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Abstract


Committees play a pivotal role in the legislative process.  Since the mid 1970s, subcommittees have been important in the lawmaking process as well.  Given this enhanced performance, the membership of subcommittees can be a key element in the direction that the legislative process takes.  In this article, we develop and test a set of expectations regarding the ideological makeup of subcommittees.  Resting firmly on the shoulders of the work of Cox and McCubbins (1993), we assert that those subcommittees with particularized interests will possess memberships which are ideologically distinguishable from their parent committees, while those that affect a wider range of interests will have contingents ideologically indistinguishable from their parent committees.  Employing a Monte Carlo simulation technique on ideological composition data of members of subcommittees of the House Appropriations and Ways and Means Committees from the 96th to 106th Congresses, we expect to find that that the occurrence of subcommittee outliers are generally consistent (with some notable exceptions) in their direction over time.  Additionally, we test the hypothesis that there were no significant changes in the mix of subcommittee outliers from the 103rd to the 104th Congresses and beyond.  We find that the change in partisan control of the House resulted in few shifts in outliers.


Modern legislatures must constantly address a serious collective action problem in order to provide the public policy that helps manage the conflictual nature of society.  However, because most legislators know that policy will be created without their individual contributions towards completion, there is a strong incentive to forgo expending the costs involved in its provision (Olson 1965).  Legislatures must develop processes by which to overcome this collective action problem.


Most legislatures respond to the collective action problem by developing committee systems to perform the duties necessary for refining legislation.
  These duties include collecting information (Krehbiel, 1991) and condensing it into legislation that addresses the concerns of the multitude of issue publics.  The membership gives its committee system the necessary resources, such as staff and office space, to help it overcome the collective action problem.  Empowering committees to do its work minimizes the costs to the membership in terms of the time and resources it must invest to perform its legislative functions.  This principal-agent (Kiewiet and McCubbins, 1991) model of legislative committees is an appealing one.


The United States Congress is no different than any other legislature in this respect.  The collective action problem is particularly acute in the 435-member House of Representatives; although they may try, individual representatives cannot spend the time and resources to learn about, to take a position on, and to act upon a wide range of issues.  It is left to the committees and their members to act as agents of the membership at large to collect information and to refine legislation before it goes to the floor.  Indeed, the growth and complexity of the committee system of the House of Representatives (Polsby, 1968) is evidence of the increasing reliance of House members on committees as agents in the process of legislating.  At the same time, the growth and development of the subcommittee system (Davidson 1981; Haeberle, 1978) presents further evidence of said complexity.


It follows from the principal-agent model of relationships between congressional subunits that most committees should be representative of the chamber as a whole in most areas and that the House, through its committee assignment process, would see to it that this is the case.
  If an agent fails to perform up to the expectations of the principal, the principal has the options of either terminating or reforming the relationship.  However, even a cursory glance at the literature on congressional committees demonstrates that there exist at least two related dimensions upon which committees can exhibit bias.  These two related dimensions of possible committee bias are geographical and ideological.


Fenno (1973), in his seminal study of committees, demonstrated that the Interior Committee possessed a disproportionate share of western representatives relative to the House as a whole.  Because its members have an electoral incentive to protect farming interests, the membership of the Agriculture Committee tends to overrepresent the Midwest.


This geographical bias coincides with an ideological one.  Cox and McCubbins (1993) and Londregan and Snyder (1994) demonstrate ideological imbalances on both the Interior and Agriculture committees as well as others.  This is not surprising, considering the geographical areas of the United States represented on these committees tend also to be more conservative than the rest of the nation.  One might also hypothesize as to the unrepresentativeness of other committees:  Public Works, as an agent of federal construction projects and, by extension, employment might be a candidate for a liberal outlier; one may surmise that conservatives gather in the Armed Services Committee, making it a conservative one.


The purpose of this article is to examine the extent to which the subcommittees of two committees of the U.S. House of Representatives have differed in their policy preferences over time.  We also suggest that an exploration of the subcommittee system of the U.S. House has and may continue to provide a fruitful area for future research in the ongoing discussion about the importance of bias in the committee systems of legislative bodies in general and the U.S. House of Representatives in particular.

