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Abstract
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1 Introduction

Members of the United States Congress collectively introduce thousands of bills each session

that cover an enormous expanse of policy areas. The fates of these bills, however, are highly

unequal. A large proportion receive minimal attention in any part of the legislative process, while

others are subject to intense scrutiny in committees, long floor debates, numerous roll call votes,

and substantial media coverage (Kingdon, 1995; Schiller, 1995; Binder and Smith, 1996; Krutz,

2005; Volden and Wiseman, 2014). Despite these dim prospects, however, members allocate

a considerable amount of their scarce time toward drafting bills and advocating for their own

legislation to be considered in committee, debated on the floor and, hopefully, enacted into law

(Hall, 1996; Wawro, 2000).

Members who are able to succeed at this task, even if partially, are known in the literature

by a variety of adjectives including effective (Matthews 1960; Frantzich 1979; Anderson, Box-

Steffensmeier and Sinclair-Chapman 2003; Miquel and Snyder 2006; Volden and Wiseman 2014,

2018), productive (Cox and Terry 2008), successful (Moore and Thomas 1991; Anderson, Box-

Steffensmeier and Sinclair-Chapman 2003), entrepreneurial (Schiller 1995; Wawro 2000), and

more. As many of these measures tap into the concept of “legislative effectiveness” originally

proposed by Matthews (1960) and defined by Volden and Wiseman (2014, p. 18) as “the

proven ability to advance a member’s agenda items through the legislative process and into

law,” we employ this name to generally label this robust literature. Many of these studies have

explored different determinants of legislative effectiveness (e.g., Anderson, Box-Steffensmeier

and Sinclair-Chapman 2003; Cox and Terry 2008; Volden and Wiseman 2014, 2018) as well as

how effectiveness interacts with other legislative institutions such as legislative norms, coalition

building, career advancement and other topics in both the United States Congress and state

legislatures (e.g, Bratton and Haynie 1999; Jeydel and Taylor 2003; Miquel and Snyder 2006;

Volden and Wiseman 2014).

However, this rich literature has focused on a relatively recent part of American political
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history with the most systematic studies starting in 1970s (e.g, Cox and Terry 2008; Volden and

Wiseman 2014). This corresponds to the waning days of the “Textbook Congress” and raises

a concern that existing empirical results may not be applicable to prior institutional arrange-

ments or earlier historical periods. For example, we note that existing work has mostly found a

limited penalty to legislative effectiveness of a member’s ideological distance from the chamber

median (e.g., Anderson, Box-Steffensmeier and Sinclair-Chapman 2003; Volden and Wiseman

2014, 2018)—despite the centrality of this distance in many existing theories. Exclusively focus-

ing on modern periods in studying which factors shape a member’s legislative effectiveness may

prevent us from developing a fuller understanding of how legislative outcomes reflect the pref-

erences of especially influential members across congressional history and mask the connection

between legislative effectiveness and legislative organization.

We tackle this problem in two ways; from a theoretical perspective, we examine the literature

on legislative organization and American political development (e.g., Cooper and Young 1989;

Krehbiel 1992; Cox and McCubbins 1993; Rohde 1991; Jenkins and Stewart 2013) to draw out

implications for members’ abilities and incentives to increase their legislative effectiveness under

various forms of legislative organization. On the empirical side, we propose a new measure of

members’ legislative effectiveness that spans a much longer period from 1873 to 2010.1 Doing

so requires a dramatic change in measurement strategy given that the sources currently used

to measure a member’s legislative effectiveness are very difficult to collect systematically before

1973 and simply do not exist before 1945. Thus, we refer to our measure as “extended legislative

effectiveness” to note that we are focused on the same underlying concept but employ a more

expansive measurement strategy.

Our paper proceeds as follows; first, we outline various major changes in legislative organi-

zation that are likely to affect which members are able to achieve high legislative effectiveness.

Based on studies of historical political institutions and American political development (e.g.,

1This period is defined by the coverage of our data sources; many require the Congressional Record, which

begins in 1873. At the time of data collection, coverage ended in 2010; Section 3 provides more details.
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Cooper and Young 1989; Schickler 2001; Jenkins and Stewart 2013), we collect expectations

about the role of key actors (e.g., chamber median, committee chairs, and majority parties) in

different historical periods.

Next, we outline our major multi-year data collection project to systematically create a

measure of members’ legislative effectiveness. Following the existing literature (e.g., Volden and

Wiseman 2014), we create a member-level measure of effectiveness by considering the totality of

bills that are introduced into Congress within a term. To do this, we must first create a bill-level

measure to allow for differential weighting based on their “importance” (e.g., renaming a post

office versus a tax reform bill).2 Using an item response theory model, we create this score

for every introduced bill from 1873 to 2010 (43rd-111th Congresses; 1.1 million bills in total).

Given the size of this data, we derive a new variational algorithm for producing our bill-level

scores as estimation would likely take several months using existing techniques. This contributes

methodologically to a growing line of research in political science on fast ideal point estimation

for large datasets (e.g., Imai, Lo and Olmsted 2016; Goplerud 2019).

We next engage in numerous validation exercises for our measures. We perform construct

validation to assess the ability of our measures to recover certain stylized facts (Adcock and

Collier 2001), as well as showing that they are highly correlated with existing measures (e.g.,

Clinton and Lapinski 2006; Volden and Wiseman 2014). Despite radical differences in their

construction, we show that our member-level effectiveness scores correlate at 0.89 (on the log-

scale) against the existing “gold standard” measures of legislative effectiveness in the period

where both are available (1973-2010; Volden and Wiseman 2014, 2018).

We empirically examine how the effects of predictors on legislative effectiveness vary across

different patterns of legislation organization. Our regression results suggest that multiple regimes

exist in terms of which members are more effective: Between the 1890s and 1946, we find that

ideological extremism harms a members legislative effectiveness, although we find limited effect

of majority party advantage–even during the period of centralized party leadership in the late

2Building on existing literature, we call this measure “legislative notability” as Section 3 explains in detail.
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1890s and the 1990s. After 1947, we find clear advantages for majority party members. Matching

existing empirical work, the effect of ideological distance on legislative effectiveness disappears

from the mid 1970s, coinciding with the increasingly pronounced roles of political parties and

committee chairs. We also find that committee chairs tend to have higher effectiveness, with

the effect being largest during the Textbook Congress in the House while staying stable in the

Senate. Taken together, our results allow us to roughly characterize the nature of the legislative

agenda throughout different historical periods.

2 Legislative Effectiveness and Legislative Organization

Existing research on the determinants of members’ legislative effectiveness has identified several

critical factors. Broadly speaking, members with institutional power have higher legislative

effectiveness. We briefly summarize the existing literature, focusing on the variables with the

most consistent support. The benefit of being a member of the majority party has received

perhaps the most extensive empirical support, providing evidence for the majority’s negative

agenda power to keep minority party bills from getting as serious consideration (e.g., Moore and

Thomas 1991; Schiller 1995; Anderson, Box-Steffensmeier and Sinclair-Chapman 2003; Miquel

and Snyder 2006; Cox and Terry 2008; Volden and Wiseman 2014, 2018). Individuals entitled

with institutional prerogatives (e.g., gatekeeping power), such as committee or subcommittee

chairs, are also strongly associated with higher legislative effectiveness (e.g., Miquel and Snyder

2006; Cox and Terry 2008; Volden and Wiseman 2014, 2018). Interestingly, and against some

theoretical expectations, members of powerful committees such as Appropriations, Rules, and

Ways and Means have been found to have lower effectiveness (Volden and Wiseman, 2014, 2018).

Finally, more senior members, who tend to have better legislative skills (Krehbiel, 1992) or more

established reputations (Matthews, 1960), are also typically associated with higher legislative

effectiveness. These results are somewhat more mixed with only studies that span a longer

period finding an advantage of seniority (Miquel and Snyder, 2006; Cox and Terry, 2008; Volden
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and Wiseman, 2014, 2018).3

Of variables that are commonly used in studies of congressional behavior, there is one that

is rather surprising in its lack of significance: ideological distance to the chamber median (An-

derson, Box-Steffensmeier and Sinclair-Chapman, 2003; Cox and Terry, 2008; Volden, Wiseman

and Wittmer, 2013; Volden and Wiseman, 2014, 2018).4 Despite the prominent role of the floor

median in theories of legislative organization (Krehbiel, 1992; Cox and McCubbins, 2005; Aldrich

and Rohde, 2000) and prior expectations of its significance (Volden and Wiseman, 2014), there

is relatively limited support for extreme members having lower legislative effectiveness.5

A less recognized point in this literature is that all of the above studies exclusively focus on

the period from 1973 onward. We conjecture that focusing on this period may imply important

scope conditions to the existing results. As detailed below, this period coincides with major

changes in legislative organization that importantly affected the relationship between rank-and-

file members, committee chairs, and party leaders. The variation in legislative organization in our

study can help reconcile discrepancies in how political institutions might shape effectiveness and,

more broadly, how the relative balance of power of different political actors (e.g., committees,

3Other factors considered include previous experience in state legislatures (Volden and Wiseman, 2014, 2018),

race (Volden and Wiseman, 2014, 2018), gender (Jeydel and Taylor, 2003; Volden, Wiseman and Wittmer, 2013;

Volden and Wiseman, 2014, 2018), legislative leadership (Anderson, Box-Steffensmeier and Sinclair-Chapman,

2003; Volden and Wiseman, 2014, 2018), freshmen (Schiller, 1995; Anderson, Box-Steffensmeier and Sinclair-

Chapman, 2003; Volden and Wiseman, 2018), and electoral security (Anderson, Box-Steffensmeier and Sinclair-

Chapman, 2003; Volden and Wiseman, 2014, 2018). In general, the effects of these variables are either weak or

conditional on other covariates.

