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Abstract

Budgeting is at the heart of policy making, which gives legislative spending and revenue committees significant power. Accordingly, scholars have studied their composition in a variety of legislatures, with particular attention to the role that party loyalty plays in determining whether legislators are appointed to such committees. We investigate whether antebellum U.S. House Speakers “stacked” the House’s revenue and spending committee—the Ways and Means Committee—by using party loyalty as a criterion for appointment. We find that majority party members who exhibited higher levels of party loyalty were more likely to be appointed to Ways and Means than were less loyal members of the party. In a supplementary analysis, however, we find that majority party members’ loyalty does not appear to have been an important determinant of assignment to other top committees, or to committees generally, during this era. Our results are consistent with previous work indicating that congressional parties played important roles in legislative organization in the antebellum period, but that this role was limited compared to the role that they play in the contemporary House.

Committee Composition in the Absence of a Strong Speaker

Introduction


Budgeting is at the heart of policy making. Legislative spending and revenue committees thus play important roles in policy making. Accordingly, scholars have studied their composition in a variety of legislatures, including Chile (Carey 2002), Mexico (Nacif 2002), Brazil (Santos 1986), U.S. states (Overby and Kazee 2000; Overby, Kazee, and Prince 2004), and of course the U.S. House of Representatives (Aldrich and Rohde 2000; Cox and McCubbins 1993). One aspect of many such studies is their attention to the role that party loyalty plays in determining whether legislators are appointed to such committees.


In the case of the U.S. House studies show that, since World War II, more loyal members of the majority party are more likely to be appointed to key committees than less loyal members. However, there has been little systematic analysis of committee appointments or composition in earlier periods. In fact, there is limited work of any type on the role of committees during the decades immediately following the emergence of the standing committee system. 


We take a step toward filling in this gap by examining whether party loyalty affected appointments to the House’s antebellum revenue and spending committee, the Ways and Means Committee. We examine committee assignments from the 20th through 36th Congresses (1827-1861), in effect using this historical period as a “laboratory” in which to assess the generality of the finding that party loyalty and the quality of committee assignments are positively related.
 We find that majority party members who had shown higher levels of loyalty to the party were more likely than less-loyal party members to be appointed to Ways and Means.


We proceed as follows. In the next section, we review literature on committee appointments in the modern and antebellum House. We also provide a brief overview of the prevailing antebellum political environment. We present our main hypothesis in section three, which is that antebellum Speakers systematically tried to stack the Ways and Means Committee with party loyalists. In section four we describe the data and research design with which we test the hypothesis. We discuss the measurement of our key independent variable, party loyalty, in the following section, and present our empirical results in the section after that. We conclude by discussing the significance of our findings for the historical study of congressional committee assignments.

Parties, committees, and appointments HH
Partisan appointment incentives


The nature of committee appointments and committee composition is of central importance for leading theories of legislative organization in the modern House (Cox and McCubbins 1993; Gilligan and Krehbiel 1987, 1989; Groseclose and King 2001; Kiewiet and McCubbins 1991; Krehbiel 1991; Rohde 1991; Shepsle 1978, 1979; Shepsle and Weingast 1981). Among the many findings of this literature regarding committee appointments, the most relevant for present purposes is that loyalty to one’s party on key votes is positively related to the quality of committee appointments that members receive (Cox and McCubbins 1993).


The antebellum institutional and political environment, however, was very different from those of the modern House. Mass politics, as well as mass parties, were a new phenomenon. The Era of Jackson was characterized by a significant expansion of the electorate (Hofstadter, Miller, and Aaron 1959; Keyssar 2000), and by the emergence of mass political parties with different conceptions about the role of government (Aldrich 1995).
 


In this new political atmosphere, it would seem that party leaders had incentives to make strategic decisions about committee assignments. Indeed, various accounts suggest that antebellum party leaders were acutely aware of the relationship between legislative outputs and the likelihood of retaining the majority at the next election, and that they therefore had reasons to care about whether committees served the interests of the party. Also, it is clear that, in ways other than committee assignments, party leaders used institutional rules to prevent debate on issues (such as slavery) that would not be beneficial to the electoral prospects of either party.


On the other hand, there is also evidence that Speakers sometimes refrained from using House rules for their parties’ advantage, as when Speakers refused to count a quorum in cases in which the minority party used disappearing quorums to block bills (Alexander 1916; Hinds 1907; Luce 1972 [1922]). Moreover, prior to the collapse of the party system in the 1850s, both parties were national and drew support in all areas of the country (Fogel 1989), meaning they faced significant internal sectional divisions that decreased incentives to create strong party leadership.


