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APPENDIX

A Functional Forms of Predicted Probabilities of Winning

In this section, we derive the probability of winning for any given member of ideal point i for each of
the theoretical models. Assume throughout that conservative movement is represented by rightward
change on the unidimensional real number continuum (R1). In the following discussion, let p denote
the ideal point of the proposer, m the median member of the chamber, q the location of the status
quo, g the pdf for p ∈ (−∞,∞), and f the pdf for q ∈ (−∞,∞). Therefore, the probability
calculations to follow are solved in terms of general distributions, allowing the researcher to insert
any distribution of interest.

A.1 Preference Model

Let wL
P denote the probability of i < m voting with the winning side:∫ ∞
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−∞
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Let lLP denote the probability of i < m voting with the losing side:∫ m
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Let lRP denote the probability of i > m voting with the losing side:∫ i
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There are no circumstances in which i = m votes with the losing side, since, by definition, m is
decisive. Therefore, if we let lMP denote the probability of i = m voting with the losing side, then:

0 = lMP

Therefore, the probability that any i votes with the winning sides is:

Pr(wini) =


wLP

(wLP+lLP )
if i < m

wRP
(wRP+lRP )

if i > m

wMP
(wMP +lMP )

= 1 if i = m.

(1)

The Mathematica code to follow can be used to numerically derive the functional form of winning
probabilities as a function of member ideal points. In short, the code implements the above solution
shown in equation (1) to derive the probabilities of winning for ideal points in any desired range and
for any input g and f (distributions of proposer and status quo locations, respectively). Note that
the code preceding the Plot command contains general parameter information that the analyst
can easily manipulate. µ and λ are the mean and standard deviation for the desired f distribution,
respectively, ρ and σ are the mean and standard deviation for the desired g distribution, respectively,
and m is the value of the median member. Note that this Mathematica code does not display the
jump discontinuity occurring at i = m, in which the probability of winning is equal to 1.

f [x ]:=PDF[NormalDistribution[µ, λ], x];
g[x ]:=CDF[NormalDistribution[ρ, σ], x];
µ = .5;λ = .2; ρ = .5;σ = .2;m = .5;
Plot[Piecewise[{{
α[q ]:=f [q](g[q]);
a = NIntegrate[α[q], {q,m,∞}];
β[q ]:=f [q](g[2i− q]− g[q]);
b = NIntegrate[β[q], {q,−∞, i}];
w = (a+ b);
γ[q ]:=f [q](1− g[q]);
c = NIntegrate[γ[q], {q, i,m}];
δ[q ]:=f [q](1− g[2i− q]);
d = NIntegrate[δ[q], {q,−∞, i}];
l = (c+ d);
p = w/(w + l), i < m}, {p = 1, i == m}, {
α[q ]:=f [q](1− g[q]);
a = NIntegrate[α[q], {q,−∞,m}];
β[q ]:=f [q](g[q]− g[2i− q]);
b = NIntegrate[β[q], {q, i,∞}];
w = (a+ b);
γ[q ]:=f [q](g[q]);
c = NIntegrate[γ[q], {q,m, i}];
δ[q ]:=f [q](g[2i− q]);
d = NIntegrate[δ[q], {q, i,∞}];
l = (c+ d);
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p = w/(w + l), i > m}}];
p, {i, 0, 1},PlotRange→ {{0, 1}, {0, 1}}]

Through extensive numerical analysis, we find that the functional form for the preference model
described in the manuscript occurs when g and f are any symmetric distribution centered at the
median. In addition, we find that this functional form is relatively robust to deviations away
from these conditions. That is, moving the center of the distributions away from the median and
imposing some asymmetry in the distributions still yields a functional form with substantially
similar characteristics.

A.2 Simple Party Model

Deriving the winning probabilities for members in the simple party model is trivial. The funda-
mental assumption is that members will vote with their party leaders regardless of whether the
proposal offers them an improvement on the status quo. This renders q and p, and their respec-
tive distributions, irrelevant for this exercise, as member voting behavior is determined strictly by
the position adopted by their party leaders. Since majority party members vote cohesively on all
matters, this implies that majority party members – by means of belonging to a majority coalition
– vote on the winning side on all measures and minority members only vote on the winning side
when there is consensus within the chamber. Quite simply, then:

Pr(wini) =

{
1 if i ∈ majority party
Pr(consensus) if i ∈ minority party.

(2)

While a simple exercise, one could use the following Mathematica code to generate the winning
probabilities across non-overlapping majority and minority party members, separated at s, for a
randomized consensus rate (assuming here, as in the manuscript, that there is a liberal majority).
While we assume here, for sake of simplicity, that the endpoints of the majority and minority party
preference distributions are non-overlapping, simple adjustments could be made to loosen this
assumption. Note that it is important to replace the SeedRandom value in order to get variation in
the consensus rate across different iterations.

s = .6; SeedRandom[12];x = RandomReal[];
Plot[If[i ≤ s,
p = 1,
p = x];
p, {i, 0, 1},PlotRange→ {{0, 1}, {0, 1}}]

A.3 Asymmetric Model

In deriving the winning probabilities for members in the asymmetric model, we assume a liberal
majority, such that the majority party median, denoted j, is to the left of m (or j < m). Note
that this assumption is without loss of generality, as the resulting functional form is merely the
mirror image of that for a conservative majority party (see equation [7] for solution assuming a
conservative majority party).

Let wL
A denote the probability of i ≤ m voting with the winning side:∫ ∞

m
f(q)dq = wL

A
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There are no circumstances in which i ≤ m votes with the losing side, since j will not adjust a
q < m. Therefore, if we let lLA denote the probability of i ≤ m voting with the losing side, then:

0 = lLA

Let wR
A denote the probability of i > m voting with the winning side:∫ ∞

2i−j
f(q)dq = wR

A

Let lRA denote the probability of i > m voting with the losing side:∫ 2i−j

m
f(q)dq = lRA

Therefore, the probability that any i votes with the winning side, assuming a liberal majority party,
is:

Pr(wini) =


wLA

(wLA+lLA)
= 1 if i ≤ m

wRA
(wRA+lRA)

if i > m.
(3)

The Mathematica code to follow can be used to numerically derive the functional form of
winning probabilities as a function of member ideal points. In short, the code implements the
above solution shown in equation (3) to derive the winning probabilities for ideal points across any
desired range and for any input f (distribution of status quo locations). Notice that, unlike the
preference model, there is no need to specify g, as the proposer is a constant value, j. As in the
code for the preference model, the code preceding the Plot command contains general parameter
information that the analyst can easily manipulate. µ and λ are the mean and standard deviation
for the desired f distribution, respectively, m is the value of the median member, and j is the value
of the majority party median.

f [x ]:=PDF[NormalDistribution[µ, λ], x];
µ = .5;λ = .5; m = .5; j = .4;
Plot[If[i ≤ m,
p = 1,
w = NIntegrate[f [q], {q, (2i− j),∞}];
l = NIntegrate[f [q], {q,m, (2i− j)}];
p = w/(w + l)];
p, {i, 0, 1},PlotRange→ {{0, 1}, {0, 1}}]

B Predicted Voting Behavior and Outcome Sets

Based on the precepts outlined by the party literature discussed in the manuscript, we are able
to derive expectations for voting behavior and the resulting policy outcomes. For each legislative
voting model, this section will formally detail (a) unique patterns of voting behavior in a unidi-
mensional policy space, and will (b) identify the corresponding sets of predicted policy outcomes
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associated with these patterns of voting behavior. This approach will provide insight into how
members make decisions regarding bureaucratic structures, as well as the ideological orientation of
legislation affecting agencies.