4One partial exception is that Volden and Wiseman (2014, p. 53) find a marginally significant result when

focusing on a subset of their data (1981-2008); the variable is significant with a p-value between 0.05 and 0.10.

5In a secondary analysis, Volden and Wiseman (2014) focus only on majority party members and replace

distance from chamber median with distance from majority-party median. They find that this measure of spatial

preferences does (negatively) predict legislative effectiveness and mildly accounts for majority-party effect.
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party organizations, and ideologically moderate members) varies across historical eras.

2.1 Alternative Forms of Legislative Organization

To explore the effects of legislative organization, we chronologically summarize some major

changes and developments that could be reasonably expected to shape which factors contribute to

a member’s legislative effectiveness. Drawing on the literature on American political development

and focusing initially on the House, we develop our theoretical expectation about key actors when

clear hypotheses exist. We focus primarily on the role of committee chairs, majority parties,

and ideological distance to chamber medians and summarize our expectations in Table 1.

Early Period (1873-1888): Our analysis begins in 1873. By the end of Reconstruction,

Congress had become more institutionalized in a variety of ways: members could introduce

bills with their own names (Cooper and Young, 1989; Cooper and Rybicki, 2002), standing

committees served the main vehicles for policy-making (Jenkins, 1998), and majority parties

were the “organizational cartel” for selecting key chamber officers (Jenkins and Stewart, 2013).

However, the legislative process was criticized in this period for being quite ineffective as majority

parties struggled to control the floor agenda and minority parties possessed institutional tools to

delay and obstruct legislation (Binder, 1997; Schickler, 2001). Hence, we expect that committee

chairs should play a key role in shaping a member’s legislative effectiveness from 1873 to 1888,

while the importance of both majority status and distance from the chamber median should be

low.

Early Party Government [EPG] (1889-1910): In the following years, the House un-

derwent an experiment in “party government” during which the agenda control power of the

majority party and the Speaker were substantially strengthened and centralized (Binder, 1997;

Lawrence, Maltzman and Wahlbeck, 2001; Schickler, 2001). We expect that majority members

should have a legislative advantage for their bills and thus appear more effective. Regarding ide-

ological distance from the median, the Reed rules established a simple majority as a dominant

decision rule for bill passage and increased the benefit to members from advertising and claim-
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ing credit (Cooper and Young, 1989), perhaps encouraging members to advance their reelection

goals by becoming more active lawmakers in response to demand from their district. These

changes may particularly benefit moderate legislators as they may be more able to advance their

bills through the legislative process. On the other hand, however, centralization of power in the

majority may have eroded the influence of the chamber median. Thus, these competing factors

create uncertainty about the impact of ideological distance in this period.

Inter-War (1911-1946): After progressive Republicans successfully revolted against Speaker

Cannon in 1910, the newly obtained institutional powers of the Speaker were stripped away and

the House gradually reverted to committee government with heightened independence of indi-

vidual members (e.g., Cooper and Brady 1981; Rohde 1991; Schickler 2001). We expect that

this change substantially boosted the influence of the chamber median in determining a mem-

ber’s legislative effectiveness and undercut the role of the majority party. Across all the eras we

consider, we believe that this period should have the largest effect of distance to the chamber

median given the relative weakness of committee chairs and party leaders due to subsequent

reforms, described below, that increased the power of these actors.

Textbook Congress (1947-1974): The arguably most dramatic change in legislative orga-

nization in the period we study occurred with the enactment of the Legislative Reorganization

Act of 1946, which reduced the number of standing committees, more clearly delineated the

jurisdictions of each committee, and substantially enhanced staff support for legislators (David-

son, 1990; Bolton and Thrower, 2016). More qualitatively, this reform—alongside the end of

World War II—is often thought of as marking the beginning of the “Textbook Congress.” In

this period, Southern Democrats, some of whom held important committee chair positions and

a majority of whom formed the “conservative coalition” with a majority of Republicans, were

quite influential and party caucuses were weak (Shepsle, 1989). Theoretically, we expect that

the chairs of standing committees during this period from 1947 to the early 1970s should see the

largest positive effect on legislative effectiveness across all periods, as they were strengthened by

the Legislative Reorganization Act of 1946 but not yet weakened by the decentralizing reforms
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of the 1970s. In addition, due to weak party organization, rank-and-file members likely have

more leeway to promote their preferred proposals at various stages of the legislative process.

This implies that we should see limited majority advantage in effectiveness, and a clear penalty

for distance to the chamber median.

Reform (1975-1994): A series of legislative reforms starting in 1973, including the Sub-

committee Bills of Rights of 1973 and the Committee Reform Amendments of 1974, had major

implications to the legislative organization underpinning Congress, and especially the House.

The reforms substantially weakened the ability of chairs to control the agenda and structure sub-

committees (Shepsle, 1989), decentralized the policy-making process by boosting the autonomy

of subcommittee chairs (Davidson, 1981), and strengthened party organization, particularly the

Democratic Caucus and the Speaker (Shepsle, 1989; Rohde, 1991; Cox and McCubbins, 1993).

While committee chairs still retained a key role in the legislative process, their dominance was

somewhat undermined by stronger party organization (Cox and McCubbins, 1993; Maltzman,

1997). These reforms also gave party leaders more power to discipline their members and con-

trol the agenda, thereby substantially constraining the influence of chamber medians. Overall,

the changes generate a theoretical expectation of majority members having greater legislative

effectiveness and a very weak effect of ideological distance to chamber medians, consistent with

existing empirical work covering this period (e.g., Volden and Wiseman 2014).

Modern (1995-2010): When Republicans seized a majority in 1995, Speaker Newt Gingrich

further centralized power in the speakership to advance the goals of his party—consistent with the

expectations of “conditional party government” (i.e., intra-party homogeneity and polarization

of the parties; Evans and Oleszek 1996; Aldrich and Rohde 2000). Gingrich’s reforms included

additional power to influence committee assignments and the appointments of committee chairs,

thereby increasing loyalty among rank-and-file members (Aldrich and Rohde, 2000). With these

changes, we expect the effect of majority status to be intensified—and the largest across all

periods we examine. As in the Reform period, we expect that ideological distance will not have

a strong effect.
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Table 1: Theoretical Expectations Across Different Periods

House
Early

(1873-1888)

(43rd-50th)

EPG
(1889-1910)

(51st-61st)

Inter-War
(1911-1946)

(62nd-79th)

Textbook
(1947-1974)

(80th-93rd)

Reform
(1975-1994)

(94th-103rd)

Modern
(1995-2010)

(104th-111th)

Ideological
Dist. ? – – –

Majority
Member + + ++

Committee
Chair + + + ++ + +

Senate
Pre-Direct
(1873-1914)

(43rd-63rd)

Post-Direct
(1915-1946)

(64th-79th)

Textbook
(1947-1974)

(80th-93rd)

Reform
(1975-1994)

(94th-103rd)

Modern
(1995-2010)

(104th-111th)

Ideological
Dist. ? ?

Majority
Member + ++

Committee
Chair + + ++ + +

Note: The Congresses and the rough corresponding years are shown for each period. A blank (“ ”) means a
lack of an expectation of a strong effect. “?” indicates competing expectations; “+” is positive, “–” is negative,
“++” or “– –” suggests this should be a highly important factor in that period. “EPG” stands for Early Party
Government.

Summary: Overall, Table 1 summarize our major hypotheses for each period.6 Regarding

the Senate, we generally expect similar patterns to hold with two major differences. First,

regarding the periods chosen, in the pre-1947 period, the mandatory introduction of direct

election following the 17th amendment likely changed the behavioral incentives for senators quite

significantly (Schickler, 2001; Bernhard and Sala, 2007; Gailmard and Jenkins, 2009; Schiller and

Stewart, 2014). Additionally, the chamber lacked a similar “experiment” in party government.7

Thus, we divide the 1873-1946 period into before (“Early; 1873-1914, 43rd-63rd Congresses)

and after (“Inter-War”; 1915-1946; 64th-79th Congresses) the arrival of the first class of directly

6Appendix E.2 shows robustness of our results to the specific periodization scheme chosen.

7Although party leadership was more centralized in 1897 in the Senate, senators were mainly preoccupied

with patronage and local goods for their states before the passage of the 17th amendment (Schickler, 2001).
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elected senators following the 17th amendment. With the additional exception noted below,

these inherit our expectations from the House for the Early and Inter-War periods, respectively,

discussed above.

The other major difference is the impact of the filibuster. Before the introduction of Rule

XXII in 1917, individual senators could hold the floor to prevent a bill from being considered or

voted on—similar to the rule that prevailed during the Early period in the House (Binder, 1997).