THE REPRESENTATIVENESS OF CONGRESSIONAL COMMITTEES


Many researchers have examined the question of committee representativeness.  Two tracks of research are discernible:  first, whether unrepresentativeness can have any sort of impact on outcomes in the legislative process; and, second, evidence of the extent to which committees are unrepresentative.  This paper falls squarely in the latter category.


The principal-agent model of the relationship between the House of Representatives and its working units implies that legislative bodies will cede some measure of power to their committees and will accept, to some degree, their outputs.  One might extend the argument to make the claim that committees exert undo influence on the process; if so, an unrepresentative committee may be able to “roll” the chamber and have its way.


That institutional arrangements affect outcomes is not a new conclusion in examinations of legislative processes.  Kenneth Shepsle (1979) demonstrated the conditions under which institutional properties in concert with individual preferences would affect the policy making process.  Kenneth Shepsle and Barry Weingast (1987a, b) build on this premise and argue that the committee’s place in the process, first in line, in concert with its contribution to the makeup of conference committees and an up-or-down vote on the conference report, bestows upon it the power of an ex post veto.  Keith Krehbiel (1987) counters with evidence that demonstrates the ex post veto is not absolute:  most bills find resolution in means other than conference.  Krehbiel also argues that institutional rules (particularly in the House) enable the chamber to undermine the will of the committee when it so desires (1987, 1998).  Steven Smith (1988) also demonstrates how process and sequence can affect whether committees are able to accomplish their preferred policy outcomes.  Furthermore, this process has a dynamic characteristic:  Shepsle (1989) asserts the dynamism of institutional arrangements, and David Rohde (1991) demonstrates the changes in the policy process that resulted from the reforms of the Democratic majority.


Combined with the increased number and influence of the subcommittees in the House of Representatives (Davidson, 1981; Haeberle, 1978; Hardin, Shepsle, and Weingast, 1983), an extension of the Shepsle and Weingast theory of committee power suggests subcommittees may be able to exert influence on the final legislative outcome.  Hall and Evans (1990) demonstrate subcommittees on the Agriculture, Education and Labor, and Energy and Commerce Committees exerted notable influence on the committees’ final products in the 97th and 98th Congresses.


A second track of research in the congressional committee literature explores the extent to which legislative working bodies are unrepresentative.  Groseclose (1994) employs a Monte Carlo technique to assess the extent to which the committee assignment process is a random one.  Based on mixed results, he concludes that the null hypothesis of random selection cannot be discarded with much confidence; however, in finding a pattern of partisan assignment to committees in the 100th Congress, Peterson and Wrighton (1998) significantly diverge from this conclusion.  For the 96th Congress, Krehbiel (1990) finds little evidence of many preference outliers.  Londregan and Snyder (1994) find much evidence of over-time bias in congressional committees, particularly on those where one might expect it (i.e. Interior, Agriculture, Foreign Affairs).  Cox and McCubbins (1993) demonstrate over-time differences in preference outliers amongst the committees, particularly with respect to partisan contingents.  Finally, Adler and Lipinski (1997) find that over a 50-year timeframe there exist committee outliers on the basis of variations in constituency characteristics.  With the exception of Adler’s (2000) piece on House Appropriations subcommittees, there is little in the way of research on whether subcommittees are representative of either their parent committees or chambers; the current piece attempts to add to that line of inquiry.

THEORY AND HYPOTHESES


We believe that an examination of subcommittees in the context of the work of Cox and McCubbins may provide a further refinement of the literature on congressional committees.  As the work of Cox and McCubbins (1993) has a central place in our analysis, it is necessary to explore their theoretical framework.


Cox and McCubbins (1993) argue that committee assignment is primarily a function each of the party’s Committee on Committees exercising close control over the process.  The parties employ this control to balance certain committees and to ensure that the committees they wish to be representative of their rank and file actually are representative.  This may leave one with the impression that most committees’ partisan contingents should be fairly representative of the chamber’s partisan contingents.  However, Cox and McCubbins find consistently outlying committees.
  Either the party mechanisms are unable or unwilling to employ their powers and “correct” these imbalances, or they may purposefully target some committees for representativeness and leave others alone.


Cox and McCubbins recognize another means of committee assignment exists, self-selection.  It may be the parties’ steering committees carefully make assignments to those committees it wishes to “rein in” ideologically yet allows a self-selection process to take over for those committees where some of its members have particular interests (for example, a reelection one), thus allowing outliers to exist.


