacking committees largely based on their own

preferences, while Democrats were paying particular attention to how the Republicans stacked the

2 These results appear quite robust. We have sorted them each by rating, by Congress and by committee, and found similar
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committees. The own party weights on other committees and the other party weights on other committees

each are negative and significant, as predicted.
5. A Re-Examination of Alternative Hypotheses Tests

While the tests in Table 1 are supportive of our model, a number of hypotheses appear in the literature
for which similar claims have been made. However, most of the previous tests have really been tests of
the preference outlier hypothesis—we argue that little space has been devoted to directly testing the
committee outlier or the informative committees hypotheses.?® In addition, the previous tests have not
explicitly controlled for the institutional restrictions. In this section, we provide new tests for each of the
competing hypotheses of the organization of Congress.

The null and alternative hypotheses implied by the different Congressional organization hypotheses
are given in Table 3. The most common form of hypothesis tests in the preference outlier literature are the
difference in medians tests based on interest group ratings, such as those in Table 1. For each standing
committee and each interest group rating, we created test statistics for the difference in medians, dpq = my
— My;, and the ratio of standard deviations, raa = Sac/Sar, Where my. (Sac) is the committee median (standard
deviation) for party p, and mqs (Sar) is the floor median (standard deviation) for party g, where p, g = A (all
members), D (Democratic members only), or R (Republican members only). Each null hypothesis in
Table 3 presents the respective hypothesis’ concept of a “randomly drawn” committee. Also given is the
condition under which each hypothesis would be supported by the evidence. In the informative
committees and the representative majority party hypotheses, acceptance of the null hypothesis provides
evidence in support of the hypothesis, but in the preference outlier and committee competition
hypotheses, the hypothesis is supported if the null hypothesis is rejected. Acceptance of the preference

outlier hypothesis implies rejection of the informative committees hypothesis, but it is possible for a

results.

%8 See Weingast and Marshall (1988), Krehbiel (1990), Cox and McCubbins (1993), Mooney and Duval (1993), Groseclose
(1994a, 1994b), Londregan and Snyder (1994), and Adler and Lapinski (1997). Both Krehbiel (1990, 1991) and Cox and
McCubbins (1993) test the preference outlier theory against the null hypothesis that the committees are a random draw. Only
Krehbiel (1991) and Groseclose (1994b) appear to recognize that rejection of the preference outlier hypothesis against the
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committee to not support either hypothesis. Neither the representative majority party hypothesis nor the
party competition hypothesis is directly related to the other two hypotheses.
A. The Committee Assignment Algorithm.

We use a re-sampling method based on empirical distributions of different “permutations” of the
committee system in the Congress (e.g., Noreen 1989).%° Each permutation of the committee system is a
sample drawn without replacement.® This allows us to keep a number of structural characteristics of the
Congress intact in our empirical tests. First, each pseudo-committee has the same number of Democratic
and Republican members as appear on the actual committee. Second, each member appears on the same
distinct number of pseudo-committees as the actual number of committees on which he or she actually
sits. Third, each member allocated to a committee has the actual multi-dimensional vector of preferences

over different policies held by that individual.™

Thus, all committees are formed jointly, and each
committee is composed of members with the complete set of attributes of the actual members of the floor,
including ratings vectors and number of committee assignments.*

For a given test statistic S € {d,q, raa} We create a vector of pseudo-test statistics {S"} formed for

random draw hypothesis is not sufficient to accept alternate theories. However, neither of them recognizes that a committee that
is more conservative than the floor rejects the random draw hypothesis as well.

2 The method is similar to the bootstrap technique used by Mooney and Duval (1993) or Groseclose (1994a). However, while the
bootstrap method assumes that both the committee and the floor are draws from a given distribution, the permutation method
assumes that the floor is the true distribution. Thus the permutation method draws without replacement while the bootstrap draws
with replacement, so no member is represented on the same committee more than once. Groseclose (1994b) uses the permutation
method but with some differences from our approach as noted below.

% The algorithm works as follows: for a particular Congressman, we choose a committee at random. We then check to see if that
member is already on the committee or if the party allotment for the committee is full (if so, a new committee is chosen), or if the
member is already on his or her full allotment of committees (if so, a new member is chosen). Only when all members have been
placed and all committee slots filled is the bth pseudo-committee system formed.If the algorithm failed to form a full committee
system (e.g., if a member needs to be placed on one more committee, but all remaining slots are on committees on which he is
already a member), the algorithm was instructed to start over with no members placed on any committees. This process ensures
that the pseudo-committee system formed is a random draw from the universe of possible committee systems that are valid, given
the constraints on committee memberships.

3! This feature has not been incorporated into other resampling tests in the literature. However, it is consistent with our theoretical
model which allows for heterogeneous preferences over multiple policy dimensions. By way of contrast, the bootstrap technique
(Mooney and Duval 1993, Groseclose 1994a) implicitly allows some members to serve on a committee more than once. In
addition, by forming each committee independently, these authors and Groseclose (1994b) also implicitly assume that each
member’s ratings vector can be shuffled with other members. Thus, for example, the seat on a committee occupied by Ted
Kennedy (a noted liberal) with respect to the ADA rating might be occupied by Jesse Helms (a noted conservative) for the COC
rating (cf. Londregan and Snyder 1994).