[See Appendix Figure 1]

The preference model (illustrated in Appendix Figure 1[a]) posits that a member will vote in
favor of a proposal only when the proposal is at least as preferred as the status quo.1 According
to this model, party has no independent effect on the voting behavior of members. Given these
conditions, the median member of the chamber is decisive in determining whether a proposal will
pass the chamber. Therefore, the likelihood that a member will vote for the winning side on a
measure is directly related to that member’s ideal point distance from the median member’s policy
position. If we assume that the locations of the status quo are symmetrically distributed about the
median member, this implies that a member’s likelihood of voting with the winning coalition falls
off symmetrically about the median member.2 Therefore, members who are equidistant from the
median member are equally likely to vote on the winning side, and increasing distance from the
median reduces the probability of voting with the winning coalition.

If we draw upon the strong median voter theorem, the preference model predicts that all policy
outcomes will be located precisely on the median member of the chamber, denoted m. We know,
however, that there is some variation in the location of policy outcomes, which offers evidence
against the strong form of the median voter theorem (Monroe and Robinson, 2008; Marshall, 2008).
If we loosen this condition to explore the, perhaps more realistic, weak form of the median voter
theorem, a successful proposal, hereafter denoted p∗, must be nearer the median voter than the
status quo, hereafter denoted q.3 This implies that the median voter always votes on the winning
side. The policy outcomes predicted by this theory must, therefore, be located within the chamber
median’s winset of the status quo, hereafter denoted Wm(q). It is important to note that this model
assumes no partisan agenda control, and so the proposer is permitted to be any member. For any
given status quo location, the solution set containing p∗ for the preference model is denoted SP and
is the closed interval defined in equation (4), which is equivalent to Wm(q). We assume throughout
this section that the preference scale is normalized such that policy conservatism is represented by
positive values and policy liberalism by negative values. This set is illustrated by the shaded region
in Appendix Figure 1(a).

SP = {p∗ ∈ R : m− |m− q| ≤ p∗ ≤ m+ |m− q|} = Wm(Q) (4)

The theoretical implications of the simple party model (illustrated in Appendix Figure 1[b]) are
far more speculative, as there is little theoretical development of this thesis in the literature. The

1The Mathematic code provided in Appendix A can be used to confirm these functional forms.

2This holds true for all symmetric distributions, although the marginal decrease in likelihood
will vary according to the functional specification.

3For the sake of this project, the results of either version of the median voter theorem are
functionally similar in that they both produce centrist results. The strong version generates a
singleton set containing the most central outcome possible – the median location. The weak version
yields a set of outcomes that are equally distributed about the median, and so likewise produces
centrist outcomes.
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model does suggest that majority and minority members are best able to attain their objectives by
adhering to party lines. That is, the simple party thesis posits that there is a non-conditional differ-
ence between majority and minority party members, as evidenced by the use of mere dichotomous
distinctions in empirical analyses. Given that this model does not differentiate between majority
and minority parties with respect to their ability to induce loyalty, we might then conclude, re-
gardless of the distribution of status quo locations, that majority party members – by means of
belonging to a majority coalition – vote on the winning side on all measures and minority members
only vote on the winning side when there is consensus within the chamber. By extension, minority
members will always lose on legislation in which there is conflict between the parties.

Since the simple party model posits perfect party cohesion, any discussion of the locations of
policy outcomes of this model must revolve around the location of policies that are acceptable to the
majority party. This perspective suggests that party members – both majority and minority – will
vote in accordance with their party leadership. We need not assume that party leaders will always
select a position that represents a Pareto improvement for all party members (e.g., if the status
quo is contained within the party’s interval of preferences, no alternative satisfies this condition);
however, we can conclude that majority party leaders will only bring to a vote those proposals that
are located within the interval of preferences belonging to the majority party. Policy alternatives
located outside this region are strictly Pareto dominated from the perspective of majority party
members. Therefore, p∗ must be contained within the interval bounded by the most extreme
majority party member, denoted ie, and the majority party member most distant from ie (we refer
to this member as the most moderate majority party member), denoted im. Therefore, the solution
set containing p∗ for the simple party model is the closed interval SS defined in equation (5), and
is illustrated by the shaded region in Appendix Figure 1(b).

SS = {p∗ ∈ R : |im| ≤ p∗ ≤ |ie|} (5)

The asymmetric model (illustrated in Appendix Figure 1[c]) can be seen as somewhat of a
unification of both the preference and simple party models. Whereas the asymmetric model assumes
that members vote strictly according to their preferences, it also takes into account the agenda
control possessed by the majority party. The asymmetric model posits that the majority party
median has the sole privilege to determine the location of the policy proposal, and no proposal will
come to a vote that is not at least as preferred as the status quo by both the median member of
the chamber and the majority party median. Accordingly, the only proposals considered are those
that benefit the party – which is accomplished by moving the location of the policy closer to the
median of the party – and, at the same time, will garner the support of the median member of
the chamber – who is decisive. Lawrence et al. (2006: 41) also stipulate that the majority party
median will only seek to adjust status quo locations on the minority party side of the chamber
median. Therefore, members located on the majority party side of the chamber median will always
vote on the winning side, and, assuming that status quo locations are symmetrically distributed
about the median voter, the likelihood that a member on the minority side votes with the winning
coalition diminishes with increasing distance from the chamber median.4 That is, since the majority

4Our depiction of the win rates in Appendix Figure 1(c) for the majority party differ from
Lawrence et al.’s (2006) only in that we provide for the possibility that majority party members
are not all located to the same side of the chamber median. We also note that this depiction does
not illustrate the possible jump discontinuity in predicted probabilities that can occur between
members on the majority and minority party side of the chamber median. See Appendix D for a
detailed discussion.
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party median controls all proposals and seeks only to adjust status quo locations on the minority
side of the chamber median, members on the majority party side of the chamber median will prefer
every proposal to the status quo. However, members on the minority party side of the chamber
median will prefer only those proposals that are closer to their ideal point than the status quo,
which advantages members situated nearer to the chamber median.5

The outcomes of the asymmetric model are quite simple to identify. The model posits that the
majority party median, denoted j, will select the outcome that is nearest its ideal point within the
chamber median’s winset of the status quo, which we again denote Wm(q). This will be a unique
p∗ for all feasible status quo locations. Therefore, the solution set containing p∗ for the asymmetric
model is a singleton set denoted SA, which we express in equation (6) and illustrate in Appendix
Figure 1(c).

SA = {p∗ ∈ R : arg min
p∗∈Wm(q)

|p∗ − j|} (6)

We now turn our attention to comparing the derived sets of successful policy outcomes expressed
in equations (4)-(6). Appendix Figure 2 shows the equilibrium correspondences for each of the
models across feasible status quo locations.6 For instance, for any given status quo location, the
outcomes predicted by the preference model are contained in the interval between the dashed lines.
As can be seen, the preference model has the largest set of possible p∗ locations when the status
quo is at the boundary of the set of chamber preferences. In this case, any proposal from within the
interval of chamber preferences will achieve majority support. For more centrally located status
quos, the set of possible outcomes shrinks in size about the chamber median. It is important to
note that the sets of possible outcomes corresponding to the various locations of the status quo
always consist of equally sized intervals on either side of the chamber median.

[See Appendix Figure 2]

The size of the predicted outcomes for the simple party and asymmetric models remain un-
changed for the various status quo locations. In the case of the simple party model, the predicted
outcomes are always contained in the interval bounded by the most extreme and moderate major-
ity party members, or [ie, im], and the asymmetric model predicts a single outcome in the interval
between the majority party median and chamber median, or [j,m], for all feasible status quo
locations.

To compare all these sets to one another, let us assume a feasible status quo location and
constant membership preferences across the models. A useful starting point is to assume a status
quo location at the most extreme minority party member, denoted i−e, which is the right-most
status quo location in Appendix Figure 2. When q = i−e, SS and SA are proper subsets of SP .
While SP , like SS , encompasses the entire majority party interval [ie, im], it also permits outcomes

5Technically speaking, members on the minority side of m will never vote on the winning side
when |q −m| ≤ |m − j|, since m will always be the cut point (i.e., midpoint) between p∗ and q.
When |q−m| > |m− j|, then minority side members situated closer to m than 1/2|q− j| will vote
with the winning coalition. This is reflected in equation (3).