Cox and McCubbins implicitly imbed these two forces, party control and self-selection into a typology of committees (1993, p. 200).  On one dimension (the one crucial to the following analysis of the subcommittees in the 96th through 106th Congresses), they classify committees according to their external effects, defined as “the effects that committee decisions have on the probabilities of victory of party members not on the committee.”  They go on to add that these effects


might be described both in terms of size-how much the issue, on average,

affects the probabilities of reelection-and distribution--whether everyone

is affected to about the same extent or whether there are subsets of affected

and unaffected members. (pp. 191-192)


They partition externalities into three categories according to the extent to which members are affected:  uniform, mixed, and targeted.  A uniform committee (such as Public Works and Transportation) makes decisions that affect the widest range of members.  A targeted committee (such as Agriculture or Interior) makes decisions affecting a small number of interested noncommittee members.  A committee with mixed externalities may make decisions affecting either a broad or narrow range of members.


Cox and McCubbins hypothesize that the parties’ steering committees are more likely to exert control over the assignment of partisans to committees with uniform externalities.  This follows from the principal-agent model:  as an agent of the rank and file membership, one would expect party leaders to exert influence on those committees the decisions of which have the potential to affect the largest number of their members.  Cox and McCubbins expect the party assignment process to have less of an impact on those committees with targeted externalities; party leaders, recognizing the electoral needs of particular members, should allocate places on these committees according to those with the most directly related electoral connections.  To a large, extent recent work has confirmed this (see Butler 2002; Frisch and Kelly 2001).
Subcommittees as Nodes of Institutional Power


As noted earlier, since the mid-1970s, subcommittees have risen in importance in the legislative process.  The growth in the number of standing subcommittees stands as a testament to this phenomenon.  The Subcommittee Bill of Rights of 1975 capped four years of reforms designed to increase the number of opportunities for members to garner leadership and influence positions quickly upon entering the House.  In addressing the issue of the rise of subcommittees in the House of Representatives, Haeberle (1978) notes:


Subcommittee autonomy expanded in 1973 when the Democratic Caucus voted 


to shift control over [them] from ... chairmen to ... committee caucuses.  Each


committee caucus was granted the authority to select subcommittee chairmen, 


define subcommittee jurisdictions, set party ratios ... and provide funding...


Committee chairmen were required to report legislation to the appropriate


subcommittee within two weeks ...,and subcommittee chairmen were given the


right to be floor managers ... (pp. 1054-1055)


How might the increasing power of subcommittees affect outcomes in the committee or legislative process as a whole?  Through the norm of reciprocity, nonsubcommittee members may take a subcommittee’s product at face value and refrain from offering amendments and voting for the subcommittee’s version in full committee.  In one study of subcommittee legislation, Hall and Evans (1990) demonstrate that, for the 97th and 98th Congresses (see footnote 3, above), the subcommittees of the Agriculture, Education and Labor, and Energy and Commerce committees did exert such influence on their parent committees’ outputs.  Extension of the Shepsle and Weingast (1987 a, b) framework of committee influence to subcommittees may yield a framework for assessing their influence in the legislative process.


Although partisan influences do affect the selection process of subcommittee membership (through committee caucuses), we believe these forces are more attenuated and nuanced than those at the full committee level.  As members seek to match their political and policy needs, member self-selection should be the norm on House subcommittees; Hall (1996) reports a process of self-selection for these work units of Congress.  Frisch and Kelly (2001) arrive at the conclusion that (consistent with previous literature) “high demand behavior seems to be most apparent among those committees that have the most narrow jurisdictions.”  A similar process may be at work within committees as members line up for subcommittee slots with targeted jurisdictions.


Because they possess relatively narrow policy scopes, subcommittees are likely to have targeted externalities and thus possess policy preferences likely unrepresentative – or as Hall and Grofman (1990) put it, “homogenous” – preferences than those of the full committee.  At the same time we cannot discount the possibility of uniform subcommittee preferences; the policy scopes of some subcommittees will lend themselves more to satisfying a very broad base of the House membership regardless of party or policy preference.  Specifically with regard to Appropriations, there is evidence that members seek out and obtain subcommittees having targeted benefits (Adler 2000; LeLoup 1980); given the ideological nature of the individual work areas of Ways and Means, we may also find similar evidence there.  Our main hypothesis regards the patterns of policy preferences of subcommittees relative to their parent committee:  we expect the targeted subcommittees of Appropriations and Ways and Means to be ideologically distinguishable from their parent committee, while uniform subcommittees will be indistinguishable from the parent committee.