Various historical accounts of the period suggest anecdotally that party loyalty was an important consideration in committee assignments (c.f., Alexander 1916; Hinds 1907; McConachie 1898). Most research on antebellum committees, however, focuses either on the first decades of House history (Cooper 1970), or on the initial emergence of the standing committee system circa 1816-1823 (Cooper 1970; Gamm and Shepsle 1989; Jenkins 1998; Jenkins and Stewart 2002). Considerably less attention has been given the role of committees in the years and decades following the initial creation of the standing committee system.

Background: the growth of standing committees


When the First Congress convened, prevailing political wisdom feared the centralization of power in the hands of a few legislators (Alexander 1916) and wanted to ensure that committees were responsive to the wishes of the chamber (Canon and Stewart 2001). As a result, select committees were chosen to handle the details of legislation after general debate in the Committee of the Whole (Alexander 1916; Canon and Stewart 2001; Cooper 1970; McConachie 1898).


The growth of standing committees occurred gradually. By 1795, there were still only five standing committees. Most legislation still was referred to select committees after general debate; most committees did not exercise the institutional prerogatives associated with modern committees (Canon and Stewart 2001); and there was still a strong norm for the chamber to make decisions before sending proposed legislation to a select committee for finalizing the details (Smith and Deering 1990). However, dramatic changes in the internal organization of the House occurred around the time of the War of 1812.


The most significant institutionalization of congressional committees occurred between 1811 and 1865 (Smith and Deering 1990). The system of standing committees emerged between 1812 and 1823, and by the 1830s they were an important part of the legislative process. They were no longer reconstituted during each session of Congress (Canon and Stewart 2001), and legislation was typically referred to standing committees before consideration in Committee of the Whole (Cooper and Young 1989). Moreover, they could introduce new legislation and report it to the floor (Smith and Deering 1990). Scholars have suggested a number of potential reasons for why they emerged during this particular period. The most common reasons are the increased workload associated with the War of 1812 (Cooper 1970), the political and partisan ambitions of House leaders,  (Cooper 1970; Gamm and Smith 1989) and the demands of House members more generally (Jenkins 1998; Jenkins and Stewart 2002).

Committee appointments


Prior to the emergence of the standing committee system, ad hoc committees were appointed for most legislation. From early in House history, Speakers were responsible for making all committee appointments (Alexander 1916; McConachie 1898). There is little systematic evidence about what factors influenced appointments to select committees during this era, but geographic balance, seniority, partisanship, and members’ individual skills have been listed as important factors (Alexander 1916; Canon and Stewart 2002).


There is a variety of anecdotal and historical evidence regarding partisanship as the basis for committee appointments once the standing committee system emerged. Cooper (1970) notes that seniority was not as well-established as a basis for committee appointments as it would later become. He also notes that party leaders often used committee assignments to cement political alliances, as well as to help their party develop a collective reputation.


Cooper’s hypothesis about the political and partisan goals of Speakers has received considerable attention from subsequent scholars. Gamm and Shepsle (1989) suggest that particular individuals’ decisions played an important role in the development of the standing committee system. Although there is no “smoking gun” showing that Henry Clay deliberately used committee assignments to produce specific outcomes, Gamm and Shepsle suggest there is enough circumstantial evidence of the importance of partisanship.


Alexander (1916) argues that committees evolved quickly into partisan panels working to safeguard party policies. Many accounts of congressional committees during the antebellum era point to the high levels of bargaining that occurred over committee assignments. Most commonly, committee assignments were currency that could be traded to secure the support of some faction for a particular candidate for Speaker (Smith and Deering 1990). Other accounts indicate that party leaders were concerned with whether or not potential committee leaders could be counted on to support partisan interests during committee deliberations.

Hypothesis: The effect of loyalty on Ways and Means appointments


We explore the extent to which loyalty affected appointments in the antebellum House by testing the hypothesis that antebellum Speakers used their committee appointment power to selectively reward/punish members’ loyalty/disloyalty to the party. We focus on the Ways and Means Committee, which served as the focal point for much of the legislative activity in the House of Representatives prior to the Civil War. Unlike Ways and Means in the contemporary House, the antebellum Ways and Means Committee’s jurisdiction included both revenue and appropriations measures, as well as other matters. In fact, Ways and Means exercised so much control over the floor schedule of the House that its chairman became a de facto floor leader, with substantial responsibility for the order of business (Alexander 1916). There is therefore ample reason to believe that it played a paramount role in shaping the majority party’s reputation, which would give Speakers strong a reason to stack it with loyal party members.


For the antebellum period, since Speakers were always members of the majority party, we expect to find that loyalty affected the committee assignments of majority party members; but it is unclear what effect, if any, one would expect loyalty to have upon minority party members’ assignments. We therefore focus upon the effect of loyalty on majority party members’ committee assignments, although we also report results regarding the effect of loyalty on minority party members’ committee assignments.


