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Abstract:

Using interest group scores from ten groups, thep asks whether the summary
ideological scores so prevalent in the congressidaeature hinder nuanced understanding of
various policy areas. Although correlations betwederest group scores and NOMINATE, the
most widely used measure of congressional ideolagggenerally high, this paper finds that
there are several areas of concern. First, colwakhave generally increased over time,
suggesting a need for caution when using the memergl scores for historical analysis. Second,
the policy-specific interest group scores diffebsantially on the aggregate measures, such as
the location of the median and the degree of pr#ian, that political scientists rely on to test
models of the political process. Third, at least policy area, agriculture, is not well-captured
by NOMINATE scores. Each of these suggests a neecaiution in uniformly using broad
scores when more specific scores can appropriaeelysed for model testing and policy
analysis.



The vast majority of studies on congressional \gptiow rely almost solely on one
dimension of NOMINATE scores to measure congressivating (Poole and Rosenthal 1997).
There have been 244 citations of Poole and Roséntimok on NOMINATE since its
publication and J-STOR shows 13 references to NOMIRE in 2005 alone. But these scores
have only recently become dominant. For thirty gepolitical scientists debated the
dimensionality of voting in Congress. On one sMdcox and Clausen (1991) joined by Koford
(1991) and others argued that voting differs bygycdrea. On the other hand, Poole and
Rosenthal (1991) and others argued that one dimeesiptured most of the variation in voting.
Political scientists seem to have converged on NOMIE, in part because of the generosity
with which the authors have made it available. gsirsample of 10 domestic interest group
scores, this paper challenges political scientisteconsider the questions for which
NOMINATE scores are appropriate and evaluates vdndtiere is evidence of different voting
behavior within some policy areas.

The analysis finds several issues of concern thigttio guide the choice of which
measures of ideology are appropriate. First, tleeoser-time variation in the relationship
between NOMINATE and the interest group scores. ddreelations are generally lower in the
earlier time period, which indicates that usingti@re general scores for historical purposes or
over-time analysis may be problematic. Secondstioees weakly correlate on aggregate
measures, such as medians, used to test mostaladitience models. Finally, certain issue

areas, such as agriculture, are not well-captuyetidd NOMINATE scores. These differences

! There are or course others, including HeckmanSmgier (1997) and Clinton, Jackman, and Rivers§200



between NOMINATE and interest group scores havebeeh widely considered because the
interest group scores are generally highly coreelatith NOMINATE. By uncovering these
differences, this paper reveals important variatia@t can affect policy predictions and model
testing. It sounds a cautionary note when the 48%s from a Congress are collapsed into the
summary measures political scientists often usenmiel testing.

After presenting the basic nature of the scoresti@el compares NOMINATE scores to
general and policy-specific interest group scogextion Il considers over-time variation in the
degree to which policy specific interest group ssatiffer from left-right scores. This section
finds considerable variation in the degree to whingse policy areas are reflective of general
left-right voting over time. It considers the rakpolarization in these dynamics. Section Ill
evaluates the impact of collapsing the individwaddl scores into such aggregate measures as
medians that are used to test political modelndis a surprising lack of correlation in these
summary measures, even among otherwise highlylatedescores. Section IV investigates the
exceptional case of agriculture. Finally, SecNboonsiders the implications of these findings
for policy and for political science research awnthfs to several directions for further research

that can help untangle the debate between polegsaand left-right voting.

I. General and Policy Specific Scores

News accounts often suggest that voting behavioesdy policy area. This New York
Times article even identifidbe one key Senator: “... Senator John McCain, the pivotal Senator
on the tobacco issue, said today that he couldseparate the central questions from the more
secondary ones.” Political scientists also speak@fifferent politics in different policy areas.

For example, Mayhew (1966) examines four policyaargarm, city, labor, and western) to



assess the politics of each, Shipan and Lowry (R@gdmine the politics of the environment,
and others have investigated social security, edugaor the budget.