Afterward, ending obstruction still required a supermajority, with slightly different thresholds

over time.8 Of the key actors we focus on, the filibuster significantly complicates the expected

effect for ideological distance from the chamber median. While chamber medians are pivotal

under a simple majority rule, the power of individual (or small number of) senators to prevent

legislation from being considered on the floor reduces the pivotal role of a chamber median. This

likely decreases the benefit in effectiveness that ideological moderate members likely possess.9

Thus, for the Senate, we lack a clear expectation for a negative effect of ideological distance in

the Inter-War and Textbook periods.

3 Measuring Legislative Effectiveness

To test the theoretical expectations stated above, it is essential to have a measure of a member’s

legislative effectiveness that is created in a similar way across our entire historical period. We

do this in a two-step process; first, we create a bill-level score that distinguishes bills based on

their “importance.” Second, we aggregate those scores to estimate a member’s total legislative

8Invoking cloture required different thresholds (Binder, 1997): two-thirds of all voting members (1917-1948;

1959-1974), two-thirds of all members (1949-1958); three-fifths of all members (from 1974).

9The impact of the filibuster rules on the role of the other actors we consider is likely smaller than for chamber

medians. This is because while senators can filibuster on the floor, they lack this power in committee, where

chairs have substantial influence and majority parties exercise negative agenda control (Cox and McCubbins,

2005; Rohde, 1991).
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effectiveness in each Congress.

The first point—distinguishing bills—occupies the majority of this section. Existing re-

search argues that distinguishing bills based on salience or importance is critical in capturing

the dynamics in a member’s legislative effectiveness (Anderson, Box-Steffensmeier and Sinclair-

Chapman, 2003; Volden and Wiseman, 2014), and we agree. We first provide a conceptual

argument for our focus on the notability (or noteworthiness) of a bill as a key measure of its

salience and attention inside or outside Congress—while noting our perspective is largely in line

with the existing literature on bill significance. We thus hereafter refer to our bill-level measure

as “legislative notability.”

We start from an important finding in the existing literature (e.g., Krutz 2005; Howell et al.

2000) that the vast majority of introduced legislation receives almost no consideration after its

introduction, either inside or outside of Congress. By contrast, a comparably small fraction of

bills—even if they fail to be enacted into law—consume large amounts of members’ scarce time

and/or media attention. Thus, the decision of political actors to dedicate any of their scare time

to a bill suggests that they deem the bill notable or even important given that they can only

focus on a limited number of bills within a term. Therefore, focusing on these contemporaneous

actions to measure notability is useful because such actions measure the judgement, calculation

and contemplation of actors involved in a particular Congress (Howell et al. 2000) and track the

immediate or contemporaneous concerns of the voters and electoral incentives of the members

(Schiller 1995). This focus is also consistent with Kingdon’s (1995) definition of the agenda as

“the list of subjects or problems to which governmental officials, and people outside government

closely associated with those officials, are paying some serious attention at any given time”(p.

3).

Empirically, a focus on the notability of legislation agrees with existing research that usually

prioritizes bills that are either further along in the legislative process or written up by a key

publication that monitors congressional activity (Congressional Quarterly Almanac; Anderson,

Box-Steffensmeier and Sinclair-Chapman 2003; Volden and Wiseman 2014). Existing literature
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sometimes uses the term “signifiance” or “salience” for this concept; Appendix A provides a more

detailed discussion of our preference for “notability,” while noting that this is a more stylistic

than substantive departure.

3.1 Measuring Legislative Notability

We measure legislative notability using an item response theory (IRT) model; this method is

similar to factor analysis and is perhaps most commonly used in political science for estimating

ideology using roll call votes (Clinton, Jackman and Rivers, 2004). It requires a number of

different data sources or “raters” (e.g., number of mentions in the Congressional Record) that

respond to the latent variable (“notability”) associated with each bill. This approach allows us to

integrate many different possible sources or raters correlated with notability in a single statistical

model, where the data itself determines the relative weight given to each rater. This provides

a benefit over existing approaches used for weighting bills used in legislative effectiveness scores

(e.g., Anderson, Box-Steffensmeier and Sinclair-Chapman 2003; Howell et al. 2000; Volden and

Wiseman 2014) insofar as we can produce a more fine-grained, continuous measure of notability

as opposed to a more coarse dichotomous or trichotomous scheme. Integrating multiple raters,

however, requires accounting for potential differences between them. For example, some raters

generally mention fewer bills—regardless of their notability; these are known as more “difficult”

raters. Others are more “discriminating” insofar as they relate more strongly to underlying

dimension. IRT models have separate parameters for each rater to capture these quantities

(Clinton and Lapinski, 2006; Chiou and Rothenberg, 2017), as we outline shortly.

The choice of raters is critical when constructing an IRT model as our measure should

correlate well with existing measures where both are defined, while also being able to distinguish

between bills that failed with limited notability or bills that failed after intense consideration.

We thus, where possible, used raters that were similar to the ones used in existing measures; this

primarily involved including (i) mentions of enacted bills by newspapers (e.g., the Washington

Post and the New York Times) and (ii) Congressional Quarterly Almanac’s contemporaneous
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reporting from 1945 onwards. In fact, these sources are the primary raters in most existing

research to capture contemporaneous evaluations of importance (e.g., Mayhew 1991; Binder

1999; Howell et al. 2000; Clinton and Lapinski 2006; Edwards, Barrett and Peake 1997).

To augment the relatively limited coverage of those raters (i.e., no mentions for non-enacted

bills before 1945), we chose a set of raters that could be coded consistently in a historical

perspective and that, in theory, could score every bill introduced in the entire period. We also

desired raters that varied widely in their “selectivity” or difficulty with some being relatively easy

for a bill to be mentioned (e.g., being referenced in a floor speech) and others being relatively

challenging (e.g., having a recorded roll call vote). This is important as relying only on highly

selective raters would produce identical scores for a possibly large number of bills who were

scored “zero” on all raters (Clinton and Lapinski, 2006).

We eventually located 12 raters that cover a variety of different aspects of the legislative

process while being measurable across the entire period. Table 2 describes our raters and the

number of bills considered (“Total”) and mentioned at least once (“Rated”); Appendix B pro-

vides a detailed discussion of each rater and the coding procedures employed. Primarily, we

focus on measures of congressional activity as well as including the commonly used raters of

media attention. For congressional activity—following Clinton and Lapinski’s (2006) logic of

employing legislative debate and general bill activity to capture legislative importance, we in-

clude measures of the number of reports, roll call votes, hearings, and notable amendments. We

capture activity in floor debates by the total number of mentions of a bill, as well as the number

of distinct members who mention it—as this may capture a bill with wider general interest.

Following Volden and Wiseman’s (2014) distinguishing of “commemorative” bills, we employ a

set of keywords to detect a “minor bill.”

Finally, existing research includes the stage of legislation (e.g., receiving action in committee

or passing the chamber) as a key part of the weights assigned to individual bills (Volden and

Wiseman, 2014). This is a useful proxy for notability given the tight constraints on legislative

capacity. To address this, we include raters that capture stage both directly and indirectly.
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First, we include two raters—one for whether a bill passed its chamber of introduction and one

for whether it passed both chambers—that directly measure successful legislation. Given our

long historical period, it is extremely challenging to directly code more nuanced measures of

stage; however, we include some raters to capture this more indirectly. For example, the number

of bill versions in ProQuest is a strong proxy for stage as different versions typically reflect

different stages in the legislative process (e.g., “Introduced in House,” “Reported in House”; see

Appendix B). More broadly, we note that many of our other raters are also indirectly capturing

stage; for example, a bill that receives a roll call vote has usually progressed successfully through

the committee stage. Indeed, Appendix C.1.2 validates this claim where stage is readily available

(from 1973 to 2010) and shows that almost all of our raters are clearly associated with stage—

usually monotonically as the bill progresses farther in the legislative process. It is worth noting,

however, that even given our focus on raters designed to detect even minor amounts of activity,

a large number of bills receive no activity. Across all of our raters, around 52% of bills are

mentioned by at least one rater.10

Before estimating our IRT model of legislative notability, we must address the fact that

our raters are clearly not static across the entire period we consider. There are clear reasons

why some raters’ may be more active in some Congresses than others (i.e., their “difficulty”

parameter varies). For example, the number of floor speeches—and thus the likelihood of a

bill being mentioned—should increase somewhat mechanically as the chamber size grows or the

amount of sitting time increases. It is also expected that introduction of electronic voting for

roll call votes in the House in 1973 dramatically decreases the time for conducting a roll call

vote, therefore possibly increasing their number (Lynch and Madonna, 2013).

Thus, we adjust our model to allow the difficulty of a rater to vary by the following covariates:

(i) the number of members in each chamber, (ii) the number of sitting days of each chamber, (iii)

10The rater on “minor bill” is the most expansive with around 34% coded as minor. If we exclude that rater,

around 24% of bills are rated by at least one rater. Thus, using this “minor bill” rater is useful to distinguish

bills that otherwise generally received very little attention.
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Table 2: Description of Raters

Rater Information Bills Considered
Name Source Brief Description Range Total Rated
Reports ProQuest How many congressional reports is the bill

associated with?
43-111 1142287 88523

Hearings ProQuest How many hearings is the bill associated
with?

43-111 1142287 95969

Roll Call Votes VoteView How many roll call votes were taken on
the bill or its amendments?

43-111 1142287 13171

Notable Amendments ProQuest How many amendments to the bill were
saved in historical microfiche data?