In addition, our analysis includes only House members who were not already members of Ways and Means, to control for the possibility that members enjoyed property rights that gave them some level of entitlement to a committee slot once they were appointed to that slot (Jenkins 1998). Thus, the hypothesis that we test is:

Hparty: Majority party backbenchers with higher party loyalty were more likely to be appointed to the Ways and Means Committee, all else constant.

In other words, we examine the extent to which party loyalty affected the probability that a majority party member who was not already on the Ways and Means Committee would be appointed to that committee. We test this hypothesis against the null hypothesis that loyalty is unrelated to majority members’ probability of being appointed to Ways and Means.

Testing our hypothesis


Our research design is analogous to an experiment on the effects of a drug, in which we first observe that a subject is ill (in our study, “ill” translates to not being a member of Ways and Means), then observe the amount of the drug administered to the subject (a member’s party loyalty), then observe whether the subject recovers (is appointed to Ways and Means). Our implementation of this research design is straightforward: for Congresses between 1827 and 1861 (i.e., the 20th through 36th Congresses), we identify which majority party members of the House were on the Ways and Means Committee in each Congress.
 Using a member-Congress as the unit of observation, and pooling observations for members across our time series, we limit our analysis to members who were not appointed to Ways and Means at the start of Congress t-1. We then perform a probit analysis of a dummy variable for whether each member i was appointed to Ways and Means at the start of Congress t on a measure of i’s loyalty to the party during Congress ​t-1 (we also include a variety of controls, discussed below).
 Like previous studies of loyalty’s effects on committee appointments (Cox and McCubbins 1993; Rohde and Shepsle 1973; Smith and Ray 1983), this research design has the advantage of neatly capturing changes in whether members were on Ways and Means that occurred between the time immediately prior to the “treatment”—that is, a member’s level of loyalty—and the time immediately after the treatment.


Formally, the model that we estimate is:

WaysandMeansit = ( + (1Loyaltyit-1 + (2Tenureit + (3WMopent + (4LagTop3it + (5DWDistptyit + (6Southi + (7Marginit + (8Nvotest + (it,

where:

WaysandMeansit is a dummy variable coded one if i was on the Ways and Means Committee in Congress t, and zero otherwise; and 

Loyaltyit-1 is the standardized proportion of party leadership votes (discussed in detail in the next section) on which i voted with the party position in Congress t-1.


The rest of the right-hand-side variables are controls for various other factors that might also affect appointments to Ways and Means:

Tenureit is the number of congressional terms that i has served (including t) during his/her career;

WMopent is the number of open seats on Ways and Means in Congress t (that is, the total number of seats on Ways and Means, minus the number of returning members on Ways and Means);

LagTop3it is a dummy variable coded one if member i was appointed to any of the three most-sought-after committees in Congress t-1;

DWDistptyit is i’s ideological distance from the majority party median on the first dimension of DW-NOMINATE (McCarty, Poole, and Rosenthal 1997; Poole and Rosenthal 1997), for Congress t;

Southi is a dummy variable, coded one if i is from a Southern state (defined as the 11 Confederate states, plus Tennessee), and zero otherwise;

Marginit is i’s margin of victory in the election for Congress t; and

Nvotest is the mean number of party leadership votes on which party members participated in Congress t-1, included to account for possible heteroscedasticity arising from the variable number of party leadership votes in each Congress.


As an additional safeguard against heteroscedasticity, we estimate the model using robust standard errors (Huber 1967; White 1980). We also estimate the model with and without fixed-effects dummy variables for each Congress—which, as it turns out, does not affect our results substantively. Before turning to our results, however, we discuss our measure of party loyalty at greater length.

Measuring party loyalty


Although measuring loyalty may seem straightforward, it entails significant problems—particularly in the 19th century context. The foremost problem is deciding which votes count as key votes on which it makes sense to claim that a member is or is not being loyal to his/her party. Generally, one would like for the parties to be in conflict over the outcome of a vote—that is, for each party to have a position, and for the parties to have differing positions—for it to be counted as a key vote. Obviously, there are many “apple pie” votes that pass with broad support from each party, and that should not be counted among key party votes. Thus, the first condition necessary for a vote to qualify as a key party vote is that the two main parties actually be in conflict over the outcome of the vote.


Following this logic, early statistical studies of the effects of loyalty on committee appointments defined key votes, for purposes of calculating loyalty, as those on which at least half of one party opposed at least half of the other party (Rohde and Shepsle 1973; Smith and Ray 1983). As Cox and McCubbins (1993, p. 167) note, however, this measure captures loyalty to voting majorities—but may not capture loyalty to party leaders or party positions, since each party’s leaders may well be internally divided on 50 vs. 50 votes. To circumvent this issue, Cox and McCubbins use what they call party leadership votes as the denominator for each member’s loyalty score, defining a party leadership vote as a roll call vote on which the majority leader and majority whip vote the same way, and the minority leader and minority whip vote in opposition to the majority leaders.
 Thus, they more directly measure the extent to which members vote with their party leaders, on votes for which there is greater reason to believe that party leaders cared about the outcome of the vote.