% Groseclose (1994b, p. 447) forms the committees simultaneously on each of the ten committees on which he tests the
preference outlier hypothesis. However, he does not appear to control for committee party memberships or for differences in the
number of committees on which each member sits, and he does not report whether or not this technique was used in his other
hypothesis tests.
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permutation j = 1,...,B. The statistical tests are based on the empirical distributions of the S” and the
observed test statistic S. We report the achieved significance level (ASL), a measure of how extreme the
test statistic S is.** The ASL’s are calculated as ASL(t) = min[(nge + 1)/(B + 1), (nle + 1)/(B + 1)], where
nge and nle are the number of S° greater than and less than S, respectively (Noreen 1989, pp. 14-19). All
of our results are based on distributions with B = 2,000.%

A test based on resampling, in which the actual set of committees is compared against many
alternative sets that could have been formed, is a natural way to determine whether the dispersion of
members across committees can be considered to be due to random assignment or is so unusual that it
must be regarded as a consequence of other factors. A parametric test would be more difficult to justify
in this context; we cannot assume we have been given a random sample, as required in classical statistics,
but instead conduct a test to determine how plausible the assumption of randomness would be.

B. The Preference Outlier, Informative Committees, and Representative Majority Party Hypotheses.

We present the results of the hypothesis tests using the permutation methodology in Tables 4 and 5.
In each case the test statistic is reported, and test statistics that reject the null hypothesis in a two-tailed
test at the 90% (*), 95% (**) and 99% (***) confidence levels are indicated.® However, in the case of the
test on ras for the informative committees hypothesis, the test is one-tailed because only a smaller
committee variance rejects the null hypothesis. We also describe committees as being more “liberal”
(more “conservative”) if it has a higher (lower) ACLU, ADA, CFA, COPE, or LCV median rating than
the House or if it has a lower (higher) COC, NTU, NSI median rating than the House. In discussing the

results, a committee is said to reject the null hypothesis only if the null hypothesis is rejected in two or

3 Our results indicate that the sampling without replacement procedure we use gives similar results in terms of variance to the
sampling with replacement procedures used by previous authors. The two results are similar because the committee sizes are
small relative to the size of the House.

3 To see if our results were sensitive to the relatively small samples we drew (Groseclose 1994b used 20,000 observations), we
reproduced our results for the 97" Congress using 10,000 pseudo-committees, and the ASL results did not change out to four
digits in almost all cases, and out to three digits in all cases.

% This differs from many previous tests (e.g., Krehbiel 1990, Groseclose 1994b) that are one-sided tests. However, for the
reasons mentioned in the theoretical section, there is no reason to believe that all committees will be preference outliers in the
same direction. To conduct two-tail tests, we simply calculate whether the observed ASL is less than % of the critical level, i.e.,
the ASL is said to be significant at the 1% (5%) [10%] level if the reported ASL is less than 0.005 (0.025) [0.05].
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more Congresses.*

The tests of the preference outlier hypothesis are contained in columns (1)-(6) of Table 4. The
preference outlier hypothesis is supported if the null hypothesis of das = O is rejected. Eleven of the
twenty-two committees favor the preference outlier hypothesis. Eight of these eleven committees are
more liberal than the House as a whole (the Appropriations, District of Columbia, Education and Labor,
Foreign Affairs, House Administration, Judiciary, Post Office and Civil Service, and Rules committees),
but three (the Agriculture, Armed Services, and Veterans Affairs committees) are more conservative than
the House as a whole.

The informative committees hypothesis is supported if neither das = 0 nor raa > 0 is rejected. This
occurs in only eight of the twenty-two committees according to columns (1)-(6) and columns (7)-(12) of
Table 4. These committees include the Banking, Finance and Urban Affairs, Budget, Energy and
Commerce, Government Operations, Interior and Insular Affairs, Small Business, Standards of Official
Conduct, and Ways and Means Committees. A total of eleven committees reject the daa = O part of the
hypothesis and ten committees reject the raa > 1 part of the hypothesis. Three committees (the Merchant
Marine and Fisheries, the Public Works and Transportation, and the Science, Space and Technology
Committees) accept the no difference in medians part of the informative committees hypothesis, but reject
the ratio of variance part of the hypothesis.

The tests of the representative-majority-party hypothesis are contained in columns (13)-(18) of Table
4. This hypothesis is supported if the null is not rejected, which occurs in eleven of the twenty-two
committees. Interestingly, the set of committees consistent with the representative-majority-party
hypothesis is exactly the opposite of the set of committees consistent with the preference outlier
hypothesis, and all committees that support the informative committees hypothesis are also consistent
with the representative-majority-party hypothesis.

C. The Party Competition Hypothesis.

% This is an ad hoc method, but it is only used to form a basis for discussion. The data in Tables 4 and 5 contains all of the
hypothesis tests, so someone disagreeing with our method may construct their own test criteria.
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If one takes each of the alternative hypotheses as a method of describing the entire committee
system—a point their proponents would undoubtedly argue—then the results in Table 4 do not offer
strong support for any of the alternative hypotheses that have been advanced in the literature. According
to our statistical tests, these hypotheses can explain at most half the observable committee outcomes.