43-111 1104650 13879

Versions ProQuest How many versions of the bill were saved
in historical microfiche data?

43-111 1104650 126289

Floor Speech (Mentions) GST How many speeches was the bill men-
tioned in on the floor (including members,
clerks, and presiding officers)?

43-111 1142287 146901

Floor Speech (Members) GST How many different members of Congress
mentioned the bill in a speech?

43-111 1142287 116833

Minor Bill ProQuest;
CBP

Is the bill’s description that of a “minor”
bill (e.g., private pension, renaming post-
office)?

43-111 1112696 378451

Pass Both Chambers ProQuest;
CBP

Did the bill pass both chambers of
Congress?

43-111 1142287 60493

Pass Same Chamber ProQuest;
CBP

Did the bill pass its chamber of introduc-
tion?

43-111 1142287 102192

CQ Articles CQA How many articles in CQ discussed the
bill?

79-111 447361 17970

Newspaper (Mentions) HACR How many mentions did the (enacted) bill
have in the New York Times and Wash-
ington Post (combined)?

79-103 14938 908

Note: This table briefly outlines the 12 raters including their sources, brief descriptions, temporal ranges, numbers
of bills considered, and numbers of bills mentioned at least once. Appendix B provides more details. The following
abbreviations are used in the table: ProQuest (data from ProQuest Congressional); VoteView (Lewis et al. 2020);
GST (Gentzkow, Shapiro and Taddy, 2018); CBP (Congressional Bills Project; Adler and Wilkerson 2020); CQA
(Congressional Quarterly Almanac); HACR (Howell et al. 2000).

time (i.e., the number of each Congress [43-111]) and (iv) chamber. We interact the first three

factors (i-iii) with chamber to allow for differential trends. We also include an indicator variable

for the introduction of electronic voting in the 93rd and subsequent Congresses when modelling

the number of roll call votes.11 By adjusting for this differential level of baseline activity, we can

help mitigate concerns about the varying difficulties of raters over time and help safeguard the

11The number of floor speech mentions of bills is discontinuously higher in the first five Congresses [43rd-47th].

We thus include an indicator variable for this period in the two raters concerning floor speeches.
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historical comparability of our measure.12

3.2 A Statistical Model for Measuring Legislative Notability

We specify an IRT model where the number of mentions for bill i by rater j (yi,j) depends

on the score of the bill xi, the “difficulty” parameter αj and the “discrimination” parameter

βj (Clinton, Jackman and Rivers, 2004; Clinton and Lapinski, 2006). As discussed above, the

former captures the selectivity of a rater in mentioning any bill and the later captures the ability

of the rater to distinguish bills based on their notability. Focusing on a single rater j, if the

outcome is a count of the number of occurrences of some event (e.g., mentions in hearings), we

use a negative binomial outcome with dispersion parameter rj, and we otherwise a Bernoulli

outcome with a logistic link. The generative model in the case of count outcomes is shown

below. We use a one-dimensional IRT model as is standard in the literature; Appendix C.1

provides some evidence that this approach is adequate insofar as the one dimensional model fits

the observed data well and that no single rater seems unduly influential.

yi,j ∼ NegBin (rj, pi,j) ; pi,j =
exp(ψi,j)

1 + exp(ψi,j)
; ψi,j = αj + βjxi (1)

We extend this baseline model to address the varying activity of raters across time. We add

the covariates noted above (i.e., size of chamber, sitting days, time, chamber, and interactions)

to the linear predictor; we collect all of the relevant controls for each bill i and rater j into an

observed vector zi,j where the coefficients (γj) vary across raters.

ψi,j = αj + βjxi + γT
j zi,j (2)

Appendix C provides full specification of the log-likelihood and corresponding (normal) pri-

12Appendix C.1 allows the discrimination parameter (βj) to vary for certain raters; we estimate nearly identical

bill-level scores. Our regression analyses also include Congress fixed effects to adjust for differential activity.
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ors. Inference is typically performed using Markov Chain Monte Carlo methods (e.g., Clinton,

Jackman and Rivers 2004). Unfortunately, this strategy is infeasible given the size of our data

(1.1 million bills with around 12 million ratings) and the need to adjust for chamber-specific

time-trends captured by γj. Our initial experiments suggested this model would take several

months to draw even a modest number of samples.13

Thus, we rely on recent work showing that approximate methods based on variational in-

ference or Expectation Maximization perform well (e.g., Imai, Lo and Olmsted 2016; Goplerud

2019). Appendix C derives a new variational algorithm that allows for fast inference with over-

dispersed count outcomes using a mean-field approximation. Estimation proceeds (mostly) by

repeatedly performing weighted least squares and can estimate the parameters in a few hours on

a normal desktop. Appendix C.1 reports the estimated discrimination and difficulty parameters.

3.3 Creating Member-Level Effectiveness Scores

With our measure of bill-level notability, we can create our measure of a member’s legisla-

tive effectiveness in a given Congress. The literature has some disagreement on whether all

bills should be included in a member’s legislative effectiveness—or only bills that get to (at

least) a certain stage. While a focus on bills at a single stage might be appropriate for certain

substantive questions, our empirical goal is to quantify a member’s overall effectiveness which

involves recognizing members who are both good at introducing many bills that gain consider-

able notability—but fail to be enacted—as well as those members who are able to shepherd bills

through the legislative process—even if they are more minor in their impact.14 The publication

13To validate our variational algorithm, we estimated a simplified model that contains no covariates (i.e.,

no γj). This took around four months to run on a powerful computer and drew 200 samples (burn-in of

6,000; thinning of 30). The posterior means on the xi correlate at 0.973 with estimates from the corresponding

variational model.

14For most existing measures, only the bill sponsor receives credit towards their effectiveness despite recent

studies showing the importance of hitchhiker bills and omnibus legislation (Casas, Denny and Wilkerson 2020).
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of our bill-level scores will allow for future research to examine subsets of bills if desired.

We aggregate individual bill-level scores to member-level scores as follows: The score ai,t

for member i in Congress t is the sum of the exponentiated legislative notability scores of their

individual bills. The formula is shown below where Si,t denotes the set of bills introduced by

member i at Congress t and xb represents the legislative notability score for bill b. Given the

highly skewed nature, we consider the logarithm ln ai,t in our subsequent analysis.15

ln ai,t = ln

∑
b∈Si,t

exp(xb)

 (3)

We settled on this rule because it is simple and respects two key intuitions in determining a

member’s legislative effectiveness: (i) all bills should help a member’s score (i.e., the score must

be strictly higher if the member introduces an additional bill) and (ii) highly rated bills should

be weighted considerably more than minor bills (e.g., small private bills that were prevalent in

the early part of our historical period).

4 Validating Measures of Notability and Effectiveness

Before analyzing the determinants of member’s legislative effectiveness, we conducted extensive

validation of our measures and their interpretation as “legislative notability” for bills and “leg-

islative effectiveness” for members. Following Adcock and Collier (2001)’s framework, we focus

on convergent and construct validation.16

Appendix D.3 shows our measure of notability is higher for bills coded as hitchhikers or related to enacted laws.

15One may deal with members who introduce no bills in a variety of ways. Appendix E.4 shows the robustness

of our main results to different strategies.

16A third type of validation—content validation—is more difficult to assess. We believe that our raters cover

a wide variety of outcomes (not merely the most visible) and thus ensures that our measure has the ability to

capture even small amounts of activity.
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4.1 Convergent Validation: Association With Existing Measures

We focus on two primary comparisons to show our measure correlates highly with existing

measures at the bill- and member-level. First, we correlate our bill-level scores against Clinton

and Lapinski’s (2006) scores from 1877 to 1994. Their measure focuses only on enacted public

bills, and includes measures of retrospective and contemporaneous significance. Thus, we expect

a reasonable correlation, although there are clearly bills that are hotly contested that do not

matter much in a long-historical perspective.17 Conversely, there are bills that sail through

with little contemporaneous scrutiny but have long-run impacts. Appendix D.1 provides some

examples.

Second, we compare our member-level scores against Volden and Wiseman’s Legislative Ef-

fectiveness Scores (2014; 2018). These run from 1973 to present day; unfortunately, it is not

possible to extend their scores into the older period without considerably difficulty. Their key

rater used to differentiate between bills of varying importance (Congressional Quarterly Al-

manac) does not exist before the 79th Congress (1945-1946), although it is included in our IRT

where defined. Second, their measure to differentiate bills based on stage—gathered from the

official website of the United States Congress (Volden and Wiseman, 2014, p. 20)—would be

extremely time-consuming to manually acquire for all introduced bills in the preceding one hun-

dred years. Finally, Volden and Wiseman (2014) assign specific weights to each stage of bill and

level importance. They validate these weights in the period they consider, but it is less clear

how to appropriately select weights for the longer historical period that we examine. As this

measure is highly skewed, we compare its logarithm against our (logged) scores.

Figure 1 shows the relationship visually and reports the correlation. Appendix D provides

additional convergent validation by comparing our bills against Volden and Wiseman’s classifi-

cation into commemorative, substantive, and substantive and significant; we find our scores are

highly associated with those categories.

17Appendix A provides a detailed theoretical discussion of the two concepts.
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Figure 1: Validating Bill-Level and Member-Level Measures
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Note: The left panel compares our measure of legislative notability and the Clinton-Lapinski significance score for
enacted bills between 1877 and 1994. The right panel compares our measure of legislative effectiveness (logged)
and the scores (logged) from Volden and Wiseman between 1973 and 2010.

