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Abstract 

 

The Systematic Impact of Intraparty Factions in the U.S. House of 

Representatives 

Zachary Alden McGee, Ph.D. 

The University of Texas at Austin, 2021 

 

Supervisor:  Sean M. Theriault 

 

In the modern U.S. Congress, plagued by partisan polarization, scholars stand to 
learn much from turning inward and examining the dynamics and priorities within the 
two parties. This dissertation identifies eight intraparty factions, measures their policy 
agendas, and examines their member-to-member contribution behaviors from 2001 to 
2018. The original agenda data contain more than 15,000 policy documents, press 
releases, and endorsed bills, which I collected from the factions’ websites, social media 
accounts, and other documented activities in Congress. The contribution data are 
collected from Leadership Political Action Committee (LPAC) disbursements from the 
Federal Election Commission's official website. These quantitative data are paired with a 
set of interviews with current and former members of Congress and staffers both in 
member offices and faction offices. The data and analyses reveal the asymmetric nature 
of the legislative parties with Republican intraparty factions battling over a small set of 
ideologically charged issues and Democratic intraparty factions engaging in diverse 
agendas consistent with their “big tent” coalition. I argue—and find evidence—that 
intraparty factions provide a vital avenue for rank-and-file members to extract policy 
concessions from party leaders in a highly centralized power structure and to support 
ideological allies in their pursuits for reelection.
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Chapter 1:  Introduction 

Close observers of American politics in the academy and media alike have come 

to realize the persistence of this current phase of political polarization in the United States 

political system. While bouts of polarization and sectional divides are not new to the 

country’s political history, we are watching the effects of a streak of polarization now 50 

years in the making (Theriault 2008; 2013; Jones, Theriault, and Whyman 2019). 

Countless changes can be attributed to this polarization from the establishment of 

alternative information systems (Grossmann and Hopkins 2016; Fagan 2020), to the 

centralization of legislative procedural power into the hands of a few party leaders within 

each chamber (Curry 2015; Sinclair 2012), and to political parties focused mainly on 

retaining the majority at any cost (Lee 2016; Koger and Lebo 2017). Taken together these 

changes present an altered political system from the once-heralded Textbook Congress 

marked by deference to seniority and a decentralized legislative process that allowed all 

members to leave their mark on legislation big or small and campaign on the benefits 

therein to their constituents to win reelection (Fenno 1973; Shepsle 1989). In place of this 

old system is one marked instead by intense partisan warfare between Democrats and 

Republicans that echoes throughout the halls of Congress and the venues of many a 

fundraiser in Washington, D.C. and across the country. Whereas committees used to 

reign supreme, I argue we now see legislative battles being championed by distinct 

ideological intraparty factions within each party. 

My dissertation explores the dynamics of this new intraparty factional warfare 

within the majoritarian House of Representatives. I utilize a mixed methods approach to 

explore both features of this new system that are easily quantified as well as behavior that 

might be purposefully obscured in quiet meetings in backrooms on Capitol Hill. 
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Throughout this manuscript I will explore what intraparty factions in Congress have to 

offer to members by linking the functions of these groups to the canonical goals of 

members: reelection, influence within their chamber, and good public policy (Fenno 

1973; Mayhew 1974). In doing so I not only offer a more comprehensive view of why 

these factions exist today, but also plot a roadmap as to how scholars should consider 

studying these groups going forward. 

I argue intraparty factions perform eight functions to assist members in pursuing 

their individual goals: (1) identify and prioritize issues with which their members are 

concerned; (2) provide policy information to members on issues of interest; (3) closely 

track legislation in Congress; (4) extract policy benefits from party leaders; (5) provide a 

venue for communication with external ideological allies; (6) build relationships among 

like-minded members; (7) provide electoral support; (8) develop a sub-brand for 

members’ reelection efforts. Each of these functions provides an incentive for members 

to join one of these groups. Clearly, members have taken notice of the benefits of faction 

membership as almost all members belong to at least one group, and this is often true 

even of incoming freshmen (Thomsen 2017). In some cases, I argue that factions have 

subsumed functions previously provided by committees, especially with regard to 

providing policy information about bills, tracking bills, and building relationships among 

members. In other cases, these factions provide new functions such as honing an 

ideological sub-brand for members and creating networks of reelection funds from 

likeminded members (see also McGee 2017). Regardless, intraparty factions have 

returned as major players in Congress; scholars of legislative history may compare this 

period to the similar level of agenda control attributed to the liberal Democratic Study 

Group or the organized filibustering tactics of Southern Senate Democrats who blocked 

civil rights legislation in the midcentury (Bloch Rubin 2017). After the Republican 
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Revolution and the ascension of Newt Gingrich to the Speakership in the early 1990s, the 

institutional support previously afforded to intraparty factions was removed and their 

power as congressional sub-institutions waned (Clarke 2018). Having rebounded in 

power and prominence, I seek to situate these groups appropriately in the contemporary 

American political system and, in particular, within Congress. 

My first empirical chapter asks, to what extent are intraparty faction policy 

agendas distinct from each other and from party leaders? If I am to successfully argue 

that intraparty factions matter and help members accomplish their goals I must first 

establish that they do in fact represent distinct subsets of members within their respective 

legislative parties. In pursuit of this goal, I collect and code the policy agendas of 

intraparty factions from the 107th-115th Congresses (i.e., 2001-2018) utilizing six 

different sources: policy documents produced by the factions, press releases, explicitly 

endorsed legislation, clips from C-SPAN, posts on social media, and various archival 

materials. 

The data suggest that each respective legislative party conceptualizes their 

factions in different ways. Within the Republican Party the policy agendas are strikingly 

similar, and the battle mainly revolves around which group can offer the best 

conservative sub-brand. Much of the conflict within the House GOP comes down to 

arguments over legislative strategy instead of the content of their policy agendas, which 

are narrowly focused on the issues long at the center of the conservative movement 

(Grossmann and Hopkins 2016). One need only reflect on the bombastic tactics of the 

House Freedom Caucus during the final years of Obama’s presidency to understand this 

battle over legislative strategy (e.g., the government shutdown or the ouster of Speaker 

John Boehner) (Green 2019). Of course, the Main Street Coalition still exists and offers 

slight deviations from the agendas put forward by their conservative counterparts, but this 
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moderate faction is waning in power and membership. And, even among the conservative 

factions, there is deviation in how issues are discussed and what more minor issues make 

it onto the respective conservative factions’ agendas. 

Within the Democratic Party, due in part to their “big-tent” coalition composed of 

diverse interest groups and constituencies, the battle is in fact over which set of policy 

priorities receive attention. Remember that Democrats oversaw the creation of the 

modern state with their unified control of government for decades following the New 

Deal. This new state involved a vast expansion of government into a plethora of new 

issue areas (Jones, Theriault and Whyman, 2019). These expansions of government then 

created incentives for new interest groups to form and pressure the party in power for 

concessions, which was the Democrats for much of the mid-to-late 20th century. Over 

time these groups likely latched onto subsets of members to advocate for their causes in 

Congress. Intraparty factions therefore served as venues for these policy demanders. This 

combination of factors leads to a Democratic Party that is pluralistic and has diverse 

interests even across their intraparty factions. Therefore, while the Congressional 

Progressive Caucus is certainly motivated more by ideological liberals all of the factions 

within the Democratic Party have their own set of issues they attempt to push onto the 

agenda—in stark contrast to the ideologically captured House Republican Party. 

Having established that the intraparty factions within each legislative party do in 

fact have differing priorities, especially across the Democratic factions, my next 

empirical chapter asks whether or not these differences matter. It is excellent if an 

intraparty faction can compose a unique and bold policy agenda, especially if it can be 

spun into a coherent sub-brand for soliciting activists’ donations or generating policy 

information (Clarke 2020). Yet, it matters a great deal whether or not these factions can 
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successfully push their priority agenda items onto the larger congressional agenda and see 

their ideal policy solutions packed into a bill that then gets passed on the floor. 

To address the agenda influence of intraparty factions in the House I utilize 

important bills from within the Congressional Bills Project (CBP) data set (Adler and 

Wilkerson 2012). In this quantitative analysis I examine to what extent support from 

intraparty factions leads to bills moving out of committee or bills passing on the floor of 

the House. Paradoxically, this chapter underscores just how valuable my qualitative data 

are. Ideally, one would be able to observe any and all influence from intraparty factions 

in the legislative process, but because most negotiations and changes to bills happen 

behind closed doors it is exceedingly difficult to measure slight changes in legislation 

that can be credited to intraparty factions. 

Despite these challenges I model each congress independently to allow for 

features like party control and temporal changes to policy agendas to be appropriately 

accounted for. In the earliest years (i.e., 107th-109th Congresses) under unified Republican 

control of the federal government its governing wing still appears to be retaining 

influence with the Main Street Coalition able to advance their priorities. In President 

George W. Bush’s final two years in office (i.e., the 110th Congress) the Democrats are 

able to regain the House and we see their most liberal faction, the Congressional 

Progressive Caucus (CPC), able to advance their favored bills both out of committee and 

successfully across the line on the House floor. Once the Democrats gain full control of 

the federal government (i.e., the 111th Congress), however, with the election of President 

Obama and a supermajority in the Senate the influence of the CPC reverses with 

progressive priorities being hindered instead of helped. 

During the rest of President Obama’s tenure (i.e., 112th-114th Congresses) 

Republicans controlled the House and we see the creeping influence of their increasingly 
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conservative conference. During this period two new intraparty factions are founded both 

within the House Republican Party. First, in part due to populist backlash in the electorate 

(Skocpol and Williamson 2012, Gervais and Morris 2012; Ragusa and Gaspar 2016), the 

Tea Party movement generates the Tea Party Caucus led by former presidential candidate 

Michele Bachmann. Then, in President Obama’s final two years in office a hardline 

faction breaks off from the previous conservative standard-bearers, the Republican Study 

Committee, to form a smaller and more tightly controlled faction in the now infamous 

House Freedom Caucus (HFC). In each Congress we see conservative factions winning 

the day. Initially the Republican Study Committee is able to advance their priories. The 

influence next shifts to the Tea Party Caucus in the 113th Congress, with their bills being 

more likely to pass on the floor. In the final Congress of the analysis, we see the HFC 

struggling for influence as they clash with House GOP leadership. House Freedom 

Caucus support actually hinders bills’ probabilities of being passed on the floor or even 

being reported from committee. We see instead the leadership is calling the shots, which 

is unsurprising given the aggressive tactics they have used to fight with leadership over 

policy and procedure, including going as far as attempting to oust Speaker Boehner 

(Green 2019). Ultimately, members of the House Freedom Caucus were punished, and 

their priorities minimized (Green and Bee 2017). 

Taken together, the quantitative results paint an asymmetric picture of influence 

from factions on the congressional agenda. Within the Republican Party we see the 

growing influence of ideological conservatives. For the Democrats, the leadership sides 

with their establishment members and merely allow progressives to win messaging 

victories; however, when the chips are down and policy is being made, progressives are 

not the ones calling the shots. While there certainly is consistent quantitative evidence 

that faction priorities are being taken into consideration by party leadership, the 
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qualitative evidence firms up the claims made in this dissertation. Consistently, those 

members and staffers I spoke with confirmed that faction leaders had standing meetings 

with leaders of their party, and they expected to be consulted when policy decisions are 

being made and details are being ironed out. Clearly these groups are back in power, at 

least to some extent, and certainly more so than they were immediately following the 

Speakership of Newt Gingrich. 

Policymaking is a sticky business though. Feathers can get ruffled, especially 

when groups like the House Freedom Caucus are unafraid of publicly and loudly 

challenging party leaders. These bombastic tactics, and even more subtle or refined 

tactics of legislative negotiation, can lead to upset party leaders. What happens when 

party leaders get upset? One might expect them to decrease the amount of their money, or 

party money, is shared with these troublesome members. Scholars have already shown 

that factions develop sub-brands to the extent that they are able to influence the pool of 

donors to their members (Clarke 2020). The final question this dissertation seeks to 

address is the extent to which faction membership influences members’ decisions about 

who to send money to. I expect, especially among the more ideologically extreme and 

strategically aggressive factions, that their members will band together to more frequently 

support each other’s reelection campaigns. 

To address this final question, I rely on member-to-member contributions 

between Leadership Political Action Committees (LPAC). These committees are notably 

used by leaders to reward members for toeing the line (Currinder 2003), and by the rank-

and-file to form relationships or even signal their support during intraparty leadership 

elections (Wilcox 1990; Hopkin 2004; Baker 1989; Mann and Ornstein 2006). 

Republican faction members tend to utilize these member-to-member contributions 

slightly more often than Democrats. To the extent the first cut at inferential analysis can 
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be trust (the original network models did not converge and therefore were replace by a 

quick dyadic regression) I do uncover some similar patterns to the agenda setting results.  

The Republican Main Street Coalition, a caucus representing the dying breed of 

moderates in the House Republican Party, do step up to support one another more than 

the conservatives. This mutual support is more prevalent earlier on in the study’s scope 

and is likely tied at least partially to their tendency to occupy less safe seats in Congress. 

Among Democrats, we see their moderate members in both the New Democrat Coalition 

and the Blue Dog Coalition more often supporting one another. For the Congressional 

Progressive Caucus, their money seems to be exiting the hands of liberals and more likely 

going into the pockets of the so-called “majority makers” that make up the moderate 

wing of the party. Taken together though, the patterns are spotty, and more work needs to 

be done. It is likely that these member-to-member contribution networks are just the 

surface of intraparty faction influence in congressional elections. 

This dissertation represents a first step toward uncovering the multifaceted role of 

intraparty factions in Congress. I argue it is valuable to parse out the policy priorities of 

different subsets of members and clearly the contemporary Congress has shifted to 

include leaders of intraparty faction in important political and policy decisions. By 

mapping the policy priorities of different factions and attempting to understand how their 

leaders and members influence which bills make it through the already deadly legislative 

process in a given congress provides valuable insight into contemporary lawmaking. 

Beyond this legislative insight, I provide a window into how these factions are reshaping 

congressional elections too by highlighting one method of support these factions can 

provide to their members. Where the influence of factions begins and ends remains to be 

fully specified, but here I take an initial cut at uncovering the influence of what has 

clearly become an important set of sub-institutions in the modern Congress. 
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Chapter 2:  Intraparty Factions and Member Goals 

The study of intraparty factions is derived in part from that of congressional 

caucuses broadly defined (i.e., not limited only to single-party and ideologically focused 

groups). This work reveals important dynamics that can be applied to this more focused 

study as well. Most studies of all congressional caucuses highlight their ability to produce 

research on bills or institutional procedures, hold hearings on bills or issues, draft 

legislation, offer floor amendments, work with party, committee, and executive branch 

leaders, among other activities that suggests a desire to influence the congressional 

agenda (Hammond 2001).1 These studies do not provide inferential analyses of caucuses’ 

agenda setting abilities, though qualitative evidence of their impacts are commonly noted 

(Hammond 2001, 87-92). Data collection and interviews for this project confirm each of 

these activities for intraparty factions as well. More recent work highlights the social ties 

caucuses produce between members and the informational role caucuses play by keeping 

members informed of developments in the legislative process for bills on the move 

(Ringe, Victor, and Carman 2013). These studies provide evidence of caucus agenda 

setting and therefore reason to believe a more narrow set of groups that form specifically 

to influence policy could be even more well positioned for influence in this post-

Textbook Congress era. 

Scholars studying intraparty factions have tended to focus on a single group 

(Stevens, Miller, and Mann 1974; Feulner 1983; Rae 1994; Gervais and Morris 2012; 

Skocpol and Williamson 2012; Ragusa and Gaspar 2016; Green 2019) or resort to a 

collection of case studies (DiSalvo 2012; Bloch Rubin 2017). As DiSalvo (2012) notes, 

historically, studies on these groups by political scientists have focused on their influence 

 
1 See also Hammond, Mulhollan, and Stevens (1985) and Hammond (1991). 
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in presidential nominating contests (Reiter 2001; 2004) or on politics within U.S. states 

(Key 1949; Sindler 1955). More recently, scholars have begun to dive into systematic 

quantitative studies of these groups (Clarke 2020), yet the implications of factions on 

policy or governance remains an overlooked area. I argue that intraparty factions are 

conceptualized as the component parts of political parties. That is, they are limited in 

membership to members from only one party and they work to define clear ideological 

and policy agendas to advance. Aggregating the policy agendas of these different factions 

provides the universe of possible policy priorities for a given party. This universe will be 

large and only a subset of these priorities will make it onto the party leadership's agenda 

in a given Congress. 

Intraparty factions form due to a variety of intersecting incentives. Scholars often 

suggest different, but congruent, reasons for their existence (Bloch Rubin 2017; DiSalvo 

2012).2 Electoral incentives, such as targeting specific constituencies or a desire to regain 

the majority, provide a compelling explanation that encompasses political parties in 

government and the electorate (DiSalvo 2012). These broad factions remain concerned 

with ideological positioning and a desire to move the party along the left-right spectrum 

mainly by introducing new policy ideas to their parent political parties (DiSalvo 2012). If 

one narrows their focus to only factions within Congress the incentives shift again. 

Factions in Congress form to shift the balance of power between party leaders and rank-

and-file members, allow for minority points of view, signal to party leaders what matters 

 
2 Of the recent major studies focused on these groups, no single name has been consistently utilized to 
describe them. DiSalvo (2012) simply uses “faction,” Bloch Rubin (2017) uses “intraparty organization,” 
and Clarke (2020) uses “ideological faction.” A full debate of these terms is beyond the scope of this 
project. My preference is intraparty faction, which I argue has both the character espoused by James 
Madison in Federalist No. 10 (wherein he claims factions are “united and actuated by some common 
impulse of passion, or of interest, adverse to the rights of other citizens, or to the permanent and aggregate 
interests of the community”) and the important descriptive feature that these groups operate solely within a 
single party. 
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to them (especially grievances they may have), and provide benefits to members who are 

excluded from regular benefits from the party (Bloch Rubin 2017). As this manuscript 

demonstrates, factions within Congress also attempt to introduce many new policy ideas 

and persuade their parent political parties to adopt them. 

The scope of this project, being particularly concerned internally to Congress, 

suggests further exploration of Bloch Rubin's arguments is necessary. Her view is clearly 

that these groups provide members an upper hand at the negotiating table with party 

leaders and serve as a check on a largely majoritarian institution (Bloch Rubin 2017). 

And she goes on to identify specific benefits that members of intraparty factions can 

expect to gain from joining. Such benefits include (in addition to leverage at the 

bargaining table): promotions on desirable committees, access to party leaders, localized 

benefits, a political brand, electoral support, collective credit claiming, and a forum for 

debating diverse policy views. 

INTRAPARTY FACTION FUNCTIONS 

The benefits just discussed strike at the heart of why members choose to organize 

and join intraparty factions (Bloch Rubin 2017). But, thinking more generally, intraparty 

factions form because they help members achieve their goals and solve problems (Clarke 

2020; Aldrich 1995). I seek to tie members' individual goals to a discrete set of functions 

of intraparty factions. 