6We restrict our attention to status quo locations bounded by the preferences of the chamber
members, as rational members will not offer proposals outside this interval for any q ∈ (−∞,∞).
Therefore, the sets of p∗ locations that correspond to values of q at the boundaries of the interval
of chamber preferences remain constant for all values of q outside this interval.
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on the minority side of the most moderate majority member, along the interval [im, i−e]. Moreover,
SP includes possible outcomes on both the majority and minority sides of SA, with a considerably
larger region of outcomes on the minority side of SA than the majority. For this status quo location,
and all other feasible locations, SA is a proper subset of SS . At this limiting status quo location,
SS will contain an approximately equal interval of majority party outcomes on either side of of SA.

As we move the status quo location closer to the chamber median from the limiting minority
side case, we find that SS is no longer a proper subset of SP . Rather, SS contains more extreme
p∗ values on the majority party side than SP . SA remains a proper subset of SP , and, with
increasingly centrist status quo locations, SP contains fewer p∗ values on the majority party side
of SA. When |q −m| ≤ |m − j|, then SA is on the majority party boundary of SP . For instance,
when q = m+ |m− j|, for a conservative minority as shown in Appendix Figure 2, then SP = [j, q]
and SA = {j}. When we compare SS to SA, an increasingly central q increases the p∗ locations
on the majority side of SA contained in SS . In fact, as q converges on m, the set of p∗ on the
majority side of SA approaches [ie,m]. We can only compare SP and SS when we allow q to
take positions on the majority side of m, seeing as though the asymmetric model precludes this
possibility. When we permit status quo locations to take values within the majority party, we arrive
at similar conclusions regarding the comparison of SP and SS as those presented above. Namely,
SS contains more extreme p∗ values than SP as the status quo shifts toward m.

In sum, as the status quo converges on the chamber median:

• The simple party model predicts more outcomes on the majority party side than the pref-
erence model, as the interval of predicted outcomes from the preference model converges
symmetrically about the chamber median.

• The asymmetric model predicts the outcome to converge on the majority party boundary of
the interval of predicted outcomes generated by the preference model.

• The simple party model predicts more outcomes on the majority party side of the outcome
predicted by the asymmetric model.

[See Appendix Figure 3]

Therefore, when examining outcome sets corresponding to individual status quo locations, we
generally find increasing majority party advantage when moving from the preference to the asym-
metric to the simple party models. In order to further investigate this finding, we simulate outcomes
from repeated draws of status quo and (when appropriate) proposer locations from the uniform
distribution.7 The simulation consists of two million iterations for each model, and Appendix Fig-
ure 3 displays the Kernel density plots of outcomes.8 The central tendencies of these density plots
support the above conclusion that policy outcomes favor the majority party most in the simple party
model and least in the preference model.

7The conclusions to follow hold for all symmetric distributions.

8This simulation is described in detail in the manuscript, and the code is available from the
author’s upon request.
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C Votes Included in Analysis

Congress Measure Date of Vote Vote Type
101 H.R. 1056 07/19/89 Final Passage
101 H.R. 3402 10/19/89 Final Passage
101 H.R. 2916 10/24/89 Conference Report
101 H.R. 1465 11/09/89 Final Passage
101 H.AMDT. 395 03/28/90 Amendment
101 H.R. 3847 03/28/90 Final Passage
101 H.R. 3030 05/23/90 Final Passage
101 H.R. 5158 06/28/90 Final Passage
101 H.R. 1465 08/04/90 Conference Report
101 H.R. 5835 10/16/90 Final Passage
101 H.R. 4333 10/23/90 Final Passage
101 H.R. 5835 10/27/90 Conference Report
101 H.R. 5158 11/05/90 Conference Report
102 H.R. 5620 07/28/92 Final Passage
102 H.R. 5679 07/29/92 Final Passage
102 H.R. 5334 08/05/92 Final Passage
102 H.R. 2194 09/23/92 Conference Report
102 H.R. 5754 09/23/92 Final Passage
102 H.R. 5679 09/25/92 Conference Report
102 H.R. 5334 10/05/92 Conference Report
103 H.R. 4422 09/22/94 Final Passage
104 H.R. 1158 03/16/95 Final Passage
104 H.R. 961 05/16/95 Final Passage
104 H.R. 1158 05/18/95 Conference Report
104 H.R. 1944 06/29/95 Final Passage
104 H.AMDT. 693 07/31/95 Amendment
104 H.R. 2405 10/12/95 Final Passage
104 H.R. 3019 03/07/96 Final Passage
104 H.R. 3136 03/28/96 Final Passage
104 H.R. 3019 04/25/96 Conference Report
104 H.R. 3230 05/15/96 Final Passage
104 H.R. 1627 07/23/96 Final Passage
104 H.R. 3230 08/01/96 Conference Report
104 S. 1316 08/02/96 Conference Report
105 H.R. 1469 05/15/97 Final Passage
105 H.R. 1469 06/05/97 Conference Report
105 H.R. 1871 06/12/97 Final Passage
105 H.R. 3989 06/05/98 Final Passage

9



Congress Measure Date of Vote Vote Type
106 H.R. 2084 06/23/99 Final Passage
106 H.R. 2084 10/01/99 Conference Report
106 H.R. 3085 10/19/99 Final Passage
106 H.R. 3039 04/12/00 Final Passage
106 H.R. 2957 05/03/00 Final Passage
106 H.R. 1106 05/04/00 Final Passage
106 H.R. 673 05/04/00 Final Passage
106 H.R. 4425 05/16/00 Final Passage
106 H.R. 4425 06/29/00 Conference Report
107 H.R. 2216 06/20/01 Final Passage
107 H.R. 2216 07/20/01 Conference Report
107 H.R. 4 08/02/01 Final Passage
107 H.R. 4546 05/10/02 Final Passage
108 H.R. 6 04/11/03 Final Passage
108 H.R. 866 05/07/03 Final Passage
108 H.R. 2673 07/14/03 Final Passage
108 H.R. 2861 07/25/03 Final Passage
108 H.R. 6 11/18/03 Conference Report
108 H.R. 2673 12/08/03 Conference Report
108 H.R. 3970 04/21/04 Final Passage
108 H.R. 4503 06/15/04 Final Passage
108 H.R. 4545 06/16/04 Final Passage
109 H.R. 3 03/10/05 Final Passage
109 H.R. 6 04/21/05 Final Passage
109 H.R. 3199 07/21/05 Final Passage
109 H.R. 6 07/28/05 Conference Report
109 H.R. 3 07/29/05 Conference Report
109 H.R. 889 09/15/05 Final Passage
109 H.R. 3199 12/14/05 Conference Report
109 H.R. 5122 05/11/06 Final Passage
109 H.AMDT. 854 05/18/06 Amendment
109 H.R. 889 06/27/06 Conference Report
109 H.R. 5122 09/29/06 Conference Report
110 H.R. 6 01/18/07 Final Passage
110 H.R. 365 02/07/07 Final Passage
110 H.R. 547 02/08/07 Final Passage
110 H.R. 569 03/07/07 Final Passage
110 H.R. 720 03/09/07 Final Passage
110 H.R. 802 03/26/07 Final Passage
110 H.AMDT. 418 06/26/07 Amendment
110 S. 2571 02/14/08 Final Passage
110 H.R. 2830 04/24/08 Final Passage
110 S. 2146 06/12/08 Final Passage
110 H.R. 3036 09/18/08 Final Passage
110 S. 906 09/29/08 Final Passage

10



D Jump Discontinuity Crossing the Chamber Median in the Asym-
metric Model

We observe that there is a jump discontinuity that occurs in the probabilities of winning as a
function of preferences when crossing over the chamber median position. Members on the majority
party side of the chamber median have a predicted winning probability of 1, whereas those on
the minority party side of the median have a monotonically decreasing likelihood of voting with
the winning side with increasing ideal point distance from the chamber median. The decrease in
probability on the minority party side, however, is not necessarily a smooth transition from the
median member’s winning probability of 1. That is, the member who is ε away from the chamber
median on the minority party side may well have a substantially lower probability of winning
compared to the chamber median. The jump discontinuity exists for distributions meeting the
assumptions of the model (i.e., symmetric and centered on the chamber median).