A second hypothesis regards the latter stages of the period under study.  In January of 1995, Republicans ascended to majority status in the House of Representatives for the first time in 40 years.  The ensuing major changes to the operations of the legislative process are extensively documented.
  As minority members become majority members, one might expect major changes in the policy preferences of subcommittees.  However, it does not necessarily follow that a change in partisan control of the House would result in shifts in representativeness of subcommittees (Adler 2000); that is, such a change would not necessarily shift the external demands on the subcommittees.  Thus, while we expect shifts in the nature of the ideological bias in the subcommittees of Appropriations and Ways and Means, we do not expect to see dramatic shifts in the specific subcommittee outliers on each committee.

DATA AND METHODOLOGY


We draw the data for the analysis, which extends from the 96th through the 106th Congresses, from three sources.  The committee and subcommittee assignment data come from the committee assignment dataset compiled by Garrison Nelson (1994) and the Congressional Quarterly almanacs for the 104th to 106th Congresses.  The ideology scores are those of the Americans for Democratic Action (ADA) as compiled by the Inter-university Consortium for Political and Social Research (ICPSR) and, from more recent years, the annual reports of the ADA.


We base the method of sampling and testing the outlier hypothesis on the method employed by Peterson and Wrighton (1998) in their analysis of committee outliers.  For each subcommittee, we drew 20 thousand simulated subcommittees from the full committee using a Monte Carlo sampling method.  For each simulated subcommittee, we then calculated a median ADA score.  By this procedure, we generated a distribution of 20 thousand simulated median scores for each of the subcommittees of both the Appropriations and Ways and Means committees in the House of Representatives from the 96th to the 106th Congresses.


If the members of a subcommittee are chosen randomly, the distribution provided by the Monte Carlo process should provide a reasonable approximation of the density function of subcommittee preferences.  In this case, one would expect the observed subcommittee median to fall within the 95 percent confidence interval around the mean of the distribution of simulated medians.  However, should one find the observed subcommittee median to fall within the tails of the distribution, one might then reject the null hypothesis that the subcommittee membership is random.


As a second test of the null hypothesis, we need to recognize the probability of rejecting the null when it is true.  For example, there are 13 subcommittees in the Appropriations committee in the 106th Congress.  Since there is a 5 percent chance of rejecting the null even when it is true, we can expect 0.65 rejections (13*.05) by chance alone.  If we combine the Appropriations and Ways and Means subcommittees, we can expect 0.95 (19*.05) rejections in each Congress.  In other words, even if we find one rejection per Congress, we cannot conclude that rejection of the null is the correct conclusion.


To address this problem, we employed the same Monte Carlo process to calculate the probability that a number of rejections could occur by random chance.  To test this question, the simulation process randomly fills all available subcommittees from the parent committee proper.  The program records the medians of each subcommittee and calculates the number of subcommittees that exceed the .05 level based on the previous dataset.  This process is repeated 20 thousand times to determine the proportion of trials in which a set number of subcommittees are random outliers.  This calculation will allow us to determine if the number of outliers we find in a particular Congress is statistically significant or simply due to random chance.

FINDINGS AND ANALYSIS


Tables 1 and 2 present the results of the statistical tests.  For subcommittees on House Appropriations and Ways and Means for the 96th to 106th Congresses, each table shows the median of each actual subcommittee, the mean of the 20 thousand simulated subcommittee medians, and the direction of the difference (+/-) between the actual and simulated medians if the difference is statistically significant.


The overall trends provide some evidence for a self-selective process onto the subcommittees of Appropriations and Ways and Means.  In a majority of the tests, the probability of the ADA scores for the observed subcommittees falling within the distribution of simulated subcommittees is below .05.  All of the subcommittees are outliers in at least one Congress, ten of them were outliers in a majority of the years, and seven were outliers 75% of the time or more. The subcommittee for the District of Columbia was an outlier in every single session, and three others (Labor, Military Construction, and Foreign Operations) were outliers in all of the sessions but one.