Drawing on classics in the Congress literature, members’ goals can most 

concisely be described as reelection, influence within their chamber, and good public 

policy (Fenno 1973; Mayhew 1974). I argue intraparty factions are ideally suited to help 

members accomplish each of these goals. Therefore, while intraparty factions are chiefly 

the policy and ideological component parts of their respective legislative parties, they are 
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also multifunctional. Intraparty factions, like their parent institution (i.e., the legislative 

party), serve a variety of ancillary roles to help members pursue their multidimensional 

goals. Broadly speaking, intraparty factions perform the following functions to assist 

members: (1) identify and prioritize issues with which their members are concerned; (2) 

provide policy information to members on issues of interest; (3) closely track legislation 

in Congress; (4) extract policy benefits from party leaders; (5) provide a venue for 

communication with external ideological allies; (6) build relationships among like-

minded members; (7) provide electoral support; (8) develop a sub-brand for members' 

reelection efforts. 

Some of these proposed functions are similar, or identical, to what Bloch Rubin 

(2017) argues these groups provide (e.g., a political brand, reelection support, leverage 

with party leaders).3 Other functions are more specific than those she proposes. In 

particular, while Bloch Rubin (2017) suggests that these groups serve as forums for 

debating policy, I concur but argue further that they endure a rigorous internal agenda 

setting process and also invest time and resources into producing or finding policy 

solutions that are fit to be proposed in Congress as well. Moreover, the idea that these 

groups track legislation through Congress is related to, but more specific than, the idea 

that members use these groups to gain leverage with party leaders.4 Other functions I 

propose are entirely new, such as the intraparty faction as a venue for external ideological 

 
3 There is also overlap with previous work of mine (McGee 2017), as well as work by Clarke (2020), in 
developing ideas about the role of intraparty factions in providing electoral support and the role they play in 
developing party sub-brands. 
4 While she does not argue that legislation tracking is a main purpose of these groups, a few of her case 
studies do reveal members executing this task (Bloch Rubin 2017). Tracking legislation was a consistent 
first agenda item across groups according to many staffers with which I spoke (Interviews 2019). 



 13 

allies or as a venue for relationship building among members.5 Let’s review each function 

in turn while linking it to a relevant goal of members. 

GOOD PUBLIC POLICY AND FACTION POLICY AGENDAS 

Because of the majoritarian nature of the House of Representatives, leadership 

assembles enacting coalitions by broadly pulling together their members (Arnold 1992; 

Bernhard and Sulkin 2013; Craig 2020). One of the best ways for members to get their 

pet projects on the congressional agenda, especially for rank-and-file members, is to work 

in a larger group. Intraparty factions provide an opportune venue to pursue cooperation 

on policy because, in selecting their own agenda items, these groups function as an 

internal forum for members to bounce ideas off of one another in pursuit of policy 

solutions. This idea is consistent with comments from a staffer for a Democratic member 

who belongs to an intraparty faction, 

These groups are a good way for members to talk to their colleagues about policy. 
It is a smaller group setting and it is easier to say ‘here’s a bill, what do you think 
of this?’ And in those situations you might find out why something that works in 
California does not work in Oklahoma'' (Interviews 2019).6 

Yet, “stated goals may not reflect the primary priorities of all members, but 

instead those issues on which group members are least likely to disagree” (Bloch Rubin 

2017, 16). The same can be said for the formal agendas proposed by political parties. We 

can, at least, be confident that the ideas proposed by intraparty factions and discussed 

publicly have been vetted by some sort of process wherein internal agreement (to varying 

degrees based on internal procedures) was met. 

 
5 Although the idea of building relationships could easily be identified with the work of Ringe, Victor and 
Carman (2013) on congressional caucuses in general. 
6 Similar comments were made by a Republican former member of Congress who was an intraparty faction 
member (Interviews 2019). 
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Intraparty faction policy agendas are the result of diverse information streams. 

Members of Congress are not exempt from the cognitive limitations that plague us all in 

our abilities to process information and make decisions (Baumgartner and Jones 1993; 

Shannon, McGee, and Jones 2019). These constraints have led to extensive research in 

public policy, public administration, and political science arguing that institutions, such 

as the U.S. Congress, expand actors’ cognitive abilities allowing them to remain as serial 

processors (i.e., attending to one item at a time) while the institution more generally is 

able to utilize parallel processing to work on multiple issues at once (Baumgartner and 

Jones 1993; Jones 2001). For approximately the past century members of Congress have 

utilized the committee system to maximize their impact across multiple policy issues 

(Wilson 1885; Fenno 1973; Weingast and Marshall 1988; Schickler 2001). But, as 

committee hearings shift from a focus on lawmaking to oversight (Jones, Theriault, and 

Whyman 2019; Lewallen 2020) and committee chairs increasingly coordinate their 

actions with party leaders instead of pursuing an agenda based on their policy expertise 

(Curry 2015), rank-and-file members have fewer ways to impact the congressional 

agenda. Congressional caucuses, and intraparty factions in particular, provide a new 

avenue for influencing the congressional agenda by consolidating blocs of votes of rank-

and-file members while still preserving the critical role of parallel processing for 

members. 

Unlike committees, where members have to earn desirable or influential 

appointments, members generally choose to join an intraparty faction because it aligns 

with their ideological sensibilities (Clarke 2020) or are endorsed on the campaign trail by 

the faction thus helping them get elected (Interviews 2019). These distinct pathways to 

membership allow for factions to function as internal forums for debate among like-

minded colleagues. In most cases groups also allow for further specialization vis a vis 
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subcommittees too. That is, many factions establish working groups or task forces for 

specific clusters of policy areas that allow for more structured agendas and divisions of 

labor. For example, the New Democrats have a task force that focuses entirely on trade 

and the Republican Study Committee has a task force focused exclusively on health care. 

Members can therefore utilize intraparty factions as receptacles of their policy ideas and 

have them refined and expanded. Moreover, in some cases factions institute internal 

whipping procedures for bills they prioritize or bills for which their faction has invested 

significant time. For example, when factions like the Congressional Progressive Caucus 

or the Republican Study Committee produce their annual budgets they are also likely to 

aggressively make their case for supporting these bills throughout the legislative process. 

In addition to bringing their own ideas to the table, members and their factions 

must have the ability to follow what is going on within the legislative process in order to 

influence it at any point, a strategy that party leaders make exceedingly difficult (Curry 

2015). Because of this increasingly exclusionary process, the ability of members to bind 

together and pool their resources to pay staffers of intraparty factions explicitly to track 

legislation with their ideological perspective in mind is a crucial way to level the playing 

field and it also contributes to the issues factions choose to include on their agendas. 

Staffers from every intraparty faction I interviewed attested to some version of tracking 

legislation as essentially the first topic of their regular meetings (Interviews 2019). In a 

few groups on both sides of the aisle members who were prominent on their committees 

would speak briefly on the proceedings therein. Other groups tended to focus on bills 

coming to the floor primarily and engage in honest discussions about where intraparty 

faction members stood. One Republican intraparty faction conceptualized tracking 

legislative activity as part of short- and long-term planning: 
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Shorter term planning includes following floor actions, committee actions, and 
staying abreast with press contacts. Longer term planning means focusing on 
goals that might be further down the road. [For example, we might ask] what bills 
are likely to move and how can they be utilized? This generally involves looking 
at must-pass legislation such as raising the debt ceiling or appropriations bills 
(Interviews 2019). 

Some variance exists in this goal, but overall intraparty factions clearly see 

tracking legislation as a core function across the board. Especially if direct negotiations 

with party leaders do not result in desired outcomes, knowing how to utilize must-pass 

legislation or identifying bills wherein one might offer a useful amendment is critical to 

gaining influence in the House. 

Intraparty factions also provide a venue for communication with external 

ideological allies, which can shape their policy agendas too. Every intraparty faction 

staffer I spoke with, except for one, described a specific time in their regular meeting 

schedules for outside groups to come address the members.7 Usually they were referred 

to as “core partners,” though staffers noted too that sometimes this slot would be filled by 

administration officials, CEOs, or other members of Congress not part of the faction 

(Interviews 2019). Drawing on the literature of extended political parties, we would 

expect intraparty faction meetings to be ideal venues for outside groups to speak with 

members. Exogenous groups generally work outside the legislature to nominate and elect 

candidates committed to their program, but they also seek influence within (Bawn et al. 

2012). Yet, it can be difficult for such groups to monitor “behind-the-scenes coalition-

building efforts needed to shepherd policy changes through the legislative process. Office 

holders always have an information advantage over policy demanders. They know more 

about their own actions and the policy-making environment” (Bawn et al. 2012, 575). 
 

7 The single staffer who did not identify their intraparty faction as a venue for outside ideological allies 
noted instead that their “meetings are open and unstructured. This is a reaction to a common complaint 
among House Republicans that the conference meetings are lecture or presentation style.” (Interviews, 
2019). In this case their intraparty faction is an outlier. 
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Given that some of the key functions of intraparty factions are to track legislation, extract 

policy benefits from party leaders, and create brands that appeal to certain subsets of the 

larger political party, it seems natural that groups that are part of the extended party 

network would seek regular communication with these institutions within the legislature. 

Once the priorities of intraparty faction members have been established, it is 

common for the group to then procure or generate policy information about those issues. 

Groups perform this function in different ways. Some groups, such as the New Democrat 

Coalition, form task forces that may produce reports about issues of relevance. Other 

groups, such as those with ample resources like the Republican Study Committee, have 

staffers generate reports on issues of interest. Or, similarly, some propose full idealized 

federal budgets every year which can be almost 200 pages long. 

Of the sample of the data utilized for this project, 56% of the agenda items are 

policy documents like those just described. Policy information procurement and 

generation is a critical role being fulfilled by intraparty factions and its prominence in the 

data set suggests intraparty factions take seriously the policy goals they endorse publicly. 

One Republican intraparty faction staffer felt strongly that this role was what helped their 

group stand out among the other GOP factions. 
 
This is part of why we are different from a lot of the other groups. We are 
providing something that no other groups are providing. Even the leaders cannot 
provide the level of analysis we provide. Frequently people who are not members 
will try and get access to our materials without paying. Unfortunately there is no 
path of recourse because we do not know how the documents get out (Interviews 
2019). 

Yet, diversity on this front exists as well and it seems likely that the ability to 

conduct policy analysis is related closely to a group's staff level and budget. One 

Republican intraparty faction staffer rejected the idea that intraparty factions need to 

regularly serve a policy analysis role, “We are not a think tank. Policy analysis is 
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expensive and the members decide when to make these investments, but they are rarely 

necessary” (Interviews 2019). The extent to which active policy analysis is being 

conducted by a given intraparty faction is an important consideration, but it does not 

mean that these groups are not consistently locating and sharing external policy analysis 

on issues of import either. Multiple intraparty factions cite government sources, think 

tanks, and exogenous interest groups in the policy materials they share publicly. It is not 

a great leap to suggest similar materials circulate internally as well. 

The composition of intraparty faction agendas is the result of many factors, ideas, 

and processes (some of which vary across factions). Yet setting their own agenda is only 

half the battle. Once a faction has determined which issues and policy proposals they are 

championing, the leaders of each faction are expected to set out to press for the 

advancement of bills their group supports or secure favorable changes to legislative 

language of bills moving through the process already. These tasks, however, are easier 

said than done.  

GAINING INFLUENCE IN THE HOUSE 

Ambition is never in shortage on Capitol Hill. To be elected to the United States 

Congress requires a higher-than-average affinity for one's own professional advancement. 

But, members often join Congress and rapidly develop disappointment about the level of 

influence they have on what gets done. In the modern Congress, majority party leaders 

determine the agenda and warp the legislative process to their needs whenever, and 

however, possible (Rohde 1991; Cox and McCubbins 2005; Finocchiaro and Rohde 

2008; Curry 2015). They also engage in partisan battles with which the two parties agree 

(Lee 2009; Koger and Lebo 2017). Minority party leaders identify wedge issues that try 

and tear at the fabric of the coalitions within the other party, often with procedural tactics 
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like the motion to recommit or any influence they can extract in hearings or with 

messaging bills (Egar 2016; Koger and Lebo 2017). In a system wherein power has been 

so starkly consolidated and the old bastions of power (i.e., committees) have also buckled 

to influence from central party leaders (Curry 2015), rank-and-file members have been 

left to develop new avenues of power. 

Intraparty factions intersect the formal committee and party systems and are 

organized and situated well to pursue policy. While this logic applies to congressional 

caucuses (Hammond 2001), the fact is that hundreds of caucuses with diverse goals exist; 

some caucuses are narrowly focused on a single policy issue, some are focused on broad 

policy areas, some are focused on interests of disadvantaged Americans, and others still 

have social or regional focuses. Given the sheer number of congressional caucuses it 

seems unlikely that they would be consistent and direct pathways to influence with party 

leaders unless the caucus' focus was also the issue of focus for the party leader at a given 

time. Intraparty factions, on the other hand, are driven by broad sets of issues and 

ideological policy positions that animate them. Some of them boast memberships as high 

as 70% of their party.8 Their broader (or more strategic) membership rosters and agendas 

allow for intraparty factions to consistently make the case to party leaders that they 

should be included on any given agenda-setting discussion being conducted by party 

leaders. Therefore, intraparty factions represent a more consistent pathway to influence 

for rank-and-file members than a more general congressional caucus might.9 

 
 

8 Though, note the average percent of party membership is 27% for the sample. 
9 One important exception is worth noting here. Within the Democratic Party the Congressional Black 
Caucus, Congressional Hispanic Caucus, and the Congressional Asian Pacific American Caucus all wield a 
similar level of influence to the general intraparty factions. These groups are part of the same weekly 
meetings with party leadership that intraparty factions have access to. Importantly, their underlying goals 
and reasons for forming are quite different from those associated with intraparty factions and therefore they 
are not given scrutiny in this study. 
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Three main strategies exist for extracting benefits from party leaders who control 

the modern legislative process: (1) direct negotiations with leadership, (2) position 

taking, and (3) threat making. Each strategy is nuanced and not all factions rely on each 

strategy equally. Staffers from both sides of the aisle confirmed that, in the modern 

Congress, party leaders hold regular meetings with the leaders of intraparty factions 

(Interviews 2019). While those meetings appear to be weekly, and as needed, while in the 

majority, there seems to be less need for coordination of factions when in the minority 

because party unity is easier to achieve. Republican staffers suggested these meetings 

were a more recent development whereas Democrats claimed they have been going on 

for a couple of decades (but again, much of that time they spent in the minority). These 

regular meetings appear to exist due to the recognized power of intraparty factions; and, 

in fact, multiple staffers suggested the meetings would not exist unless leadership wanted 

(and felt it was necessary) to hear their perspectives. Meetings with intraparty faction 

leaders to negotiate about specifics of bills serve rank-and-file members by providing a 

way to bind together and have their voices heard in a centralized power structure as well 

as shield their party from the necessity of open conflict that could be capitalized on by the 

opposition party in political messaging. Whereas members used to openly tussle with one 

another in committee hearings, they now do so behind closed doors and in closed 

meetings where one may only secure an invitation if they are a party leader or they 

represent a sufficiently large or powerful bloc of members. These meetings embody just 

how changed the modern legislative process is, not because closed door meetings with 

party leaders never occurred to make legislative changes during the Textbook Congress, 

but because intraparty factions have provided a new regular mechanism for rank-and-file 

members to again be part of direct negotiations on legislative details. 
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While much of these direct negotiations purposefully occur behind closed doors, a 

few things can still be said about them. The agenda setting process conducted within each 

intraparty faction allows each group's leader to attend the party leadership meeting well-

prepared. Staffers regularly noted that they came to these meetings with specific asks and 

prepared to directly negotiate on bills moving through the process already (recall that this 

monitoring of the agenda as a core function of all intraparty factions) or with an eye 

toward bills that must move at some point in a given congress (e.g., appropriations bills, 

raising the debt ceiling, etc.). There also appeared to be recognition that these meetings 

had a zero-sum game set up where if one faction won concessions it likely meant that 

another faction would lose. The ideological nature of these factions suggests that is likely 

the case, even for those who occupy the same section of the ideological space because 

they purposefully chose to create a group of their own, in part, to fight for their own 

priorities. 

Staffers on both sides of the aisle described strategies wherein the earliest possible 

intervention was ideal, with as many changes as possible made to troublesome bills at the 

committee stage. One staffer, however, did explicitly point to the Rules Committee as 

another possible venue for correcting troubling bills. This logic is consistent with the 

array of aggressive tactics already present at the Rules Committee stage of the legislative 

process that have, in part, come to be a mark of the intense centralization of power and 

control to party leaders (Curry 2015). Regular leadership meetings are clearly beneficial 

for factions, but the ability to negotiate with committee leaders on an ad hoc basis is 

crucial too. An intraparty faction staffer described one such instance regarding the Farm 

Bill. Due to the leverage gained thanks to the faction's larger bloc of votes the intraparty 

faction's top staffer was authorized to negotiate changes to the bill behind the scenes with 

the chair's blessing. The negotiations were all at the staff level and they included top 
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staffers from both the party leadership and the committee. The reality of staff negotiating 

deals is not a new one in Congress, but the idea that intraparty factions are playing a role 

in such negotiations is a critical new detail. This scenario suggests not only that these 

groups have good will within their parties, but also that they have the ability to extend the 

influence of members who might not otherwise have had leverage in negotiations 

surrounding a given bill. Because this intraparty faction chose to prioritize the Farm Bill 

and was able to use their size as leverage, many more members' preferences were 

represented during a crucial committee-stage negotiation of an important bill moving 

through Congress. 

Concessions behind closed doors do not just conjure themselves nor do they result 

solely from effective negotiators at the helm of intraparty factions. Factions take public 

positions to signal their intentions and help build coalitions to apply pressure to party 

leaders and colleagues. Coalitions are necessary to pass bills and having support beyond 

just one's faction membership is useful in applying pressure within Congress. Policy 

proposals and endorsements from intraparty factions can serve to alert interest groups and 

activists to conduct pressure campaigns on elected officials. Groups can choose to 

highlight their positions by holding ad hoc hearings or forums on issues of concern. For 

example, on March 3rd, 1997--on Capitol Hill in the Rayburn House Office Building--the 

Congressional Progressive Caucus cosponsored a forum on wages, jobs, and workers' 

rights, as well as a bill sponsored by a CPC member, the Living Wage Jobs for All Act 

(H.R. 1050).10 These events can serve as rare instances of intraparty factions and 

exogenous party network groups appearing in tandem to apply pressure and popularize 

positions. 