The party competition hypothesis we have presented in this paper does not offer testable hypotheses
with the data used in Table 4. However, our model does offer a simple way in which committees may be
categorized. In particular, we expect three general types of committees to appear, depending upon the
relative preferences of the parties. When the preferences of each party are unbalanced, accommodation
occurs, resulting in preference outlier committees. Not all committees can be preference outliers in the
same (liberal or conservative) direction, however, so our model predicts that if preference outliers are
observed, some will be in each ideological direction. When the preferences of one party are unbalanced
but the preferences of the other party are balanced, we expect that confrontation will occur. This results in
bipolar outliers—and our theory predicts these should occur concurrently with bipolar complements.
Finally, when the preferences of the parties are relatively balanced, the parties engage in confrontation,
but the parties choose committees with members representative of the party.

Table 3 displays hypotheses under which one might identify these three types of committees using
difference in medians tests between the party committee membership and the party floor. Accommodation
occurs if the null hypothesis in Table 3 is rejected in favor of Ha: dg, > 0 (< 0) when dgq > 0 (< 0), with p
# = D, R. Confrontation in the form of bi-polar outliers occurs when the null hypothesis is rejected in
favor of Ha: dpp > 0 (< 0) when drsr < 0 (> 0) for liberal (conservative) ratings, and bipolar outlier
complements occurs when the null hypothesis is rejected in favor of Ha: dpp > 0 (< 0) and dgg < 0 (> 0)
for conservative (liberal) ratings. Finally, representative committees, which occur when the parties have
similar intensities of preferences, are observed when dpp = 0 and dgg = 0.

Reexamining the results of the permutation tests given in Table 5, we see that parties stack

committees with non-random members quite frequently. Democrats stack nine committees with more
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liberal members (the Appropriations, District of Columbia, Education and Labor, Energy and Commerce,
Foreign Affairs, Interior and Insular Affairs, Judiciary, Post Office and Civil Service, and Rules
Committees), but stack four committees with conservative members (the Agriculture, Armed Services,
Merchant Marine and Fisheries, and Veterans’ Affairs Committees).®’*® Republicans stack three
committees with more conservative members (the Agriculture, Interior and Insular Affairs, and Veterans
Affairs Committees), but stack five committees with more liberal members (the Appropriations,
Education and Labor, Merchant Marine and Fisheries, Post Office and Civil Service, and Science, Space
and Technology Committees).*

Democrats stack thirteen of the twenty-two standing committees, and Republicans stack eight. Fifteen
out of the twenty-two standing committees in the House are preference outliers for at least one of the
parties. Only seven out of twenty-two committees’ memberships are representative of the parties.
Accommodation, appearing in thirteen out of the fifteen committees for which at least one party stacks
the committee in a non-representative manner, occurs more often than confrontation. However,
confrontation, in the form of bipolar outliers, appears to be quite rare. Only the Interior and Insular
Affairs Committee appears to be a bipolar outlier, although the Judiciary committee may also fit this
description.”® The Merchant Marine and Fisheries Committee appears to be a bipolar complement, with
both parties stacking the committee with their moderate members.**

The pattern of accommodation and confrontation in Table 5 allows one to impute something about the

37 The Public Works and Transportation Committee is an outlier in two Congresses using the NTU rating, but the direction of the
difference changes.

% From Table 4, by two ratings (LCV and COC), the Energy and Commerce Committee as a whole is stacked with more liberal
members in the 97" Congress, which is consistent with results from the Democrats. In addition, for the g7t Congress the
Banking, Finance and Urban Affairs Committee is stacked with liberal members of both parties separately and taken together by
both the ADA and CFA ratings, and the Public Works and Transportation Committee, which showed inconsistent results with the
Democrats, appears as more liberal using the NTU rating for the 97" Congress by all three measures (Democrats only,
Republicans only, and the whole committee).

% |n addition, the Banking, Finance and Urban Affairs Committee appears to be stacked with liberal Republicans in the 97"
Congress by both the ADA and CFA ratings.

0 The Judiciary committee is stacked liberal by Democrats and on the whole committee in more than half of the Congresses.
Republicans stack it conservative in the 100" Congress.

1 Weaker evidence can be found in Table 1 supporting the Science, Space and Technology Committee as also being a bipolar
complement (rather than accommodate liberal, as indicated in Table 2). The Republican membership is stacked liberal by the
LCV rating in four of the six Congresses, while the Democratic membership and the committee membership as a whole is
stacked conservative in two separate Congresses using the ADA rating. The committee median is also not different from the
floor.
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preferences of the parties over the policies under each committee’s jurisdiction. The Democrats appear to
have strong preferences for the policies of the Appropriations, District of Columbia, Education and Labor,
Energy and Commerce, Foreign Affairs, Judiciary, Post Office and Civil Service, Rules, and Science,
Space and Technology committees. The Republicans appear to have strong preferences for the policies
for the Agriculture, Armed Services, and Veterans’ Affairs committees. Thus on all of these committees,
it appears that the intensity of preferences is highly unbalanced. Intensity of preferences appear to be
relatively balanced on the Banking, Finance and Urban Affairs, Budget, Government Operations, House
Administration, Public Works and Transportation, Small Business, Standards of Official Conduct, and