This question of different voting and, therefad#ferent pivotal members in different
policy areas has been much studied since MacR&8) b@gan the study of the dimensionality
of congressional voting using Guttman scaling. €4u(1973), Koford (1989; 1991), and others
used correlation matrices to show clusters of gai®as and then scaled these clusters. This
dimensional analysis culminated in the policy disien theory of voting, which allows for
multiple, correlated dimensions of voting to existlcox and Clausen (1991; 1992) argue that
allowing consideration of more than one dimensimvijles for greater understanding of the
subtleties of congressional voting and allows taeire of the dimensions to change over time.
Mayhew (1966), Brady (1988), Sinclair (1985), atidens used this notion of different policy
areas to analyze congressional decision-makingpahcl.

Poole and Rosenthal’s findings of a single dimam¢w at most two dimensions)
changed this reasoning. Their (1997) NOMINATE ssanse multidimensional unfolding to
assess the dimensionality of Congrebksing the non-unanimous roll call votes, theyreate

an ideology score for each legislator and find tra dimension captures most of the variation,

2 Some of the distinctions between these assesswieditmensionality may be dependent on the methsedi pbut
this paper focuses on the substantive impactseddliffierences. While Poole and Rosenthal use niniédsional
scaling, other studies and other methods have tomsienilar conclusions as to the dimensionalitfCohgress.
Schneider (1979) used rank order correlations sesssthe degree of similarity of voting scores.|&#tory factor
analysishas also been used to uncover the dimensionaliptiig. By examining eigenvalues, researcher can
assess the degree to which one or several dimena@mount for the variance in voting. See, for gxarNorton

(1999) who uses it to assess whether voting diffgrgender, Kritzer (1978), and others.



with a second dimension encompassing civil righstaring a bit moré These NOMINATE
scores have many virtues; among these, they usestth roll calls, they can be estimated for
all members, they are comparable across time,laydhave been made easily accessible in
updated form to researchers.

As a result of these virtues, NOMINATE scores hbagen used extensively in political
science research. Their role as the predominansune®f ideology has been reified by this
dominance in the literature. But this same domieaadses the question of whether researchers
are missing key facts about Congress by relyinigesvily on NOMINATE scores. Interest
groups, for one, believe that party affiliation awth general measures of ideology as
NOMINATE are insufficient to describe the aspedtsating that are of interest to the audience
of the interest groups. They continue to publiskirtbwn general and policy-specific measures
of the ideology of Members of Congress. In factsthscores have proliferated as the internet
has made voting records more easily accessible.

This analysis assesses how the ratings from 10 stimeterest groups over the period
from 1955 to 2002 differ from NOMINATE scores. Tall identifies the groups used, their
basic statement of purpose (taken directly fronr thebsites when possible), and the years the
scores are available. | take the first dimensiothefDW-NOMINATE scores to be the baseline
assessment of the ideology of Members of Congoegsich the interest group scores can be
compared because this is now the dominant meassegs

[Table 1 about here]

% They (1998) have extended this method to providaralysis of the spatial location of 59 interasiugs using a
form of least squares unfoldirfgee also Poole 1984; 1990). They find again thatdimension captures most of

the variation, but also find a significant secondial dimension to the ratings.



This paper begins with the simplest of relationshiptween NOMINATE scores and the
interest group scores, correlations. The third molwf Table 2 shows the correlations between
interest group scores and NOMINATE's first dimemsidhe last column shows the correlations
of the rank ordering of each of the interest grecgres with NOMINATE and the results are
substantially the same.

[Table 2 about here]

It is important to note, first, that the more gexiénterest groups (Americans for
Democratic Action - ADA and the American Conservatunion - ACU) have two of the four
highest correlations with NOMINATE's first dimensigjust as we would expect. AFL-CIO’s
COPE scores and the National Federation of IndegeriBusiness (NFIB) scores are also highly
correlated at 0.89 with NOMINATE. Just as otheesshers have found, all of the interest
groups scores are correlated with the first din@nsi NOMINATE at greater than 0.7, with the
lowest of these correlations for the American FBumeau (AFBF) being 0.75.