It is quite simple to see from equation (3), deriving the probability that any individual member i
votes with the winning side in the asymmetric model, that members on the minority party side of the
chamber median experience an increase in the probability of winning when the distribution of status
quo locations, f(q), has increasing density in the tails. This increases the probability of drawing
a q > 2i − j (i.e., winning). Appendix Figure 4 demonstrates this phenomenon for status quo
locations that are distributed normal with a mean equal to the chamber median location (0.5), and
a standard deviation as shown in the figure. As illustrated, increasing dispersion results in higher
predicted probabilities for members situated on the minority party side of the chamber median, and
therefore a less pronounced jump discontinuity in probabilities occurring at the chamber median.

[See Appendix Figure 4]

We further demonstrate this by showing the predicted probabilities of winning for multiple
different distributions that generate the same magnitude of jump discontinuity. This occurs when
the probability of a status quo greater than 2i − j for i situated immediately to the minority
side of the chamber median is equal across the various distributions. In Appendix Figure 5, we
illustrate this for j = 0.4, m = 0.5, and i = 0.505. The probability of q > 2i − j = 0.39 for all
distributions shown. Therefore, the predicted probability of this i voting with the winning side is
equal to 0.39/[Pr(winning + losing) = 0.5] = 0.78, where the denominator is equal to 0.5 because
the model specifies that only status quo locations on the minority party side are eligible to be
adjusted and the distribution is assumed symmetric.

[See Appendix Figure 5]

Therefore, based upon the mere assumption of a symmetric distribution of status quo locations,
we cannot be certain whether this jump discontinuity of probabilities will occur at the chamber
median. As a result, the variable measuring the intercept for minority party members in the
empirical model (Minority) may or may not be negative and statistically significant according to
the model. We can be certain, however, that the model does not permit this variable to be positive.
Therefore, we conclude that the asymmetric models predicts the Minority variable to be strictly
non-positive.

E Analysis of Results Under Unified and Divided Government

Divided government prevails for most of the period of analysis, so it is important that we examine
the robustness of the results to transitions between divided and unified government. In 6 of the
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10 Congresses analyzed, a unified Congress faced a president of the opposing party, and another
Congress experienced split party control across the chambers. Appendix Table 1 provides an
overview of the partisanship of the branches for the period of analysis.

Predicted Effects
Congress Years President House Senate Unified/Divided
101 1989-90 R D D Divided
102 1991-92 R D D Divided
103 1993-94 D D D Unified
104 1995-96 D R R Divided
105 1997-98 D R R Divided
106 1999-00 D R R Divided
107 2001-02 R R D/R* Divided/Unified*
108 2003-04 R R R Unified
109 2005-06 R R R Unified
110 2007-08 R D D Divided

Table 1: Partisanship of Government, 1989-2008. *Senate Repub-
licans were the majority party from January 20-June 6, 2001.

To investigate the robustness of the results, we replicate the empirical analysis for periods of
divided and unified government separately. All EPA legislation included in the analysis from the
107th Congress (2001-02) was considered during the period in which the Democrats controlled
Senate. We follow Binder’s (1999) lead by defining divided government as a split in party control
between the president and one or both of the chambers, and so we consider the 107th to be divided
in this exercise. We also estimated the model with the 107th treated as unified, as well as with the
107th removed entirely from the analysis, and found that these alternative specifications had no
substantive effect on the results.

Appendix Table 2 shows the results of the analysis for periods of divided government. The
interaction term (Distance from Median × Minority) and Minority are negative and statistically
significant, while Distance from Median is not statistically significant, in accordance with the
expectations for the asymmetric model (see Table 1 in manuscript for expectations). Appendix
Table 3 shows the results of the analysis for periods of unified government. The interaction term
is again negative and statistically significant, while Minority and Distance from Median are not
statistically significant. These results also support the asymmetric model.

[See Appendix Tables 2 & 3]

Appendix Figure 6 shows the predictions for the data to demonstrate the results for periods of
divided (Panel [a]) and unified (Panel [b]) government. Since these are multilevel models grouped
on members, we estimate a unique intercept and slope for every member. The predictions exhibit
similar behavior across divided and unified government, and both are strikingly similar to the
predictions generated by the model that makes no distinction across these periods (see Figure 3 in
manuscript).

[See Appendix Figure 6]
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F Inserting the President in the Legislative Game

There are conditions in which including the president in the legislative game could arrive at obser-
vational similarities between the asymmetric model and a purely preference-driven model with the
president. We explore this possibility here.

Below, we derive the probabilities of a member voting with the winning coalition under a
scenario in which the median member of the chamber is decisive (as in the preference model) and
the president must also be satisfied. To account for the preferences of the president, we maintain
the convention of including the veto override pivot (see Lawrence, Maltzman and Smith, 2006).
This is the member who is decisive in protecting a presidential veto (i.e., the member with two-
thirds of the membership located away from the president’s ideal point). We note that the pivotal
player could be the president himself if the president has an ideal point closer to the median voter
than the veto pivot, rendering the veto player unnecessary. For sake of this discussion, however, we
will simply refer to the pivotal player as the veto player. Since this is a pure-preference model, all
members are assumed to vote according to their preferences and any proposer of legislation must
garner the support of both the median member and the veto player.

Recall that the asymmetric model also assumes that members vote according to their prefer-
ences, but proposals are solely introduced by the majority party median who will seek to adjust
only status quos located on the minority party side of the chamber median. Thus, the model
stipulates that no status quo on the majority party side of the chamber median will be adjusted
(see Lawrence et al., 2006, 41).

To compare the implications of these models with respect to their predicted functional forms
on winning probabilities, we first derive the probability that any given member i votes with the
winning side for both models. We start by doing so for the asymmetric model. We have already
derived the probability of any member i voting with the winning side in equation (3) for a liberal
majority party. Adjusting the equation to account for a conservative majority party is trivial.
The equation for a conservative majority is shown below in equation (7), where j is the majority
party median, m is the chamber median, q is the location of the status quo, and f is the pdf for
q ∈ (−∞,∞).

Asymmetric Model with Liberal Majority Party:

See Equation 3

Asymmetric Model with Conservative Majority Party:

Let wR
A denote the probability of i ≥ m voting with the winning side:∫ m

−∞
f(q)dq = wR

A

There are no circumstances in which i ≥ m votes with the losing side, since j will not adjust a
q > m. Therefore, if we let lRA denote the probability of i ≥ m voting with the losing side, then:

0 = lRA

Let wL
A denote the probability of i < m voting with the winning side:

13



∫ 2i−j

−∞
f(q)dq = wL

A

Let lLA denote the probability of i < m voting with the losing side:∫ m

2i−j
f(q)dq = lLA

Therefore, the probability that any i votes with the winning side, assuming a conservative majority
party, is:

Pr(wini) =


wRA

(wRA+lRA)
= 1 if i ≥ m

wLA
(wLA+lLA)

if i < m.
(7)

Equation (7) is the probability of any i voting with the winning side for a conservative majority
party. As one can see, this is the mirror image of the result for a liberal majority party. Appendix
Figure 7 shows the results of the asymmetric model for both a liberal (Panel [a]) and conservative
(Panel [b]) majority party. For sake of presentation, we assume that the status quos are distributed
normal with mean 0.5 and standard deviation of 0.5. The chamber median is assumed to be
located at 0.5 and the majority party median is located at 0.4 for the liberal majority and 0.6 for
the conservative majority. These assumptions are made without loss of generality. Any location
of the majority party median on the respective sides of the chamber median renders an identical
functional form, all else equal. Variation in the standard deviation of the status quo distribution
affects only the decrease in the probabilities on the minority side of the chamber median (see
Appendix D).