Ways and Means.
6. Discussion and Conclusions

Weingast and Marshall (1988), building on earlier work by Niskanen (1971), Shepsle (1979), and
others, sparked the debate on the committee outlier hypothesis by suggesting that members of Congress
designed the institution for the purpose of ensuring their own reelection success. They argued that the
committee system in Congress is perfectly suited to that purpose—it allows members control over
policies important to their reelection, and it controls opportunistic behavior by preventing bills
unfavorable to the committee from being introduced, which, in turn, helps to enforce logrolling
agreements between committees. However, they explicitly assumed that the influence of political parties
was negligible. In retrospect, this omission is odd: if the committee system exists to meet its members’
reelection needs, does not the party system exist for the same purpose? This paper argues that the answer
to that question is ‘yes.” Political parties play an important, and empirically supported, role in the
organization of the Congress.*

Our contribution has been to construct and test a model that predicts how the parties assign seats on

2 A number of authors share our view of the importance of political parties in the workings of the Congress. See Shepsle and
Weingast (1994), and the other papers in that volume. Rhode (1994) in particular, shares this view, though he agrees with
Krehbiel that the future research “should abandon the view of legislatures as institutions that are overwhelmingly preoccupied
with distributive politics” (p. 352, quoting Krehbiel 1991, p. 258). Aldrich (1994) also emphasizes the role of party competition,
though he focuses more on how parties participate in the amendment process once a committee bill has been presented to the
floor. See also Krehbiel and Meriowitz (1999).
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committees. Parties in our model are assumed to have the final word on (new) committee assignments.
Since each party wants both to affect party and to get its members reelected, each party member’s
interests are given positive weight in the party calculus. The party’s role is to ensure that opportunistic
behavior by some of its members does not cause more damage than those members are worth to the party.
However, parties are constrained in what they can and cannot do. Since individual members cannot be
removed easily from committees, parties cannot easily discipline members for defecting from the party
line.”* However, the manner in which the committees are set up in the first place affects how well the
system can prevent opportunistic behavior.

Our model is the only existing model capable of generating each of the types of committees observed
in the U. S. Congress. Indeed, each of the alternative hypotheses can explain the nature of only about half
of the standing committees in the U. S. House of Representatives. Our model has specific predictions
regarding how the equilibrium responds to parameters such as the party’s policy preferences. Our
empirical tests using Senate data as proxies for policy preferences find strong support for our model. In
addition, our model predicts that accommodation on one side for one committee means accommodation
on the other side for some other committee—a result supported by the data. Similarly, confrontation on
one committee resulting in a bipolar outlier implies the existence of a bipolar complement committee—
another result supported by the data.

In conclusion, we support the argument of Weingast and Marshall (1988) and others that the
committee system in the Congress is set up to benefit its members’ reelection goals. However, we believe
that this theory is greatly enriched when the role of parties is recognized as fulfilling a complementary
purpose—to ensure the reelection and policy goals of its members by tempering opportunistic behavior

via allocations of committee assignments.

3 Indeed, this lack of credible enforcement of the party line is the main reason that Weingast and Marshall assumed party
influence to be negligible.
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Figure 1: Empirical Distributions of Interest Group Ratings by Party (102™ Congress)
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Notes:—Histograms of ratings and by party (Democrats are the dark bars, Republicans the light bars). Each bar represents the
number of members with ratings in each range (e.g., the bars at 100 are the number of members with ratings between 91-100,
inclusive, and so on; the bar at zero are the number of members with a rating of zero). See Table 1 for a description of the ratings.
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Fig. 2: Structure Induced Equilibrium for g ¢ PS, C # H, and Amendment Procedure b-a-p.
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Fig. 3: Structure Induced Equilibrium for g € PS, C # H, and Amendment Procedure b-a-p.
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Fig. 4: Structure Induced Equilibrium Committees with Extreme Party Preferences, q ¢ PS.
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Fig. 5: Structure Induced Equilibrium Committees with Extreme Minority Party Preferences.
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Table 1: Median Ratings by Congress by Party

Interest Group Rating

Party Congress ADA COPE LCV CFA NSI NTU COC ACLU
Whole House 97™ 35 44 45 38 63 35 50 40
og" 48 59 62 52 70 41 47 46
ggth 45 57 58 58 56 32 47 50
100" 50 60 53 58 50 33 44 42
101% 60 68 56 73 50 29 50 61
102™ 53 67 63 72 50 59 43 48
House Democrats g7t 67 72 61 64 33 23 18 53
og" 75 83 76.5 75 355 27 33 63
ggh 75 84 71 75 20 26 38 70
100" 75 85 68 75 10 27 28 70
101% 80 88 75 82 10 12 36 775
102™ 78 88 75 89 20 35 29 69.5
House Republicans g7 11 16 345 15 100 56 91 27
og" 10 17 30.5 23 100 74 77 17
ggh 10 15 32 25 100 50.5 75 15
100" 10 16 27 25 100 53 81 10
101% 15 17 31 36 100 75 92 26
102™ 11 155 38 44 100 95 79 9