However, as Rohde (1994) notes, high correlatioasat sufficient to establish the
existence of only one policy area. A correlatio®af5 translates into an R-squared of about
0.56. Thus, knowing the NOMINATE scores only acdsifor 56% of the variance in the
American Farm Bureau Federation scores. A subatgrdrtion of the variance, the other 44%,
remains unexplained. Put another way, knowing BfMINATE scores means the analyst is

missing almost half of the story of agricultureiagtas the Farm Bureau sees it.

* The intuition from the correlations is confirmey dxploratory factor analysis, which suggests thast of the
variation in the scores can be captured with onfaThere is one eigenvalue greater than 1 aaidfaletor
accounts for 78% of the variation. The first thedgenvalues are 8.9, 0.53, and 0.37. Going fromfacter to two

factors increases the amount of variance addrdss8éo. Clearly, one factor does explain much ofubing.



Il. Over-time Variation and Polarization

Although the correlations between the scores ajie dver the entire time period, these
correlations mask over-time variation in the dedce@hich one dimension represents voting in
specific policy areas. Figures 1 through 4 showctireelations between NOMINATE scores and
the policy-specific interest group scores over tifftee correlations are increasing over time for
six out of the ten scores and this section invagtig the dynamics underlying the increasing
correlations.

[Figures 1-4 about here]

Regression coefficients reported in column 1 ofl@&bshow that there is a significant
upward trend in the correlations of ADA, ACU, COREague of Conservation Voters (LCV),
National Education Association (NEA), and NFIB wRIDMINATE. Figures 1 through 4 show
the regression lines from some of these trendsl@istration. National Women'’s Political
Caucus (NWPC), AFBF, and Chamber of Commerce (C@es’ correlations with
NOMINATE, in contrast, do not exhibit any trendnklily, National Farmers’ Union (NFU)
scores exhibit a downward trend. The agricultumress will be considered in more detail later.

There are two possible reasons for the increasnglations. First, interest groups may
be increasingly including more general legislafiotheir scorecards, rather than focusing solely
on area-specific votes. Second, polarization afmarty lines and the alignment of issues with
respect to these parties may be driving the relakigp. This section assesses each of these
explanations.

[Table 3 about here]



First, if interest groups are including more gehkgislation in their scorecards, this
would result in scores that more closely matchatverall voting scores. To the extent that the
scorecards have increasingly included general \tbhggeplicate the overall pattern of voting in
the Congress, we would expect to see increasinglation with the more general NOMINATE
scores. There is some evidence of broader codimgg scholars have found that even the area-
specific interest groups regularly include votesssues unrelated (or only marginally related) to
the issue of interest (see, for example, Hall amafi@an 1990), but an analysis of one group’s
votes suggests that this is not driving the treedolserve here.

To assess whether the increasing correlationshareesult of inclusion of more general
votes in the scores, | examine the scorecards@bbthe groups, the League of Conservation
Voters (LCV), to see if this issue choice appearsdlp explain the increasing correlations. |
choose LCV for three reasons: the correlationo$dores with NOMINATE displays a distinct
upward trend, there is nonetheless variation irctreelations, and the votes that compose the
scores are readily availabl®eginning with their first scorecard in 1971, acacterized the
votes used every ten years (in 1971, 1981, 438®1 2001) as to whether they included
measures not directly tied to the environnfent.

There has been no obvious increase in hon-poliegip votes included in the scores.
The scorecard for 1971 included one vote on puylsbeision of TV airtime for candidates and

one on campaign finance disclosure, neither of iwhie directly tied to the environment. The

® The actual votes that comprise the scores areisimgly difficult to access. Clearly a more comipzesive
assessment would be of use and future researckdsimdertake this.

® | use 1992 instead of 1991 because the recordsOfit are missing three of the votes.

" This characterization is obviously somewhat imgi@sistic, but | note here any votes that are iretctly related

to spending on the environment or water, air, lamdnergy policy.



1981 scorecard included one vote on mine safetyoardn the World Health Organization’s
guidelines for marketing infant formula, both otdygentially environmental votes, and two
votes opposing the budget cuts more generally, mgatkie argument that these resulted in cuts to
environmental spending. In contrast, each votauged in the 1992 scorecard was directly
related to the environmefit. Finally, the 2001 scorecard was entirely relatedrvironmental
issues. Thus, there is no obvious trend towardigich of more general measures in LCV scores
that would explain the increased correlation witBMINATE scores. If anything, the more
recent scorecards are more directly related torenmiental regulation. This example shows
that, at least for LCV, the increased correlat®nat due to inclusion of general votes.