 
10 See: https://www.c-span.org/video/?79301-1/labor-jobs-wage-issues 
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Joining publicly with exogenous groups to highlight policy positions or priorities 

is not the only strategy for position taking. The most common strategy is composing 

policy documents or press releases stating the position of the faction. One Democratic 

intraparty faction staffer argued that “proposing ideal policy solutions or setting a ‘red 

line’ or ‘policy floor’ for what the minimally acceptable policy position might be” is a 

tried and true method of intraparty factions (Interviews 2019). Again, it is critical to 

reiterate that intraparty factions exist in part to consolidate rank-and-file members’ policy 

priorities and refine policy proposals that might otherwise be relegated to the 

congressional graveyard. Position taking can also be both subtle and powerful. A strategy 

described by multiple staffers on the Democratic side was to observe leadership's priority 

bills (i.e., H.R. 1-10) and refrain from cosponsoring some bills as a way to signal their 

faction's grievances and extract concessions in exchange for cosponsorships from their 

group and/or support on the floor. While this strategy represents a form of public action it 

is also the type of action that is likely to go unnoticed except maybe by an occasional 

reporter at a beltway newspaper like Roll Call or POLITICO. Despite this unlikely 

outcome, it is only the faction that stands to gain from public attention to any systematic 

lack of support. Entering into direct negotiations with party leaders wherein faction 

leaders can note that at any time a close watcher of politics might connect the dots and 

write an article suggesting an intraparty feud might be bubbling beneath the surface only 

enhances the faction's leverage. 

When intraparty factions fail to secure concessions behind closed doors or 

perceive their preferred changes to only be attainable with significant public pressure 

threat-making can become the preferred strategy. Threat-making has been an integral part 

of politics since its inception; and even unsuccessful threats can be useful mechanisms 

for position taking (Green 2019). At worst, then, an unsuccessful threat can make a group 
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look foolish or like they overplayed their hand, but at best it can make a group look bold 

for standing up for its principles which can still please interest groups, activists, and 

constituents of intraparty faction members. An extensive detailing of the attributes that 

make a threat effective are beyond the scope of this project, but in general threats are 

effective when they can actually be delivered on by the group and when the threatened 

actor or group believes as much (i.e., they perceive the threat as credible) (Green 2019). 

These attributes are likely why most intraparty factions do not publicly disclose their 

bylaws nor were those interviewed for this project very interested in illuminating them 

for scholarship’s sake. 

More than the previous two strategies the internal institutional mechanisms in 

place to force intraparty faction members’ hands when action is necessary are crucial to 

making a threat credible. While some groups notably have enforcement mechanisms, 

such as the House Freedom Caucus' rule that if 80% of the group's membership votes in 

favor of a position then the rest of the members can be bound to vote with the group 

(Green 2019), most groups either did not have a strict mechanism or declined to comment 

(Interviews 2019). A strict enforcement mechanism for voting on the floor or in 

committee is not the only way to assure a credible threat, however. Many staffers did 

disclose that they had an internal whipping operation, which suggests at minimum 

intraparty faction leaders know when to make threats whether they are made publicly to 

the press or privately in direct negotiations with party leaders. Moreover, one Democratic 

intraparty faction staffer suggested that one way they whip votes was to actively “try to 

focus [members or their staffers] on where industries might stand on the issue and what 

they might consider when deciding how to vote” (Interviews 2019). This type of 

information from interest groups (such as those representing entire industries) has been 

shown to be a salient cue in shaping early-stage legislative coalition building in Congress 
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(Box-Steffensmeier, Christenson and Craig 2019). Others still noted that sometimes 

leverage could be attained procedurally like with the strategic use of a privileged motion 

on the floor instead of solely relying on fealty from their members. A notable example of 

this was the speculation surrounding Representative Mark Meadows, of the House 

Freedom Caucus, publicly considering bringing up a motion to vacate the chair in 

privileged form to force a vote on the speakership of John Boehner in mid-2015.11 Of 

course, as noted by other scholars, the types of leverage that intraparty factions have will 

depend whether they are ideologically moderate or extreme and whether their party is in 

the majority or minority party (Bloch Rubin 2017; Green 2019). 

REELECTION SUPPORT 

While both influence and effective policy drive members of Congress in their 

pursuit of prosperous careers, it remains true that the proximate goal for members is 

reelection (Mayhew 1974). Members will often lament that they cannot do more in 

pursuit of the other two goals because they have to make sure they are around to continue 

pursuing them at all. Given that the fight for reelection occurs so frequently in the House 

of Representatives it is not surprising that members would pursue as many sources of 

support as possible and factions certainly recognize that. Intraparty factions support their 

members in a variety of different ways including direct financial and political support to 

members' reelection efforts, developing sub-brands for them to campaign on, and linking 

them with exogenous interest groups that have shared policy goals. 

This project focuses mainly on evaluating the direct financial support members 

receive from joining intraparty factions, but we will discuss each faction function in this 

section. Intraparty factions provide direct support for their members by managing their 

 
11 See: https://www.rollcall.com/2015/07/28/meadows-explains-effort-to-overthrow-boehner/ 
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own Political Action Committee(s) to support current members and recruit new ones, 

providing a venue for members to coordinate their own redistribution strategies with their 

campaign funds, and coordinating campaign stops with prominent faction members. Each 

of these strategies was discussed by faction staffers I spoke with in different ways. The 

level of sophistication on the electoral side of their operations varied, but there did seem 

to be a universal agreement that factions were going to play a more prominent electoral 

role as time went on. It is difficult to understate just how much money has come to 

dominate conversations in Washington, and not just with regard to one's own reelection 

campaign. One current member I spoke with put it this way, “Nothing is more important 

than raising money and getting people reelected. Raising money for my colleagues is the 

best way to advance” (Interviews 2019). This perspective is consistent with the changes 

scholars have observed over the past few decades where raising and redistributing money 

has become a pathway to leadership (Powell 2017; Cann 2008b; Green 2008; Green and 

Harris 2007; Heberlig, Hetherington and Larson 2006) or placement on prestigious 

committees or chairmanships (Heberlig 2003; Cann 2008a); and, the idea of retaining the 

majority at all costs has come to dominate leaders' goals (Currinder 2003; Lee, 2016; 

Koger and Lebo 2017). 

Are faction members ever asked to support their group's colleagues? One former 

member was crystal clear, “Yes, absolutely. This [the faction] is where you would go first 

[to ask]” (Interviews 2019). It makes sense that groups of like-minded colleagues would 

be more apt to support one another financially, especially as members increasingly link 

their own reelection fates to the prospect of retaining or gaining the majority (Lee 2016). 

Faction staffers I spoke to also noted that coordinating campaign stops among their 

faction members was not uncommon (Interviews 2019). While I do not have the data at 

present to evaluate which of these three strategies for supporting a member’s reelection 
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(i.e., members’ financial redistribution, faction PAC giving, or in-person campaigning) is 

used most extensively, I will attempt to parse out what value intraparty faction 

membership has in funding redistribution of campaign funds among members. 

I expect intraparty faction members to support one another via member-to-

member contributions more frequently than non-group members. It is likely that 

intraparty faction members will still support non-group members, and pay their dues to 

their party, but I expect to identify disproportionate funds transferred to group members 

as a way of securing their groups' power in the chamber. To analyze member-to-member 

contributions networks I utilize Leadership PAC (LPAC) disbursement data. These 

LPACs developed initially out of the 1970s House reforms that deemphasized seniority 

norms (Baker 1989; Currinder 2003). As leadership in the House strengthened, leaders 

moved to help members get reelected in return for toeing the party line on the floor; 

LPACs, thus, represented a new mechanism to support members (Currinder 2003). The 

uses today are similar among leaders; and, rank-and-file members have joined in too---

some of whom use their LPAC funds to signal support in leadership races (Baker 1989; 

Mann and Ornstein 2006). Scholars have reason to believe these supporting and signaling 

activities are on the rise. Member-to-member contributions have increased over time 

(Heberlig and Larson 2005), especially among incumbents, and they are now the primary 

determinant of advancement within the congressional party structures too (Powell 2017). 

Furthermore, LPACs are also used to support fellow committee members in an attempt to 

form alliances (Wilcox 1990) or even just for personal, instead of party, advancement 

(Hopkin 2004). Preliminary analyses on a subset of House Republicans suggest faction 

membership is a salient cue for members when they consider redistribution strategies 

(McGee 2017). 
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Beyond the raw financial support and the efforts to provide a unified political 

front intraparty factions also develop sub-brands for their members to signal to their 

constituents, donors, and fellow members what their ideological preferences are. 

Especially as elites within the two legislative parties have polarized on almost every 

issue, the brands of the parties contrast with one another more than ever (Cox and 

McCubbins 2005; Theriault 2008). While the brand of the party can be a useful signal in 

some reelection races, many members may find it useful to further define their own brand 

and one way they can do so is by joining and publicly promoting their affiliation with an 

intraparty faction. Sub-brands can be defined based on the issues that factions organize 

around or distinct (and often procedural) tactics members might utilize together (Bloch 

Rubin 2017). Or, they can be based on the pooling and centralization of resources that are 

then redistributed to members (Clarke 2020). Most likely a combination of both strategies 

is at play. This project addresses both issue prioritization and financial support among 

members. While it does not at present attempt to define and operationalize the sub-brands 

of these factions it certainly could in future iterations. 

The final way intraparty factions support members’ reelection efforts is by 

facilitating access to exogenous interest groups from their party’s extended network. 

Extended party networks, that is, the intense policy demanders pursuing influence in one 

of the major political parties (Bawn et al. 2012), play important roles in making 

nominating decisions for presidential primary elections (Cohen et al. 2008; 2016), 

legitimizing challengers to incumbents in congressional races (Desmarais, La Raja and 

Kowal 2015), and even in funneling information to national party organizations (Koger, 

Masket and Noel 2009). When factions host these groups at their meetings they are not 

only providing them with an opportunity to share expert policy information directly with 

members and glimpse behind-the-scenes coalition building in Congress (as discussed 
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previously), but they are also given an opportunity to build relationships with members 

personally. Direct relationships between members of Congress and powerful interest 

groups can be valuable. Scholars have uncovered evidence of interest-group influence on 

members of Congress in many ways, including contributions timed before key votes or 

committee markups (Stratmann 1998; Hall and Wayman 1990), the provision of 

information or labor to members’ offices (Hall and Deardorff 2006), and even 

contributions in exchange for meetings with members or changes to legislative language 

(Langbein 1986; Kalla and Broockman 2016; McKay 2018; 2019). And the relationship 

goes both ways, interest groups that are aligned with one party or the other can get pulled 

into partisan fights outside of their niche issue areas (Fagan, McGee, and Thomas 2019). 

Any money a member is able to obtain from one of these groups is more money they can 

redistribute to their colleagues or transfer to their faction’s PAC. Barring access to 

meetings where these groups speak with faction members it is difficult to imagine what 

exactly is said between them, but there is no doubt that making a connection is a valuable 

resource for both sides. 

This project seeks to unify individual member goals with the diverse, complex, 

and growing set of functions intraparty factions can provide. In this chapter I have 

outlined my theoretical expectations for how each goal can be pursued if a member 

decides to join an intraparty faction. In the next chapter I will detail the policy agendas of 

each faction and legislative party to uncover the dynamics brought to policy conflicts 

thanks to factionalism in the modern Congress. 
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Chapter 3:  The Policy Agendas of Factions and Party Leaders 

The sources for any given actor or institution’s policy agenda may vary greatly. 

One’s own preferences are certainly a factor, but in politics there rarely exists a smoking 

gun for any single action or preference. The same can be said of the policy agendas of 

intraparty factions. In this chapter I begin to explore the policy agendas of intraparty 

factions and I do so having canvased as many sources as I feasibly could. I will also 

introduce each faction in turn and detail their positioning on the ideological spectrum, 

giving any relevant history. As more is revealed, I will posit a couple of hypotheses to be 

addressed later in the manuscript. For now, let’s turn to my original quantitative data. 

This project examines intraparty factions from the entire ideological spectrum 

within and across parties (see Table 1).12 Members of intraparty factions seek influence in 

shaping the public policy agendas of their factions and different groups publicize their 

priorities in different ways. Given the diversity across groups, I collect and code the 

policy agendas of intraparty factions from the 107th-115th Congresses utilizing six 

different sources (see Table 2).13 The gold standard of measurement is policy proposals 

produced directly by the groups. But not every faction has the resources (or desire) to 

produce their own policy materials. The next best option is collecting press releases. 

When groups take official positions on legislative proposals or want to push an issue onto 

the agenda, they will often produce a press release notifying the public and congressional 

leaders. For less professionalized groups, like the House Freedom Caucus, press releases 

represent the main avenue of communication, often supplemented with social media posts 

 
12 The entire universe of intraparty factions is represented with the exception of the informal Tuesday 
Group, which is a moderate Republican faction. Despite their exclusion, I follow Clarke (2020) in studying 
the Republican Main Street Coalition, which contains members from the Tuesday Group. 
13 Note that the total number observations in this table does not add up to 15,724. This discrepancy is 
because the remaining data are agenda items for the political parties and their leaders. 
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(i.e., Twitter for most of the data presented here). Any bills formally endorsed by a group 

and speeches accompanying those are also collected. Data also come from a 

Congressional Information Service archive that contains policy materials prepared, and 

distributed, by different groups over the years (Congressional Information Service 2019). 

I also collected descriptions of any C-SPAN video associated with an intraparty faction’s 

C-SPAN page or that features a member of the group speaking as a representative for the 

group. Finally, the “other” category represents data collected from archived intraparty 

faction websites that could not be categorized in any other way. Examples from that 

category include blog posts, editorials, or webpages detailing a group’s mission. 

Each observation is coded for policy content using the Policy Agendas Project 

(PAP) coding scheme with both major and minor topics (Baumgartner, Jones, and 

Wilkerson 2002; Baumgartner and Jones 1993). Large policy documents are broken up 

and coded based on the main points of each section. For example, the Congressional 

Progressive Caucus and Republican Study Committee regularly propose a budget and 

they contain a variety of policy priorities. Different priorities from different sections are 

taken as individual observations to capture the full scope of agenda items. 

Table 1 - Intraparty Factions, 107th-115th Congresses 

Intraparty Faction Ideological Alignment Established Scope of Data 

House Freedom Caucus Conservative Republican 114th 114-115th 
Tea Party Caucus Conservative Republican 111th 111-113th 
Republican Study Committee Conservative Republican 93rd 107-115th 
Republican Main St. Caucus Moderate Republican 105th 107-115th 
Blue Dog Coalition Moderate Democratic 104th 107-115th 
New Democrat Coalition Moderate Democratic 105th 107-115th 
Cong. Progressive Caucus Liberal Democratic 102nd 107-115th 
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Table 2 - Proportion of Agenda Items from Data Sources 

Intraparty Organization N Policy 
Doc 

Press 
Release Legislation C-SPAN Social 

Media Archival Other 

House Freedom Caucus 475 0.00 0.12 0.00 0.05 0.83 0.00 0.00 

Tea Party Caucus 79  0.00 0.15 0.00 0.06 0.76 0.00 0.03 

Republican Study Corn. 1808  0.25 0.14 0.55 0.02 0.00 0.03 0.00 

Republican Main St. 
Caucus 1013  0.44 0.43 0.05 0.01 0.00 0.06 0.01 

Blue Dog Coalition 1653  0.36 0.60 0.01 0.01 0.00 0.01 0.01 

New Democrat Coalition 1633 0.53 0.45 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.00 

Cong. Progressive Caucus 1552  0.60 0.33 0.03 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.03 

 

Because the five factions that exist for the entire time period have at least 90% of 

their data drawn from the highest quality sources (i.e., policy documents, press releases, 

or endorsed legislation), I feel confident of ascertaining the public agenda of these groups 

without significant noise from other less reliable sources. Nonetheless understanding the 

agendas of intraparty factions alone does not tell us much about the type of negotiations 

they are having with party leaders. To add the necessary context, I also measure the 

policy agendas of the party leaders of both parties in each congress because these 

members have been shown to dominate the agenda-setting process in the House (Cox  

and McCubbins 2005). When intraparty factions negotiate with party leaders, it is usually 

the Speaker who is at the table making deals to put floor majorities together. And, if it is 

not the Speaker, it is another party leader who reports to the Speaker. I follow Curry’s 
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(2015) strategy of examining the policy content of the first ten bills (H.R. 1-10), which 

are reserved for the House Speaker (and H.R. 11-20, which are reserved for the Minority 

Leader). He argues that overlap with party agendas usually occurs and he notes that all of 

the Democrats “Six for ‘06” agenda items were in the first ten bills of the 110th 

Congress; but, these first ten bills also included other issues that were important priorities 

in that congress (Curry 2015, 94). I also collect and code information scraped from party 

leaders' official websites and their opening speeches from the start of each congress. 
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Figure 1 - Party Leader Attention to Issues 
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The baseline for comparisons of intraparty faction agendas is the party leaders' 

agendas (see Figure 1). The data suggest that Democratic Party leaders tend to spend 

more time laying out their plans on the floor and with leadership bills than Republican 

Party leaders. The primary Democratic priorities from the 107th Congress through the 

115th Congress are labor, health care, and education. The Republicans’ primary priorities 

include macroeconomics, health care, and government operations. Health care is a top 

issue among both parties, suggesting it has been the main partisan battleground during 

this period. This issue’s prominence is to be expected given the Democratic Party’s 

successful push for large-scale health care reform via the Patient Protection and 

Affordable Care Act (PPACA) and the Republican Party’s opposition to this bill and 

subsequent unsuccessful push for reform with the American Health Care Act of 2017 

(AHCA). Both of these bills had headlines marking significant involvement from their 

party's respective intraparty factions. For example, the PPACA debate was struck by 

headlines such as this one from ABC News referring to the Blue Dog Coalition, “Good 

Dog? Conservatives Within Obama's Own Party Snarling Health Plan” or the AHCA’s 

debate, which saw headlines like this one from The New Yorker, “How the House 

Freedom Caucus Dominated Trump on Health Care.” Such anecdotal evidence suggests 

that these animating partisan warfare issues are likely to attract attention from intraparty 

factions regardless of their members preferences; but, given that one of their primary 

functions is to highlight issues of their members, each faction should also prioritize issues 

specific to their membership as well. 
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Figure 2 – Democratic Intraparty Faction Attention to Issues 
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The Blue Dog Coalition describes itself as being composed of fiscally responsible 

and pragmatic Democrats.14 Given this description it is unsurprising to see that the 

faction spends a disproportionate amount of time pushing for solutions to the federal debt 

and deficit. It is particularly concerned with the implementation of a balanced budget 

amendment and so-called PAYGO rules, which require that any new spending of tax-

code changes do not add to the national debt. In addition to macroeconomics, the group 

also prioritizes government operations issues. In this area the Blue Dogs are most 

concerned with redistricting, government transparency and accountability, as well as 

reducing burdensome regulations and unnecessary spending by the federal government. 

The faction argues explicitly in favor of spending caps and limiting additional 

government spending as to reduce the burden on the American taxpayer. Finally, energy 

issues are prominent on the Blue Dog agenda and in particular the group is in favor of 

securing American energy independence and improving the efficiency of electrical grids. 