We use a similar approach to identifying key votes. As soon as we begin to apply this measure of key votes in the antebellum period, however, we run into another significant complication: party organizations were far less developed at that time than they are in the modern era, and identifying party leaders is not straightforward matter. Majority floor leaders were chosen on an informal basis by the Speaker (Alexander 1916; Galloway 1976), and the minority party did not have even an informal floor leader designation (Alexander 1916; Galloway 1976). Moreover, majority floor leaders cannot be identified for all Congresses across the period 1827-1861. The problem is compounded by the fact that party whip positions did not exist until around the beginning of the 20th century (Galloway 1976). Thus, we are left with a quandary about how to measure party leadership votes.


To some extent, then, the assumption that there were such votes runs contrary to the fact that there were no formal party leaders, other than the Speaker, at this time. Despite the absence of formally designated leaders, however, the antebellum Democratic and Whig parties certainly had internal factions, and faction leaders, at this time. Our solution to the problem of identifying leaders revolves around trying to construct a measure of loyalty based on the votes of various faction leaders.


Our approach to identifying faction leaders is as follows. For each party, we identify the ranking member on the three committees to which members most desired to be appointed at this time: Ways and Means, War Claims, and Territories (Canon and Stewart 2002).
 These individuals are listed in the Appendix. We assume that each party’s ranking member on each of these committees was a prominent party member, which is consistent with various historical and anecdotal accounts of the committee appointment process at this time (Abram and Cooper 1968; Alexander 1916; Galloway 1976; Hinds 1907; McConachie 1898). We then identify party leadership votes as those on which: 1) all three majority ranking committee members (i.e., the Chairs of the three committees) voted together; 2) at least two of the minority ranking committee members voted; and 3) all voting minority ranking committee members voted in opposition to the three majority ranking committee members. We use three party leaders, rather than two, in order to make a stronger claim that prominent party members shared a single position on each vote that we call a party leadership vote. We require votes from two minority party leaders, rather than three, in order to increase the size of our sample of party leadership votes.
 Thus, this method plausibly identifies prominent party members for each Congress, and we can apply this method to each Congress.


Table 1 shows the number of party leadership votes that we identified for each Congress. Overall in Congresses 20-36, there were 991 such votes, with considerable variation in the number from one Congress to another. The mean number per Congress was 58.3. In three of our Congresses, however, the number is painfully small for purposes of computing loyalty scores—only 2 votes each in the 20th and 21st Congresses, and only five votes in the 32nd Congress. The sample of Congresses used to produce the main findings that we report in our results section do include those three Congresses. We hasten to note, however, that we have also re-run the analysis without those three Congresses, and our findings were not meaningfully affected.

Table 1 here


Summary statistics for majority and minority party members’ loyalty scores in Congresses 20-36 are shown in the final two columns of Table 1. The overall mean loyalty score for majority party members across this period is 0.857, with a minimum of 0, a maximum of 1, and an overall standard deviation of 0.188. The overall mean loyalty score for minority party members across this period is 0.879, with a minimum of 0, a maximum of 1, and an overall standard deviation of 0.171.


The final important point to note about our measure of party loyalty is that, once we identified the proportion of party leadership votes on which each member voted with his or her party, we standardized this proportion across Congresses. We did so using the same method used by Cox and McCubbins (1993) in their analysis of the modern House: for each Congress, we first calculated the difference between each member i’s loyalty score in that Congress, and the mean loyalty score for other members of i’s party for that Congress. We then divided this value by the standard deviation of loyalty scores among members of i’s party in the given Congress. With this transformation, our measure of loyalty for member i in Congress t is a measure of i’s loyalty relative to other members of the same party in Congress t. The unit of measurement is the number of standard deviations i’s loyalty score is above/below the party mean. The results that we report in the following section do not depend upon this transformation. We have rerun the analysis using unstandardized loyalty scores, which yields very similar estimates of the direction and significance of the effect of party loyalty on members’ probability of being assigned to Ways and Means.

Results


We now turn to the results of our probit estimation, shown in Table 2. We remind the reader that the results presented here were estimated using standardized loyalty scores, as well as fixed effects dummy variables for each Congress, with the 21st Congress as the omitted category.
 Though we do not show the results here, we have also estimated the model with unstandardized loyalty scores and fixed effects, unstandardized loyalty scores without fixed effects, and standardized loyalty scores without fixed effects. In each permutation, the direction and significance of the coefficient for Loyaltyit-1 is similar to what we report here and in Table 2.