The other possible factor underlying the increasimigelations may be the polarization
of the Members of Congress over this time periathofars have recently come to a consensus
that there has been increasing polarization optigical parties (Aldrich, Berger, and Rohde
2002; Han and Brady forthcoming; McCarty forthcogjiMcCarty, Poole, and Rosenthal 2006;

Rohde 1991). By polarization, these scholars meeareasing distance between the party

8 Scorecards from 1991 to 1994 include cosponsorshiggislation, rather than just roll call votesnong the list of
issues that are included in the scores.

° The possible exception in 1992 was an amendmegiirinate the Council on Competitiveness, whitie, LCV
argued, had undermined clean air and other envieotethprovisions.

19 cV scores offer prima facie evidence againstetuther possible explanations based on the votegrising the
scores. First, there is no trend with respect ¢éaitislusion of amendments to appropriations bilki¢h might be
one way to capture a general fiscally liberal tasmrvative dimension). In 1971, two out of the bfeg were
appropriations related, in 1981 nine out of 13 werd 992 three out of 15 were, and in 2002 sevdrob14 were.
Second, there is no pattern as to whether amendmefinhal passage votes are included. Third, tieer® pattern
as to the number of scored votes. All of theseiffigsl suggest that the increased correspondenceNwitiinate

scores is not due to the nature of the votes imclud the LCV scorecards.



medians or means. NOMINATE scores reflect thiseasing polarization (and have been used
as evidence of it along with other measures andieewe from the behavior of the parties). The
solid line on Figure 5 shows the polarization @& garties in the House as measured by
NOMINATE scores.

[Figure 5 about here]

There are two ways that this increasing polamzatnight result in the increasing
correlation of interest group scores over timesti-the parties might act as coordinating and
disciplining devices for their members (Cox and MbBins 1993). As the party developed roles
such as the party whip to “encourage” members@ptrty to vote with the stance of the party,
we would observe party members voting increasitgggther. Moreover, several studies
(Ansolabehere and Snyder 1998; Ansolabehere, SayakStewart 2001; Groseclose 2001; and
Egan 2007) have suggested that the parties takesogpstances on issues. Voting on issues
would thus come to resemble voting by party. Sectimalalignment of the issues might have
naturally changed over time to coincide with trenses of the parties. Or these two forces might
interact to create the increasing correlation tdriest groups scores and NOMINATE over time.

If this polarization is the reason for the incregstorrelation, then we would expect to
see increasing correlation of the scores with ardurior party. That is, the scores on particular
issues should match more closely with party ovaetiln fact, column 2 of Table 3 shows that
we do observe a significant upward trend in theedation of all of the scores (except NFU)
with party over this time period. While this doest definitively establish that party polarization
is causing the increasing correlation between NOMINATE anel éinea-specific scores, it does
suggest that this mechanism may be at work. Reggrdif the exact mechanism bringing about

the increasing correlation of the interest groupres with NOMINATE, the lower correlation in



the earlier time period suggests a need for cautiaietermining which scores to use in
historical work.

One attribute of interest groups raised by theeissfipolarization is their generally
bimodal distribution (Snyder 1992). As they seeldentify “friends and enemies” (Fowler
1982), the scores tend to have few members in tdlenand many at the extremes. As Snyder
puts it “The reason [for this bimodal distributias]simple: if a large fraction of the roll calls
used in constructing a group's rating have cleapag#s close to the center of the distribution
of legislators' ideal points, then many relativelgderate legislators will be assigned scores that
are more extreme than their true ideal points’3gf). This distribution of cutpoints leads
interest groups scores to likely provide a pooinese of the degree of party polarization. In
fact, depending on the alignment of issues witpeesto parties, interest group scores may
provide an overestimate of polarization. Becaus&/INDATE uses the full set of votes, it avoids
this problem of producing a falsely bimodal distitibn.