Appendix D.1 provides some additional qualitative validation by comparing the top ten bills

from Clinton and Lapinski (2006) and our method. We note some similarities but also engage in

“discriminant” validation to illustrate how our measures diverge with well-known enactments.

We focus on two scenarios; first, we explore cases where bills receive relatively high notability

scores, but relatively low scores on Clinton-Lapinski significance. These are exemplified by tariff

bills starting in the late 1800s and early 1900s. These bills had dozens of roll call votes and were

extremely contentious and time-consuming to consider, but many had little long-run historical

impact and thus are rarely mentioned by the retrospective raters in Clinton and Lapinski (2006).

Second, we note that our measure scores certain bills as receiving relatively low notability but

they are scored highly by the Clinton-Lapinski measure. We briefly discuss the Pure Food and

Drug Act of 1906 as one example. This discriminant validation suggests that our measure,

which does not include retrospective raters, is thus slightly distinct from the general measure of

“significance” explored by Clinton and Lapinski (2006). However, because retrospective raters
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positively score only a small number of bills (at most 739 in the period covered by Clinton and

Lapinski 2006), their inclusion would likely only marginally change our estimated scores on the

vast majority of bills. Finally, Appendix D.2 explores trends in effectiveness across time and

chamber. It shows two “peaks” in effectiveness in the 1960s (during the “Great Society”) and

during the first decade of the 20th century.

4.2 Construct Validation: Rating Failed Proposals

Next, we use our measure to engage in a form of construct or nomological validation (Adcock

and Collier, 2001). This type of validation examines whether a measure supports reasonably

well-established hypotheses in the literature. We do this by examining how our measure scores

failed bills, following Edwards, Barrett and Peake’s (1997) study of “potentially significant”

legislation. By examining which failed bills our measure rates highly, we explore whether it

agrees with prior expectations in the literature. Table 3 shows the top ten scoring bills that

were not enacted.

Examining Table 3 corroborates existing expectations in the literature and raises some in-

teresting areas for future exploration. Note that many of the highly ranked failed bills were

vetoed legislation. This is reasonable given that such legislation were nearly enacted and thus

subject to the usual scrutiny that (major) legislation that survives the initial winnowing process

receives.

A second class of bill in Table 3 are ones that failed, but laid the groundwork for future

significant legislation (e.g., Edwards, Barrett and Peake 1997, p. 550). One illustrative example

is 91 HR 17550—a major proposal to amend Social Security. This bill was proposed in 1970

and was subject to intense focus in the Congress, passing both chambers with different versions

but dying upon the adjournment of the Congress without a conference committee having met

to resolve the differences (Ball, 1973). The original sponsor (Wilbur Mills; Chairman of Ways

and Means) introduced a similar bill as 92 HR 1 in the following Congress; this is our 31st most

highly rated bill. Thus, despite the failure of the original bill, it laid the groundwork for an
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Table 3: Most Highly Rated Bills that Failed to be Enacted

Sponsor Bill Description
Rank

All By Cong.
ALLEN 50 HR 9051 A proposed tariff reform in 1888 that failed to be enacted. 10th 1st

GEPHARDT 100 HR 3 Reagan veto of the Omnibus Trade and Competitiveness
Act of 1988.

28th 1st

MILLS 91 HR 17550 A major social security reform that died with adjournment. 31st 1st

COOLEY 84 HR 12 Eisenhower veto of a bill ”to amend the Agricultural Act
of 1949”.

36th 1st

NORTON 79 HR 4908 Truman veto of a bill “to provide additional facilities for
the mediation of labor disputes,” also known as the Case
Bill.

41st 1st

KNUTSON 80 HR 1 Truman veto of a bill “to reduce individual income-tax
payments.”

44th 1st

FLOOD 91 HR 13111 Nixon veto of a 1970 appropriations bill for Departments
of Labor, and Health, Education, and Welfare.

52nd 2nd

BURNETT 63 HR 6060 Wilson veto of a bill on immigration that would impose
literacy tests.

66th 1st

FORDNEY 66 HR 15275 Wilson veto of a bill “imposing temporary duties upon cer-
tain agricultural products to meet present emergencies.”

69th 1st

FERRIS 64 HR 408 A predecessor proposal to the Federal Water Power Act
that died upon adjournment.

71st 1st

Note: The top ten bills by legislative notability that failed to be enacted are shown. The other columns show
the surname of the sponsor, a brief description of the bill and why it failed to pass, and the rank of its notability
score (out of all introduced bills from 1873-2010 and in its specific Congress of introduction).

important piece of legislation in the subsequent Congress.

A third class of bill are those that passed the House but were subject to intense scrutiny in the

Senate and failed to pass; Table 3 contains an example—50 HR 5091 (Tariff of 1888)—although

others exist. This bill failed to be passed in the Senate after being subjected to an extraordinary

large number of roll call votes (around 150) on various amendments. Appendix D.1 provides a

more detailed discussion of this and other tariff bills.

This exploration suggests that our score of legislative notability has the ability to highly

weight bills that failed to be enacted. Appendix D.3 provides an additional construct validation

exercise by examining whether our measure can partially address the weaknesses in existing

measures of member activity that are only based on giving credit to the primary sponsor of the

enacted bill (Casas, Denny and Wilkerson, 2020). We find that “hitchhiker” bills have noticeably

higher scores than non-enacted, non-hitchhiker bills, suggesting that our measure does give the
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sponsors credit for bills that are discussed alongside, and incorporated into, a larger measure—

even if they do not become the enacted law itself.

5 Analyzing Determinants of Legislative Effectiveness

We next analyze how changes in legislative organization affect the determinants of legislative

effectiveness. We specify a relatively parsimonious model that focuses on the key variables dis-

cussed in Section 2—ideological distance from the chamber median, majority status, committee

chairs—while also including commonly used controls in the literature: the members of powerful

committees,18 majority leaders, minority leaders, freshmen, seniority, short service, Southern

Democrats, women, and Africans Americans. Most of these variables are discussed in Section 2,

but we elaborate on some additional points here; Appendix B describes the coding of each

variable and Appendix E.1 provides descriptive statistics.

First, our long historical coverage precludes the measurement of certain variables. Specifi-

cally, while previous literature has included subcommittee chairs (e.g., Schiller 1995; Anderson,

Box-Steffensmeier and Sinclair-Chapman 2003; Cox and Terry 2008; Volden and Wiseman 2014,

2018), it is very difficult to gather this data in a systematic fashion before the Legislative Re-

organization Act of 1946.19 Similarly, some analyses include whether a member served in a

state legislature before serving in Congress (e.g., Volden and Wiseman 2014, 2018); this is also

difficult to collect for the entire period. Other variables lack sufficient variation in older periods

of the data (e.g., whether a member is Latino). Second, we differ from previous studies by

including distance from the chamber median on the second ideological dimension in Congress

in addition to the first dimension. Unlike existing research, our analysis covers periods where

this dimension may be salient (especially between 1930 and 1970; Poole and Rosenthal 1997),

18It considers members who serve on Appropriations, Rules, Ways and Means (House), or Finance (Senate).

19Appendix E.6 includes this from 1947 to 2010. The results are similar, although nearly 80% of majority-party

senators are subcommittee chairs in this period, which complicates the interpretation of majority membership.
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and thus it is important to include. Tables 4 and 5 show our regression analyses where the

outcome is the logged legislative effectiveness; all regressions include Congress fixed effects and

member-clustered standard errors.

Table 4: Determinants of Legislative Effectiveness in the House

Early
(1873-1888)

EPG
(1889-1910)

Inter-War
(1911-1946)

Textbook
(1947-1974)

Reform
(1975-1994)

Modern
(1995-2010)

Ideological
Dist. [Dim1]

−0.327 −0.481∗∗ −1.031∗∗∗ −0.425∗∗∗ 0.072 −0.182
(0.207) (0.207) (0.144) (0.164) (0.193) (0.192)

Ideological
Dist. [Dim2]

−0.194∗ −0.345∗∗∗ −0.297∗∗∗ −0.045 0.084 −0.242∗

(0.105) (0.093) (0.075) (0.107) (0.112) (0.130)

Majority
Member

0.040 0.064 0.031 0.511∗∗∗ 0.693∗∗∗ 0.728∗∗∗

(0.106) (0.113) (0.056) (0.045) (0.084) (0.084)

Committee
Chair

0.464∗∗∗ 0.407∗∗∗ 0.727∗∗∗ 1.352∗∗∗ 0.911∗∗∗ 1.064∗∗∗

(0.066) (0.065) (0.064) (0.137) (0.113) (0.098)

Power
Committee

0.380∗∗∗ 0.348∗∗∗ 0.050 −0.085 −0.256∗∗∗ −0.239∗∗∗

(0.079) (0.072) (0.059) (0.064) (0.071) (0.058)

Majority
Leader

−2.080∗∗∗ 0.074 0.150 −0.298 −1.057∗∗ −0.219
(0.598) (0.289) (0.226) (0.353) (0.517) (0.216)

Minority
Leader

−0.124 0.327∗ −0.064 −0.593 −0.205 −0.559∗∗∗

(0.279) (0.167) (0.248) (0.460) (0.211) (0.193)