The tables also provide evidence in favor of our main hypothesis regarding the externalities of subcommittees on Appropriations during the period under study; most of the signs of the coefficients are consistent with our predictions and those of Cox and McCubbins (1993).

Table 1 about here


Of the targeted subcommittees on Appropriations, only Agriculture and Rural Development stands out as not meeting the predictions for the entire period of study.
  Some targeted committees make interesting directional switches over the period (i.e. Interior and Treasury); we suspect that specific examinations of the particular contexts of these switches would reveal consistent evidence to support them.  Of the uniform subcommittees on Appropriations, only Foreign Operations comes in with consistent preferences over the entire period.  Although Foreign Operations is a uniform subcommittee, the narrow nature of the subcommittee’s jurisdiction may provide a logical explanation for this result.

Table 2 about here


On the Ways and Means, the data conform with less precision to the externalities hypothesis.  The targeted subcommittees, Public Assistance (Human Resources in the 101st to 106th Congresses) and Revenue Measures, show mixed results.  While Public Assistance (renamed later in the period to Human Resources) is a fairly consistent preference outlier throughout the time period, Revenue Measures switches no less than three times with quite abrupt swings from left to right between the 97th and 98th Congresses and from right to left between the 101st and 102nd Congresses.  Once again, a closer examination of the dynamics of the particular Congresses under study might be help to better illustrate the forces at work.  The uniform subcommittees of Ways and Means demonstrate both inconsistency in unrepresentativeness and abrupt swings.  Taken together, this may be more evidence in favor of our second hypothesis.


To test our second hypothesis, we compared the percentage of subcommittees that were outliers under the final three sessions of Democratic control of Congress to the percentage of outliers under the three sessions of Republican control.  Table 3 presents the results of this test.

Table 3 about here


The results show no clear differences for either the Appropriations or Ways and Means subcommittees.  The Ways and Means subcommittees showed slightly more ideological bias under Republican control than previously, while the Appropriations subcommittees were slightly less biased.  Overall, the results support the hypothesis that outlier subcommittees remain outliers no matter which party happens to control the Speaker’s chair.

CONCLUSIONS


What conclusions can we reach from the statistical tests?  The evidence confirms statistically that the subcommittee selection process is not random.  Given that the party leadership has less control over subcommittee assignments compared to full committee assignments, one logical conclusion to reach is that subcommittee membership is primarily driven by the individual needs (constituency or otherwise) of the members of the committee.


We also see that subcommittees with targeted externalities experience the same ideological bias as do full committees with targeted externalities.  This holds true even when then full committee itself is ideologically neutral (as Appropriations and Ways and Means have tended to be over time).  The fact that subcommittees of an ideologically neutral committee can be extreme ideological outliers as well as maintain (and sometimes switch) this nature over time lends substantial credence to our argument of a self-selection assignment process on these subcommittees.


We also found that there were very limited changes from the 103rd to 104th Congresses.  The changeover in majority status of the Republican Party failed to produce major shifts in the nature of subcommittee outliers.  Many of the subcommittees that were outliers under Democratic control remained outliers once Republicans gained majority status.  Institutional arrangements survived despite a shift to a determined majority, which, in the early stages of its first Congress in power, greatly empowered its leadership.  This may stand as evidence to the endurance of the institutional arrangements of the U.S. House of Representatives.


Finally, the demonstration elsewhere in this article that subcommittees are ideologically biased in terms of their externalities may lead one to inquire as to whether that bias translates into disproportionate influence in legislative outcomes.  Hall and 

Evans (1990) assert that


subcommittee members are more likely to expend the effort necessary to influence


the issue at hand [while] nonmembers will tend to abdicate their normal legislative


authority to their subcommittee colleagues.  However, when nonmember interests


are widely evoked, the conditions for subcommittee power start to break down


(pp. 352 – 353)

By overlaying the concept of externalities to this statement, one might conclude that subcommittee power is conditioned by the extent to which its actions affect those well beyond its immediate membership.  Thus, subcommittees with targeted externalities (those found above to be most likely to be ideologically distinct from their parent committees) should be the ones that exert influence in the legislative process.