As an example of how different the estimates ofypaolarization can be, Figure 5 shows
the comparison between ADA and NOMINATE polarizatass measured by the difference in
party medians. During the period from the earl@d®9to about 1980, ADA scores actually show
a decrease in polarization as NOMINATE scores sAouncrease.

Column 1 of Table 4 shows the correlation betweeasures of polarization for the
different scores. While the more general interestigs’ (ADA and ACU) measures of
polarization are relatively highly correlated WRMOMINATE’s measure, two of the area-
specific interest groups’ (National Farmer’s Unammd Chamber of Commerce) measures of

polarization actually exhibit a negative correlatisith NOMINATE polarization. COPE,

10



AFBF, and NEA also show correlations of less th&anviith the NOMINATE measure of
polarization*

The finding of increasing correlation of the intrgroup scores with NOMINATE and
major discrepancies in the measurement of polémizauggest that, and this is advice is always
applicable, research should hew as close to thaipes of the model as possible. Where the
model predicts polarization across issue areasytarest group based estimate would likely
overestimate polarization for the reasons outlialeave. If the theory is issue-specific, then the
issue-specific scores are more appropriate givainttie scores do differ. Historical work should
be careful to consider whether results differ usirigrest groups and NOMINATE, since the

differences between the scores are most pronoundkd early period.

lll. Implications for Model Testing using Medians

While the correlations of the raw scores are itatste, a more important question for
political scientists is whether the measures ddrfvem these scores that we use to test models
are generally well-captured by NOMINATE-derived Rather than rely on the full set of
scores for the 435 Members of Congress, modehtestipolitical science tends to rely on
summary measures such as polarization (Jones 3bdidan and Lowry 2001), as considered
above, and medians (Brady and Volden 1998; Krelil§i8B). The same issue selection that

interest groups must use to generate a bimodaildison has implications for their measures of

M Results not reported here show similar resultsercorrelations between measures of polarizatieu by Brady
and Han (2006). Using the 10% Republican and Deat@verlap scores, the correlations between therigation
suggested by the scores and Nominate differ widkadin the polarization suggested by the agricalsaores is

very different from that suggested by Nominate.
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the median. However, rather than being problemttis,tendency to include many cutpoints
near the middle of the distribution may actuallpwalinterest groups to better identify the
median, particularly for individual policy areas.

Column 2 of Table 4 shows the correlations betwherscores of the medians for each
of the interest group scores and NOMINATE. Thideadhows that the correlations between the
medians are much lower than the correlations betweraw scores. lllustrating Rohde’s
cautionary point, the median identified by ADA se®is only correlated with the NOMINATE
median at 0.45 even though the raw scores cordeédt®.87. The different scores also do not
identify the same individual as the median. In 2Gd62 NOMINATE identified median was
Nancy Johnson (R-CT), but among the ten interesifg considered here, only the American
Farm Bureau also identified her as the median.

This lack of correlation between the medians idiettiby the different scores indicates a
need for caution when NOMINATE score are used émidly the median for model testing.
While NOMINATE scores may be the most appropriateidentification of the median on
average, they may not be appropriate to identéyrtiedian for a particular policy area. That is,
we must once again carefully consider the predistiaf the model being tested. Where the
model explicitly rests on a left-right charactetiaa of Congress, NOMINATE scores can
suffice. Where the model makes predictions witlpeesto the median in a particular policy area
or with respect to the outcome of particular legisin, policy specific scores would identify a

very different and arguably more appropriate median

12



IV. Agriculture: The Exception

One area, agriculture, is the exception to almibstf ahe patterns illustrated above. It is
the exception to the high correlation with NOMINA THaAving the lowest correlation. It is the
exception to the general increases in correlatimes time. In contrast to most of the other
scores, AFBF (Farm Bureau) scores show no tretiakiin correlation with NOMINATE, while
NFU (National Farmer’s Union) scores actually extsignificantly decreasing correlations
with NOMINATE over time*? It has a very low correlation with NOMINATE foné measure
of polarization (0.37) and a negative correlationthe median (-0.40). As party unity has
increased over this time period, agriculture haginaed to divide members within the same
party.