For example, Blue Dogs support the Keystone XL pipeline, are in favor of expanding 

nuclear energy production, and desire large investments in research and development in 

the energy sector. The Blue Dogs top issues do not overlap at all with those of 

Democratic Party leaders, but their deeply held principle of fiscal restraint is one that can 

be applied across issue areas. 

Table 3 – Democratic Party Leaders and Factions Top Issues 

Democratic Leaders Blue Dog Coalition New Democrat Coalition Cong. Progressive Caucus 

Labor 
Health Care 
Education 

Macroeconomics 
Govt. Operations 
Energy 

Macroeconomics 
Foreign Trade 
Education 

Health Care 
Macroeconomics 
Defense 

 

 
14 https://bluedogcaucus-costa.house.gov/ 
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The New Democrat Coalition formed out of the moderate Democratic movement 

that ushered in the presidency of Bill Clinton. The faction describes itself as being “pro-

economic growth, pro-innovation, and [in favor of] fiscally responsible policies.”15 

Again, it is therefore unsurprising that the group's top priority is macroeconomics. In 

particular the New Democrats are in favor of deficit and debt reduction, expanded tax 

credits, such as a payroll tax credit or a research and development tax credit, and general 

tax-code reforms including cutting the marginal corporate tax rate and middle-class taxes. 

Consistent with its pro-business stances, the faction also prioritizes foreign trade with a 

focus on free trade, enforcement of international trade rules, and firm opposition to 

President Trump’s trade wars. Finally, the group is deeply concerned about education 

policy and has invested heavily in policy analysis in this area. The New Democrats argue 

frequently for expanded career and technical training, investment in science, technology, 

engineering, and mathematics (STEM) education at the K-12 and college levels, and the 

expansion of charter schools. Democratic leaders certainly echo concern for STEM 

education, but they focus more on investing in public early childhood education, Title I 

funding for schools in lower socioeconomic areas, and controlling the cost of colleges 

and universities. Interestingly, both the New Democrats and the Blue Dogs stress a need 

to get the federal debt under control. While debt reduction is not a top issue for 

Democrats, its leadership consistently embrace PAYGO rules and speak in favor of debt 

and deficit reduction. It seems no accident that two separate factions pushing heavily for 

this agenda item has translated into the adoption of deficit reduction as a formal agenda 

item over the years. 

 
15 https://newdemocratcoalition.house.gov/about-us 
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The final Democratic faction represents the liberal wing of the party; the 

Congressional Progressive Caucus describes itself as embodying “national priorities 

[that] are consistent with the values, needs and aspirations of all the American people, not 

just the powerful and the privileged.”16 The group’s top priority is health care broadly 

calling for among other things universal health care, and a public insurance option, 

investments in programs like Medicare, expansions in women's health programs, and 

attention to elderly and long-term care. Democratic Party leaders echo many of the CPC’s 

concerns including investments in Medicare, Medicaid, and efforts to lower prescription 

drug prices. Democratic leaders also stress the need for the Children’s Health Insurance 

Program (CHIP), drug safety enforcement, and investments in mental health programs. 

Detecting both similarities and differences within issue areas between party leaders and 

intraparty factions is consistent with what should be expected given that party leaders 

have goals of their own that they pursue (Green 2010; Strahan 2007). Being a party 

leader is not only about moving agenda items wherein sufficient preference homogeneity 

exists (Rohde 1991), but it is also about finding one's own windows of opportunity to 

advance legislation the leader personally favors. In this way, leadership agendas represent 

a mix of the institutional party agenda and issues they may personally find animating. 

Like the previous two Democratic factions, the Congressional Progressive Caucus 

also prioritizes macroeconomic issues. Unlike the previous two factions, its focus is not 

on debt and deficit reduction. Instead, its focus is on closing tax loopholes that help Wall 

Street firms and corporations more broadly, including opposing the Bush Tax Cuts. The 

CPC also proposes packages of new spending such as its New Deal for Jobs that includes 

investments in infrastructure and education. Relatedly, while highlighted by 2020 

 
16 https://cpc-grijalva.house.gov/what-is-cpc/ 
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Presidential Candidate Andrew Yang's fierce advocacy for a so-called “Freedom 

Dividend,” the CPC proposed a universal basic income during the 108th Congress (i.e., in 

2003) known as the “American People's Dividend.” Finally, the CPC has been a 

consistent voice in defense policy including criticism of the wars in the Middle East and 

in favor of cutting defense spending. In fact, the group goes as far as to suggest billions 

of dollars in defense spending be redistributed to domestic programs in education, 

medical research, foreign aid, and even be used for deficit reduction. The CPC’s agenda 

in this area is broad as well; the faction advocates against CIA torture programs--and 

opposes the nominations of CIA Directors who are in favor of such programs--and also 

argues in favor of nuclear nonproliferation. Having dug into the agendas of Democratic 

Party leaders and intraparty factions a bit more, their priorities rather easily map onto 

what we understand to be the spectrum of liberal to moderate ideology that underpins the 

Democratic Party. Interestingly, the factions choose to fight these ideological battles in 

varying issue areas. These choices are likely the result of the broad coalition of interest 

groups and activists that make up the Democratic Party's “big tent” coalition. 
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Figure 3 – Republican Intraparty Faction Attention to Issues 
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Recall that the Republican Party leaders’ top issues were macroeconomics, health 

care, and government operations. These three issues also represent the top three issues for 

every single one of the conservative intraparty factions (albeit in slightly different 

orders). The single moderate faction, the Main Street Coalition, also shares two of the 

three issues (macroeconomics and health care), but differs on its third priority of 

education (see Figure 3). This finding points to an asymmetry between the two parties. 

Whereas the Democratic Party is driven by a diverse coalition of groups, the Republican 

Party is captured by an ideologically conservative movement (Grossmann and Hopkins 

2016). These three issues all deal with the scope and size of government and 

redistribution within the United States, which make them ideological in nature (Lee 

2009). These findings suggest that these issues are at the core of Republican ideology. 

Moreover, since the 1970s Democrats and Republicans simply envision the purpose of 

the federal government in fundamentally different ways (Jones, Theriault, and Whyman 

2019). Most importantly, looking at bill introductions, they find that Democrats turn to 

government to solve problems much more often than Republicans. These facts taken 

together paint a clear picture of differing approaches to governance and even suggest the 

universe of potential agenda items differs between the two parties and therefore also their 

factions. 

Table 4 – Republican Party Leaders and Factions Top Issues 
 

Republican Leaders Main Street Study Committee Tea Party Freedom Caucus 
Macroeconomics Macroeconomics Health Care Macroeconomics Govt. Operations 
Health Care Health Care Macroeconomics Health Care Health Care 
Govt. Operations Education Govt. Operations Govt. Operations Macroeconomics 

Much alignment exists between how the conservative factions and party leaders 

discuss these core issues. Unified calls for a simpler tax code and generally cutting taxes 



 43 

exemplify the issue of macroeconomics. Each set of actors gets into the weeds in 

different ways but repealing the estate tax and cutting the corporate tax rate make 

frequent appearances. Differences in how groups discuss this issue do exist, but they are 

at the margins. The Republican Study Committee, for example, argues explicitly in favor 

of raising the threshold of support needed to pass tax-related bills to two-thirds from a 

simple majority in the House. Party leaders’ foray into differences as well such as calling 

for increased tax incentives that urge Americans to donate to charity. The Main Street 

Coalition does not differ much on this issue. It discusses macroeconomics in similar 

ways, with calls to eliminate (or at least raise the exemption threshold for) the estate tax, 

as well as cutting the corporate tax rate and eliminating the capital gains tax. Finally, 

across the board, Republican Party leaders and all of the factions call for a need to reduce 

federal spending and get a handle on the national debt. The goal is clear, the view of 

Republicans in Congress is that the best way to stimulate the economy is to reduce 

federal spending and cut taxes. 

Turning to health care, party leaders and all three conservative factions call for 

repealing the Affordable Care Act (i.e., Obamacare). The Main Street Coalition simply 

calls for reforms of Obamacare with an eye toward reducing premiums (an issue 

mentioned by several conservative factions too). Overlap between the conservatives and 

party leaders exists further, such as in calls for reforming Medicaid and Medicare 

(especially the prescription drug benefits associated with such programs) and specific 

calls to repeal the individual mandate requiring Americans to have health care coverage 

or pay a tax. Party leaders overlap with the moderates too, especially in calls for investing 

in medical research and reducing recreational drug use and abuse. All Republicans are in 

favor of preserving the private insurance market and are in opposition of a public option. 

Specific proposals from different factions populate the data too. The Tea Party Caucus, 
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for example, calls for allowing spending on health care to be tax free; the Republican 

Study Committee wants more affordable medical devices; and the Main Street Coalition 

calls for expansions to rural health care. More so than with macroeconomics, health care 

demonstrates the richness of the data collected for this project. Areas of agreement within 

the party are ideal for party leaders, but factions allow for diverse ideas to be proposed 

and persist across time. Some of these issues may be entering the fold via the extended 

party network actors who meet with group members to propose radical new ideas, but 

others may just represent enhanced attention generated by the simple act of the idea being 

proposed by a cohesive group and not merely introduced as a new bill in the seemingly 

endless number of bills introduced every congress. 

Let’s turn to government operations, which represents an area of overlap for party 

leaders and conservative groups only. The shared preferences in this area are emblematic 

of how critical this issue area is for the Republican Party’s ideology. A reduction in 

federal regulations, increased government oversight, and especially a desire to provide 

rigorous oversight and reform to the Internal Revenue Service (IRS) are all areas where 

agreement is profound. The Republican Study Committee wants to go so far as to study 

federal agencies and eliminate those found to be obsolete. A reduction in federal 

spending is also a priority as is the need to reduce federal government waste, fraud, and 

abuse. Specific areas of interest within factions and the leadership exist as well. The 

House Freedom Caucus, for example, argues in favor of the rapid appointment of 

Originalist judges to the federal bench and the need to investigate members of the federal 

government who dare to investigate President Donald Trump. The Republican Study 

Committee discusses the need to limit congressional pay raises and even ties it to the 

deficit by arguing no pay increases should be allowed if there was a deficit in the 

previous fiscal year. Party leaders take more philosophical stances such as on the need to 
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restore constitutional balance between Congress and the presidency and a desire to stop 

using omnibus must-pass bills to pass substantive legislation. While some factions, 

especially the HFC and RSC, use this area to signal nuanced differences in their 

priorities, this issue area resonates with the discussion of macroeconomics. 

Finally, the Main Street Coalition highlights a unique issue area as one of their 

main priorities. Many of the agenda items the faction proposes align with a moderate, and 

governance-focused, perspective that it emphasizes as its sub-brand. The Main Street 

Coalition calls for investments in STEM education, expanding tax deductions for 

teachers, strengthening of Pell Grants, creating pathways to student loan forgiveness, and 

replacing No Child Left Behind. Some of these priorities, such as the need to control the 

cost of college and invest in STEM overlap with the Democratic Party leadership as well 

as the New Democrat Coalition. These similarities suggest that findings of Green (2019) 

about the ability to create cross-party coalitions is possibly generalizable to the moderate 

factions within the two parties as well. 

This brief descriptive look at the data suggest a more unified Republican Party. 

Yet, additional quantitative indicators can bolster this assertion. First, I calculate the 

proportion of agenda attention over the entire sample for each major topic and faction. 

For example, the proportion of the Republican Study Committee’s agenda addressing 

health care is 0.32. Then, I calculate Pearson correlation coefficients to analyze the 

proportions of attention across each faction (see Table 5 and Table 6). The correlations 

confirm the asymmetric nature of the intraparty faction policy agendas. 
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Table 5 – Correlation of Issue Attention: Republican Party 

Within the Republican Party the most conservative factions’ agendas correlate at 

0.75 or greater. The Main Street Coalition correlates with the Tea Party Caucus and the 

Republican Study Committee fairly strongly (~0.70), but their correlation with the House 

Freedom Caucus is noticeably weak (.56). The HFC’s next weakest correlation is with 

House Republican leadership followed by the RSC. Given their history, these findings are 

reassuring since one of the HFC's goals is to push leadership in a more conservative 

direction and their membership is made up largely of defectors from the RSC. The Main 

Street Coalition also has noticeably weak correlations with their party. Given that the 

party has been consistently captured by conservatives within the party since the 1990s 

this incongruence is unsurprising. The conservative factions all correlate with their 

party's priorities at 0.80 or greater. These findings collectively suggest that the priorities 

of the Republican Party and its factions are mostly unified around the policy priorities of 

the conservative movement that has captured and continues to influence the Republican 

Party. Overall, the greatest deviations are from hard-line conservatives and party leaders, 

 Freedom 
Caucus 

Tea 
Party 

Study 
Committee 

Main 
Street GOP GOP 

Leaders 

Freedom Caucus 1      

Tea Party 0.83 1     

Study Committee 0.79 0.91 1    

Main Street 0.56 0.78 0.74 1   

Republican Party 0.83 0.89 0.83 0.67 1  

Republican 
Leadership 0.69 0.89 0.88 0.79 0.91 1 
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a rift that has been well documented in Republican politics (Green 2019; Wallner 2017; 

Grossmann and Hopkins 2016; Theriault 2013; Skocpol and Williamson 2012). 

Table 6 – Correlation of Issue Attention: Democratic Party 

 Blue Dogs New Democrats Progressives Democratic Party Democratic Leaders 

Blue Dogs 1     

New Democrats 0.50 1    

Progressives 0.54 0.53 1   

Democratic Party 0.38 0.43 0.68 1  

Democratic Leaders 0.32 0.44 0.59 0.91 1 

 

The Democratic Party’s correlations reflect the disparate priorities of the party 

and its factions in Congress. The strongest relationship is between the Congressional 

Progressive Caucus’ agenda and the party's agenda (0.67). This correlation is not 

particularly strong either, nor does evidence exist to suggest this faction should be the 

most influential in the party (despite being its largest faction). Both the Blue Dog 

Coalition’s and the New Democrat Coalition’s agendas have middling-to-weak 

correlations with the other factions' agendas and have particularly weak correlations with 

the party’s and leaders’ agendas. These findings collectively validate the persistent 

heterogeneity in agenda priorities present within the Democratic Party. Given the 

composition of the Democratic Party as a broad coalition of disparate interest groups 

seeking selective benefits for their constituencies, it seems likely that different groups 

might align with different factions in pursuit of their goals. This relationship with 

extended-party network groups is therefore likely more important for Democratic factions 

than Republican factions. Yet, the Democratic Party’s modern ideological agnosticism 
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leaves intraparty factions with less leverage than those within the Republican Party where 

they have seen a series of increasingly conservative factions forming to move the party 

further and further to the right despite the consistent presence of a conservative faction in 

their legislative party since 1973 (Feulner 1983). 

The policy agendas of intraparty factions and the analysis presented here suggest 

that the role of these groups is likely different within each party. For Republicans, 

prominent and frequent tests of ideological purity persist for its elected officials from 

conservative activists and groups; one useful way to signal your ideological purity is 

membership in a conservative faction (and the development of distinct sub-brands aids 

this task) (Clarke 2020). But conservative activists expect more than lip service and 

therefore banding together to fight and draw attention to a mostly narrow set of issues 

that appease the party’s base leads to a different type of battle between party leaders, 

conservatives, and those few remaining moderate Republicans in the House. The battle 

within the Republican Party is over just how far and fast the federal government's scope 

and role in the economy can be reduced while retaining political power. Some 

Republicans, especially those within the Main Street Coalition, still concern themselves 

with other issues of governance, but that wing of the party appears to be bleeding out 

(Grossmann and Hopkins 2016). We should therefore expect stronger agenda-setting 

effects from conservative factions. 
 
Conservative Republicans Hypothesis: Support from conservative factions should 
produce larger agenda-setting effects than those of the moderate Main Street 
Coalition. 
 

Within the Democratic Party the battle is much more dynamic. Because the 

coalition uniting the Democrats consists of diverse interests the ability to manage their 
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party's members has been a historically difficult challenge (Froman and Ripley 1965; 

Rohde 1991; Grossmann and Hopkins 2016; Bloch Rubin 2017). The factional battles 

within the Democratic Party have certainly been about ideology before, especially in the 

mid-century with the prominence of the liberal Democratic Study Group (Stevens, Miller, 

and Mann 1974; Rohde 1991; Bloch Rubin 2017) or in the 1990s with the creation and 

success of the New Democrat movement (Grossmann and Hopkins 2016) and the even 

more conservative backlash embodied in the Blue Dog Coalition of conservative 

Democrats in the early 2000s (Bloch Rubin 2017). While the Republican intraparty 

factions have pulled the party to the right during the period of this study, Democrats who 

were experiencing the first consistent period of Republican control of government since 

the New Deal, were pushed by their intraparty factions to the middle. The ideological 

challenge for Democrats is different from those of Republicans. 

Democrats oversaw the creation of the modern state with their unified control of 

government for decades following the New Deal and this new state involved a vast 

expansion of government into a plethora of new issue areas (Jones, Theriault, and 

Whyman 2019). These expansions of government then created incentives for new interest 

groups that formed and began pressuring the party in power for concessions. For the 

Democratic Party the expansion of government regulation or benefits can be applied to 

nearly any issue area because the government is likely already involved in that area 

anyway. This reality, tied with the persistent desire of lobbyists to favor the status quo 

(Baumgartner et al. 2009), allows coalitions of interest groups to form and seek out 

advocates in Congress (i.e., Baumgartner and Jones’ (1993) concept of venue shopping). 

Intraparty factions therefore serve as venues within Congress for diverse interest groups 

and policy demanders to latch onto in hopes of finding a receptive audience. This 

relationship is a two-way street too. Factions often subdivide and parcel out their agendas 
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to a variety of task forces or working groups which actively seek out policy expertise and 

distill it into formal policy proposals they then advocate for on their formal faction policy 

agendas. While it is possible, and likely, that there is similar activity occurring within the 

Republican Party, the GOP remains captured by an ideological movement that has a well-

defined set of priorities in distinct issue areas they seek to alter fundamentally (e.g., tax 

policy, deficit reduction, or executive oversight). Marginal battles on the edges will 

always be present, but by and large the variance within the GOP is constrained compared 

to the Democratic Party. Thus, I propose the following hypothesis: 
 
Moderate Democrats Hypothesis: Support from moderate Democratic factions 
should produce larger agenda-setting effects than those of the liberal 
Congressional Progressive Caucus. 
 