[See Appendix Figure 7]

We now solve the probability of any i voting with the winning coalition for the preference
model including the president. As with the asymmetric model, we solve this for both a liberal and
conservative president. Let v be the veto player, m the chamber median, q the location of the status
quo, p the ideal point of the proposer, f the pdf for q ∈ (−∞,∞), and g the pdf for p ∈ (−∞,∞).
Recall that both v and m are now decisive.

Preference Model with Liberal President (v < m)

Let wL
Pres denote the probability of i < v voting with the winning side:∫ ∞

m

[∫ q

−∞
g(p)dp

]
f(q)dq +

∫ i

−∞

[∫ 2i−q

q
g(p)dp

]
f(q)dq = wL

Pres

Let lLPres denote the probability of i < v voting with the losing side:∫ v

i

[∫ ∞
q

g(p)dp
]
f(q)dq +

∫ i

−∞

[∫ ∞
2i−q

g(p)dp
]
f(q)dq = lLPres

Let wM
Pres denote the probability of v ≤ i ≤ m voting with the winning side:
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∫ v

−∞

[∫ ∞
q

g(p)dp
]
f(q)dq +

∫ ∞
m

[∫ q

−∞
g(p)dp

]
f(q)dq = wM

Pres

There are no circumstances in which v ≤ i ≤ m votes with the losing side, since, by definition,
m and v are decisive. Legislators will not seek to adjust any v ≤ q ≤ m since it will ultimately
be unsuccessful, as there is no policy location that is a Pareto improvement for both m and v.
Therefore, if we let lMPres denote the probability of v ≤ i ≤ m voting with the losing side, then:

0 = lMPres

Let wR
Pres denote the probability of i > m voting with the winning side:∫ v

−∞

[∫ ∞
q

g(p)dp
]
f(q)dq +

∫ ∞
i

[∫ q

2i−q
g(p)dp

]
f(q)dq = wR

Pres

Let lRPres denote the probability of i > m voting with the losing side:∫ i

m

[∫ q

−∞
g(p)dp

]
f(q)dq +

∫ ∞
i

[∫ 2i−q

−∞
g(p)dp

]
f(q)dq = lRPres

Therefore, the probability that any i votes with the winning sides is:

Pr(wini) =


wLPres

(wLPres+lLPres)
if i < v

wRPres
(wRPres+lRPres)

if i > m

wMPres
(wMPres+lMPres)

= 1 if v ≤ i ≤ m.

(8)

Preference Model with Conservative President (v > m)

Let wL
Pres denote the probability of i < m voting with the winning side:∫ ∞

v

[∫ q

−∞
g(p)dp

]
f(q)dq +

∫ i

−∞

[∫ 2i−q

q
g(p)dp

]
f(q)dq = wL

Pres

Let lLPres denote the probability of i < m voting with the losing side:∫ m

i

[∫ ∞
q

g(p)dp
]
f(q)dq +

∫ i

−∞

[∫ ∞
2i−q

g(p)dp
]
f(q)dq = lLPres

Let wM
Pres denote the probability of m ≤ i ≤ v voting with the winning side:∫ m

−∞

[∫ ∞
q

g(p)dp
]
f(q)dq +

∫ ∞
v

[∫ q

−∞
g(p)dp

]
f(q)dq = wM

Pres

There are no circumstances in which m ≤ i ≤ v votes with the losing side, since, by definition,
m and v are decisive. Legislators will not seek to adjust any m ≤ q ≤ v since it will ultimately
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be unsuccessful, as there is no policy location that is a Pareto improvement for both m and v.
Therefore, if we let lMPres denote the probability of m ≤ i ≤ v voting with the losing side, then:

0 = lMPres

Let wR
Pres denote the probability of i > v voting with the winning side:∫ m

−∞

[∫ ∞
q

g(p)dp
]
f(q)dq +

∫ ∞
i

[∫ q

2i−q
g(p)dp

]
f(q)dq = wR

Pres

Let lRPres denote the probability of i > v voting with the losing side:∫ i

v

[∫ q

−∞
g(p)dp

]
f(q)dq +

∫ ∞
i

[∫ 2i−q

−∞
g(p)dp

]
f(q)dq = lRPres

Therefore, the probability that any i votes with the winning sides is:

Pr(wini) =


wLPres

(wLPres+lLPres)
if i < m

wRPres
(wRPres+lRPres)

if i > v

wMPres
(wMPres+lMPres)

= 1 if m ≤ i ≤ v.

(9)

Appendix Figure 8 shows the functional forms of the predicted probabilities of members voting
with the winning side for the preference modeling including consideration of both a liberal (Panel
[a]) and conservative (Panel [b]) president. Note the similarity between Appendix Figure 8(a) and
Lawrence et al.’s (2006) predictions for the preference model with a liberal president (Figure 1B,
39). We make similar assumptions in Appendix Figure 8 for the preference model with president
as we did in Appendix Figure 7 for the asymmetric model. Specifically, we assume that the status
quos are distributed normal with mean 0.5 and standard deviation of 0.5, and assume that the
chamber median is located at 0.5. These assumptions are, again, made without loss of generality.
In addition, we assume that the veto pivot is located at 0.2 for a liberal president and 0.8 for a
conservative president.9 The jump discontinuity that occurs at the veto pivot does, in fact, depend
on the location of the veto pivot. Therefore, as the veto pivot increases in distance from the
chamber median, the predictions of the preference model with the president will approach those of
the asymmetric model with a majority belonging to the same party as the president.

[See Appendix Figure 8]

However, when the president and majority party are on opposite sides of the chamber median,
the predictions are dramatically different (virtually mirror images). Specifically, the preference
model with president predicts that members on the president’s side of the chamber median will
have significantly more success than others, while the asymmetric model predicts that members
on the majority party side will have significantly more success. Appendix Figure 9(a) shows a
theoretical example of a conservative majority party along with a liberal president, for a continuous

9Appendix Table 5 contains the Mathematica code for readers interested in replicating the
results appearing in Appendix Figures 7-8.
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membership in which all parameters in common between the models are identical. As can be seen,
the predictions for the two models are vastly divergent. Appendix Figure 9(b) shows the predictions
using membership data from the 104th-106th Congresses (1995-2000), since these are Congresses
during the period of analysis in which a conservative House majority faced a liberal president. To
tap member preferences, we use members’ mean DW-NOMINATE scores over their duration of
service during these Congresses. We assume that the status quos are distributed normal with mean
equal to the chamber median, and standard deviation of 0.5. We use the mean DW-NOMINATE
scores associated with the actual veto pivots for the preference model including the president and
majority party medians for the asymmetric model.

[See Appendix Figure 9]

As demonstrated in Appendix Figure 9, we are best able to discern between these competing
models during periods of divided government. Appendix Figure 10 shows the scatterplot with
Lowess smoothing curves for the actual winning percentages by DW-NOMINATE scores during
the 104th-106th Congresses. Note that the DW-NOMINATE scores for the members are their
mean scores for the duration served during this period. In addition, their winning percentages are
also considered exclusively over this period. Therefore, an individual member’s preference score and
winning percentage may differ from his/her value shown in Figure 2(b) of the manuscript, which
includes all Republican Congresses in the analysis. However, to examine the scenario in which a
liberal president faces a Republican Congress, we must consider only the data for the 104th-106th
Congresses.