Table 2 here


As hypothesized, the coefficient for loyalty is significantly positive (coefficient = 0.214; SE = 0.095; one-tailed p-value = 0.013), indicating that, among majority party members who were not assigned to the Ways and Means Committee at the outset of the previous Congress, the probability of being appointed to Ways and Means in the present Congress increased along with members’ loyalty to the party in the previous Congress, all else constant. 


To illustrate the substantive impact of loyalty, we begin by reminding the reader that the standardized loyalty scores measure each member’s loyalty relative to co-partisans in the same Congress, and do so in terms of how many standard deviations above or below the party mean a given member’s level of loyalty is. For a member with the mean level of party loyalty, the probability of being appointed to Ways and Means is 0.039 (shown in Table 3).
 As loyalty drops one and two standard deviations below the mean, the probability drops to 0.016 and 0.025, respectively. As loyalty increases to one and two standard deviations above the party mean, however, the probability increases to 0.061 and 0.093, respectively. Thus, as loyalty goes from one standard deviation below the mean to one standard deviation above, the probability of being appointed to Ways and Means increases by 0.036; as loyalty goes from two standard deviations below the mean to two standard deviations above, the probability of being appointed to Ways and Means increases by 0.077.

Table 3 here


Also, though we do not discuss the results in detail, we briefly note that the coefficients for some of our control variables were also at least marginally significant. The most noteworthy is members’ tenure in the House; as tenure increases, majority party members are significantly more likely to be appointed to Ways and Means. The coefficients for the number of open seats on Ways and Means, and for members’ ideological distance from the party median, were positively at significance levels between 90 and 95 percent. And members who were assigned to one of the other top three committees in the previous Congress were less likely to be appointed to Ways and Means, at a significance level of just over 90%. 

Finally, we summarize the results of two other sets of analyses that we have performed. First, in order to gauge the generality of the effect of loyalty on majority committee appointments, we have examined the effects of loyalty on majority party members’ probability of being appointed to either of the other two most-desired committees, the War Claims and Territories Committees. For each of these committees, we have estimated the effect using that committee’s analog of the analysis presented above. In these cases, however, we found no evidence whatsoever that loyalty affected members’ probability of being appointed to either committee. Looking even more broadly for loyalty effects, we also ran an OLS estimate of the effect of loyalty on the change in the value of members’ committee portfolios from one Congress to the next; again, we found no loyalty effects.


The other set of results consists of analogous estimates of the effects of loyalty on minority party members’ committee appointments. We had no expectation about what effect, if any, loyalty would have on minority party members’ appointments, which in part is what makes this an interesting question. On the one hand, we might expect to find that, in the antebellum era, loyalty to one’s party led to better committee appointments for minority party members, as is the case in the modern House (Cox and McCubbins 1993). On the other hand, we might also expect to find exactly the opposite effect—that is, since Speakers made appointments, we might expect to find that Speakers used committee assignments to reward minority party members for disloyalty to their party, and to punish minority party members for loyalty to their party.


As it turns out, we found that the data do not support either of these scenarios. For minority party members, we found no significant effects—either positive or negative—of loyalty on the probability of being appointed to Ways and Means, War Claims, or Territories. We also found no significant effect on changes in members’ portfolio values.


We turn now to a brief discussion of the implications and significance of our findings. In short, we believe that our findings help to reconcile conflicting arguments about the role of legislative parties—and especially the majority party—in the antebellum period. Though the question of majority party influence often seems to be posed in an all-or-nothing fashion—that is, were antebellum House majority parties important, or were they not important?—our approach is to ask if the majority party exercised a particular type of influence (using committee appointments as carrots and sticks to maintain loyalty), and to what extent it did so. We find that, when it came to Ways and Means appointments, antebellum Speakers did systematically reward loyalty and punish disloyalty among members of their own party. However, we also found no general evidence of assignments to committees other than Ways and Means being used as selective incentives, or of minority party members’ committee assignments being affected by members’ loyalty to either their own party, or to the Speaker’s party. Both of these latter findings differ from the modern House, in which loyalty affects appointments to all types of committees, for members of both the majority and minority parties (Cox and McCubbins 1993).