This hypothesis stands to be undermined by the diverse set of groups, interests, 

and issues that make up the Democratic Party. Nonetheless, the most dominant factions 

within the party in recent years has been the moderate factions and so they are most likely 

to have consistently larger agenda-setting effect within the party. In the next chapter I 

will put these hypotheses to the test and answer one of the core questions of this project, 

to what extent do intraparty factions impact the congressional agenda? 
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Chapter 4:  The Influence of Intraparty Factions on the Congressional 
Agenda 

Many factors are at play when considering why a bill does or does not move 

through the legislative process. A bill’s sponsor’s attributes matter (Jones 1982; Krutz 

2005; Cox and McCubbins 2005), the coalition of exogeneous groups and constituencies 

supporting or opposing it matters (Sulkin 2005; Baumgartner et al. 2009; Box-

Steffensmeier, Christenson, and Craig 2019), the vigor with which a bill’s sponsor fights 

for it matters (Hall 1996; Krutz 2005; Wawro 2010), the relationships a member has with 

leadership matters (Rohde 1991; Cox and McCubbins 2005; Strahan 2007; Green 2010), 

the state of the world and its pressing policy problems matters (Jones and Baumgartner 

2005; Adler and Wilkerson 2012; Fagan and McGee 2020), and the list could go on. In 

this chapter, having demonstrated that intraparty factions do have distinct policy agendas 

from their leaders and from each other, I will argue that being a prominent issue on an 

intraparty faction’s agenda also matters. In particular, I posit that conservative factions 

within the Republican Party and moderate factions within the Democratic Party will have 

the greatest influence on bill prospects. 

The congressional agenda is operationalized as bills introduced in the House of 

Representatives and marked as important by the Congressional Bills Project (CBP) 

(Adler and Wilkerson 2012). Bill introductions are utilized here because they provide a 

window into the large set of issues that members care about and also allow for consistent 

measurement of whether any given agenda-item was successful or not (e.g., reported 

from committee, bill passage, etc.). While much attention in this project is devoted to 

illuminating the policy agendas of intraparty factions, their agendas are generated by 

diverse information sources and measured via diverse sources. Ideally one would be able 
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to observe any and all influence from intraparty factions in the legislative process, but 

because most negotiations and changes to bills happen behind closed doors it is 

exceedingly difficult to measure slight changes in legislation that can be credited to 

intraparty factions (Bloch Rubin 2017). Instead, I focus on how intraparty factions utilize 

their members' bills as vehicles for advancing their policy priorities. Factions as groups 

cannot introduce legislation, so for these groups to pursue policy changes they need to 

have a member of their group draft and advance a bill of their own. 

The unit of analysis is bill and I utilize two sets of models, each with a distinct 

dependent variable. The first set of models examines whether a committee in the House 

reported the bill, and the second set of models examines whether the House passed the 

bill. Most bills don't make it past referral to a committee (89%), some make it out of 

committee (6%), and only a few pass on the floor (5%). Note that an underlying 

inequality exists across bills.17 Moreover, all bills introduced in the House starting with 

H.R. and marked as “important” are included to ensure that bills are coded for policy 

content and are not merely ceremonial in nature (N=44,450). Due to data availability, 

both within the CBP and my data set, the scope is restricted to the 107th through 114th 

Congresses.18 Because both dependent variables are binary, I utilize a logistic regression. 

Each congress is modeled independently to allow for analysis of the results based on 

chamber and government control, which ultimately affects which factions have influence. 

Utilizing members’ introduced bills as a link between faction agendas and the 

congressional agenda suggests the use of an interaction term in the models. First, to 
 

17 Senate bills have to advance much further through the legislative process to be considered in the House. 
The decision to use the House-specific variables is intentional because no formal expectations about House 
intraparty organization influence on Senate proceedings have been established yet. This inter-chamber 
activity is beyond the scope of this project and thus I have excluded Senate bills to provide for a cleaner 
test of my hypotheses. 
18 Once the Congressional Bills Project finalizes the 115th Congress’ data, it will be integrated into the 
analysis. The intraparty factions agenda data set extends through the 115th Congress. 
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operationalize intraparty faction agendas in general I generate a variable that indicates 

whether or not a bill might be on a group's agenda based on its policy content. The 

variable measures agenda congruence between the faction and bill based on the 220 

minor topic codes designated by the Policy Agendas Project (PAP). For example, H.R. 

101 in the 114th Congress addresses Consumer Finance, Mortgages, and Credit Cards 

(i.e., PAP Minor Topic 1504); therefore, any faction with Consumer Finance, Mortgages, 

and Credit Cards on their policy agenda is coded “1” for this bill and any group 

unconcerned with this policy area is coded “0.” Each group and actor (i.e., party leaders) 

has its own agenda indicator variable in both sets of models. To be clear, this variable 

alone simply measures whether a bill's policy content suggests a given faction might 

prioritize it based on what issues are on the faction's agenda. 

To isolate the effect of intraparty membership more reliably I also generate a 

variable noting whether or not the bill's sponsor is a member of each given faction. Thus, 

in each model I interact the variable of faction agenda presence with the variable for the 

bill sponsor's faction membership. For example, using the same bill as the previous 

paragraph, since Representative Conyers is a member of the Congressional Progressive 

Caucus, if the CPC has Consumer Finance, Mortgages, and Credit Cards on their 114th 

Congress’ agenda the interaction would provide the effect of CPC support to his bill. To 

parse out interaction effects I generate predicted probabilities for each. Note that 

interaction terms can go both ways; to be clear, theoretically it makes the most sense to 

assume the base coefficient for the interaction is the bill sponsor’s membership in the 

faction, which then allows for the variance of presence on the faction’s agenda to 

generate the effect. In practice, both of these variables are proxies, so occasionally I 

report the interaction where faction agenda presence provides the base coefficient and the 

sponsorship variable provides the effect, but when this occurs it is noted. 
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The interaction just described produces results that allow us to understand a 

faction’s effect only when one of their members are advancing a bill in a policy area of 

their faction’s concern. This measurement strategy allows for the explicit observation of 

faction position-taking as a mechanism for influence. While the most common 

mechanism of influence is likely direct negotiations with party leaders, those meetings 

cannot be directly observed. This approach also allows for members to still sponsor bills 

outside the policy agenda of their factions and does not assume that a faction would 

support bills introduced by members who do not align with their faction’s ideology. It 

allows for the possibility that members might have advocated to gain support for their bill 

but failed to get the bill on their faction’s policy agenda too. Of course, as with most 

social science research, this measurement strategy is not perfect, but it does allow us to 

take an important first look at faction influence on the congressional agenda by isolating 

their influence as precisely as one can given their behind-closed-doors approach to most 

influence. 

Each congress is modeled independently to allow for features like party control 

and temporal changes to policy agendas to be appropriately accounted for. The results are 

reported in three sets: first, the 107th-109th Congresses when Republicans had unified 

control of government under President George W. Bush. Next, the 110th and 111th 

Congresses when Democrats controlled the House and then had unified government 

under President Barack Obama, respectively. And finally, the 112th-114th Congresses 

when Republicans controlled only the House. For each set of results, I first discuss effects 

on bills being reported from committee and then address the effects on final passage. 

Since the effects of interest are interactions, I report the predicted probabilities of the 
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marginal effects calculated using the differencing method (Ai and Norton 2003; Brambor, 

Clark and Golder 2006), but full regression tables are reported in the appendix.19 

Under unified Republican control we should expect, given the contours of the 

Republican Party, the most conservative factions to have the most leverage in advancing 

agenda items. If any Democratic factions generate effects it should be the moderate 

factions (i.e., the Blue Dogs and the New Democrats), which both at times stress their 

preference for bipartisanship in their policy materials. Looking first at the predicted 

probabilities for committee-reported bills, given the sponsorship of the bill by a faction 

member and support from that member’s faction’s policy agenda (see Table 7),20 we 

actually see the Main Street Coalition having the largest and most consistent effects 

within the Republican Party. While contrary to expectations, it is not necessarily 

outlandish. Conservative Republicans were notably frustrated by some actions taken 

during the Bush presidency wherein large expansions of government such as the No 

Child Left Behind Act and the Medicare Prescription Drug benefit caused them to lose 

faith in many Republicans who claimed to be conservative while still expanding the 

scope of the federal government (Grossmann and Hopkins 2016). This period is also in 

between the reign and revolution of Speaker Gingrich and the conservative resurgence in 

the wake of President Obama's election. It is likely that conservative factions grow in 

influence in later congresses. It is important to note though that in the 109th Congress 

support from the RSC actually hindered a bill's chances of getting out of committee even 

as support from the Main Street Coalition enhanced its chances of being reported by 6%. 

Democratic factions are unified in hindering their agenda items while solidly in the 

 
19 I do not report figures with the marginal effects because all variables in the interactions are binary. 
20 In some circumstances variables were dropped due to multicollinearity and therefore they are not 
reported. In Table 7, for example, this situation is the case for the CPC in the 107th Congress and the Blue 
Dogs and New Democrats in both the 108th and 109th Congresses. 
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minority, with their support decreasing a bill’s chance of moving from committee by 

about 6%. We also see Republican leadership's support not necessarily translating into 

action. This finding suggests a conditional party government approach may be playing 

out where it is not necessarily leadership’s priorities defining the agenda, but rather, 

leadership acting to move bills where consensus reigns within the party (Rohde 1991). 

This argument it particularly poignant given the so-called “governing wing” of the party 

(i.e., the Main Street Coalition) having the largest effects in the GOP. 

Table 7 – Predicted Probability of Bill Reported from Committee with Unified 
Republican Control 

 107th Congress 108th Congress 109th Congress 
Republican Study Committee —0.021 —0.008 —0.034** ∆ 
 (0.025) (0.022) (0.016) 
Republican Main Street Coalition 0.052** ∆ 0.028 0.060** 
 (0.021) (0.023) (0.023) 
Blue Dog Coalition —0.085** ∆   
 (0.041)   
New Democrat Coalition —0.058**   
 (0.013)   
Congressional Progressive Caucus  —0.060** —0.059** 
  (0.013) (0.013) 
Republican Leadership —0.024** —0.057** —0.065** 
 (0.010) (0.010) (0.009) 
Democratic Leadership —0.012 0.011 0.014 
 (0.010) (0.010) (0.009) 
N 4755 4741 5207  
∆ represents faction agenda congruence as base of interaction; **p < .05 

Looking further along in the legislative process (see Table 8), the same pattern of 

success from the Main Street Coalition over the Republican Study Committee persists---

albeit with fewer significant effects overall. We should expect factions to have larger 

effects on bill progress earlier in the process since every faction identified an “earlier is 

better” strategy for influencing the congressional agenda (Interviews 2019). We also see 
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even stronger effects from Democratic factions suggesting that their support is even more 

harmful as the legislative process gets closer to its conclusion. Given the partisan 

polarization in Congress and the strict control over the floor agenda by majority party 

leaders, these findings are unsurprising (Cox and McCubbins 2005). 

Table 8 – Predicted Probability of Bill Passage with Unified Republican Control 
 107th Congress 108th Congress 109th Congress 
Republican Study Committee —0.013 —0.024 —0.021 
 (0.021) (0.020) (0.014) 
Republican Main Street Coalition 0.016 0.014 0.018** ∆ 
 (0.015) (0.021) (0.026) 
Blue Dog Coalition    

New Democrat Coalition —0.065**  —0.054** 
 (0.015)  (0.014) 
Congressional Progressive Caucus —0.083** —0.070** —0.054** 
 (0.014) (0.013) (0.013) 
Republican Leadership —0.021** —0.038** —0.058** 
 (.010) (0.011) (0.009) 
Democratic Leadership —0.015 0.012 0.017 
 (0.010) (0.010) (0.010) 
N 4876 4741 5374  
∆ represents faction agenda congruence as base of interaction; **p < .05 

During the Democratic takeover of the House in the 110th Congress, in an effort 

to provide sharp contrasts to President Bush in his final term, the policy priorities of the 

Congressional Progressive Caucus gain traction and its support yields a bill about a 5% 

increase in its chances of being reported from committee (see Table 9). But its support 

swiftly turns from helping to hindering once Democrats seize the mantle of unified 

government. During the 111th Congress we see CPC support decreasing a bill’s chance 

of being reported from committee by 6%. In both congresses the New Democrats and the 

Blue Dogs seem to make no statistically significant difference with their support. 
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These findings are contrary to the formally proposed hypothesis, but they are in 

line with the general conceptualization of the Democratic Party and its relationship with 

its factions. Whereas it may prove useful to advance progressive bills as a contrast to a 

Republican president knowing their chances of passing into law remains low, the diverse 

agendas of the Democratic Party’s constituent interest groups may keep systematic 

effects from otherwise materializing. Interest groups aligned with a political party expand 

their policy agendas to include party issues (Fagan, McGee, and Thomas 2019); this 

finding, however, does not mean these groups abandon their initial causes. Scholars still 

find that interest groups focused on similar issues within the Democratic Party network 

appear to cooperate (Koger, Masket, and Noel 2010). Therefore, interest groups likely 

utilize their access to other party-aligned groups to form issue-based coalitions and search 

for venues within the Democratic Party to advance their policy proposals. Intraparty 

factions provide one such venue; but it may be the case that while sometimes the New 

Democrat Coalition or Congressional Progressive Caucus provide the ideal venue for a 

coalition, other times the groups might directly convince leadership to adopt their 

priorities, or they may turn to a different caucus like the Congressional Black Caucus. 

Many scenarios exist, but the important takeaway here is that the Democratic Party’s 

diverse policy agenda and hesitancy to indulge ideological appeals for real action blunt 

the power of intraparty factions to gain consistent (public) concessions throughout the 

legislative process. 

It is unlikely that Democratic factions are truly never having impacts on the 

legislative process, in fact the popular press confirms during the debate surrounding the 

PPACA that proposals advanced by each of these factions were weighed by Democratic 

leadership. And, perhaps more importantly, we may never know how effective these 

groups are behind the scenes in leadership meetings meant to obfuscate internal strife--



 59 

especially during unified government. These findings point directly back to the 

asymmetric nature of the parties. Democrats remain the big tent party and they utilize 

liberal ideology only when they must and when final outcomes can be controlled. 

Moreover, as is to be expected, support from any Republican factions hinders a bill’s 

probability of being reported from committee. 

Table 9 – Predicted Probability of Bill Reported from Committee with Democratic 
Control 

 110th Congress 111th Congress 
Tea Party Caucus  
 
Republican Study Committee —0.071** —0.038** 
 (0.013) (0.013) 
Republican Main Street Coalition —0.033 —0.045** 
 (0.024) (0.017) 
Blue Dog Coalition —0.004 —0.007 
 (0.026) (0.026) 
New Democrat Coalition —0.005 —0.005 
 (0.030) (0.025) 
Congressional Progressive Caucus 0.051** —0.063** ∆ 
 (0.015) (0.014) 
Republican Leadership 0.002 0.003 
 (0.009) (0.008) 
Democratic Leadership —0.009 —0.003 
 (0.009) (0.008) 
N        6139         6076  
∆ represents faction agenda congruence as base of interaction; **p < .05 

The same pattern of helping to hindering exists for the Progressives when we look 

at bill passage instead of committee reporting (see Table 10). We again see no effects 

from the other Democratic factions. In neither set of results do we see effects from the 

Democratic leadership’s support for bills either, which suggests it is not merely 

leadership priorities determining what bills proceed throughout the legislative process. 
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Table 10 – Predicted Probability of Bill Passage with Democratic Control 
 110th Congress 111th Congress 

Tea Party Caucus   

Republican Study Committee —0.060** —0.046** 
 (0.015) (0.012) 
Republican Main Street Coalition —0.054** —0.070** 
 (0.025) (0.020) 
Blue Dog Coalition 0.000 0.030 
 (0.026) (0.029) 
New Democrat Coalition —0.035 —0.013 
 (0.030) (0.024) 
Congressional Progressive Caucus 0.070** —0.032** ∆ 
 (0.017) (0.016) 
Republican Leadership 0.012 0.013 
 (0.010) (0.008) 
Democratic Leadership 0.005 —0.011 
 (0.009) (0.009) 
N      6139      6076  
A represents faction agenda congruence as base of interaction; **p < .05 

Turning to the final set of results we find the House controlled by Republicans but 

the presidency controlled by Democrats and the Senate shifting to Republican control 

only in the 114th Congress (see Table 11). This last set of results tells a story much closer 

to what might be expected given the increasingly conservative nature of the Republican 

Party. We see the Main Street Coalition with almost the same level of influence as the 

Republican Study Committee over bills being reported from committee in the 112th 

Congress. Over time, though, we see support from the Main Street Coalition shift to 

hindering bills on their agenda and then their influence dissipates entirely. At the same 

time the RSC remains effective in the 113th Congress, but then seems to cede their 

influence to the even more conservative House Freedom Caucus in the 114th Congress. 

Yet, critically, the HFC’s influence is in hindering bills they support. Their support 
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appears to signal a reason for a bill not to move, with their support decreasing the 

probability that a bill gets out of committee by almost 9%. 

When possible, it seems the RSC is able to propose and advance conservative 

policy solutions, but as the RSC becomes ideologically diluted over time their power 

seems to wane (Wallner 2017). While the HFC emerges to claim their mantle, it does so 

in a particularly combative way and ends up purposefully making enemies with House 

Republican leadership. These strained relationships, in part, reduce their ability to exert 

positive agenda control and in fact seems to result in their priorities being identified for 

stasis. These findings are consistent with others indicating that the HFC rarely claimed 

lasting positive policy victories and instead tended to be most powerful when exerting 

negative agenda control (Green 2019). These results taken together display a Republican 

Party both captured by the conservative movement and at war with its leaders. 