Notes:—Source: Barone, et al., Almanac of American Politics, various years. The data are the ratings for current members of
Congress from the previous Congress (thus newly elected members are excluded). The 97" Congress were elected in November,
1980 and served during 1981-82. The 102" Congress served during 1991-92. See Table 1 for descriptions of the ratings.
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Table 2: Policy Preferences, Party Power and House Committee Allocations

OLS Regressions Fixed Effects Model

Variable Whole Whole
Congress Democrats  Republicans Congress Democrats  Republicans
@) 2 @) (4) Q) (6)
Own Party Weight **%0.222 **%0.072 **%0.333 **%0.224 **%0.071 **%0.332
Same Committee (11.23) (3.16) (10.70) (11.21) (3.09) (10.40)
Own Party Weight **.0.176 0.102 **%.0.428 *-0.146 0.096 **%.0.396
Other Committees (-2.34) (1.25) (-3.24) (-1.80) (1.02) (-2.60)
Other Party Weight **%0.156 **%0.162 **%0.148 **%0.158 ***0.164 **%0.151
Same Committee (7.86) (8.18) (4.19) (7.91) (8.17) (4.17)
Other Party Weight **%.0.246 **.0.176 **.0.292 **.0.200 **-0.103 **.0.342
Other Committees (-3.27) (-2.12) (-2.29) (-2.47) (-1.08) (-2.30)
Own Party’s Floor ***.0.068 **%.0.062 ***.0.073 ***.0.069 *-0.048 *-0.079
Median (-5.53) (-4.60) (-2.90) (-3.28) (-1.77) (-1.95)
Other Party’s Floor **%.0.036 **-0.036 *-0.038 *-0.035 **.0.063 *-0.083
Median (-2.91) (-2.21) (-1.78) (-1.68) (-2.51) (-0.19)
R2 0.109 0.124 0.133 0.129 0.141 0.133
F-statistic **%35.318 **%20.208 **%23.065 **%7.941 ***5.578 ***5.301

Notes:—Dependent variable is the difference in the party committee median and party floor median by committee, rating, and
Congress for the House of Representatives. Data from the 96" to 102™ Congress is used. There are 1,008 observations for each
party (nine ratings, seven Congresses, and sixteen committees) and 2,016 for both parties combined. Estimated t-ratios are
reported in parentheses. Significance in a two-tail test is indicated by asterisks (***significant at the 1% level; **significant at the
5% level; *significant at the 10% level). All statistically significant results are in bold font. The OLS regressions use the reported
variables plus a constant. The fixed effects model regressions include dummy variables for the committees, the ratings, and the
Congresses (but no interaction terms). “Own party weight same committee” is the equivalent committee Senate difference in
median for the party by rating, by committee, and by Congress. “Own party weight other committees” is the mean of the
equivalent committee Senate difference in median for all other committees, by party, by rating, by committee, and by Congress.
“Other party weight same committee” and “Other party weight other committees” are constructed similarly for the other party.
“Party share in the House” is the party’s share of the floor membership by Congress. “Own party median” and “Other party
median” are the party floor median by rating and by Congress.
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Table 3: Congressional Organization Hypotheses

Hypothesis Null Alternative Criteria to Accept Hypothesis
Preference Outlier ? Ho: daa =0 Ha: daa #0 reject H,
Informative Committees Ho:dapa=0and rpa>1 Ha: Either daa =0 0rrap <1 accept Hy
Representative Majority Party © Ho: dap=0 Ha:dap %0 accept H,
Party Competitiog: Hp: dpp=0& dgg =0 Ha: dpp > 0 & dgg > 0, reject H,
Accommodation

0 © 0 andedDD<0&dRR<0
Party Competition: Ho: dpp=0 & drg =0 Ha: dpp#00rdgr =0 accept Hy
Confrontation, Balanced
Intensities of Preferences
Party Competition: Ho: dpp=0& dgg =0 Ha: dpp >0 & dgg <0, reject H,

Confrontation, Unbalanced
Intensities of Preferences ®

and ®dpp <0 & dgg >0

Notes:— @ Weingast and Marshall (1988). ® Gilligan and Krehbiel (1987, 1989, 1990, 1994), Krehbiel (1990, 1991). ¢ Cox and
McCubbins (1993). ¢ The present paper. © The first and second parts of Ha need to be accepted for different committees for the

alternative hypothesis to be accepted.
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Table 4: Tests of Alternative Hypotheses, 97" — 102" Congress