These findings suggest that antebellum majority parties exerted systematic influence over the legislative process, but that this influence was far more restricted than is the case in the modern House. This is consistent with other recent studies that, in broad strokes, paint a picture of antebellum House legislative parties and party organization as being non-trivial, but being in early stages of development (Binder 1997; Den Hartog 2003; Dion 1997; Maltzman 1998). Similarly, from a wide historical perspective, these findings comport with Maltzman’s (1998) argument that committees are agents whose autonomy is greatest when majority party strength is at low ebb. In the antebellum era, legislative parties were characterized by minimal formal organization and limited agenda control. To the extent that our results demonstrate that, apart from Ways and Means appointments, antebellum majority parties did not “screen” their committee agents as carefully as in the modern House, there is reason to believe that most antebellum committees were more autonomous than their modern counterparts.
Conclusion


In this paper, we have examined antebellum House committee appointments, with an eye toward discerning whether the majority party systematically tried to stack committees in its own favor, as is the case in the modern House. In particular, we have focused on the 800-pound gorilla of antebellum committees, the Ways and Means Committee.


We found that the majority party did indeed systematically stack the Ways and Means Committee. Among party members who were not on the Ways and Means Committee in the previous Congress, the probability of being appointed to it in a given Congress was significantly higher for members who had demonstrated higher loyalty to the party on key votes, and lower for members who had exhibited lower loyalty.


We also found, however, that this effect did not extend beyond the Ways and Means Committee, or to the minority party. Thus it appears that, in making committee assignments, Speakers attempted to stack the Ways and Means Committee with loyal partisans, but did not do so when making other committee appointments.


These findings fit with a broader picture of antebellum parties as being more developmentally primitive, and less influential, than are modern House parties. In so doing, they help to fill in gaps in our knowledge of the origins and emergence of the types of partisan influence that we see in the contemporary House.
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Appendix

Highest ranking majority and minority party MC on War Claims, Territories, and Ways and Means Committees, Congresses 20-36

Congress
 Committee
Majority (ICPSR#)
Minority (ICPSR#)

20
War Claims
Wolf, George (10306)
Hunt, Jonathan (4746)

20
Territories
Sawyer, Lemuel (8237)
Strong, James (9029)

20
Ways and Means
Randolph, John (7723)
Sprague, Peleg (8803)

21
War Claims
Fry, Joseph Jr. (3384)
Burges, Tristam (1256)

21
Territories
Green, Innis (3778)
Clark, James (1768)

21
Ways and Means
McDuffie, George (6232)
Dwight, Henry W. (2797)

22
War Claims
Muhlenberg, Henry (6783)
Crane, Joseph H. (2145)

22
Territories
Roane, John J. (7936)
Kerr, John L. (5209)

22
Ways and Means
McDuffie, George (6232)
Ingersoll, Ralph I. (4809)

23
War Claims
Muhlenberg, Henry (6783)
Crane, Joseph H. (2145)

23
Territories
Jones, Benjamin (5024)
Williams, Lewis (10170)

23
Ways and Means
Polk, James K. (7507)
Gorham, Benjamin (3707)

24
War Claims
Muhlenberg, Henry (6783)
Crane, Joseph H. (2145)

24
Territories
Patton, John M. (7265)
Pearce, James A. (7282)

24
Ways and Means
Cambreleng, C. (1431)
Corwin, Thomas (2078)

25
War Claims
Muhlenberg, Henry (6783)
Underwood, Joseph (9558)

25
Territories
Patton, John M. (7265)
Potts, David Jr. (7562)

25
Ways and Means
Cambreleng, C. (1431)
Sergeant, John (8365)

26
War Claims
Craig, Robert (2135)
Randolph, Joseph F. (7724)

26
Territories
Ramsey, William (7707)
Pope, John (7525)

26
Ways and Means
Jones, John W. (5049)
Lawrence, Abbott (5507)

27
War Claims
Hall, Hiland (3939)
Parmenter, William (7209)

27
Territories
Davis, Garrett (2380)
Hays, Samuel L. (4246)

27
Ways and Means
Fillmore, Millard (3140)
Pickens, Francis W. (7426)

28
War Claims
Davis, Richard (2405)
King, Daniel P. (5257)

28
Territories
Brown, Aaron V. (1094)
Morris, Edward Joy (6702)

28
Ways and Means
McKay, James I. (6284)
Ingersoll, Joseph (4808)

29
War Claims
Johnson, Joseph (4974)
King, Daniel P. (5257)

29
Territories
Douglas, Stephen (2692)
Graham, James (3733)

29
Ways and Means
McKay, James I. (6284)
Ingersoll, Joseph (4808)

30
War Claims
King, Daniel P. (5257)
Bowdon, Franklin W. (895)

30
Territories
Smith, Caleb B. (8604)
Cobb, Howell (1867)

30
Ways and Means
Vinton, Samuel (9679)
McKay, James I. (6284)

31
War Claims
Sawtelle, Cullen (8234)
Newell, William A. (6894)

31
Territories
Boyd, Linn (931)
Rockwell, Julius (8004)

31
Ways and Means
Bayly, Thomas H. (534)
Vinton, Samuel F. (9679)

Cong
 Committee
Majority(ICPSR#)
Minority (ICPSR#)