Consistent with this analysis in the 114th Congress we finally see Republican 

leaders helping their priorities thorough the legislative process, possibly by leveraging a 

negative public image projected onto the House Freedom Caucus. In fact, Speaker 

Boehner was criticized by his copartisans for ignoring HFC insurgents and instead siding 

with Democrats instead of his own party in order to effectively govern. Therefore, the 

previous theorizing of a conditional party government approach may have been 

supplanted by the overzealous conservative wing of the party’s purist approach to 

legislating. And, similarly, we see Democratic leadership still retaining some influence--

possibly related to their control of the remaining branches of government--and working 

with the Main Street Coalition at least for the 112th Congress. Finally, and consistent 

with the first set of results, we see Democratic factions' support decrease the probability 

that their bills are reported from committee. 
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Table 11 – Predicted Probability of Bill Reported from Committee with House 
Republican Control 

 112th Congress 113th Congress 114th Congress 
House Freedom Caucus   -0.088**  

(0.025) 
Tea Party Caucus 0.045 -0.033  
 (0.044) (0.028)  
Republican Study Committee 0.053** 0.050** 0.019 
 (0.013) (0.013) (0.016) 
Republican Main Street Coalition 0.052** -0.073** ∆ 0.025 
 (0.023) (0.024) (0.022) 
Blue Dog Coalition -0.054 -0.039 0.042 
 (0.045) (0.036) (0.063) 
New Democrat Coalition -0.077** -0.091** -0.061** 
 (0.020) (0.014) (0.015) 
Congressional Progressive Caucus  -0.045** -0.093** 
  (0.012) (0.010) 
Republican Leadership -0.017 -0.025** 0.045** 
 (0.011) (0.011) (0.009) 
Democratic Leadership 0.030** -0.009 -0.002 
 (0.010) (0.011) (0.012) 
N 5180 5557 6177  
∆ represents faction agenda congruence as base of interaction; **p < .05 

Turning to bill passage on the floor we see a similar but not identical story being 

told (see Table 12). Whereas the Main Street Coalition seems to have retained influence 

early on in the legislative process their influence in getting their policy priorities passed 

on the House floor are nowhere to be found starting as of the 112th Congress. The 

Republican Study Committee is able to help their policy priorities on the floor initially, 

even in the arguable height of the Tea Party movement, increasing their bills’ chances of 

passing by almost 4%. But their influence fades and the Tea Party Caucus seizes the 

opportunity in the 113th Congress improving its bills’ probability of passing on the floor 

by 7.5%. Tea Party members shift ideologically to the right in a way that is distinct from 

other conservatives too; notably, they do not “bounce back” after their caucus’ formation 
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and they therefore provide a distinctive foil to the existing conservative faction in the 

House (i.e., the RSC) (Ragusa and Gaspar 2016). It appears that their move to the right 

was successful and also provides genuine incentive for disenchanted conservatives to 

found the HFC and break off from the RSC too in the following Congress. In the HFC’s 

case we find results similar to the last set wherein HFC support hinders their priorities on 

the floor by about 9% and Republican leaders gain the upper hand. These results suggest 

that conservatives were able to make more progress in capturing influence in the late-

stage legislative process while moderates were able to hang on to some influence earlier 

in the legislative process at least initially. The Tea Party Caucus' power was derived from 

a nationwide political movement, suggesting a more direct tie to members' constituencies 

that led legislators’ to alter their behavior in office (Skocpol and Williamson 2012; 

Schmitt, LaForge, and Brant 2019). The House Freedom Caucus was a reaction within 

Congress by elites. This reaction, while certainly salient among some conservative 

activists, has not been led to positive agenda control--yet--but evidence of the HFC's 

ability to tweak legislative language and utilize negative agenda control remain (Green 

2019). 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 64 

Table 12 – Predicted Probability of Bill Passage with House Republican Control 
 112th Congress 113th Congress 114th Congress 
House Freedom Caucus   -0.088**  

(0.021) 
Tea Party Caucus 0.047 0.075** ∆  
 (0.049) (0.036)  
Republican Study Committee 0.039** -0.041** ∆ 0.005 
 (0.012) (0.014) (0.016) 
Republican Main Street Coalition 0.027 0.041 -0.007 
 (0.018) (0.025) (0.021) 
Blue Dog Coalition -0.053** -0.040 0.015 
 (0.027) (0.030) (0.048) 
New Democrat Coalition  -0.064** -0.055** 
  (0.016) (0.017) 
Congressional Progressive Caucus  -0.038** -0.083** 
  (0.018) (0.009) 
Republican Leadership -0.001 -0.020 0.019** 
 (0.010) (0.010) (0.009) 
Democratic Leadership 0.015 0.001 0.010 
 (0.009) (0.010) (0.011) 
N 5094 5557 6177  
∆ represents faction agenda congruence as base of interaction; **p < .05 

The results show both the asymmetric politics wherein the landscape of the 

Republican and Democratic parties are distinct, as well as the parties distinct and 

evolving approaches to their factions. Understanding intraparty factions and their role in 

setting the congressional agenda is not a silver bullet for explaining all activity in the 

modern Congress, but, understanding how Democrats and Republicans in Congress 

interact with their rank-and-file members remains useful. Intraparty factions provide one 

critical strategy for rank-and-file members to claw back power from party leaders. Within 

the Republican Party these factions increasingly provide an avenue for conservatives to 

garner policy victories, but these ideological goals must be balanced with an effective 

strategy for working with party leaders or otherwise risk being isolated and hazardous to 
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one's own policy priorities. Within the Democratic Party factions likely provide an 

effective avenue for outside groups to gain influence over the policy process while still 

allowing for the pacification of its most liberal activists in certain circumstances. 

Additional data with more congresses under Democratic control would help to better 

clarify exactly what type of systematic role factions play within the party. It is without a 

doubt that factions operate and conceptualize their roles differently within the two 

parties. Sarah Ferris and Heather Caygle, writing for POLITICO, note that “while 

conservative agitators often used a sledgehammer approach to drive the agenda when the 

GOP was in control, liberal leaders prefer to use quiet diplomacy.”21 Just like their parent 

institutions, intraparty factions perceive their roles in distinct ways from one another. 

 

 
21 See: https://www.politico.com/news/2020/05/04/progressives-struggle-power-coronavirus-fight-229345 
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Chapter 5:  Supporting Fellow Faction Members Financially 

On Capitol Hill, intraparty factions appear to be impacting which issues progress 

through the legislative process, but even short of that effect these groups are consistently 

working to formulate collective policy agendas of significant subsets of House members. 

Members must be careful to make their legislative priorities work for them on the 

campaign trail too (Sulkin 2011; Sulkin, Testa, and Ursy 2015). As legislative scholars 

have said for decades, reelection is the proximate goal of members of Congress (Mayhew 

1974); many a member has stated the common reprise that they can’t help their 

constituents with a given problem if they don’t win back their seat first. But, beyond 

crafting a legislative agenda that helps define a sub-brand, what role do intraparty 

factions play in aiding members’ reelection efforts? 

Earlier in the manuscript I laid out a set of functions that help members retain 

their seats in the House. Among these functions were the ability of factions to develop a 

coherent sub-brand and to provide members with a venue to hear from and build 

relationships with exogenous ideological allies. More work remains to be done on 

developing the concept of sub-brands. Currently evidence suggests that credit claiming is 

useful for defining and honing the brand and that on the campaign trail such brands can 

be used to signal a distinct political product that donors are responsive to (Bloch Rubin 

2017; Clarke 2020). My new data on policy agendas of these factions could be used to 

operationalize a sub-brand as well, yet this task is beyond the immediate goals set out for 

the dissertation. Much more work remains to be done on exploring the linkages between 

intraparty factions and interest groups within the broader extended party networks, but 

again, this task must be left for the next iteration of this project. 
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Instead, this chapter focuses on the direct reelection support provided to members. 

Factions form their own political action committees and distribute money to members’ 

principal campaign committees as well as utilize their staffs to coordinate campaign stops 

for members. The next paper I write for this project will address faction PACs because 

they are critical to this broader theory, but this chapter instead focuses on the ability of 

factions to alter individual members’ decisions with regard to their campaign funds. That 

is, I argue that members build salient bonds with fellow faction members, which in turn 

lead them to want to support their faction colleagues before other members of their party. 

In fact, asking one former member about who they would ask for money from, they 

stated they would turn first to their fellow faction members (Interviews 2019). Qualitative 

evidence in favor of this argument is welcome, but I think the pattern will be systematic 

as well and easily detected once member-to-member contribution patterns are carefully 

analyzed. 

Money reigns supreme in contemporary American politics in a way we have not 

seen in decades. Raising money in today’s Congress is about more than just securing 

one’s own reelection win. One current member I spoke with about this situation put it to 

me this way, “Nothing is more important than raising money and getting people 

reelected. Raising money for my colleagues is the best way to advance (Interviews 

2019).” Raising and redistributing money has become a pathway to leadership (Powell 

2017; Cann 2008b; Green 2008; Green and Harris 2007; Heberlig, Hetherington, and 

Larson 2006), placement on prestigious committees, or chairing committees in general 

(Heberlig 2003; Cann 2008a). Money has supplanted seniority and potentially even 

personal relationships in making decisions about how to run the chamber. More and more 

work by scholars and members themselves has shown that members are trying 

desperately to find new ways to form bonds with their colleagues as partisan polarization 
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means their every move is under scrutiny from activists, media personalities, and 

exogeneous interest groups (McGee and Moniz 2021; McGee and Theriault 2020; Curry 

and Roberts 2020; Kilmer and Graves 2020). 

Intraparty factions not only provide a closed-door venue for member bonding, but 

critically these groups represent ideological perspectives within their respective parties 

leading the members in these groups to be predisposed to agree and bond anyways. It 

makes sense that groups of already like-minded colleagues would be more apt to support 

one another financially, especially as members increasingly link their own reelection 

fates to the prospect of retaining or gaining the majority (Lee 2016). While I do not 

expect faction membership to negate other responsibilities, like supporting vulnerable 

copartisans or contributing to leaders, I do expect to identify disproportionate funds 

transferred among faction members as a way of securing their group’s power in the 

chamber. 

Consider, for a hypothetical example, the decision-making process for Rep. 

Alexandria Ocasio-Cortez (AOC) who is a member of the Congressional Progressive 

Caucus. Clearly AOC wants the Democratic Party to retain its majority in the House of 

Representatives and it will be expected that she contribute to Democratic causes across 

the board to remain in good standing with the party. Funneling money to party leaders 

and vulnerable members may seem like the best way for AOC to use her resources to 

help the Democrats retain or gain the majority. But she still has a choice in how she uses 

her funds; I argue she would prefer to have more progressives in Congress than 

moderates and supporting fellow faction members is one way to pursue that goal while 

still fulfilling her duty of supporting her copartisans’ reelection campaigns. To put it 

concisely, a member’s faction affiliation(s) are informative cues for making campaign 

spending and redistribution decisions. So, we can expect to see a significant subset of her 
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redistributed campaign funds going to go to her fellow Congressional Progressive Caucus 

members first and foremost. This example highlights a new and important dimension of 

member behavior that needs to be applied to the money in politics literature. 

While theoretically we might expect mutual bonds to traverse the entire 

ideological spectrum, formally I suggest hypotheses with the same logic as the previous 

chapter. That is, I expect the conservatives to more aggressively support one another 

within the House GOP since they are in the process of wrestling power away from the 

governing wing of their party. For the Democrats, the moderates will likely win the day 

as they have frequently claimed to be the “majority makers” within their party. In fact, it 

is an often noted adage among Blue Dogs that Democrats cannot hold the majority with 

their caucus. 

I utilize Leadership Political Action Committee (LPAC) disbursement data to 

analyze the member-to-member contribution networks of House members. As noted 

elsewhere in the manuscript, these LPACs developed initially out of the 1970s House 

reforms that deemphasized seniority norms (Baker 1989; Currinder 2003). They have 

come to be used as a mechanism for leaders and rank-and-file members alike to make 

their intraparty preferences known by redistribution their own campaign funds (Mann and 

Ornstein 2006; Hopkin 2004; McGee 2017). Are Leadership PACs the right measure 

though? For intraparty factions, LPACs serve as a diffuse way to allocate support to 

group members without relying on an easily traceable and centralized PAC.  

Some scholars question if LPACs capture the entire universe of member-to-

member contributions (Powell 2017). The answer is no they do not, but we know that 

member-to-member contributions are overwhelmingly given via LPACs. In fact, as of 

2004, approximately 80% of all member-to-member contributions were given via LPACs 

(Cann 2008b). Contributions not disbursed via LPACs are usually given via Principal 
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Campaign Committees (PCCs) or party committees (Heberlig and Larson 2005). While 

these other contributions are important, Heberlig and Larson (2010) argue that LPAC 

contribution strategies are almost always more party-oriented and strategic than PCC 

contributions. And these contribution networks are more likely to be used for purposes 

other than just shifting resources to members in tough races (Theriault 2013; Heberlig 

and Larson 2010). Nonetheless, I take Powell’s (2017) point that LPAC contributions are 

only one slice of support that members provide to one another, but this slice of 

fundraising seems ripe for members in intraparty factions to support one another quietly. 

Ultimately, any results produced here might be considered slight underestimates of the 

activity in the full member-to-member contribution network. With these concerns in 

mind, I will exclude PCCs, party committees, and faction PACs from the analysis. 

While we know LPACs have been increasing in usage for decades now (Heberlig 

and Larson 2005), it remains unclear how heavily utilized they are to transfer among 

ideological, and faction, allies. To get a sense for how prevalent this behavior is I 

examine the total amount of money transferred among members of different factions (see 

Figure 4 and Figure 5). That is, if a member of the Republican Main Street Coalition 

(RMSC) transfers $1400 to another member of the RMSC, it would be tallied in the 

figures below for that faction. The data, collected from the Federal Election Commission, 

are broken down by faction and plotted by Congress.22 

 

 

 

 
22 Data from some earlier years was collected by Sean Theriault and shared with me with his permission. 
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Figure 4 – Total Spending Among Democratic Intraparty Faction Members, by congress 

 

Among Democrats the member-to-member transfers defy much of a clear pattern. 

When they achieve unified government with the election of President Obama in the 111th 

Congress we see increases from every faction seeking to protect their majority. This 

activity is consistent with other findings suggesting individual behavior is often tailored 

toward the collective goal of controlling the levers of government (Lee 2016; Koger and 
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Lebo 2017). Across factions we see the New Democrats supporting fellow faction 

members the most, with the exception of early utilization among Blue Dog Democrats in 

the first few congresses. It makes sense to see a decrease in Blue Dog activity following 

the 111th Congress given that many lost their seats in the backlash surrounding the 

passage of the Patient Protection and Affordable Care Act. The Congressional 

Progressive Caucus has seen a steady increase over time, after their initial decline during 

the 108th Congress. Of course, as noted before these may be underestimates of all 

member-to-member activity since these data are restricted only to LPACs. 
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Figure 5 – Total Spending Among Republican Intraparty Faction Members, by congress 

 

Among Republicans we see much more aggressive utilization of member-to-

member support among the factions. Keep in mind that the Tea Party Caucus does not 

form until the 111th Congress and the House Freedom Caucus does not form until the 

114th Congress. Given these realities we see the early adopt of intrafaction support via 

LPACs to quickly be picked up in larger amounts than the Democrats. The peak among 
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Democratic faction members is just over $800,000; the Main Street Coalition quickly 

racks up that amount and hits $1,000,000 in intrafaction transfer in the 109th Congress. 

With the exception of the Tea Party Caucus, which is known for its beginnings as more 

of a social movement than an institutional reaction in Washington anyway (Skocpol and 

Williamson 2012), we see the GOP factions quick to take their money and share it among 

their ideological allies. The greatest amount of intrafaction support comes from the 

Republican Study Committee (RSC). While the RSC’s member-to-member support is 

impressive, it is critical to keep in mind that by the 112th Congress (when spending 

skyrockets) the RSC has grown from making up 25% of the House GOP (in the 107th 

Congress) to making up 70% of it. While their share decreases back to 64% in the 115th 

Congress, they are by far the largest faction within the House Republican Party and that 

is reflected in their larger numbers as well. Put beside the RMSC, which averages 22% of 

the caucus across the entire time period, the moderates’ spending is much more 

impressive. It is possible that this reflects the idea that these moderates often have fewer 

safe seats and therefore need that much more support. 

Having taken a look at the data descriptively, I will now turn to an inferential 

analysis. While I originally proposed the utilization of a latent space model this draft of 

the project instead utilizes dyadic regression via Ordinary Least Squares. Just like the 

previous chapter, each congress will be modeled independently. Each party is also 

modeled independently since cross-party transfers are exceedingly rare and the dynamic 

of interest is intraparty activity. The data for each congress are composed of individual 

transfers from one member’s LPAC to another member and this amount serves as the 

dependent variable. Because member-pairs may occur multiple times per congress, I 

utilize member fixed effects for both the sender and receiver. Each congress corresponds 
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to the election cycle that was occurring during those sessions of congress. For example, 

the data for the 115th Congress come from the 2017-2018 election cycle. 

For each congress and party, I run two models. The first model examines the 

effect of both the sender and receiver being a member of the faction. From this model we 

can understand whether a shared faction affiliation is associated with an increased 

transfer amount among members. The second model examines sender and receiver effects 

of the pairs. That is, it will show whether a certain faction might have more generous 

supporters or needier members. Each set of models share the same control variables, all 

of which are derived from the literature on member-to-member transfers known to be 

relevant: whether or not a member is a leader, committee chair or ranking member, and 

their vote-share from the previous congress’ election. Each of these variables is included 

for both the sender and receiver in the pair. 

Table 13 – Effect of Democratic Faction Membership on Member-to-Member 
Contributions, 107th Congress 

 107th Congress 107th Congress 
Both Blue Dog -331.51  
 (309.29)  
Both New Dem -304.49  
 (198.33)  
Both Progressive -356.15  
 (251.01)  
Sender Blue Dog  -597.44* 
  (251.79) 
Receiver Blue Dog  70.00 
  (123.23) 
Sender New Dem  -304.70 
  (196.71) 
Receiver New Dem  7.41 
  (136.60) 
Sender Progressive  -745.07*** 
  (138.65) 
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Receiver Progressive  121.55 
  (178.50) 
Sender Leader 1078.63*** 1205.26*** 
 (120.42) (130.85) 
Receiver Leader 54.85 78.01 
 (634.33) (625.05) 
Sender Chair or Ranking Mem. 934.49*** 1105.98*** 
 (184.35) (188.40) 
Receiver Chair or Ranking Mem. 95.10 -64.12 
 (378.47) (377.36) 
Sender Win Percentage 882.59 1590.66*** 
 (457.24) (474.44) 
Receiver Win Percentage 744.45 618.42 
 (534.52) (577.12) 
Intercept 1997.26** 1344.97* 
 (620.80) (654.88) 
N 1014 1014  

Standard errors in parentheses; Models include member fixed effects;  
***p < .001, **p < .01, *p < .05 

We will first examine the House Democratic Party and its factions starting with 

the least recent congresses in the sample (see Table 13). Keep in mind that these results 

come from President George W. Bush’s first two years in office wherein Republicans had 

unified control of government. We see Democrats holding their money close to the vest 

and party leaders and ranking members again leading the way in terms of redistribution. 

Party leaders have long been the stewards of redistributing funds. These are patterns that 

will develop more fully as we proceed with the analysis. 