In the final analysis, institutional power arrangements are driven by the needs of legislators and their constituencies.  While this article has elucidated some of the nuances of the assignment process, we have only scratched the surface.  More probing analyses of the motivations of the players in the process might evoke further conclusions as to the nature of the position of the subcommittee and its members in the legislative process.  It is to this that we hope students of congressional procedures might turn in the future.
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Table 1. Appropriations Subcommittees

1979 – 2000

	Congress 
	 
	Commerce
	Defense
	D.C
	Energy
	Foreign Ops
	Interior

	96th
	Actual Med.
	26
	27.5
	19
	25
	82.5
	39

	
	Simulated Med.
	40.74
	40.60
	40.72
	40.58
	40.67
	40.58

	 
	+/-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	+
	 

	97th
	Actual Med.
	33
	25.5
	57.5
	23
	73
	51.5

	
	Simulated Med.
	44.06
	44.07
	43.99
	43.95
	44.05
	44.10

	 
	+/-
	 
	-
	+
	-
	+
	+

	98th
	Actual Med.
	55
	35
	62
	45
	78.5
	72

	
	Simulated Med.
	54.46
	54.25
	54.39
	54.37
	54.43
	54.24

	 
	+/-
	 
	-
	+
	-
	+
	+

	99th
	Actual Med.
	70
	40
	65
	35
	82
	42

	
	Simul
	57.11
	57.21
	57.27
	57.17
	57.21
	57.27

	 
	+/-
	+
	-
	+
	-
	+
	-

	100th
	Actual Med.
	72
	45
	79
	42
	89
	57

	
	Simulated Med.
	65.45
	65.43
	65.35
	65.39
	65.31
	65.32

	 
	 
	+
	-
	+
	-
	+
	-

	101st
	Actual Med.
	58
	50
	78
	28
	78
	50

	
	Simulated Med.
	55.52
	55.72
	55.46
	55.45
	55.66
	55.57

	 
	+/-
	 
	-
	+
	-
	+
	-

	102nd
	Actual Med.
	60
	47
	82
	45
	46
	48.5

	
	Simulated Med.
	58.51
	58.46
	58.58
	58.60
	58.50
	58.43

	 
	+/-
	 
	-
	+
	-
	+
	-

	103rd
	Actual Med.
	62
	50
	77
	45
	82
	31

	
	Simulated Med.
	55.40
	55.50
	55.34
	55.37
	55.45
	55.58

	 
	+/-
	 
	 
	+
	-
	+
	-

	104th
	Actual Med.
	14
	8
	19
	18
	16.5
	11.5

	
	Simulated Med.
	13.24
	12.75
	13.25
	11.05
	10.81
	10.77

	 
	+/-
	 
	 
	 +
	- 
	 
	 

	105th
	Actual Med.
	28
	17.5
	5
	36.5
	40
	23

	
	Simulated Med.
	20.13
	32.57
	22.98
	22.94
	15.91
	22.58

	 
	 
	Commerce
	Defense
	D.C
	Energy
	Foreign Ops
	Interior

	106th
	Actual Med.
	18
	8
	10
	29
	39
	18

	
	Simulated Med.
	16.75
	19.63
	24.85
	22.18
	23.55
	18.33

	
	+/-
	
	-
	-
	+
	+
	


	 
	 
	Labor
	Legis Ops
	Military Construct
	Rural and Agric
	Transport
	Treasury
	VA/HUD
	Indep. Agencies-HUD

	96th
	Actual Med.
	66.5
	48.5
	37
	32
	57
	49
	N/A
	49

	
	Simulated Med.
	40.67
	40.66
	40.66
	40.65
	40.75
	40.74
	N/A
	40.67

	 
	+/-
	+
	+
	 
	-
	+
	+
	N/A
	+

	97th
	Actual Med.
	68
	58
	23
	33
	68
	72.5
	N/A
	70

	
	Simulated Med.
	44.18
	44.00
	43.99
	43.93
	44.00
	44.02
	N/A
	43.94

	 
	+/-
	+
	+
	-
	-
	+
	+
	N/A
	+

	98th
	Actual Med.
	65
	57.5
	43.5
	52
	82
	75
	N/A
	47

	
	Simulated Med.
	54.43
	54.42
	54.37
	54.36
	54.24
	54.38
	N/A
	54.13

	 
	+/-
	+
	 
	-
	 
	+
	+
	N/A
	+

	99th
	Actual Med.
	75
	71
	35
	58.5
	73.5
	64
	N/A
	70

	
	Simul
	57.20
	57.13
	57.16
	57.00
	57.28
	57.08
	N/A
	57.35

	 
	+/-
	+
	+
	-
	 
	+
	+
	N/A
	+

	100th
	Actual Med.
	79
	73
	45
	70
	88
	82
	N/A
	69.5

	
	Simulated Med.
	65.38
	65.36
	65.30
	65.41
	65.41
	65.32
	N/A
	65.45

	 
	 