The results of the scatterplot and Lowess (see Appendix Figure 10) closely resemble the theo-
retical predictions for the asymmetric model shown in Appendix Figure 9. Specifically, members
on the minority party side of the chamber median exhibit a relatively dramatic decrease in winning
percentages with increasing distance from the median. Conversely, members on the majority party
side of the chamber median exhibit consistently high percentages of winning. This result provides
evidence in favor of the asymmetric model, and against the preference model including the presi-
dent. We find similar evidence when examining periods in which a liberal House majority faced a
conservative president [1989-1992, 2007-2008] (results available upon request).

[See Appendix Figure 10]

Moreover, since periods of split party control of the House and president offer the most com-
pelling distinction between the models, we estimate the multilevel model for these periods [1989-
1992, 1995-2000, 2007-2008] (see Appendix Table 4). These results differ somewhat from the results
appearing in Appendix Table 2, since we remove the 107th Congress (2001-2002) from this analysis
(since there is not split party control of the House and president in the 107th). The results provide
support for the asymmetric model, as do the predictions for the data shown in Appendix Figure
11.

[See Appendix Table 4 & Appendix Figure 11]

G Analysis of Results for Legislation of Different Levels of EPA
Content

We investigate whether the results appearing in the manuscript are an artifact of the non-EPA
contents of the legislation considered in the analysis. Often times EPA instructions are included
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in legislation that contains multiple other non-EPA provisions. We would certainly be concerned
about the results if members voted differently on legislation that was primarily related to the EPA
than legislation that contained a significant amount of non-EPA-related material. Such a scenario
might suggest that the non-EPA provisions were responsible for driving results, which, in turn,
would give us an inaccurate assessment of the ideological orientation of EPA legislative directives.

To explore this possibility, we first measure the EPA content of the legislation considered in the
analysis. To do this, we calculate the percent of words in the legislation that directly affects the
EPA. We count the total number of words in the legislation pertaining to EPA instructions, and
divide this number by the total number of words in the entire measure. While this method surely
has its shortcomings, we believe that it effectively captures the prominence of EPA instructions
in the given legislation. In fact, this approach is likely to understate the EPA component of the
legislation, as we do not count routine, general legislative language (e.g., definitions, etc.) as relating
to the EPA when legislation contains non-EPA-related provisions.

We find that, on average, 34.2 percent of language contained in the legislation analyzed specif-
ically affects the EPA. This is a non-trivial percentage. We note, however, that the distribution of
EPA-related word percentages across legislation has a relatively sizable dispersion (σ = 40.08), with
values ranging from approximately 2 to 100 percent. To further explore the effect of this variation in
EPA content, we separate legislation in the analysis that has a majority (i.e., percentage exceeding
50%) of its language relating to EPA instructions from the legislation in which EPA-related text
constitutes a minority of the legislative language. We replicate our analysis for the two groups of
legislation. We identify 26 measures in which a majority of the language relates to the EPA (listed
at the end of this section).

Appendix Tables 6-7 show the results of the analysis for the majority and minority EPA content
legislation, respectively. We find that separating the two groups according to the percentage of EPA
content does not substantively affect our conclusions. That is, we find strong evidence in favor of
the asymmetric model for both groups of legislation (see Table 1 in manuscript for expectations).
Appendix Figure 12 shows the predictions for the data to demonstrate the results for majority
EPA content legislation (Panel [a]) and minority EPA content legislation (Panel [b]). Since these
are multilevel models grouped on members, we estimate a unique intercept and slope for every
member. The predictions exhibit similar behavior across types of legislation, and the behavior is
strikingly similar to the predictions generated by the model that makes no distinction across these
types of legislation (see Figure 3 in manuscript for predictions). Note that the predictions in Panel
(a) have little variation across members, which is apparent from the negligible estimates on the
random parts (bottom of Appendix Table 6). Nonetheless, the effects of party status and distance
are similar across types of legislation.

Since members vote similarly for majority and minority EPA-related legislation, we feel confi-
dent in aggregating across all legislation containing EPA instructions, especially considering that
even legislation with a minority of EPA content can still contain instructions with important im-
plications for the agency. In other words, this analysis suggests that the ideological orientation of
EPA legislative instructions is robust to the amount of non-EPA content present in legislation.

[See Appendix Tables 6-7 & Appendix Figure 12]

Measures with a majority of EPA-related language: H.AMDT. 395 [101st], H.R. 3030 [101st], H.R.
3847 [101st], H.R. 2194 [102nd], H.AMDT. 693 [104th], H.R. 1627 [104th], H.R. 3136 [104th], H.R.
961 [104th], S. 1316 [104th], H.R. 1106 [106th], H.R. 2957 [106th], H.R. 3039 [106th], H.R. 673
[106th], H.R. 3970 [108th], H.R. 4545 [108th], H.R. 866 [108th], H.AMDT. 854 [109th], H.AMDT.
418 [110th], H.R. 3036 [110th], H.R. 365 [110th], H.R. 547 [110th], H.R. 569 [110th], H.R. 6 [110th],
H.R. 802 [110th], S. 2146 [110th], S. 2571 [110th]
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H Presence of Conservative Status Quo locations for EPA-related
Issues

It has been suggested by some scholars that bureaucrats employed by the EPA have more liberal
tendencies than those employed by some other agencies (Wilson, 1989; Aberbach and Rockman,
1976; Maranto, 1993), although their liberal leanings may be relatively moderate (Waterman,
Rouse, and Wright, 2004). Nonetheless, one might then expect that status quo locations on EPA-
related issues will be concentrated in the liberal region of the policy space. While there is no way
to measure all status quos that exist on all EPA-related issues, it is possible to gather information
regarding the policy locations of status quos on issues that are brought to a vote.

By examining the cutpoint that separates those members supporting a proposal from those that
prefer the status quo, we can make inferences regarding the general location of a status quo. The
following exercise demonstrates how cutpoint analysis provides such information. Assume, for sake
of demonstration, that a liberal coalition cohesively votes “yea,” indicating that the members of
this coalition have ideal points that are nearer the proposal than the status quo, and a conservative
coalition votes cohesively “nay.” The cutpoint is the point in the policy space that best separates
these coalitions. Given the presence of perfect voting in the example, the cutpoint yields no
classification errors. The scenario described above is depicted in the following diagram for a chamber
of 5 members with a liberal majority.

Y Y Y N N

Cutpoint
p* q

What can we infer from a cutpoint? It is important to note that the cutpoint is the bisector
of the interval bounded by the policy proposal and the status quo. There are an infinite number
of paired proposals and status quos that could produce a given cutpoint. Therefore, we cannot
infer the precise location of either from an observed cutpoint. We can, however, infer the region
in which they are contained. In the diagram, for instance, we know from the voting alignment
that the proposal is located somewhere to the left of the cutpoint and the status quo to the right.
Depending on where the cutpoint is in the policy space, we can draw more refined conclusions
regarding the ideological nature of the proposal and status quo.

To address the question of whether there are conservative status quos on EPA-related issues,
it is particularly instructive to examine votes occurring during Democratic Congresses (101st-103d
and 110th [1989-1994 and 2007-2008]). The asymmetric model suggests that liberal majorities will
adjust conservative status quos, and so we explore whether this assumption is true. Figure 13
shows the cutpoints for all votes from the analysis that occurred during Democratic Congresses.
The calculation of cutpoints requires that votes have some degree of conflict (at least 2.5 percent
of the membership must vote in the minority), in part for the determination of polarity.

All of the cutpoints except one (H.AMDT. 395 in the 101st) divide liberal coalitions supporting
the proposal from conservative coalitions supporting the status quo, as in the above example.
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Therefore, we can conclude from these cutpoints that the status quos for these votes are located
in the conservative space to the right of the cutpoint. Moreover, the cutpoints are shifted quite
substantially to the conservative side of the continuum. And the status quos must be at least this
conservative. In fact, the mean cutpoint is 0.395, and there is only one instance in this analysis of
a cutpoint located to the left of center. Therefore, we find evidence of conservative cutpoints.