Classical Preference Outlier Hypothesis

Informative CommitteesHypothesis

Representative Majority Party Hypothesis

(Ho: dan=0) (Ho: ran=1) (Ho: dap=0)
Congress 97" 9g™" 99" 100" 101 102M o7™ og™ 99™ 100" 101t 102™ 97" gg™" 99™ 100" 101t 102™
Committee Rating @ ) @3) ) (5) (6) ) G)) 9 (@) 1) (@2 (13) (14 (a5 (16 (7))  (18)
Agriculture ADA 7 15 5 -125 -10 6 *0.92 ***0.86 ***0.85 ***(.86 ***0.86 ***0.80 -39 -35 35 -375 -30 31
LCV -6 9 *xQ5  *x]f  *]Q ***D5 111 099 096 **0.88 *0.90  1.07 22 =235 **23  *x3] %3] **k37
NTU 1 6 x5 **5 *x]3 12 097 091 *0.84 *0.84 **0.90 ***0.67 13 20 **11 **11 **30 36
Appropriations ADA 9 0 5 5 5 3 1.03 096 **0.93 *0.93 098 1.04 23 275 -25 -20 -15 22
NTU 45 35 weep wekg %] -9 **078 098 ***077 091 ***087 084 75 105  wxx] xe *5 15
Armed Services ADA  **RIQARX DTG KAk QL kkk DB Ak ]DE KX D()  *X() Q7 *X(Q7 **¥*(84 ***087  *094 **091 *¥*5() *4*.55 kwk 5L kxkG() #*3)5 kx5
NSI ***37 ***30 ***44 ***45 ***40 **30 ***0.81 ***0.83 ***0.79 ***0.84 ***0.89 **0.93 ***67 ***64'5 ***80 ***85 ***80 **60
Banking, Finance & ADA *21 15 20 0 10 -3 097 103 097 100 1.05 1.06 *11  -125 -10 -25 -10 -28
Urban Affairs CFA 45 8 0 0 0 0 100 104 096 101 102 108 215 -15 -17 -17 9 -17
coc 6.5 3 3 6 0 7 096 101 1.00 *0.93 098  1.00 255 17 12 22 14 21
Budget ADA 1 75 5 5 -10 8.5 097 105 1.06 1.01 1.01  1.02 31 -20 -25 -20 30 -16.5
NTU 35 -8 **G 25 75 2 091 112 1.09 1.03 1.01 084 8.5 6  **12 85 245 26
District of Columbia ADA 37 2715 x40 15 **30 **x4] 118 1.03 101 119 132 140 5 0 **10 210 **10  ***16
ACLU  ***33  *x%jg **x375  **37 ***3) ***405 123 127 103 120 136 139 **xpQ x**pQ ***]75 *kQ *R]3 5 Fxx]Q
Education & Labor ADA 1 20 **275 **225 10 **25 1.07 *0.89 **0.88 *0.92 094  1.00 31 75 **25 **25 -10 **()
COPE 3 *Q3  WRXQG  *XQZE wkD] xH)3 106 103 105 103 111 108 -25 *]  wwx] *x]p **] AR
Energy & Commerce ADA 21 15 5 5 0 3 09 108 1.09 1.06 1.05 1.08 -11 -125 -25 -20 -20 22
LCV  ***2 9 9.5 25 0 0 .01 1.03 102 107 105 100 **g 55 -4 -125 -19 -12
COC  **28 5 -3 0 -4 3 099 108 1.02 1.09 1.02 111 x4 9 6 16 10 17
Foreign Affairs ADA *26 225 20 15 15 **19 098 097 1.02 1.04 093  1.00 *. 5 -10 -10 5 *xg
NSI 23 **.335 **.36 25  *30 **.28 098 103 098 1.00 098 0.96 7 **] **() 15 *10 **)
LCcV 125 **14 *+xpp 5 *xxp]  **]Q x5 *090 093 097 096 094 **0.85 35 ** 05 kxkg  xwkg *x)  wRx]3
Government Operations ADA -2 25 5 20 15 8 1.04 096 105 096 101 098 -34 -25 -25 -5 -5 -17
NTU 2 2 2 3 *13 -3 1.02 *0.86 111 091 098 095 10 16 4 3 *4 21
House Administration ADA 35 75 15 5 25 8 1.08 091 106 107 103 103 285 -20 -15 20 -175 -17
NTU 8 *14 2 35 *165 **26 1.04 119 107 113 107 087 4 *Q 4 25 05 @ *x

Table continued on next page.
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Table 4: (continued)