	+
	+
	-
	 
	+
	+
	N/A
	 

	101st
	Actual Med.
	76
	67
	42.5
	55
	83.5
	76
	58
	N/A

	
	Simulated Med.
	55.51
	55.34
	55.46
	55.64
	55.41
	55.41
	55.47
	N/A

	 
	+/-
	+
	+
	-
	 
	+
	+
	 
	N/A

	102nd
	Actual Med.
	72
	60
	45
	65
	71
	85
	60
	N/A

	
	Simulated Med.
	58.41
	58.70
	58.32
	58.51
	58.51
	58.43
	58.58
	N/A

	 
	+/-
	+
	 
	-
	 
	+
	+
	 
	N/A

	103rd
	Actual Med.
	70
	57.5
	70
	57
	72
	40
	52
	N/A

	
	Simulated Med.
	55.54
	55.49
	55.61
	55.46
	55.46
	55.55
	55.47
	N/A

	 
	+/-
	+
	 
	+
	 
	+
	-
	 
	N/A

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	 
	 
	Labor
	Legis Ops
	Military Construct
	Rural and Agric
	Transport
	Treasury
	VA/HUD
	Indep. Agencies-HUD

	104th
	Actual Med.
	9
	8
	3
	10
	6.5
	11.5
	11.5
	N/A

	
	Simulated Med.
	10.95
	13.23
	11.94
	11.91
	10.95
	13.35
	10.99
	N/A

	 
	+/-
	 
	 
	-
	 
	 
	 
	 
	N/A

	105th
	Actual Med.
	16.5
	25
	23
	8
	5
	38
	37.5
	N/A

	
	Simulated Med.
	30.86
	25.34
	30.69
	22.75
	22.81
	22.61
	30.42
	N/A

	 
	+/-
	-
	 
	- 
	-
	-
	 +
	 +
	N/A

	106th
	Actual Med.
	33
	14
	28
	18
	18
	17.5
	28
	N/A

	
	Simulated Med.
	18.45
	20.23
	15.44
	23.76
	19.4
	22.14
	17.45
	N/A

	
	+/-
	+
	-
	+
	-
	
	
	+
	N/A


Table 2. Ways and Means Subcommittees

1979 – 2000

	Congress
	
	Health
	Human Resources
	Oversight
	Revenue Measures
	Social Security
	Trade
	Public Assistance

	96th
	Actual Median
	73
	..
	27
	51
	56
	36
	81

	
	Simulated Median
	48.95
	..
	49.09
	49.00
	49.21
	49.27
	49.13

	
	+/-
	+
	..
	-
	
	
	-
	+

	97th
	Actual Median
	30
	..
	35
	55
	50
	34
	38

	
	Simulated Median
	38.15
	..
	38.09
	37.85
	37.92
	38.13
	38.09

	
	+/-
	-
	..
	-
	+
	-
	
	

	98th
	Actual Median
	77
	..
	40
	32
	62
	33.5
	77

	
	Simulated Median
	44.51
	..
	44.58
	44.60
	44.54
	44.99
	44.63

	
	+/-
	+
	..
	
	-
	+
	-
	+

	99th
	Actual Median
	45
	..
	45
	37
	35
	53.5
	79.5

	
	Simulated
	43.28
	..
	43.31
	43.38
	43.19
	43.31
	43.28

	
	+/-
	
	..
	
	-
	-
	+
	+

	100th
	Actual Median
	74
	..
	70
	71
	52.5
	52.5
	76

	
	Simulated Median
	63.66
	..
	63.60
	63.69
	64.18
	64.09
	63.61

	
	+/-
	
	..
	
	
	-
	-
	+

	101st
	Actual Median
	68
	81
	55
	45
	75.5
	65.5
	..