[See Appendix Figure 13]

Again, this is not an analysis of all status quos, but rather the status quos that Democratic
majorities considered adjusting. Therefore, this examination does not offer a characterization of the
distribution of status quo locations. Instead, our purpose here is to merely present evidence of the
presence of conservative status quos. This evidence happens to be consistent with the assumption
of the asymmetric model that majority parties will adjust only status quos located on the minority
party side of the chamber median.
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Figure 1: Theoretical Model Predictions for Likelihood of Voting on
Winning Side and Corresponding Outcomes. Panel (a) shows the
predictions for the preference model, Panel (b) the simple party
model, and Panel (c) the asymmetric model. The gray region de-
notes the location(s) of successful policy proposals for a hypothet-
ical status quo location. Note that the interval SS is unaffected by
status quo locations, and so we do not include a location of q in
Panel (b).
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Figure 2: Equilibrium Outcomes of Theoretical Models. For the
preference and simple party models, the interval of successful pol-
icy proposals corresponding to a given status quo is contained be-
tween like lines. For instance, for any given status quo, the interval
bounded by ie and im (dotted lines) contains all possible successful
proposals according to the simple party model. The dark, solid line
indicates the singleton set containing p∗ that corresponds to feasi-
ble status quo locations for the asymmetric model. The maximum
range of SP is [ie, i−e] for any q ∈ (−∞,∞) since any policy pro-
posal outside this interval is strictly Pareto dominated. SS is the
interval [ie, im], and remains constant for all q. And the maximum
range for the union of all singleton sets SA corresponding to all
feasible status quo locations is [j,m].
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Figure 3: Simulated Density of Policy Outcomes for Voting Mod-
els. The distributions of status quo locations and possible policy
proposers are assumed to be uniform over the interval [−0.5, 0.5],
with the chamber median (m) set at 0, the majority party median
(j) set at −0.2, the most extreme majority party member (ie) set
at −0.5, the majority party member most distant from ie (im) set
at 0.1, and the most extreme minority party member (i−e) set at
0.5. The values of the actors are selected WLOG. The simulation
consists of 2 million iterations for each. Nature draws a status quo
and proposer from uniform distributions for the preference and
simple party models, and only draws a status quo from the uni-
form distribution for the asymmetric model (since the proposer is
always j). The decision rules for the proposers are as described in
the manuscript. Note that there is a discontinuity in the y-axis to
account for the density in the asymmetric model.
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Figure 4: Predicted Probability of Voting with the Winning Side for
the Asymmetric Model with a Normal Distribution of Status Quo
Locations. The status quo locations are assumed to be distributed
normal with mean equal to the chamber median and standard devi-
ation as shown in the figure. With increasing standard deviations,
the jump discontinuity in probabilities that occurs crossing the
chamber median is dramatically decreased.
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Pr(Win)=0.78 at i=0.505 ⌠
⌡2i−j

∞
f(q)dq=0.39

Probability density function of q [f(q)]
Winning Probabilities for like−colored f(q)

   Normal distribution with σ=.3938
   Laplace distribution with β=.4427
   Uniform distribution over [0,1]

Figure 5: Various Distributions Producing the Same Size of Jump
Discontinuity. We display three symmetric distributions that re-
sult in the identical jump discontinuity in probability of winning
from the majority to minority party side of the chamber median
(m). This occurs when the probability of a status quo greater
than 2i− j for i situated immediately to the minority side of m is
equal across distributions. In this example, for j = 0.4, m = 0.5,
and i = 0.505, the probability of q > 2i − j = 0.39. Therefore,
the predicted probability of this i voting with the winning side is
0.39/[Pr(winning + losing) = 0.5] = 0.78.
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Estimated Effects
Fixed Part Coefficient Standard Error t-Statistic p-Value
Intercept 2.738 0.077 35.62 < .001

Distance from Median 0.409 0.265 1.55 .122

Minority -0.441 0.125 -3.53 < .001

Distance from Median × Minority -3.352 0.301 -11.14 < .001

Random (between members) Estimate Standard Error
Intercept (σ) 0.687 0.035

Distance from Median (σ) 5.01e-06 0.208

Minority (σ) 9.55e-05 0.378

Distance from Median × Minority (σ) 0.676 0.088
Observations 25,761
Number of Members 1,005
Log Likelihood -10,751.715 < .001

Table 2: Multilevel Model Results, Divided Government. Multi-
level logit model of voting with the winning coalition with random
intercepts and slopes for unique members for periods of divided
government (1989-1992, 1995-2002, and 2007-2008). Estimations
were done using Stata’s xtmelogit command.
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Estimated Effects
Fixed Part Coefficient Standard Error t-Statistic p-Value
Intercept 2.333 0.098 23.92 < .001

Distance from Median -0.259 0.335 -0.77 .440

Minority 0.016 0.206 0.08 .938

Distance from Median × Minority -2.411 0.418 -5.76 < .001

Random (between members) Estimate Standard Error
Intercept (σ) 0.309 0.049

Distance from Median (σ) 1.06e-05 0.097

Minority (σ) 0.003 0.997

Distance from Median × Minority (σ) 4.50e-06 0.098
Observations 8,857
Number of Members 712
Log Likelihood -4182.782 < .001

Table 3: Multilevel Model Results, Unified Government. Multi-
level logit model of voting with the winning coalition with random
intercepts and slopes for unique members for periods of unified
government (1993-1994, 2003-2006). Estimations were done using
Stata’s xtmelogit command.
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Figure 6: Predicted Probability of Voting on the Winning Side by
Absolute Distance from the Chamber Median for Majority and Mi-
nority Members, Divided and Unified Government. Panel (a) shows
the predicted probabilities for periods of divided government (1989-
1992, 1995-2002, and 2007-2008), and Panel (b) shows the pre-
dicted probabilities for periods of unified government (1993-1994,
2003-2006).
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Figure 7: Probability of Winning Predictions for Asymmetric
Model. Panel (a) shows predictions for a liberal majority party
and and Panel (b) shows predictions for a conservative majority
party. To generate these predictions we assume that the status
quos are distributed normal with mean 0.5 and standard deviation
of 0.5. The chamber median is assumed to be located at 0.5 and
the majority party median is located at 0.4 in Panel (a) and 0.6 in
Panel (b). The assumed values are made without loss of generality.
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Figure 8: Probability of Winning Predictions for Preference Model
Including President. Panel (a) shows predictions for a liberal pres-
ident and and Panel (b) shows predictions for a conservative pres-
ident. To generate these predictions we assume that the status
quos are distributed normal with mean 0.5 and standard deviation
of 0.5, and the chamber median is assumed to be located at 0.5
(all of these are the same as in the asymmetric predictions shown
in Appendix Figure 7. These assumptions are made without loss
of generality. We also assume that the veto pivot is located at 0.2
in Panel (a) and 0.8 in Panel (b). The jump discontinuity that oc-
curs at the location of the veto pivot is dependent on its assumed
location.
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Figure 9: Predictions for Asymmetric Model and Preference Model
Including President For Conservative Majority Party and Liberal
President. Panel (a) shows the theoretical predictions for a con-
tinuous members, and Panel (b) shows the predictions using DW-
NOMINATE data for the membership of the 104th-106th Con-
gresses (1995-2000), in which this preference arrangement occurred.
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Figure 10: Scatterplot and Lowess Smoothing of Winning Per-
centages by DW-NOMINATE for 104th-106th Congresses (1995-
2000). Note that each member serving during the period of analysis
is included once, with preferences represented by the mean DW-
NOMINATE score. The functional form of the winning percentages
shown here strongly resembles the asymmetric model predictions.
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Estimated Effects
Fixed Part Coefficient Standard Error t-Statistic p-Value
Intercept 2.705 0.079 34.46 < .001