32
War Claims
MacDonald, Moses (5872)
Strother, James F. (9043)

32
Territories
Richardson, W. (7883)
Clingman, Thomas L. (1846)

32
Ways and Means
Houston, George (4610)
Stanly, Edward (8841)

33
War Claims
Peckham, Rufus (7298)
Corwin, Moses B. (2077)

33
Territories
Richardson, W. (7883)
Taylor, John L. (9220)

33
Ways and Means
Houston, George (4610)
Stephens, Alexander (8885)

34
War Claims
Ritchie, David (7919)
Smith, William (8697)

34
Territories
Giddings, Joshua (3567)
Grow, Galusha A. (3863)

34
Ways and Means
Campbell, Lewis (1461)
Cobb, Howell (1867)

35
War Claims
Cox, Samuel S. (2118)
Clawson, Isaiah D. (1805)

35
Territories
Stephens, A.(8885)
Grow, Galusha A. (3863)

35
Ways and Means
Jones, J. Glancy (5044)
Banks, Nathaniel P. (409)

36
War Claims
Briggs, George (1032)
Cox, Samuel S. (2118)

36
Territories
Grow, Galusha A. (3863)
Smith, William (8697)

36
Ways and Means
Sherman, John (8454)
Phelps, John S. (7401)

Source: Canon, David, Garrison Nelson, and Charles Stewart. 1998. Historical Congressional Standing Committees, 1st to 79th Congresses, 1789-1947 [data file]: House of Representatives/Congresses 1-37, 2/13/1998 version.

Table 1. Number of party leadership votes and party loyalty, by Congress, Congresses 20-36

Congress
Number of party leadership votes
Majority party MCs’ mean loyalty score (standard deviation)
Minority party MCs’ mean loyalty score (standard deviation)

20
2
.914

(.250)
.833

(.331)

21
2
.786

(.357)
.886

(.273)

22
41
.826

(.151)
.797

(.236)

23
74
.888

(.125)
.758

(.303)

24
38
.852

(.166)
.780

(.240)

25
18
.899

(.136)
.891

(.143)

26
105
.863

(.256)
.911

(.151)

27
183
.913

(.178)
.884

(.164)

28
75
.851

(.141)
.891

(.157)

29
93
.941

(.129)
.873

(.132)

30
152
.866

(.118)
.858

(.119)

31
74
.854

(.124)
.814

(.205)

32
5
.818

(.233)
.803

(.264)

33
14
.825

(.219)
.812

(.182)

34
20
.845

(.155)
.909

(.144)

35
64
.903

(.138)
.885

(.136)

36
31
.953

(.133)
.879

(.102)

Congresses 20-36
Total = 991

Mean = 58.3
.857

(.188)
.879

(.171)

Summary statistics for loyalty scores are for raw (i.e., unstandardized) loyalty scores.

Table 2. Effects of loyalty on majority party members’ probability of being appointed to the Ways and Means Committee, 1827-1861

Variable
Coefficient
Standard Error
P-value

Loyaltyit-1
0.214
0.095
0.013

Tenureit
0.136
0.043
0.001

WMopent
0.100
0.059
0.089

LagTop3it
-0.692
0.414
0.095

DWDistptyit
0.984
0.508
0.053

Southi 
-0.194
0.198
0.326

Marginit
0.001
0.002
0.703

Nvotest
-0.002
0.003
0.445

Congress22t
0.538
0.508
0.290

Congress23t
0.0961
0.393
0.807

Congress24t
0.202
0.435
0.643

Congress26t
-0.254
0.438
0.562

Congress28t
0.088
0.402
0.826

Congress29t
0.502
0.447
0.261

Congress30t
0.832
0.393
0.034

Congress31t
0.297
0.329
0.367

Congress32t
0.128
0.421
0.762

Congress33t
0.430
0.463
0.353

Congress34t
0.125
0.413
0.762

Congress35t
0.553
0.351
0.115

Congress36t
0.456
0.456
0.317

Constant
-3.056
0.596
0.000

N
787



Pseudo-R2
0.0830



Log-likelihood
-147.682



Dependent variable is WaysandMeansit.

Coefficients are probit coefficients.

Reported standard errors are Huber-White robust standard errors.

P-value for Loyaltyit-1 is for a one-tail test; all other p-values are for two-tail tests.

Fixed effects for Congresses 25 and 27 are omitted because they predicted failure perfectly.