	
	Simulated Median
	64.17
	63.68
	63.99
	63.81
	63.74
	63.81
	..

	
	+/-
	
	+
	
	-
	+
	
	..

	102nd
	Actual Median
	75
	82
	55
	72
	58.5
	58.5
	..

	
	Simulated Median
	63.14
	63.32
	63.42
	63.31
	63.15
	63.23
	..

	
	+/-
	+
	+
	
	+
	
	
	..

	103rd
	Actual Median
	82
	82
	65
	62
	46
	67
	..

	
	Simulated Median
	74.21
	73.50
	74.27
	73.97
	74.01
	73.98
	..

	
	+/-
	
	+
	
	-
	-
	
	..

	104th
	Actual Median
	21
	13
	33
	..
	5
	33
	..

	
	Simulated Median
	17.98
	17.63
	15.49
	..
	15.67
	16.98
	..

	
	+/-
	
	
	+
	..
	
	+
	..

	105th
	Actual Median
	55
	20.5
	40
	..
	16.5
	40
	..

	
	Simulated Median
	38.79
	26.48
	26.64
	..
	30.11
	29.27
	..

	
	+/-
	+
	
	+
	..
	-
	+
	..

	106th
	Actual Median
	35
	26.5
	15
	..
	15
	15.5
	..

	
	Simulated Median
	23.97
	20.52
	23.74
	..
	23.87
	22.03
	..

	
	+/-
	+
	
	
	..
	
	
	..


Table 3. Percentage of Subcommittee Outliers by Party Control

	
	Democratic Control

1979 – 1994
	Republican Control

1995 – 2000

	Ways and Means
	50%
	53%

	Appropriations
	64%
	59%


The authors would like to express their gratitude to David T. Canon, Charles Stewart III, and the numerous graduate assistants who contributed to the data collection and coding of Garrison Nelson's committee membership data set.  We also thank Jean Marie Linhart for invaluable assistance in writing the simulation programming routines and Orlando Pacheco for data collection assistance.  As always, all errors are strictly the responsibility of the authors.


� Although most legislatures create formal committee systems within the structure of the legislature, others (for example, the House of Commons) rely primarily on the parties to handle these duties and have either no committees or very rudimentary ones (Jogerst 1992).


� One might argue (as do Cox and McCubbins, 1993) that only the majority party through its control of the chamber constitutes the committee structure.  One could plausibly argue that the majority party's decisions regarding at least the form and number of committees take into account the need of the body as a whole to overcome its collective action problem.  At a minimum, the majority is concerned with maintaining itself, and overcoming the collective action problem is one method by which to accomplish that goal.


� Hall and Evans examine Agriculture and Education and Labor Committee bills in the 97th Congress and Energy and Commerce Committee bills in the 98th Congress.


� See their tables 26, 27, and 28.


� Although these committees (i.e. Agriculture, Interior) issues are viewed as reelection ones and help the parties maintain (or augment its ranks), one can argue that there are numerous institutional processes to override the outputs of these unrepresentative committees.  For example, the leadership (as an agent of the rank and file) could effectively kill such legislation with an unfavorable rule or refusal to assign a rule.


� See, for example, Evans and Oleszek (1997) and Groseclose and King (1998).


� All ADA scores were averaged across both sessions.  Incomplete scores were dropped.  There were a total of 38 dropped scores, mostly due to death in office or resignation.


� The targeted subcommittees on the Appropriations committee include the District of Columbia, Labor and Education, Defense, Interior, Military Construction, and Rural Development and Agriculture.  Its uniform subcommittees include Commerce, Legislative Operations, Treasury, Foreign Operations, Energy and Water, Transportation, and Independent Agencies and HUD (formerly Veterans Affairs and HUD).  On Ways and Means , the targeted committees include Public Assistance (Human Resources in the 101st Congress and later) and Revenues Measures.  All other subcommittees (Health, Trade, Oversight, and Social Security) qualify as uniform.


� This might be partially explained by the unusual circumstances surrounding its chair, Jamie Whitten.  Although a Democrat, his ADA average over this time is 32, well below the average for his party.  Given his position as Appropriations chair, he may have exerted some influence on subcommittee assignments, thus tailoring this subcommittee to fit his preferences.