Mayhew (1966) already noticed agriculture’s exaaptiarguing in the early period of
these data, “that the Democrats ordinarily threewtleight of party behind their farmers and that
the Republicans put forth farm policies which proeldi disunity in their farm wing” (p. 24). In
the most recent Farm Bill vote in 2001, both therDeratic and the Republican Parties were
divided. 151 Republicans voted for the bill, wHsi@ voted against it. Similarly, 139 Democrats
voted for it and 61 voted againstitThe votes on Farm Bills back to 1990 exhibit samil

disunity within the parties.

12 NFU scores are trended downward even if the eafpetdw year of 1997 is eliminated from the regies.
13|n the 1996 vote for the controversial Farm BRepublicans were more united with 216 voting faritl 19
voting against. Democrats were split, but only #ed for it, while 135 voted against it, reflectitige controversial
nature of this bill, which substantially changed tiature of agricultural subsidies. In 1990, uradlBemocratically
controlled Congress, the pattern was very simd&a01 with 199 Republican voting for the bill &t voting

against. 119 Democrats voted for it and 51 votedres it.
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Agriculture, therefore, is the area that raisesntlost concern when voting is captured by
only the more general scores. The low overall ¢atign and volatility suggest that more general
measures that use voting across policy areas deoaptiire the differences in agricultural voting.
Moreover, the downward trend in correlations sutgtsat these differences between the
general measures and agriculture are getting grea¢e time. Thus, researchers studying
agriculture should be especially careful not tondecanclusions based on more general voting

patterns.

V: Discussion and Extensions

This analysis is reassuring with respect to theai$¢OMINATE scores to capture
ideology. It shows that the correlations betweenWNRATE and area-specific measures are
generally high. The correlations also conformhi® pattern we would expect: NOMINATE is
most highly correlated with interest groups claigita capture left-right variation in Congress
and least highly correlated with the agriculturerss (arguably the most specific scores included
in this analysis).

However, these results call, most importantly,daery careful approach to measuring
ideology when testing models that rely on summaegsares. It is troubling that the medians
and polarization identified by different scored@lifso greatly. Thus, the practitioner must take
care to use the measure of ideology most apprepoahe model being tested. Clearly, when
using summary measures to test models specifiartacplar policy areas, it would be prudent to
at least check results from NOMINATE with thosenfrthe area-specific scores when possible.

Secondly, these results show a changing relatipristtiwveen NOMINATE scores and

interest group scores over time. Thus, historicakwmust use care in assuming that

14



NOMINATE scores capture the nuances of voting irtipalar policy areas. More specifically,
these results suggest that agricultural politi@isrea unto itself. Across all of the comparisons
agriculture exhibited the lowest correlation wit®@MINATE and the most variability. Each of
these findings suggests not that NOMINATE cannati$ed to measure the ideology of
Members of Congress, but that researchers shotdfudgt choose the most appropriate measure
based on the model, its predictions, the time peand the policy area.

Finally, the work here suggests directions fortfartresearch. First, the trend toward
closer correlations over time with most interesiugr scores is consistent with the polarization of
Congress and points toward a closer examinatiagheofole of party in interest group scores and
scoring.

Second, future work should explore more systemiatiadnether scores purged of more
general votes (per Hall and Grofman) differ frora teported scores. If agriculture scores differ
most simply because they most reflect a pure sgpexclusive of more general votes, scores
purged of more general votes from other areas nuilglytan important role in testing models of

politics that are specific to policy areas.
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Table 1: Interest Group Acronyms, Purposes, and Avéability of Scores