Distance from Median 0.530 0.273 1.94 .052

Minority -0.539 0.127 -4.24 < .001

Distance from Median × Minority -3.233 0.309 -10.47 < .001

Random (between members) Estimate Standard Error
Intercept (σ) 0.689 0.036

Distance from Median (σ) 9.49e-08 0.226

Minority (σ) 2.92e-06 0.318

Distance from Median × Minority (σ) 0.691 0.093
Observations 24,086
Number of Members 996
Log Likelihood -10065.373 < .001

Table 4: Multilevel Model Results, Split Party Control of House
and President. Multilevel logit model of voting with the winning
coalition with random intercepts and slopes for unique members for
legislation during periods of split party control of the House and
presidency (1989-1992, 1995-2000, 2007-2008). Estimations were
done using Stata’s xtmelogit command.
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Figure 11: Predicted Probability of Voting on the Winning Side by
Absolute Distance from the Chamber Median for Periods of Split
Party Control of House and President.
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Asymmetric Model
Liberal Majority Party f [x ]:=PDF[NormalDistribution[µ, λ], x];

µ = .5;λ = .5; m = .5; j = .4;
Plot[If[i ≤ m,
p = 1,
w = NIntegrate[f [q], {q, (2i− j),∞}];
l = NIntegrate[f [q], {q,m, (2i− j)}];
p = w/(w + l)];
p, {i, 0, 1},PlotRange→ {{0, 1}, {0, 1.05}},
PlotStyle→ {Black,Thick},Frame→ True,
FrameLabel→ {"Policy Preferences", "Pr(Win)"}]

Conservative Majority Party f [x ]:=PDF[NormalDistribution[µ, λ], x];
µ = .5;λ = .5; m = .5; j = .6;
Plot[If[i ≥ m,
p = 1,
w = NIntegrate[f [q], {q,−∞, (2i− j)}];
l = NIntegrate[f [q], {q, (2i− j),m}];
p = w/(w + l)];
p, {i, 0, 1},PlotRange→ {{0, 1}, {0, 1.05}},
PlotStyle→ {Black,Thick},Frame→ True,
FrameLabel→ {"Policy Preferences", "Pr(Win)"}]
Preference Model with President

Liberal President f [x ]:=PDF[NormalDistribution[µ, λ], x];
g[x ]:=CDF[NormalDistribution[ρ, σ], x];
µ = .5;λ = .5; ρ = .5;σ = .5;m = .5; v = .2;
Plot[Piecewise[{{
α[q ]:=f [q](g[q]);
a = NIntegrate[α[q], {q,m,∞}];
β[q ]:=f [q](g[2i− q]− g[q]);
b = NIntegrate[β[q], {q,−∞, i}];
w = (a + b);
γ[q ]:=f [q](1− g[q]);
c = NIntegrate[γ[q], {q, i, v}];
δ[q ]:=f [q](1− g[2i− q]);
d = NIntegrate[δ[q], {q,−∞, i}];
l = (c + d);
p = w/(w + l), i < v}, {p = 1, v ≤ i ≤ m}, {
α[q ]:=f [q](1− g[q]);
a = NIntegrate[α[q], {q,−∞, v}];
β[q ]:=f [q](g[q]− g[2i− q]);
b = NIntegrate[β[q], {q, i,∞}];
w = (a + b);
γ[q ]:=f [q](g[q]);
c = NIntegrate[γ[q], {q,m, i}];
δ[q ]:=f [q](g[2i− q]);
d = NIntegrate[δ[q], {q, i,∞}];
l = (c + d);
p = w/(w + l), i > m}}];
p, {i, 0, 1},PlotRange→ {{0, 1}, {0, 1.05}},PlotStyle→ {Black,Thick},
Frame→ True,FrameLabel→ {"Policy Preferences", "Pr(Win)"}]

Conservative President f [x ]:=PDF[NormalDistribution[µ, λ], x];
g[x ]:=CDF[NormalDistribution[ρ, σ], x];
µ = .5;λ = .5; ρ = .5;σ = .5;m = .5; v = .8;
Plot[Piecewise[{{
α[q ]:=f [q](g[q]);
a = NIntegrate[α[q], {q, v,∞}];
β[q ]:=f [q](g[2i− q]− g[q]);
b = NIntegrate[β[q], {q,−∞, i}];
w = (a + b);
γ[q ]:=f [q](1− g[q]);
c = NIntegrate[γ[q], {q, i,m}];
δ[q ]:=f [q](1− g[2i− q]);
d = NIntegrate[δ[q], {q,−∞, i}];
l = (c + d);
p = w/(w + l), i < m}, {p = 1,m ≤ i ≤ v}, {
α[q ]:=f [q](1− g[q]);
a = NIntegrate[α[q], {q,−∞,m}];
β[q ]:=f [q](g[q]− g[2i− q]);
b = NIntegrate[β[q], {q, i,∞}];
w = (a + b);
γ[q ]:=f [q](g[q]);
c = NIntegrate[γ[q], {q, v, i}];
δ[q ]:=f [q](g[2i− q]);
d = NIntegrate[δ[q], {q, i,∞}];
l = (c + d);
p = w/(w + l), i > v}}];
p, {i, 0, 1},PlotRange→ {{0, 1}, {0, 1.05}},PlotStyle→ {Black,Thick},
Frame→ True,FrameLabel→ {"Policy Preferences", "Pr(Win)"}]

Table 5: Mathematica Code for Appendix Figures 7-8.
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Estimated Effects
Fixed Part Coefficient Standard Error t-Statistic p-Value
Intercept 2.505 0.096 25.98 < .001

Distance from Median 0.318 0.341 0.93 .351

Minority 0.271 0.160 1.70 .089

Distance from Median × Minority -3.056 0.388 -7.88 < .001

Random (between members) Estimate Standard Error
Intercept (σ) 1.09e-08 0.098

Distance from Median (σ) 9.14e-10 0.123

Minority (σ) 2.36e-11 0.056

Distance from Median × Minority (σ) 6.91e-11 0.074
Observations 10,876
Number of Members 1,004
Log Likelihood -4272.26 < .001

Table 6: Multilevel Model Results, Majority EPA-related Language.
Multilevel logit model of voting with the winning coalition with
random intercepts and slopes for unique members for legislation in
which a majority of the language is related to EPA instructions.
Estimations were done using Stata’s xtmelogit command.
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Estimated Effects
Fixed Part Coefficient Standard Error t-Statistic p-Value
Intercept 2.695 0.076 35.43 < .001

Distance from Median -0.274 0.258 -1.06 .287

Minority -0.812 0.123 -6.62 < .001

Distance from Median × Minority -2.302 0.288 -8.00 < .001

Random (between members) Estimate Standard Error
Intercept (σ) 0.701 0.033

Distance from Median (σ) 2.31e-07 0.184

Minority (σ) 0.133 0.167

Distance from Median × Minority (σ) 5.73e-07 0.202
Observations 23,742
Number of Members 1,036
Log Likelihood -10522.142 < .001

Table 7: Multilevel Model Results, Minority EPA-related Language.
Multilevel logit model of voting with the winning coalition with
random intercepts and slopes for unique members for legislation in
which a minority of the language is related to EPA instructions.
Estimations were done using Stata’s xtmelogit command.
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Figure 12: Predicted Probability of Voting on the Winning Side
by Absolute Distance from the Chamber Median for Majority and
Minority Members by EPA content. Panel (a) shows the predicted
probabilities for legislation in which a majority of the language
relates to EPA instructions, and Panel (b) shows the predicted
probabilities for legislation in which a minority of the language
relates to EPA instructions.
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Figure 13: Cutpoints on EPA Votes During Democratic Con-
gresses. The figure includes all votes from the analysis that oc-
curred during Democratic Congresses (101st-103d and 110th). All
votes except one (H.AMDT. 395 in the 101st) have cutpoints that
divide liberal coalitions supporting the proposal from conservative
coalitions supporting the status quo. Therefore, the status quos
must be located to the right of these cutpoints.
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