Table 3. Effects of loyalty on majority party members’ probability of being appointed to the Ways and Means Committee

Standardized loyalty score (i.e., standard deviations above party mean loyalty score)
Probability of being appointed to Ways and Means (95% confidence intervals in parentheses)

-2


0.016

(0.005,0.034)



-1


0.025

(0.013,0.041)



0


0.039

(0.027,0.052)



1


0.061

(0.040,0.085)



2


0.093

(0.048,0.151)



Standard errors were simulated using CLARIFY (King, Tomz, and Wittenberg 2000; Tomz, Wittenberg, and King 2001). All variables other than loyalty are held constant at their means.

� Both Aldrich (1997) and Cooper and Brady (1981) advocate using history as a “laboratory” for testing the bounds of theories developed in the context of the modern Congress.


� Among the issues dividing Democrats from Whigs (and, ultimately, from Republicans) were the role of the national government in the economy (Poole and Rosenthal 1997), the national bank, tariffs, internal improvements, land policy, and, of course, slavery (Fogel 1989; Weingast 1998).


� For more on partisan and sectional pressures, and the issues of the day generally, see Brady (1988), Fogel (1989), Meinke 2003, Sundquist (1983), and Weingast (1998).


� The Rules Committee did not emerge as a control committee until the 1880’s (Alexander 1916; Den Hartog 2003; McConachie 1898; Oleszek 1998; Roberts 2004; see also Smith and Roberts’ chapter in this volume), and the Appropriations Committee was not created until 1865 (Galloway 1976). Prior to 1865, Ways and Means had jurisdiction over both revenue and spending, making it the locus of substantial power, and the most sought-after committee assignment (Canon and Stewart 2002).


� As with the minority party, however, we also report results of tests of the effect of loyalty on appointments more generally.


� All data on committee appointments used in this paper are taken from Canon, Nelson, and Stewart’s (1998) Historical Congressional Standing Committees, 1st to 79th Congresses, 1789-1947 data file. Data on party membership and majority party status are from Martis (1989).


� Note that, since we use the lag of loyalty and restrict our analysis to member who served but were not on Ways and Means in the previous Congress, our sample is restricted to non-freshmen.


� The analogy between a drug study and ours is limited, inasmuch as a drug study would also include a control group that did not receive the treatment; it is unclear that any such group exists for our study. We might treat new members of the House—who would have had no opportunity to exhibit loyalty in the prior Congress—as a control group. However, to the extent that Speakers’ appointments are based on expected loyalty in Congress t, and past loyalty matters because it sends a costly signal about expected loyalty, the absence of such a costly signal does not have clear implications about the level of loyalty the Speaker expects from a new member. Indeed, treating new members as a control group with zero loyalty would imply that the Speaker expected zero loyalty from new members. In other words, this approach would entail a significant, and probably unrealistic, substantive assumption about expected loyalty of new members.


	On the other hand, if the costly signal itself is the treatment, rather than expected loyalty, we might expect risk-averse Speakers to appoint returning members to Ways and Means at higher rates than new members. The data in our sample support this expectation. Using a simple difference-of-proportions test, we find that the proportion of returning majority party members (who were not already on Ways and Means) that was appointed to Ways and Means (.05) is significantly larger than the proportion of new majority party members who were appointed to Ways and Means (.02; the p-value for the test is .0001).


� Speakers rarely vote, so it is not feasible to use Speaker votes in determining party positions.


� For the 19th century, Canon and Stewart apply Groseclose and Stewart’s (1998, 1999) methodology for generating cardinal measures of how much House members value appointment to each committee. Groseclose and Stewart report these scores only for the 20th century. We have simply taken the three committees with the highest scores.


� There are two general approaches that might be used to identify faction leaders. On the one hand, we might attempt a detailed historical analysis of each Congress and party in our time series. This approach has the appeal of being thorough, and would allow us to make the most compelling case that we are actually identifying influential leaders within each party. There are several downsides, however. First, this method would require substantial time and resources. Second, there is no guarantee that it would produce results—i.e., clearly identified leaders—for each party in each Congress. Third, there would likely be significant variation in the numbers of party leaders, as well as the extent to which we successfully identified leaders, across Congresses. The method that we employ instead—that is, using the ranking members of prominent committees—has the advantage that it can be applied consistently across Congresses.


� If we exclude the three Congresses with single-digit numbers of party leadership votes, the minimum loyalty score is still zero for both the majority and minority parties.


� In addition, the dummies for the 25th and 27th Congresses are omitted, because they predict failure perfectly.


� All other variables are held constant at their means.


� In the OLS, we used Canon and Stewart’s committee value scores to compute the value of each member’s “portfolio” of committee appointments in each Congress, then used the change in this value from Congress �t-1 to Congress t as our dependent variable. All other variables in the model are the same as those used for our Ways and Means estimations, with the exception that we replaced WMopent with a variable measuring the number of open seats on the top three committees in Congress t. Also, the estimation includes all majority party members, rather than being restricted to members who were not on Ways and Means in Congress t-1.