Table 14 – Effect of Democratic Faction Membership on Member-to-Member 
Contributions, 108th and 109th Congress 

 108th Congress 108th Congress 109th Congress 109th Congress 
Both Blue Dog -742.31***  374.50*  
 (179.43)  (182.23)  
Both New Dem 407.00*  19.10  
 (159.47)  (229.48)  
Both Progressive 390.49  413.31  
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 (516.86)  (312.44)  
Sender Blue Dog  -1041.21***  521.10*** 
  (162.73)  (150.51) 
Receiver Blue Dog  -118.71  -144.60 
  (113.89)  (122.70) 
Sender New Dem  818.05***  64.59 
  (147.02)  (144.86) 
Receiver New Dem  -115.18  -237.13 
  (105.13)  (125.47) 
Sender Progressive  262.57*  801.35*** 
  (129.89)  (157.39) 
Receiver Progressive  -0.01  -294.59 
  (265.08)  (188.53) 
Sender Leader 2459.99*** 2549.55*** 2031.96*** 2266.87*** 
 (130.89) (134.38) (132.17) (139.14) 
Receiver Leader 2265.92*** 2212.17*** 79.79 -104.69 
 (598.67) (593.64) (317.69) (317.23) 
Sender Chair or Ranking Mem. 132.02 221.66 -121.95 -305.74* 
 (148.87) (150.52) (145.20) (151.45) 
Receiver Chair or Ranking Mem. 380.22 548.73** 161.36 137.96 
 (200.09) (198.78) (249.67) (254.92) 
Sender Win Percentage -314.26 -66.77 1486.18** 1162.18* 
 (417.40) (421.01) (515.20) (512.41) 
Receiver Win Percentage -507.78 -591.34 -853.41 -972.35 
 (488.53) (536.90) (520.77) (571.41) 
Intercept 3447.31*** 3044.50*** 2363.04*** 2754.41*** 
 (517.83) (542.08) (655.35) (702.41) 
N 926 926 705 705  

Standard errors in parentheses; Models include member fixed effects; ***p < .001, **p < .01, *p < .05 

During the 108th Congress we see Blue Dogs redistributing very little to one 

another and relatively little money at all (see Table 14). Despite this, the business-

friendly New Democrats are supporting one another again. It is possible that the Blue 

Dogs and New Democrats were competing against one another for support. This, of 

course, was during the peak of President George W. Bush’s reign in the White House. 

Nevertheless, we see Progressives being generous with their funds. With the 109th 

Congress we finally see the Blue Dogs supporting one another and their mutual support 
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nets an additional $374. The New Democrats support fades, and the progressives are 

again generous, giving out more money than other faction members. 

Table 15 – Effect of Democratic Faction Membership on Member-to-Member 
Contributions, 110th and 111th Congress 

 110th Congress 110th Congress 111th Congress 111th Congress 
Both Blue Dog 77.99  12.98  
 (111.05)  (91.78)  
Both New Dem -139.24  157.24  
 (195.93)  (94.98)  
Both Progressive -123.56  -101.43  
 (237.32)  (119.81)  
Sender Blue Dog  -27.47  -214.86*** 
  (86.60)  (64.02) 
Receiver Blue Dog  91.84  18.71 
  (76.92)  (54.47) 
Sender New Dem  -25.10  32.93 
  (75.70)  (57.65) 
Receiver New Dem  -326.60**  7.24 
  (125.46)  (59.57) 
Sender Progressive  546.79***  -629.77*** 
  (108.38)  (62.62) 
Receiver Progressive  -466.07***  83.36 
  (130.74)  (88.24) 
Sender Leader 2526.15*** 2586.93*** 2579.33*** 2465.18*** 
 (80.72) (85.75) (56.32) (60.28) 
Receiver Leader 625.86 707.18 -777.53 -800.57 
 (882.95) (877.37) (804.05) (794.14) 
Sender Chair or Ranking Mem. 835.48*** 570.93*** 876.59*** 1050.42*** 
 (104.59) (113.82) (68.97) (70.71) 
Receiver Chair or Ranking Mem. 4.27 169.77 24.70 5.95 
 (382.62) (381.86) (119.13) (117.63) 
Sender Win Percentage 1809.30*** 1559.63*** 773.73*** 1331.09*** 
 (240.46) (244.70) (169.75) (177.27) 
Receiver Win Percentage 578.74 848.12** -397.56* -524.35* 
 (311.17) (318.81) (201.99) (223.02) 
Intercept 1199.16*** 1286.64*** 1656.31*** 1333.58*** 
 (323.12) (328.01) (234.66) (244.49) 
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N 2212 2212 4097 4097  
Standard errors in parentheses; Models include member fixed effects; ***p < .001, **p < .01, *p < .05 

During the 110th Congress we see both Progressives and New Democrats being 

less likely to receive money from their copartisans (see Table 15). Although, at the same 

time, Progressives seem to be generous as their role as senders seems to generate an 

additional $546. Party leaders, ranking members, and safe members continue to dominate 

the member-to-member transfer networks. With the 111th Congress the only significant 

effects among factions are negative. 

Table 16 – Effect of Democratic Faction Membership on Member-to-Member 
Contributions, 112th and 113th Congress 

 112th Congress 112th Congress 113th Congress 113th Congress 
Both Blue Dog 48.52  222.82  
 (137.00)  (151.96)  
Both New Dem -90.46  240.20***  
 (122.84)  (58.35)  
Both Progressive -277.67*  -51.73  
 (136.61)  (92.71)  
Sender Blue Dog  -301.40**  -135.38 
  (103.48)  (75.98) 
Receiver Blue Dog  -77.32  -53.80 
  (79.06)  (54.05) 
Sender New Dem  -173.13*  192.16*** 
  (84.35)  (53.35) 
Receiver New Dem  -44.15  -5.85 
  (75.75)  (43.96) 
Sender Progressive  -578.79***  -159.02*** 
  (87.81)  (46.75) 
Receiver Progressive  -150.03  -3.01 
  (89.16)  (59.59) 
Sender Leader 2513.19*** 2351.92*** 957.93*** 912.54*** 
 (86.78) (93.06) (53.42) (57.23) 
Receiver Leader -673.92 -975.33 -2.07 -160.61 
 (828.54) (821.72) (861.42) (860.68) 
Sender Chair or Ranking Mem. 465.79*** 408.85*** -14.88 -44.82 
 (88.86) (90.51) (56.34) (58.61) 
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Receiver Chair or Ranking Mem. 188.53 232.92 304.00** 278.11** 
 (130.53) (132.23) (100.47) (102.93) 
Sender Win Percentage 939.20** 1286.07*** 1430.06*** 1586.84*** 
 (346.18) (357.71) (236.63) (241.71) 
Receiver Win Percentage -538.19 576.13 1017.69*** 881.83*** 
 (345.00) (356.58) (239.47) (260.51) 
Intercept 1515.16*** 1436.24*** 522.39* 567.07* 
 (0.044) (331.72) (231.25) (242.15) 
N 2035 2035 4098 4098  

Standard errors in parentheses; Models include member fixed effects; ***p < .001, **p < .01, *p < .05 

During the 112th Congress we see members of the Congressional Progressive 

Caucus are actually less likely to redistribute their funds to one another (see Table 16). 

This finding is puzzling, especially given that this was the Congress wherein Democrats 

had huge losses due to the passage of the ACA. This pattern is consistent with the 

negative sender effects for each faction during the 112th Congress. We again see party 

leaders, and this time also committee ranking members, more aggressively redistributing 

funds. During the 113th Congress, New Democrats continue to support one another at 

greater rates to the tune of about a $240 increase among themselves.  We see their 

corresponding sender effect is also significant and again we see Progressives less likely 

to donate their money. 

Table 17 – Effect of Democratic Faction Membership on Member-to-Member 
Contributions, 114th and 115th Congress 

 114th Congress 114th Congress 115th Congress 115th Congress 
Both Blue Dog 8.94  -6.44  
 (155.58)  (119.73)  
Both New Dem 237.54***  -41.61  
 (65.29)  (74.97)  
Both Progressive 182.46  -18.73  
 (107.94)  (95.05)  
Sender Blue Dog  -148.91  -177.54 
  (93.54)  (93.86) 
Receiver Blue Dog  -47.14  5.10 



 81 

  (60.18)  (67.88) 
.) Sender New Dem  276.33***  -176.70* 

  (61.36)  (72.21) 
Receiver New Dem  10.60  -107.71 
  (62.86)  (68.92) 
Sender Progressive  -69.66  -391.01*** 
  (57.50)  (64.11) 
Receiver Progressive  162.89*  53.36 
  (79.74)  (73.42) 
Sender Leader 1662.28*** 1651.50*** 1502.01*** 1361.46*** 
 (63.65) (66.04) (69.57) (73.62) 
Receiver Leader 1367.83** 1375.76** 920.67* 980.43** 
 (494.91) (494.11) (361.16) (360.85) 
Sender Chair or Ranking Mem. 85.46 117.21 -52.34 -48.13 
 (72.03) (72.97) (83.95) (84.02) 
Receiver Chair or Ranking Mem. 24.36 -44.18 187.09** 435.01** 
 (127.43) (131.86) (166.87) (166.74) 
Sender Win Percentage -203.94 -100.61 378.57 266.30 
 (164.72) (169.36) (214.75) (215.99) 
Receiver Win Percentage 763.62*** 660.83** 187.09 -9.25 
 (218.58) (225.81) (204.05) (213.90) 
Intercept 356.09 351.30 938.49** 1498.23*** 
 (223.16) (237.67) (306.70) (322.54) 
N 2229 2229 2290 2290  

Standard errors in parentheses; Models include member fixed effects; ***p < .001, **p < .01, *p < .05 

In the final models for Democrats in the 115th and 114th Congress the only faction 

effect that is significant is among the New Democrats. Both members in a pair being New 

Democrats during the 114th Congress represented $237 increase in member-to-member 

contributions. We see these effects translate in the second model for the 114th Congress, 

with significant sender effects for New Democrats as well. Interestingly, during the 115th 

Congress we see both New Democrats and Progressives being less likely to redistribute 

their funds to others. This finding is surprising given that it was President Trump’s first 

two years in office. One would expect members to being sharing as much money as 
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possible to try and take back the majority. This finding is what we see among party 

leaders, which is to be expected. 

What can make of these findings taken together though? First, it seems that 

members of the Congressional Progressive Caucus use their money for others instead of 

themselves. More often than not they are found to be sending their money to others and 

not necessarily to fellow Progressives. Given the proposed hypothesis this is the finding I 

was expecting. Progressives are not in the driver’s seat of the Democratic Party, as we 

saw in the previous chapter too. It will be interesting to see if this pattern changes as the 

party begins to tack to the left in recent years. While the findings of Blue Dogs and New 

Democrats supporting one another and their copartisans is what I predicted, I remain 

puzzled by the surprisingly large number of significant negative coefficients uncovered 

here. Unfortunately, I do not think it bodes well for the project more generally. 

While I certainly believe behind-the-scenes effects are prevalent for agenda 

setting, I do not think the same can be said for campaign finance. The most likely caveat 

is likely that each faction conceptualizes its reelection support strategy in different ways. 

Some prefer member-to-member support more for example. While others may rely 

instead on the faction’s centralized PAC, which is the topic of my next paper for this 

project following the dissertation. Much more remains to be said about the campaign 

finance dynamics at play among intraparty factions. Nevertheless, for Democrats, I do 

not think member-to-member transfers are the dominant method for faction reelection 

support. Recall the two figures discussed previously, Democrats in general spent much 

less than their House Republican colleagues in member-to-member support anyways. 

Perhaps a stronger set of results awaits among the Republicans. 
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Table 18 – Effect of Republican Faction Membership on Member-to-Member 
Contributions, 107th Congress 

 107th Congress 107th Congress 
Both Study Committee -651.84*  
 (286.56)  
Both Main Street Caucus 175.25  
 (250.56)  
Sender Study Committee  -502.84*** 
  (125.34) 
Receiver Study Committee  -417.42*** 
  (122.73) 
Sender Main Street Caucus  -64.63 
  (125.09) 
Receiver Main Street Caucus  -136.80 
  (125.86) 
Sender Leader 1806.50*** 1671.36*** 
 (107.62) (114.07) 
Receiver Leader -1526.44* -1447.07* 
 (643.70) (642.00) 
Sender Chair or Ranking Mem. 342.32*** 210.47 
 (103.15) (113.01) 
Receiver Chair or Ranking Mem. -36.35 -51.40 
 (221.84) (221.39) 
Sender Win Percentage 2530.79*** 2690.63*** 
 (370.70) (372.63) 
Receiver Win Percentage -991.17** -1005.07** 
 (374.06) (372.99) 
Intercept 1130.56** 1265.31*** 
 (358.90) (360.86) 
N 1884 1884  

Standard errors in parentheses; Models include member fixed effects;  
***p < .001, **p < .01, *p < .05 

Moving to the House Republicans, we see the RSC struggling with a negative 

coefficient when they are on the receiving end in the 107th Congress suggesting the party 

may be funneling money away from their most conservative copartisans (see Table 18). 

We also see a puzzling result wherein RSC members are actually less likely to support 

one another. It is unclear right now what this means substantively but it is a result that 
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persists throughout these next few sets of results. I will speculate more on this before 

wrapping up this chapter. 

Table 19 – Effect of Republican Faction Membership on Member-to-Member 
Contributions, 108th and 109th Congress 

 108th Congress 108th Congress 109th Congress 109th Congress 
Both Study Committee -459.12***  20.76  
 (121.26)  (84.71)  
Both Main Street Caucus -232.06  409.38***  
 (136.89)  (122.14)  
Sender Study Committee  -653.75***  95.59 
  (86.65)  (64.73) 
Receiver Study Committee  10.08  -143.41* 
  (80.92)  (68.24) 
Sender Main Street Caucus  -371.99***  91.22 
  (85.00)  (81.30) 
Receiver Main Street Caucus  76.16  125.53 
  (92.05)  (73.72) 
Sender Leader 1263.14*** 1191.59*** 1930.30*** 1933.53*** 
 (90.68) (90.77) (74.09) (74.22) 
Receiver Leader -1223.52** -1068.80* 543.84*** 521.05** 
 (438.44) (435.57) (164.79) (165.63) 
Sender Chair or Ranking Mem. -65.92 -99.98 314.96*** 318.19*** 
 (81.22) (80.67) (74.36) (74.40) 
Receiver Chair or Ranking Mem. 369.07* 394.03* 285.00 304.27 
 (179.47) (178.84) (157.86) (158.12) 
Sender Win Percentage -476.37 -715.25* -427.95* -483.30* 
 (299.36) (299.99) (190.73) (193.86) 
Receiver Win Percentage -901.24*** -924.03*** -24.95 -5.01 
 (254.14) (252.29) (279.85) (280.03) 
Intercept 3928.30*** 4244.67*** 3358.36*** 3356.43*** 
 (287.01) (294.47) (240.37) (246.37) 
N 2721 2721 5106 5106  

Standard errors in parentheses; Models include member fixed effects; ***p < .001, **p < .01, *p < .05 

For the 108th Congress the negative coefficients make their return and we again 

see party leaders dominating the results. Consistent with the previous chapter’s findings 
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the further back in time we go the more influence the moderate Republican Main Street 

Coalition seems to have. We see its members support one another netting about $400 

more among themselves and again a negative coefficient for the conservative Republican 

Study Committee’s receiver effect (see Table 19). 

Table 20 – Effect of Republican Faction Membership on Member-to-Member 
Contributions, 110th and 111th Congress 

 110th Congress 110th Congress 111th Congress 111th Congress 
Both Study Committee 151.84  -197.47  
 (89.82)  (114.59)  
Both Main Street Caucus 368.61*  764.51***  
 (177.71)  (152.79)  
Sender Study Committee  201.38**  -12.95 
  (77.81)  (105.47) 
Receiver Study Committee  112.26  -248.14* 
  (88.35)  (110.68) 
Sender Main Street Caucus  -149.87  589.30*** 
  (111.13)  (144.04) 
Receiver Main Street Caucus  331.96**  117.18 
  (104.18)  (106.99) 
Sender Leader 1387.35*** 1381.43*** 2833.07*** 2886.29*** 
 (99.06) (99.06) (115.77) (117.14) 
Receiver Leader -1433.47*** -1355.01*** 1270.38* 1199.49* 
 (342.22) (343.31) (521.87) (521.70) 
Sender Chair or Ranking Mem. 240.48** 267.42** 1128.24*** 1090.96*** 
 (92.92) (92.64) (114.31) (118.43) 
Receiver Chair or Ranking Mem. 42.30 96.42 19.65 58.21 
 (179.24) (181.62) (208.67) (214.97) 
Sender Win Percentage 950.34** 693.21* 531.04 664.00 
 (316.06) (320.38) (361.62) (370.25) 
Receiver Win Percentage 526.29 957.02 -542.25 -399.32 
 (661.66) (666.18) (420.39) (436.38) 
Intercept 671.76 378.55 1232.79** 1023.26* 
 (434.93) (450.17) (383.93) (416.22) 
N 2309 2309 1278 1278  

Standard errors in parentheses; Models include member fixed effects; ***p < .001, **p < .01, *p < .05 
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Moving to the only two congresses wherein the Republicans do not control the 

House for this period of study, we see a set of results that, while contrary to my 

hypothesis, do make sense (see Table 20). In their time in the minority the moderate 

RMSC band together to support one another to the tune of an additional $764 during 

President Obama’s first two years in office and $368 in the congress just before it. In this 

same vein, during President Obama’s first dip into the White House we see a negative 

receiver effect for the RSC as well. This finding against suggests potentially a strategy to 

moderate that could have also contributed to the Tea Party reaction across the country. 

Table 21 – Effect of Republican Faction Membership on Member-to-Member 
Contributions, 112th and 113th Congress 

 112th Congress 112th Congress 113th Congress 113th Congress 
Both Tea Party Caucus -383.81*  -808.44***  
 (168.21)  (187.30)  
Both Study Committee -299.77***  -181.11**  
 (58.51)  (57.39)  
Both Main Street Coalition 144.41  112.54  
 (111.43)  (91.96)  
Sender Tea Party Caucus  -436.42***  -1032.77*** 
  (83.25)  (84.27) 
Receiver Tea Party Caucus  81.63  -102.36 
  (79.11)  (79.57) 
Sender Study Committee  -472.61***  -422.43*** 
  (66.97)  (64.95) 
Receiver Study Committee  136.57*  135.48* 
  (66.87)  (57.16) 
Sender Main Street Coalition  -16.62  -242.05*** 
  (81.01)  (71.74) 
Receiver Main Street Coalition  60.18  159.14** 
  (66.68)  (59.95) 
Sender Leader 1904.10*** 1877.84*** 1583.91*** 1568.23*** 
 (72.28) (74.61) (64.83) (63.20) 
Receiver Leader 848.65 856.39 925.45*** 810.81*** 
 (579.40) (573.92) (137.27) (136.46) 
Sender Chair or Ranking Mem. 788.91*** 770.43*** 915.66*** 793.88*** 
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 (67.63) (67.56) (71.67) (70.51) 
Receiver Chair or Ranking Mem. 243.83 283.23* 456.48*** 514.60*** 
 (135.29) (135.38) (115.35) (112.78) 
Sender Win Percentage -460.48* -574.65* 1261.01*** 1412.08*** 
 (214.21) (225.19) (255.94) (269.85) 
Receiver Win Percentage 1769.29*** 1499.38*** 1497.91*** 1523.48*** 
 (323.16) (334.86) (327.35) (326.40) 
Intercept 148.04 438.01 -20.53 347.07 
 (284.72) (307.07) (274.43) (292.10) 
N 3945 3945 4015 4015  

Standard errors in parentheses; Models include member fixed effects; ***p < .001, **p < .01, *p < .05 

With the Tea Party forming during the 112th Congress we might expect some 

intraparty battle among these new members and the previously long-dominant 

conservative faction, the Republican Study Committee. Instead, we see another round of 

negative coefficients and another set of congresses where party leaders and committee 

chairs are dominating the member-to-member contribution network (see Table 21). RSC 

members, while not necessarily supporting one another, do have positive and significant 

receiver effects in both congresses. This finding might suggest a desire among 

incumbents to protect their institutional power in the face of the widespread discontent 

that fueled the rise of the Tea Party both within Congress and across the country. 