Freshman
−0.276∗∗∗ −0.169∗∗∗ −0.405∗∗∗ −0.558∗∗∗ −0.760∗∗∗ −0.425∗∗∗

(0.051) (0.039) (0.038) (0.040) (0.049) (0.055)

Seniority
−0.008 −0.022 0.035∗∗∗ 0.015∗ 0.073∗∗∗ 0.043∗∗∗

(0.020) (0.014) (0.010) (0.008) (0.009) (0.007)

Southern
Democrat

−0.161∗∗ −0.058 −0.189∗∗∗ −0.384∗∗∗ −0.369∗∗∗ −0.284∗∗∗

(0.072) (0.070) (0.053) (0.076) (0.077) (0.080)

Woman
0.073 0.070 0.272∗∗∗ 0.107
(0.189) (0.098) (0.078) (0.071)

African
American

−0.352∗∗ −1.039∗∗∗ −0.891∗∗∗ −0.612∗∗∗ −0.352∗∗ −0.147
(0.152) (0.221) (0.246) (0.229) (0.142) (0.108)

Short
Service

−1.586∗∗∗ −1.228∗∗∗ −1.134∗∗∗ −1.201∗∗∗ −1.025∗∗∗ −1.070∗∗∗

(0.123) (0.109) (0.089) (0.116) (0.183) (0.162)

Observations 2, 519 4, 146 8, 035 6, 218 4, 414 3, 546
Adjusted R2 0.287 0.270 0.238 0.258 0.345 0.317

Note: ∗: p < 0.10; ∗∗: p < 0.05; ∗∗∗: p < 0.01. The outcome is (logged) legislative effectiveness. All models
include Congress fixed effects and report member-clustered standard errors (shown in parentheses).

Focusing first on ideological distance, the coefficients on the both dimensions are either
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Table 5: Determinants of Legislative Effectiveness in the Senate

Pre-Direct
(1873-1914)

Post-Direct
(1915-1946)

Textbook
(1947-1974)

Reform
(1975-1994)

Modern
(1995-2010)

Ideological
Dist. [Dim1]

0.059 −0.362 −0.190 −0.475∗ −0.475∗

(0.382) (0.276) (0.279) (0.264) (0.259)

Ideological
Dist. [Dim2]

−0.064 −0.398∗∗ 0.085 −0.067 −0.198
(0.131) (0.161) (0.165) (0.165) (0.214)

Majority
Member

−0.153 −0.199 0.603∗∗∗ 0.439∗∗∗ 0.270∗∗∗

(0.205) (0.140) (0.085) (0.095) (0.078)

Committee
Chair

0.624∗∗∗ 0.720∗∗∗ 0.817∗∗∗ 0.650∗∗∗ 0.520∗∗∗

(0.126) (0.127) (0.119) (0.094) (0.106)

Power
Committee

0.340∗∗∗ 0.074 −0.060 0.033 0.008
(0.095) (0.103) (0.084) (0.078) (0.076)

Majority
Leader

0.459∗∗ 0.074 −0.343∗∗ 0.040 0.053
(0.180) (0.208) (0.172) (0.256) (0.189)

Minority
Leader

0.724∗∗∗ 0.350 0.360∗ 0.020 0.044
(0.182) (0.323) (0.215) (0.265) (0.235)

Freshman
−0.562∗∗∗ −0.921∗∗∗ −1.102∗∗∗ −0.868∗∗∗ −0.675∗∗∗

(0.076) (0.104) (0.097) (0.095) (0.094)

Seniority
−0.054∗∗∗ 0.028∗ −0.019 0.004 0.012
(0.018) (0.017) (0.016) (0.015) (0.010)

Southern
Democrat

−0.441∗∗∗ −0.139 −0.610∗∗∗ −0.476∗∗∗ −0.422∗∗∗

(0.110) (0.113) (0.127) (0.117) (0.127)

African
American

−0.285∗∗ 0.123 −0.056 0.070
(0.143) (0.158) (0.215) (0.451)

Woman
0.241 −0.450∗∗∗ 0.002 0.235∗∗

(0.235) (0.155) (0.133) (0.110)

Short
Service

−1.343∗∗∗ −1.492∗∗∗ −1.697∗∗∗ −1.189∗∗∗ −1.162∗∗∗

(0.163) (0.148) (0.229) (0.306) (0.333)

Observations 1, 903 1, 668 1, 434 1, 016 820
Adjusted R2 0.383 0.348 0.369 0.415 0.383

Note: ∗: p < 0.10; ∗∗: p < 0.05; ∗∗∗: p < 0.01. The outcome is (logged) legislative effectiveness. All models
include Congress fixed effects and report member-clustered standard errors (shown in parentheses).

marginally significant or insignificant after 1974; this is consistent with existing results (e.g.,

Volden and Wiseman 2014).20 However, in an important qualification to existing research,

20To help interpret our results in substantive terms, Appendix E.5 standardizes the effectiveness scores to

be mean-zero and variance one inside of each Congress-chamber (i.e., z-scores). This captures the relative
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many periods before 1974 show clear support for the theoretically expected role of this variable.

Focusing on the House, all periods between 1889 and 1974 show that ideologically distant mem-

bers are considerably less effective. The effect is largest in the Inter-War period, consistent with

our theoretical argument that notes the relative weakness of party organizations and committee

chairs as well as the prevalence of cross-party coalitions.21 In the Senate, ideological distance

on the second dimension has the expected effect during the Post-Direct period, while distance

on the first dimension is only ever marginally statistically significant. In general, the effects of

ideological distance are weak in the Senate—perhaps due to institutional differences, such as the

filibuster as discussed Section 2.

Turning to majority party, we see that its well-established importance after 1975 is also

present in the Textbook Congress (1947-1974)—contrary to our expectations in Table 1. How-

ever, before 1947, the effect is much weaker and statistically insignificant in all periods and both

chambers. In the House, the effect is largest in the Modern period following the Republican

Revolution, although it is not much higher than during the Reform period; this is consistent

with our theoretical expectations.22

In contrast to our theoretical expectations, the effect of majority party is not statistically

significant during the early party government (“EPG”; 1889-1910) period. This raises some

interesting questions for future research on how much the centralized leadership during Speakers

effectiveness of members in terms of standard deviations above or below the average member in their Congress-

chamber. For example, in the Textbook Congress, committee chairs, on average, have a 1.17 higher standardized

effectiveness score than rank-and-file members whereas majority party members have a 0.45 higher standardized

effectiveness score than minority members.

21We also consider a model that pools together all periods and interacts each coefficient with period; the

difference in estimates between Textbook and Inter-War is statistically significant for both dimensions (both

p-values below 0.05). This model is referred to in the footnotes 22-26.

22The difference between effects for majority party in other periods and Modern in the House is statistically

significant (all p-values below 0.05) in all periods except Reform.
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Reed and Cannon was translated into majority advantage in legislative effectiveness for the

“average” majority member during this period (Schickler, 2001). In the Senate, the largest

effect surprisingly happens in the Textbook Congress and the smallest one exists in the Modern

period, but both effects are larger than in the Pre-Direct and Post-Direct periods.23 The decline

of the majority status effect might be attributed to an individual senator’s ability to place a

“hold” on a bill that can prevent it from being considered on the floor after the late 1970s

(Wawro and Schickler, 2006).

Considering next the effect of committee chair, the results also broadly agree with our theo-

retical expectations: The Textbook Congress sees the largest effect, particularly in the House.24

Strikingly, in the House, the effect is generally larger in each of the three periods after 1946 than

in those prior. This highlights the important impact of the Legislative Reorganization Act of

1946 in strengthening the role of committees in the legislative process.25 In the Senate, the effect

is surprisingly relatively stable across all periods, albeit slightly lower in the Modern period.26

Briefly considering some of the other control variables, we note that the negative effect on

power committee membership that is reported in existing research does not appear to exist in

the pre-1975 periods in either chamber. This is possibly explained by the fact that the number

of members serving in these powerful committees becomes substantially larger after World War

II, diluting the influence of these members.27 Appendix E.7 illustrates an additional possible

23The difference between the Modern and Textbook periods is significant (p-value below 0.05), but the differ-

ence between the Modern and Reform periods is not.

24In the House, the difference between the coefficient on committee chair in the Textbook period compared to

other periods is statistically significant (p-values below 0.05) for all periods except Modern (p-value below 0.10).

25Each difference is statistically significant (p-value below 0.05) except for the Reform versus Inter-War period.

26Only Textbook and Modern periods have a marginally statistically significant difference (p-value of 0.061).

27Around 20% of House members served on one of the power committees (Rules, Appropriations, Ways and

Means) in the Textbook Congress; in the Reform and Modern Periods, this was around 25%. By contrast, only

13% served on such a committee before 1947.
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explanation (see also Volden and Wiseman 2014, p. 46); in every period in the post-1946 House,

members who serve on a power committee introduce statistically significantly fewer bills than

other members. We find a consistently negative and significant effect for freshman. For seniority,

three periods in the House show an effect with the largest in the Reform period. Seniority is

positive and significant in the Senate only in the Post-Direct periods.