Classical Preference Outlier Hypothesis

Informative Committees Hypothesis

Representative Majority Party Hypothesis

(Ho: dan=0) (Ho: ran=1) (Ho: dap=0)
Congress 97" 9g™" 99" 100" 101 102M o7™ og™ 99™ 100" 101t 102™ 97" gg™" 99™ 100" 101t 102™
Committee Rating @ ) @3) ) (5) (6) ) G)) 9 (@) 1) (@2 (13) (14 (a5 (16 (7))  (18)
Interior & Insular Affairs ADA 9 *175 10 15 75 14 .08 112 115 115 106  1.09 23 *45 -20 -10 -125 -11
Lcv 7 -6 1 -5 0.5 12 108 120 122 126 113 125 9 205 -125 20 -185 0
Judiciary ADA 2 *225 15 15  **20  **19 1.08 111 115 116 116  1.09 -34 *5 -15 -10 *x)  keg
ACLU 7 **21 **Q 23 10 10 110 119 116 115 112 107 -6 *kf HERQ) 5 65 -115
Merchant Marine & ADA 9.5 75 25 -10 5 -9 096 *0.92 **0.92 ***0.85 *0.92 **0.90 -22.5 20 -325 -35 -25 -34
Fisheries Lcv 7 5.5 5 -4 -3 0 *114 092 100 097 098 101 9 9 -185 -19 22 -12
NTU 5 65 0 1 5.5 8 087 *0.86 1.04 *0.85 *0.92 1.73 7 75 6 7 225 32
Post Office & Civil ADA *29 20 ***375 **275  **5  *195 109 110 109 096 *0.84 092 *3 75 75 %5 **5  *55
Service COPE *4*33 *19 **265 *255 *21 *20 120 112 100 092 **0.78 *0.87 *AHG *5 **(5 %05 *] *1
Public Works & ADA -0 -25 75 0 0 9  *092 095 101 101 102 **0.90 -42 30 -225 -25 -20 -34
Transportation NTU 5 15 25 *35 -7 45 1.00 090 098 **0.84  1.04 **0.77 17 125 35  *25 10 285
Rules ADA 18 125 25 15 15 14 098 100 105 1.02 092 104 -14 -15 5 -10 5 -11
NTU **.155  *17 -4 ) -11 21 093 121 08 08 095 091 **35 *. 2 4 6 3
Small Business ADA 4 5 75 25 0 -3 097 096 1.03 098 1.05 1.00 28 225 375 275 -20 -28
coc 5 0 15 25 6 15 098 093 104 112 101 097 37 14 105 135 20 155
Standards of Official ADA -10 -125 5  -125 -175 9 *076 106 100 104 102 119 -42 -40 35 375 375 -34
Conduct ACLU -10 65 -6 -12 -85 9 084 122 099 1.08 1.07 1.2 23 -235 -26 -40 25  -125
Science, Space & ADA 95  -25 0 5 75 *115 093 *0.92 *0.93 096 *0.94 094 225 -30 -30 30 -125 *-365
Technology LcVv 8 3 45 7 7 -85 093 094 ***083 **083 ***082  1.13 8 -115 9 -8 -12 -185
Veterans® Affairs ADA -13 25 0 -125 5 -14 097 101 094 094 099 **0.85 -45 -30 30 -375 -25 -39
NSI **26 10 22 20 10  **40  *0.89  1.02 *0.94 100 1.00 0.6 **56 445 58 60 50  **70
Ways & Means ADA 4 25 1 0 15 11 098 105 097 101 095  1.02 -28 -25 -29 -25 -5 -14
NTU 0 5 -05 1 -3 -10 090 103 105 117 1.02 094 12 19 55 7 14 14

Notes:—A positive (negative) sign on the test statistic dan means the committee median rating is larger (smaller) than the House median rating. The achieved significance levels
(ASL) are not reported (they are available from the authors). Significance in a two-tail test (columns 1-6 and columns 13-18) or a one-tail test (columns 7-12) is indicated by
asterisks (***significant at the 1% level; **significant at the 5% level; *significant at the 10% level). All statistically significant results are in bold font. See text for a description
of the data used in the analysis and a description of the ASL calculations. All tests based on B = 2,000 permutations.
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Table 5: Difference in Medians Tests by Party, 97" — 102" Congress

Committee Democrats (Hy: dpp = 0)

Committee Republicans (Hg: dgg = 0)

Characterization of Committee Type

Congress 97" 9g™ 99" 100" 101 102™ o7" og™" 99" 100" 101 102"  Democrats Republicans Whole

Committee Rating 1) 2) 3) 4) (5) (6) ) (8) 9) (10) (11) (12) (13) (14) (15)

Agriculture ADA -17 *.15 **.175 **.20 ***.20  **-22 **1 0 5 0 -5 -2.5 Conservative Conservative Accommodate
LCV -14  *95  *.85 **k.]Q9 ¥k *xx )5 **.12.5 -8.5 -1 -6 0 **25
NTU 6 **11 *H*G 1.5 ***145 ***275 2 2 -3.5 -3.5 1 0

Appropriations ADA 5 0 0 0 0 5 0 5 5 25 25 0 Liberal Liberal Accommodate
NTU -3 I i T -6 -3 B ARR]Q  KXQANKIPE **Q5

Armed Services ADA FREAD  REXYQ FEXYQ Fx*Z) D) 28 *-0.5 -5 -5 -2.5 0 0 Conservative — Accommodate
NSI *XXG] FHREGAL  *RRGQ  *RRGQ  *RAEQ F**3Q 0 0 0 0 0 0

Banking, Finance & ADA 5 5 0.5 0 5 5 *14 5 75 -2.5 -5 0 — — Representative

Urban Affairs CFA **15 2 0 0 0 25 *12 -3 4 -4 0 0
cocC 0 0 0 1 0 0 -8 5 -5 -6 0 0

Budget ADA -3 5 10 5 5 5 0 5 0 -5 5 0 — — Representative
NTU 0.5 0 25 15 -0.5 -2 3 9 75 2 -2.5 -5

District of Columbia ADA 16 10 15 *20 **175 @ **22 0 3 5 -5 -5 -2.5 Liberal — Accommodate
ACLU **22  ***33 *20 195 ***20 **24 -0.5 -0.5 8 -5 -9 -2.5