Table 22 – Effect of Republican Faction Membership on Member-to-Member 
Contributions, 114th and 115th Congress 

 114th Congress 114th Congress 115th Congress 115th Congress 
Both Freedom Caucus -719.28***  -395.12***  
 (79.97)  (79.64)  
Both Study Committee -342.64***  -348.65***  
 (40.13)  (44.86)  
Both Main Street Coalition 282.52**  -151.26**  
 (98.47)  (57.24)  
Sender Freedom Caucus  -545.28***  -556.93*** 
  (80.82)  (79.84) 
Receiver Freedom Caucus  -152.27*  -119.17 
  (75.39)  (76.46) 
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Sender Study Committee  -676.08***  -585.50*** 
  (43.48)  (44.00) 
Receiver Study Committee  15.63  15.50 
  (38.64)  (42.79) 
Sender Main Street Coalition  -152.25**  -314.60*** 
  (48.90)  (49.34) 
Receiver Main Street Coalition  117.53*  88.57 
  (53.01)  (45.83) 
Sender Leader 1811.28*** 1691.37*** 1597.23*** 1518.97*** 
 (48.29) (48.76) (55.49) (55.95) 
Receiver Leader 220.30 128.30 909.81*** 755.98*** 
 (225.22) (222.56) (181.67) (181.13) 
Sender Chair or Ranking Mem. 814.82*** 749.94*** 600.07*** 592.47*** 
 (59.51) (59.37) (69.77) (69.68) 
Receiver Chair or Ranking Mem. 406.94*** 341.52** 306.29* 340.20* 
 (113.09) (111.93) (153.34) (153.62) 
Sender Win Percentage 306.36 284.02 336.69* 384.69* 
 (157.48) (157.60) (162.96) (166.76) 
Receiver Win Percentage -194.37 -40.57 457.36* 292.06 
 (141.36) (143.27) (201.52) (203.73) 
Intercept 1625.68*** 1814.90*** 1470.30*** 2070.65*** 
 (277.57) (278.45) (376.63) (381.05) 
N 6409 6409 8929 8929  

Standard errors in parentheses; Models include member fixed effects; ***p < .001, **p < .01, *p < .05 

Unfortunately, the puzzle of negative coefficients persists in a big way among the 

final set of Republican results. We see them for every faction in both the 115th and 114th 

congresses (see Table 22). The one exception is mutual support among the moderate 

Republican Main Street Coalition during the 114th Congress netting members an 

additional $282. Interestingly, during the 114th Congress we also see two receiver effects 

of note. First, the RMSC members seem to be the big winners, with them receiving about 

$117 more on average from their copartisans. But, arguably more interesting, the House 

Freedom Caucus (HFC) members seem to be being punished. Of course, this was their 

first Congress to exist and upon their formation they became infamous for their 
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bombastic tactics and threats against party leadership. This likely led to some coordinated 

responses among their copartisans. 

While the House Republicans gave a few more instances of coherent results they 

again underscore what we found among the Democrats. In some cases, the member-to-

member redistribution strategy does seem to be salient for some factions, especially the 

moderates within the party. Given that moderate Republicans have been a declining breed 

within the House for decades now, it makes sense they might be more prone to protecting 

one another than their more plentiful and more reactionary conservative colleagues. With 

the rise of individual donors overtaking PACs for fundraising the benefactors of this shift 

tend to be conservatives. One might expect this to lead to increased member-to-member 

contributions among conservatives but that is not what the inferential analyses have 

shown. 

How much of the results presented here are the result of a less-than-ideal 

methodology? While it is not possible to say with certainty, it is without doubt that these 

data were collected with the intention of modeling them with social network analysis. 

Politics is ultimately a network phenomenon, and--to wit--power can be exceptionally 

difficult to measure when independence of observations is assumed (McClurg and Lazer 

2014). Social network analysis addresses these issues by turning a spotlight onto the 

relational links among actors and it is very likely the case that if a member receives 

money from a colleague, especially a fellow faction member, it is likely to affect their 

future contribution behavior. 

Beyond the methodological concerns in this draft of the project, it is also true that 

some of the results here are still informative. Chiefly, the idea that member-to-member 

contribution networks are a slim cut of the influence factions likely have on members’ 

reelection behavior. No scholar has yet investigated empirically the extent to which their 
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centralized PACs impact recruitment to these factions, how much emphasis is put on 

having fellow faction members campaign on another member’s behalf, what role any 

affiliated faction Super PACs might have, and even how much member-to-member 

contribution behavior might be occurring with committees that are not Leadership PACs. 

If nothing else, this chapter suggests a more holistic approach to the election-side of 

intraparty factionalism is necessary. 
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Chapter 6:  Conclusion 

How impactful are intraparty factions in the broader scheme of the American 

political system? As one former member of Congress put it to me, “academics and 

journalists never understood the influence of these groups because they never understood 

the process” (Interviews 2019). Today, we know not only that intraparty factions have 

distinct policy agendas, and in most cases also perform their own in-depth policy 

analysis, but they also have access to the highest rungs of power within the House of 

Representatives when the policymaking chips are down. Beyond that, these groups are 

integral to forming new bonds among members and their staffers that can translate to 

money for one’s reelection campaign too. 

Members of Congress have grueling schedules and even the most parsimonious 

set of goals we conceptualize for them involves hours of work in their pursuit and full 

staffs across multiple towns, cities, and states. Contemporary partisan polarization has 

reshaped how members attempt to win reelection, gain influence in their chamber, and 

formulate good public policy. One of the, not so new (e.g., Bloch Rubin 2013; 2017; 

DiSalvo 2012), tools members have started again relying on is the intraparty faction. In 

some ways these groups still are just congressional caucuses, but their ideological bents, 

assigned staffers and directors, and information processing roles make them uniquely 

useful both within the halls of Congress and at home. In this dissertation I laid out eight 

functions intraparty factions fulfill and linked those functions back to the canonical goals 

of members. Just like their parent institutions (i.e., political parties), intraparty factions 

are tools members utilize to accomplish their own goals (Aldrich 1995; Clarke 2020). 

In pursuit of their reelection efforts members’ utilize intraparty factions to link 

them to exogeneous ideological allies within their respective extended party networks. 
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These allies attend the factions’ regular meetings and propose new ideas to members, 

gain insight from members about the legislative process, and facilitate potential donor 

relationships. Factions also provide electoral support in a variety of ways. Faction staffers 

work to coordinate campaign stops among members, for example (Bloch Rubin 2017; 

Interviews 2019). Most of these factions also donate directly to their members from a 

centralized political action committee. And regular faction meetings when Congress is in 

session allow members to burnish relationships with their fellow members, which can 

lead to greater redistribution of campaign funds to their newfound ideological allies in 

Congress. 

One of the most important takeaways from this dissertation is the insurgent role 

intraparty factions play in empowering rank-and-file members in a Congress with a 

diminished committee system. Many factions form task forces that serve policy analysis 

and information processing roles for members. These internal subgroups allow members 

to both build closer relationships with a subset of faction members and gain valuable 

policy expertise that can be used in negotiations when bills are being written or revised. 

Critically, intraparty factions empower their leaders with direct access to the increasingly 

powerful party leadership that wields power in the House not seen since the late 19th 

century (Cox and McCubbins 2005; Jenkins and Stewart 2013). Having regular meetings 

with party leadership opens up many doors for faction leaders and their members. First 

and foremost, in a legislative process increasingly marked by omnibus bills and special 

rules that disregard committee hearings or disallow amendments on the floor the 

opportunity to hear directly from party leaders which bills are going to move through the 

process at all is crucial (Curry 2015; Casas, Denny, and Wilkerson 2020). Information is 

power on Capitol Hill and if concessions are going to be gained one must have the lay of 

the land to plan a political strategy and identify potential problem language in bills as 
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early as possible. Of course, nothing is more important than direct negotiations between 

party and faction leaders. These discussions can result in behind-the-scenes changes to 

legislative language and inform faction leaders when they might need to take public 

positions for or against a bill. As always, knowing when to go public is key in politics. 

Finally, in pursuit of good public policy factions are a natural tool. The ability to 

provide policy information and generate localized expertise is indispensable. But factions 

also provide an institutionalized way of identifying and prioritizing policy issues that 

subsets of the two major legislative parties care deeply about. Much of the quantitative 

data presented here speaks to just how important this feature of intraparty factions is. 

Whether it is within the Republican Party where jockeying occurs around a small and 

more centralized set of issues or within the Democratic Party where almost any policy 

issue is game. The fight for space on the congressional agenda is as tense as ever and 

members are using any tool they can to bring attention to the things they, and their 

constituents, care about. Intraparty factions are a swiss-army knife for a newly elected 

member of the House of Representatives. 

Empirically, this dissertation has uncovered an asymmetric set of agendas and 

dynamic of influence. In addition to the quantitative results, qualitative evidence 

presented here, and elsewhere (Bloch Rubin 2013; 2017), suggests that these factions 

likely get more concessions behind the scenes from party leaders than we might ever be 

able to measure with quantitative indicators. The modern legislative process is tightly 

controlled by party leaders making it is difficult for rank-and-file members to influence 

the legislative process without collective action of some sort. Even when intraparty 

factions are successful it is not always guaranteed they claim credit or ever suggest their 

victory publicly. As it has always has been, politics within the U.S. Congress is a game 

played among the members and they only allow the public to see a portion of what goes 
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on. Using data to systematically uncover these dynamics may be a fool's errand, and yet, 

I find systematic and meaningful effects across the nearly two decades studied in this 

project. Intraparty factions matter in Congress and the members, leaders and the rank and 

file alike, know it. One staffer for a Democratic intraparty faction reacted this way to the 

prospect of leadership ironing out final legislative details without input from them: 
 
We would hope to be in the room. We would work to make it happen. We expect 
it and if we are not in the room it opens the door for needless confrontation, but 
they will eventually need to hear [our members] point of view. Leaders have been 
good on this thus far in the current Congress (Interviews, 2019). 

The expectation is that these groups are taken seriously because they represent 

influential blocs of elected officials and in some situations their opposition can be the 

difference between a bill moving through the legislative process or dying. But still, the 

legislative parties today operate in fundamentally different ways due to asymmetric 

polarization and therefore so do their factions (Grossmann and Hopkins 2016; Jones, 

Theriault, and Whyman 2019).  

By measuring and analyzing the policy agendas of the universe of intraparty 

factions from 2001 through 2018, I have uncovered strikingly similar priorities across 

Republican Party leaders and the factions with which they joust. Their agendas center on 

three core ideological issues: macroeconomics (especially taxes and the national debt), 

health care policy and reform, and government operations (especially reducing federal 

regulations and providing rigorous oversight). Debating the details of these issues 

provides a much more narrow policy agenda to extract benefits from, especially when 

contrasted with the Democrats and their factions. Democratic Party leaders prioritize 

health care, education, and labor policy, but their factions prioritize a variety of other 

issues (many of which Democratic leaders do discuss in their agendas, but do not 
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prioritize with exceptional attention). These disparate views on the role of the federal 

government and the issues with which their constituents are concerned provide different 

opportunity structures for Democratic and Republican intraparty factions. 

The inferential analysis on agenda influence is consistent with these differing 

partisan expectations too. Over time the moderate wing of the Republican Party, 

embodied in the Main Street Coalition, sees its influence wane and its position of relative 

power is ceded to the conservatives. Yet, conservative politics too has evolved rapidly 

especially over the past decade. In response to the Tea Party movement across the 

country we see the Tea Party Caucus gain significant traction. After it dissolves and is 

replaced by the House Freedom Caucus, we see its aggressive strategy for positive 

agenda control---by warring with party leaders---to be flawed while other scholars 

illuminate the HFC’s ability to threaten and exercise negative agenda control with more 

success (Green 2019). For the Democrats, we observe a strategy of using the 

Congressional Progressive Caucus for signaling to party activists when they have control 

of the House but are without unified government. The story becomes less clear once they 

obtain unified government. Most likely we are seeing a combination of concessions from 

party leaders behind the scenes and the realities of the diverse interests within the 

Democratic Party. Theoretically I expect these factions to serve as venues for exogenous 

party-aligned interest groups and their policy proposals. Since most groups within the 

Democratic Party network are motivated by narrow policy interests, or broad identity-

based interests that might more easily align with other caucuses, the effects for factions 

remain elusive. 

The individual member-to-member contribution behaviors across factions 

produced particularly mixed results. For the Democrats we did see some evidence that 

was consistent with the agenda setting results. The Congressional Progressive Caucus’ 
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members spent much of their time redistributing their money not to their colleagues in the 

CPC, but instead to their fellow House Democrats more generally. The Democratic Party 

seems to be collectively aware that their moderate members are indeed the majority 

makers. And, within the New Democrat Coalition and the Blue Dog Coalition there were 

times wherein they supported one another at significant levels. The Republican Party to 

some extent replicated the results from the agenda-setting chapter. The Republican Main 

Street Coalition’s members supported one another the most and we saw that support 

come more often as we went further back in time. Yet, among the conservative factions 

we saw consistently a set of puzzling negative coefficients and occasionally we saw these 

members actually being punished and receiving less money than their copartisans. 

The empirical analysis for the campaign finance data should be repeated with 

proper social network analysis methodology to verify the patterns we have started to see 

develop here. But, nevertheless, the findings from the campaign finance chapter do 

suggest that a broad brush will be helpful in determining just how much influence 

intraparty factions have over members reelection efforts. In the theory chapter I laid out a 

variety of strategies and mechanisms for helping members pursue their goal of reelection. 

The puzzling results presented in the LPAC chapter suggest member-to-member 

contributions are likely only a thin slice of the influence these factions have. Further 

analysis tracking campaign stops by members, activity of centralized faction PACs, and 

even more work to discover and track Super PAC spending will shed more light onto the 

role of intraparty factions in congressional elections. 

Much remains to be said about the role of intraparty factions in Congress. For 

one, not all intraparty factions are created equal and the fundamental institutional and 

procedural differences between the groups matter. Of course, other factors such as the 

size of the group and how many members of the group hold positions of formal power 
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matter too. Future research should dig into those details, but that is beyond the scope of 

this project for now. Scholars should be careful to consider how intraparty faction activity 

in the House translates to effects in the Senate (if they do at all). While organization 

among senators in an institutionalized way like this dissertation describes is less common 

in the Senate, it does happen (Bloch Rubin 2017). The question then becomes, do 

factions like the Tea Party Caucus or the Congressional Progressive Caucus that have 

bicameral membership fare better in seeing their policy priorities actually enacted into 

law? This question again will require a mixed methods approach as the answer likely lies 

behind a closed door on Capitol Hill. 

Further attention should also be paid to the interactions between ideological 

intraparty factions and the factions that represent racial and ethnic minorities in Congress. 

Many interviewees I spoke with suggested that, at least on the Democratic side of the 

aisle, these caucuses (e.g., the Congressional Black Caucus, the Congressional Hispanic 

Caucus, and the Congressional Asian Pacific American Caucus) also attend leadership 

meetings and are afforded similar input to their ideological counterparts. While I did not 

include these groups in this study, mainly due to the differing motivations these groups 

hold at their foundations (i.e., ideological vs. representational), they clearly are 

competing in the same game of agenda setting.  

Finally, much more remains to be said about what drives members to join an 

intraparty faction. It does cost members money from their office allowances to join, 

unlike most other caucuses. The most obvious expectation would be that ideological 

congruence drives membership decisions, but as I show here these groups are not 

sleeping at the wheel when it comes to reelection fights and financial support in the form 

of campaign funding. My next project, as I begin to reshape this dissertation into a book, 

will be to attempt to understand whether ideology or money is the driving factor for 
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membership decisions. As money has become the deciding factor in most party 

leadership elections (Powell 2017; Cann 2008b; Green 2008; Green and Harris 2007; 

Heberlig, Hetherington and Larson 2006), it seems appropriate to ask how much of a role 

money plays in drawing in new members to these groups too. 

In conclusion, this dissertation provides a new empirical and theoretical 

evaluation of intraparty factions in Congress and seeks to advance an important and 

developing area of congressional studies. Understanding what leads members of 

Congress to behave in the ways in which they do is at the heart of legislative studies and 

adjudicating the ways in which party leaders and rank-and-file members interact in the 

modern, politically polarized, Congress is critical. Intraparty factions provide a unique 

window into answering these questions of legislative behavior and, as one Republican 

intraparty staffer put it, “things are much different now given the rise of these groups” 

(Interviews, 2019). Just how different things are and in what particular ways remains to 

be comprehensively explored for many years to come. 
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Appendices 

INTERVIEW APPENDIX 

Interviews for this project were conducted by first identifying members of 

Congress who were members of different intraparty factions. This process was done by 

using membership rosters on current websites, archived websites, or documents taken 

from archives in the Library of Congress. I first targeted members who were currently or 

previously chairs of any given group requesting interviews with either the member or the 

staffer. I both hand-delivered letters requesting interviews to current members’ offices on 

Capitol Hill. I then followed up over the next few weeks with emails. For former 

members or staffers, email was relied on alone. Next, if the intraparty faction listed 

staffers on their websites, I contacted those staffers using the same methods. Sometimes 

these interviews led to suggestions of additional people to contact, whom I subsequently 

contacted via email. 

The interviews were loosely structured with a core set of questions being asked to 

each interviewee. These core questions got at the member or staffer’s role in the faction, 

the structure of the faction, the faction’s day-to-day operations, and how they 

conceptualized their faction’s influence on policy and politics. Specific questions relevant 

to the group were asked when appropriate. The interviews were conducted either face-to-

face or over the phone. I took notes in each interview and did not record any 

conversations. Each interview lasted between 20 minutes and one hour depending on how 

much time the interviewee had to offer. Generic templates for interview requests and 
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questionnaires available upon request. Requests should be sent to zmcgee@utexas.edu or 

zmcgee11@gmail.com. 

FULL REGRESSION TABLES 
 Note that the results presented in this appendix are from logistic regressions and 

their estimates are displayed as odds ratios. Moreover, just as in the results presented in 

the body of the paper, occasionally multicollinearity leads to certain variables being 

dropped. In the cases of dropped variables their cell(s) in the table are left blank but note 

that all possible variables were included in each respective model. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Table A1 – Effects on Reporting Bill from Committee with Unified Republican Control 
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Table A2 – Effects on Bill Passage with Unified Republican Control 
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Table A3 – Effects on Reporting Bill from Committee with Democratic Control 
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Table A4 – Effects on Bill Passage with Democratic Control 
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Table A5 – Effects on Reporting Bill from Committee with GOP Control of the House 
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Table A6 – Effects on Bill Passage with GOP Control of the House 
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