Interest Group Acronym | Statement of Purpose Years Available
Name
Americans for ADA “independent liberal lobbying 1955-2002
Democratic Action organization”
American ACU “to communicate and advance the goald4971-2002
Conservative Union and principles of conservatism through
one multi-issue, umbrella organization/’
AFL-CIO COPE Political arm of AFL-CIO Labor Union]  1955-200
Committee on
Political Education
National Farmers NFU “protect and enhance the economic well:955-2002
Union being and quality of life for family
farmers and ranchers and their rural
communities”
American Farm AFBF “unified national voice of agriculture, | 1967-2002
Bureau Federation working through our grassroots
organization to enhance and strengthen
the lives of rural Americans and to build
strong, prosperous agricultural
communities”
League of LCV “advocate for sound environmental 1971-2002
Conservation Voters policies and to elect pro-environmenta|
candidates who will adopt and
implement such policies”
National Education | NEA “committed to advancing the cause of| 1969-2002
Association public education”
Chamber of CC Business organization 1965-2002
Commerce
National Federation | NFIB “leading advocacy organization 1977-2002
of Independent representing small and independent
Business businesses”
National Women’s | NWPC “multicultural, intergenerational, and | 1972-1991
Political Caucus multi-issue grassroots organization
dedicated to increasing women’s
participation in the political process and

creating a true women'’s political powe

-

base to achieve equality for all women
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Table 2: Correlations of Interest Group Scores withNOMINATE Scores. 1955-2002

Correlation with Rank Order
NOMINATE Correlation with

NOMINATE
General Groups ADA 0.87 0.87
ACU 0.89 0.88
Policy-specific COPE 0.89 0.88

Groups

NFU 0.78 0.81
AFBF 0.75 0.77
NEA 0.84 0.88
LCV 0.76 0.75
NWPC 0.81 0.82
NFIB 0.89 0.88
CcC 0.85 0.85
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Table 3: Coefficient from a Regression of the Cordation between Interest Group Score
and Party on Year

Coefficient on Year Variable and Coefficient on Year Variable and
Standard Error in Regression of Standard Error in Regression of
Correlation with NOMINATE Correlation with Party
NOMINATE 0.0029 *
(0.00021)
ADA 0.0029 * 0.0090 *
(0.00051) (0.00092)
ACU 0.0067 * 0.014 *
(0.00067) (0.0012)
COPE 0.0014 * 0.0066 *
(0.00035) (0.00083)
NFU -0.0038 * -0.00083
(0.0011) (0.0013)
AFBF 0.0045 0.0058 *
(0.0024) (0.0019)
NEA 0.0057 * 0.011 *
(0.0018) (0.0015)
LCV 0.0081 * 0.015 *
(0.0013) (0.0015)
NWPC 0.0026 0.012 *
(0.00250) (0.0043)
NFIB 0.0051 * 0.011 *
(0.0023) (0.0024)
CcC 0.00051 0.0060 *
(0.0017) (0.0017)

The dependent variable in column 1 is the cormatatietween the interest group scores and the NOME$cores.
The dependent variable in column 2 is the cormatatietween the interest group score and a dummyaiidy.
Independent variable is year (1955 to 2002). Eaghesssion includes an intercept (not reported h&rpx0.05
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Table 4: Correlation in Polarization and the Locaton of the Median

Correlation of NOMINATE
Difference in Party Medians

Correlation of NOMINATE
Median with Interest Group

with Interest Group Median
Difference in Party Medians

General Groups ADA 0.71 0.45
ACU 0.74 0.84

Policy-specific COPE 0.44 0.7z
Groups NFU -0.40 0.37
AFBF 0.26 0.61

NEA 0.35 0.63

LCV 0.90 0.52

NWPC 0.84 0.24

NFIB 0.68 0.78

CcC -0.24 0.79
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Correlation

Figure 1: Correlation of General Scores with NOMINATE over Time, 1955-2002.
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Figure 2: Correlation of Agriculture Scores with NOMINATE over Time, 1955-2002.

Correlation

1.0

03

06

04

02

00

Agriculture Scores
Cver Time Correlation with Nominate

I
I
¢
I
I
!
|

|

I
I
¢
I
I
¢
I

I

——  Correlation of Nominate with NEL
---- Correlation of Nominate with AFEF
— Regression line: NFL trend

1960 1970 1980 1990 2000

Years

24



Figure 3: Correlation of Environment, Education, and Women'’s Issues Scores with
NOMINATE over Time, 1955-2002.
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Correlation

Figure 4: Correlation of Business Scores with NOMIMTE over Time, 1955-2002.
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Figure 5: NOMINATE and ADA Polarization of the Political Parties over Time
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