Education & Labor ADA 5 0 10 5 ***15 11 0 15 #**25  **]15 **225 *14 Liberal Liberal Accommodate
COPE 55 *7 6 T 35 7 2 9 65  *10

Energy & Commerce ADA 11 5 5 0 25 5 *17 0 0 -5 -5 -2.5 Liberal — Accommodate
LCV 10 **10.5 7 **11 0 0 9.5 -5.5 -5 0 0 -6.5
CcocC -7 0 -2 0 0 0 -8 4 -3 7 1 6.5

Foreign Affairs ADA 11 5 10 **125 5 11 *17 25 0 -5 *175 11 Liberal Liberal Accommodate
NSI **.225 -155 -10 -10 -10 -10 **.275 0 0 -5 *10 **-20
LCV 10 *Q  **X]G **11 6 *13 **17.5 95 11 11 10 **25

Government Operations ADA 25 -5 3 -2.5 75 0 6 75 0 -5 -5 11 — — Representative
NTU 45 3 2 15 1 -2 3 -11 *8.5 1 75 0

House Administration ADA 5 -7.5 5 0 25 5 0 -5 0 -10 -5 -2.5 — — Representative
NTU -5 **-15 -2.5 -2 -4 -11 3 3 1.5 3 2.5 -9.5

Table continued on next page.
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Table 5: (continued)

Committee Democrats (Ho: dpp = 0)

Committee Republicans (Hg: dgg = 0)

Characterization of Committee Type

Congress 97" 9g™ 99" 100" 101 102™ o7" og™" 99" 100" 101 102"  Democrats Republicans Whole
Committee Rating 1) 2) 3) 4) (5) (6) ) (8) 9) (10) (11) (12) (13) (14) (15)
Interior & Insular Affairs ADA 5 *10 10 10 0 5 5 0 -5 -5 -5 0 Liberal Conservative Bipolar Outlier
LCcVv **17 45  **15 75 0 6.5 -1 **+*.16 *-11 *-11 -12 *-25
Judiciary ADA 0 10 10 75 10 5 3 0 -2.5 *-10 -5 0 Liberal — Bipolar Outlier
ACLU 2 F**Q2 *15 **19 6.5 12.5 0 -7 -1 -5 -12 2
Merchant Marine & ADA -6 -10 -10 *.15  *-75 *-17 ***28 0 5 *10 7.5 6 Conservative Liberal Bipolar
Fisheries LCV 6 -3.5 -8 -3.5 -6 0 -2 25 -7 1 0 12 Complement
NTU 0.5 2 0 35 *7.5 10 **.13  **18  *-75 *- -4.5 0
Post Office & Civil ADA 8 5 *125 10 10 11 0 -5 25 10 **35 *195 Liberal Liberal Accommodate
Service COPE FAX]T xxRQ AEx]] **Q  H*XG5 *5.5 -1 -4 5.5 12 **40 ***34
Public Works & ADA -11 -5 0 0 0 -11 0 0 5 -2.5 -5 0 — — Representative
Transportation NTU -1 0 1 **25 0 *13 0 -1 -6.5 **-10 2 0
Rules ADA 5 -5 0 0 5 0 0 -2.5 -2.5 -5 75 0.5 Liberal — Accommodate
NTU *-8 **-16 -2 1 5 -10 -1 7 -4 -4.5 -8 -2.5
Small Business ADA 5 -2.5 0 -5 0 0 75 25 0 -5 =15 0 — — Representative
coc -4 4 0 -3 *7 0 -18 -5.5 3 **13 1 0
Standards of Official ADA -20 7.5 0 5 5 16 45 25 25 -5 7.5 6 — — Representative
Conduct ACLU -18 20 -2.5 7.5 95 **215 15 -6.5 0 -2.5 5 -0.5
Science, Space & ADA -6.5 -5 -5 **.125 -2.5 -8.5 14 5 5 0 0 0 — Liberal Bipolar
Technology LCV -5.5 -2.5 -7 -6.5 -6 -12 *13.5 4.5 *16  ***21  **19 -6.5 Complement
Veterans’ Affairs ADA **-34 -10 *-15 -10 -5 **25 0 0 5 -5 5 6 Conservative — Accommodate
NSI ***56 45 5 10 10 *20 -11 0 -10 0 0 0
Ways & Means ADA -17 5 0 0 0 5 0 -2.5 0 0 12.5 0 — — Representative
NTU 1 -2 -1 1 2 *-10 1 8.5 0.5 6 0.5 -5

Notes:—See notes to Table 1. The difference in medians tests are labeled “Liberal” (“Conservative”) if the ACLU, ADA, CFA, COPE, or LCV difference in medians tests are
significantly positive (negative) in two or more of the six Congresses, or if the ACU, COC, NSI, or NTU difference in medians tests are significantly negative (positive) in two or
more of the six Congresses. (“Conservative/Liberal” means the tests yielded both results with different ratings or different Congresses.) For each of the hypotheses, “—” indicates
acceptance of Hg. Significance in a two-tail test is indicated by asterisks (***significant at the 1% level; **significant at the 5% level; *significant at the 10% level). All

statistically significant results are in bold font.
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