5.1 Additional Analyses

First, instead of the discrete periodization used above, Appendix E.2 reports a generalized addi-

tive model that allows the effect of each predictor to vary smoothly across time. Its results are

consistent with the discrete periodization shown above, suggesting that our periodization scheme

has both theoretical and empirical support. Second, we conduct a set of analyses that account for

unobserved member-level heterogeneity using random effects and fixed effects (Appendix E.3);

we note, however, the limitations of fixed effects given that some of our key independent vari-

ables are fixed within member. The results are broadly similar for covariates that vary over a

member’s career.28 Finally, it shows the robustness of our results to different methods of treating

members who introduce no bills and thus whose (logged) legislative effectiveness is undefined

(Appendix E.4).

5.2 Discussion

Our analysis provides a new perspective for characterizing the nature of lawmaking in Congress

as it—unlike other proxies such as roll call votes—provides a direct characterization of which

members introduce and advance bills that tend to comprise the legislative agenda.29 In the

House, we find that committee chairs were the only dominant force before 1889 (i.e., before

28One exception is that majority status has a small but statistically significant effect in the House during the

Inter-War period when member fixed effects are included.

29We note that one should not attribute this ability to shape the legislative agenda solely to a member’s own

efforts given that the capacity of rank-and-file members to advance legislation is conditional on the agenda-setting
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the EPG period). From 1889 through the end of the Textbook Congress, ideologically moderate

members also reported higher legislative effectiveness, appearing as another legislatively powerful

group. Majority party members see an advantage starting from 1947 which intensifies from 1975.

Broadly speaking, therefore, we can largely separate the historical span of 1873-2010 into

four regimes: (1) Early (1873-1888), (2) Pre-War (1889-1946), (3) Textbook Congress (1947-

1974), and (4) Post-Reform (1975-2010). A similar characterization applies to the Senate, with

the exception that the benefits enjoyed by ideologically moderate members disappeared earlier;

thus, our evidence suggests that the period from 1947 to 2010 can be roughly collapsed together

in that chamber. This characterization serves as a first pass at understanding the historical

data, and future work should focus on building more detailed theoretical expectations for the

myriad of smaller institutional changes not explored in this paper.

6 Conclusion

Drawing from the literature on American political development, we theoretically explored the

institutional underpinnings for existing studies on legislative effectiveness and how changes in

legislative organization can reshape its determinants. To test our new theoretical expectations,

we provided a new dataset and measurement strategy to quantify a member’s legislative ef-

fectiveness by considering all bills introduced from 1873 to 2010—weighted by their legislative

notability as estimated using an item response theory model. We conducted extensive validation

to show that both our bill-level and member-level scores correlate well with existing measures

defined on a more limited period or set of bills, as well as teasing out some new implications of

our bill-level scores (e.g., highly weighting major legislation that was vetoed).

While we summarize the results of our regression analysis in the previous section, a key finding

is that more effective members look considerably different before the mid-1970s, where existing

research begins. Specifically, we find more limited support for a majority-party advantage before

or gate-keeping power of committee chairs and party leaders.
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this period, although we do find clear support for the hitherto elusive advantage theorized for

ideologically moderate members. Our theoretical expectations are more cleanly found in the

House than the Senate, suggesting that future research might seek to better explore the origin

and nature of those differences.

We also note that our paper is focused mostly on a member-level analysis and on key in-

stitutional variables. An important additional contribution of this paper is the creation and

release of bill-level scores of legislative notability and member-level legislative effectiveness that

we believe are of interest to scholars in other areas of American politics, such as the presi-

dency or bureaucracy. Our methodological approach to building these scores could be used

comparatively to understand how determinants of effectiveness vary across other institutional

and political regimes. More broadly, our measures provide rich sources of data to scholars of

American legislative politics and political development that provide many new theoretical and

empirical opportunities to examine lawmaking over the past 150 years.
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Supporting Information for “Effective Lawmaking Across Con-
gressional Eras”

A Conceptualization of “Notability”

This section provides a more detailed justification of our use of “notability” to label our
bill-level measure. As with the concept of “effectiveness,” the literature has proposed many
different labels to differentiate “important” bills, such as landmark (Mayhew, 1991), signifi-
cant (Howell et al., 2000; Clinton and Lapinski, 2006), consequential (Mayhew, 1991), salient
(Anderson, Box-Steffensmeier and Sinclair-Chapman, 2003), and notable (Clinton and Lap-
inski, 2006).

However, as Clinton and Lapinski (2006) discuss, it is rather challenging to character-
ize the popular idea of “significant” bills and then operationalize this concept. For exam-
ple, Mayhew’s (1991) influential work defines a significant bill that is “both innovative and
consequential—or if viewed from the time of passage, thought likely to be consequential”
(p. 37). However, it is quite difficult to systematically gauge the impact and innovation of
each enacted bill or measure the distance between the locations of a proposed bill and the
corresponding status quo in policy space. This problem is even more severe when a measure
(like ours) includes all introduced bills and must consider orders of magnitude more pieces of
legislation. Even in Clinton and Lapinski’s (2006) seminal measure of significant (enacted)
legislation, their totality of retrospective raters—who report the most important bills viewed
from a long-run historical perspective—scored only around 750 enacted bills out of around
38,000 in the period they consider.

To partially address this concern, existing measures often complement measures of long-
term impact with the salience of a bill as measured through contemporaneous external media
attention (Mayhew, 1991; Edwards, Barrett and Peake, 1997; Binder, 1999; Howell et al.,
2000; Anderson, Box-Steffensmeier and Sinclair-Chapman, 2003; Clinton and Lapinski, 2006;
Volden and Wiseman, 2014) or a measure of attention from the Congress of its consideration
(e.g., discussion in the Congressional Record ; Clinton and Lapinski 2006). Clinton and
Lapinski (2006, p. 234) provide a useful discussion of this approach that we quote at length
below.1

Our working definition of significant legislation is a statute or constitutional
amendment that has been identified as noteworthy by a reputable chronicler-
rater of the congressional session. This definition is identical to that put forth
by Mayhew in his Divided We Govern. Although our measure is more accurately
described as a way to identify notable legislation, we follow the usage of others,
like Mayhew, and refer to “notable” legislation as “significant” legislation. We
acknowledge the slippage that results from this terminology, but it is unclear to
us that a superior alternative exists.

Our paper thus builds upon this latter tradition of focusing on contemporaneous activity
that concerns a specific bill. We refer to this as the “legislative notability” of legislation, as we
believe that this name is both consistent with the existing literature while avoiding possible

1Other sources note similar possible conceptual slippage with the measurement of “significance”; for
example, Volden and Wiseman (2014, p. 20) note that the common measure of discussion in Congressional
Quarterly Almanac are not “ex ante” measures of bill significance.
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conceptual slippage. In terms of other possible names, we prefer notability to “salience”
insofar as the later tends to be associated solely with media coverage or attention.

We extend the operationalization of “notability”, however, in that in addition to relying
on the Congressional Record, we include a large number of other measures of congressional
activity (see Section 3 in the main manuscirpt) as well as the commonly used measures of
media coverage (e.g., in Clinton and Lapinski 2006; Volden and Wiseman 2014). Despite this
different name, however, we do expect that our measure of notability should be highly corre-
lated with existing measures (as we demonstrate empirically in Section 3 and Appendix D).
This is not inherently surprising given that we have designed our measure to tap into a
broadly similar concept as Clinton and Lapinski (2006) (notwithstanding our different mea-
surement strategy) and include some indicators found in Volden and Wiseman (2014) (e.g.,
Congressional Quarterly Almanac). While Volden and Wiseman (2014) explicitly include
more measures of stage (e.g., “Action Beyond Committee”) that are not feasible to use for
our entire time-series, Appendix D shows that our raters of different types of congressional
activity (e.g., number of reports, hearings, roll call votes, etc.) are effective proxies for stage
from 1973-2010.

B Details on Data Collection and Raters

Our project represents a large data gathering exercise on multiple dimensions. This appendix
provides extensive details on our coding and classification procedure. First, we outline how
we created our novel dataset of sponsors for all bills. Second, we describe the raters used in
our IRT model. Third, we report the source of all of the covariates used in our regression
analysis and how they were merged together.

B.1 Coding Sponsors

For the period under consideration (1873-2010), we consider the authoritative record of bill
sponsorship to be the History of Bills and Resolutions in the final volumes of the Congressional
Record published at the end of each session of Congress starting in the 43rd Congress (1873-
1874). However, direct digitization of these documents would be rather challenging given the
numerous parsing and optical character recognition errors that would need to be resolved.
Thus, we combine a number of sources to get nearly complete coverage of the sponsors of
introduced legislation. Overall, we report a sponsor for 99.98% of all bills in the corpus. The
rate of missing sponsorship in any Congress-chamber never exceeds 0.387%.

We proceed in creating our novel database of sponsors on all introduced bills as follows.
First, we identify the highest numbered bill from each chamber from the 43rd to 111th Con-
gresses. Assuming that bills are numbered sequentially, this implies a universe of 1,142,287
bills in the entire period.

To identify sponsors, we start by noting that a number of databases report sponsorship
data for parts of this period. We summarize the coverage three existing databases below.
Given the coverage of the datasets, we split the time-series into three sections.

Two existing databases (Congressional Bills Project [CBP; Adler and Wilkerson 2020]
and congress.gov) have quite good coverage from the 80th Congress (1947-1948) onward.
ProQuest has reasonable coverage, although it is missing nearly 10% of bills in the oldest
period and is the only existing source. Unfortunately, given the size of the dataset, that
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Table A.1: Sponsor Coverage

Period Number of Bills ProQuest CBP congress.gov
43rd-79th 704674 0.907
80th-92nd 229359 0.919 0.984
93rd-111th 208254 0.961 1.000 0.998

is around 65,616 bills. This missingness also unevenly distributed across Congresses and
chambers in that period.

We rectify this missingness in an iterative process that involved extracting the sponsor’s
name from digitized scans of the bills as well as a digitization of the History of Bills and
Resolutions from the Congressional Record. This often failed and thus we manually coded
many thousands of bills by looking at the Congressional Record directly to ensure that
as many bills as possible had a valid recorded sponsor. We used the following multi-step
procedure for ascertaining the sponsor of each bill.

1. If we had manually coded a bill’s sponsor by consulting the History of Bills and Reso-
lutions, we use this as our authoritative sponsor.

2. If there is no manually coded sponsor, we next use a sponsor reported from ProQuest,
congress.gov, and the Congressional Bills Project. From the 43rd-79th Congresses
(1873-1946), only the ProQuest data contains coverage of bill sponsors. From the 80th-
111th Congresses (1947-2010), there are (possibly) multiple sponsors from the existing
databases noted above. In the case of their disagreement (2,998), we took the majority
coding (e.g., called “Mr. SMITH” the sponsor if two out of the three agreed). In the
case of these disagreements, the vast majority show agreement between congress.gov
and the Congressional Bills Project.

3. Finally, if the above options failed, we relied on our sponsors extracted from the text.
If we were able to extract a sponsor from both sources (ProQuest’s scans and History
of Bills and Resolutions), we only accepted it if they agreed. If only one source had
a sponsor, we used this. We believe that these are typically reliable—there is 93%
agreement with ProQuest where both are defined.

We note a number of further points; occasionally, a bill is noted as being on introduced
by—or on behalf of—a committee or “reported” by a member instead of “introduced.” In
those cases, we consult the text of the Congressional Record and identify the sponsor as the
member who introduces the bill onto the floor. We also do not consider co-sponsorship; in
the case of multiple sponsors, we take the first listed sponsor as the primary sponsor.

Table A.2 summarizes the results of our extensive effort to code bill sponsors. It reports
the percentage of bills identified each step in our classification scheme noted above as well as
the raw number. We note a small number of “irreducibly missing” bills from whom a sponsor
cannot be determined (i.e., they are missing from ProQuest and the Congressional Record);
these are denoted as “No Sponsor Available”.

Overall, we believe that our dataset of sponsors is reliable and that any remaining errors
are likely to be idiosyncratic. In terms of future work, human coding of all bills classified
using the “Text Extract” method would likely improve accuracy somewhat given that these
are most likely to contain errors.

3



Table A.2: Sponsor Coverage

Percent Coverage Number of Bills
Method 43rd-79th 80th-92nd 93rd-111th 43rd-79th 80th-92nd 93rd-111th

Manually Coded 5.31 1.41 0.62 37,438 3,231 1,293
Existing Database 89.51 98.21 99.38 630,744 225,247 206,961

Text Extract 5.16 0.38 36,359 880
No Sponsor Available 0.01 52
Unknown Sponsor 0.01 0.00 81 1

Note: The first panel indicates the percentage of sponsors identified by each method; the second panel
indicates the actual number of bills in each category.

Much of this sponsorship dataset can be reconstructed using publicly available data.
However, due to data use agreements, we are unable to share the sponsors provided directly
from ProQuest databases.

B.2 Rater Details

We outline our twelve raters below. They are summarized concisely in Table 2 in the main
text and their exact coding procedure is described in detail here.

Count Raters

1. Reports: Using our data from ProQuest, we extract all bills that are associated with
congressional reports. We do this by looking through the associated metadata for any
mention of a bill number (e.g., using the regular expression S. [0-9]+ or H.R. [0-9]+).
In most cases, reports are associated with a single bill—although a non-trivial number
(8%) mention multiple pieces of legislation. Approximately 89,000 bills are mentioned
in at least one report.

2. Hearings: Using our data from ProQuest, we extract all bills that are associated with
congressional hearings. We do this by looking through the associated metadata for any
mention of a bill number (e.g., S. [0-9]+ or H.R. [0-9]+). It is more common that
hearings are associated with multiple bills (34%). Around 96,000 bills are mentioned
in at least one hearing.

3. Versions: Using data from ProQuest, we extract the number of versions associated with
each introduced bill. These typically correspond to digitized versions of the bill recorded
on microfiche and usually correspond to different stages of the bill. For example, the
most common version is “Introduced in House” or “Introduced in Senate”. For bills
with multiple versions, the most common additional versions include “Referred to House
Committee”, “Referred to Senate Committee”, “Reported in House”, “Reported in
Senate”. As the vast majority of bills have one version, this rate counts the number of
“excess” versions; formally, (v − 1) · I(v > 1) if v is the number of observed versions.
I(v > 1) ensures that bills have that no versions are coded appropriately.

Around 120,000 bills have at least two versions (a score of at least one “1” on this
rater); around 80,000 have at least three versions (a score of at least “2” on this rater).
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4. Notable Amendments: Using the same historical microfiche that records different ver-
sions, amendments for legislation are sometimes recorded. We count the number of
these provided as “notable amendments.” Around 14,000 bills have at least one no-
table amendment recorded.

5. Roll Call Votes: We gather the number of roll call votes associated with each bill using
VoteView’s description of each recorded vote (Lewis et al. 2020). We extract bills
mentioned in the short and detailed description of each bill as well as the bill number
provided by VoteView. Around 13,000 bills have an associated roll call vote; around
50% of those bills have multiple recorded votes.

6. Mentions in Floor Speeches: We use Hein Online’s digitization of the Congressional
Record as cleaned and released by Gentzkow, Shapiro and Taddy (2018). We extract all
mentions of bill by its number using the following regular expression to match different
permutations of how bills may be explicitly mentioned by number in the record:

(H[\\.]? ?R[\\.]? |S[\\.]? |(House|Senate) bill )( ?No\\.? )?([0-9]+)

We also examine the preceding and following characters to eliminate possibly mistaken
matches from errors in the transcription of the record. We use a number of additional
regular expressions to find when the extracted bill seems to be valid, e.g. it is followed
by what appears to be another valid word, it occurs in a parenthetical mention (e.g.,
(S. 1)), it is not a mention of U. S. [0-9], and so on.

Our initial explorations suggested that most transcription errors occurred for lower
numbers and were concentrated for S. patterns. Thus, we manually examined some
matches for H.R. 1 - H.R. 10 and S. 1 - S. 10. These appeared to return usually reliable
results after implementing our cleaning procedures. Around 147,000 bills are mentioned
in at least one speech in the Congressional Record.

We note that our extracted data has an anomaly where the number of bills mentioned
in the record is discontinuously and noticeably higher in the 43rd to 47th Congresses
than in immediately following Congresses. As discussed in Appendix C, we thus include
an indicator variable for this period in the IRT model to address this lower baseline
level.

7. Number of Members: Using the above data from Hein Online, we calculate the number
of distinct members who mention each bill using the matched identifiers from Gentzkow,
Shapiro and Taddy (2018). This excludes speeches given by individuals formally iden-
tified in roles such as chair or presiding officer as well as any speeches by other non-
members. Around 117,000 bills were mentioned by at least one member.

8. CQ Articles: Using data from Congressional Quarterly Almanac, we record bills that
are mentioned in each article. Unlike existing measures that focus on whether the bill
received a year-end write up (e.g., Volden and Wiseman 2014), we use a more expansive
strategy: How many articles in CQ mention a bill? This allows for differential intensity
of coverage as well as utilizing the entire dataset. To focus our measure on articles that
give a reasonable amount of coverage to each bill, we exclude articles that mention a
large number of bills in passing (e.g., all bills introduced). To do this, we first exclude
all mentions in the Appendix and sections that contain “Summary of Actions” or lists
of “Bills Introduced.” Next, we only count mentions that occur in “targeted” articles
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that mention no more than ten unique bills. Thus, this rater is the number of articles
that mention a bill—conditional on the article mentioning no more than ten bills in
total and the above pruning of the data.

Around 18,000 of the nearly 440,000 bills in the post-1945 period are mentioned in at
least one targeted article. For bills before 1945, i.e. before the start of the Congressional
Quarterly Almanac, we treat this rater as missing. We compare this against Volden
and Wiseman (2014)’s measure of substantive and significance which is defined by
an article being mentioned in a year-end write up. The use of “targeted” mentions
minimizes false positives: Only 0.0024 and 0.0035 of commemorative and substantive
bills (respectively) are given at least one targeted article. By contrast, 85.5% of bills
coded as substantive and significant in Volden and Wiseman (2014) are given at least
one targeted article.

9. Newspaper Mentions: We focus on the mentions in the newspaper of enacted public
bills as reported in Howell et al. (2000). The data is provided from Ansolabehere,
Palmer and Schneer (2018). We record the number of mentions in both the New York
Times and the Washington Post. All bills that are not in Clinton and Lapinski (2006)
are recorded as “NA” for this value. Of the around 15,000 bills for whom this variable
is defined, only around 900 are mentioned.

Binary Raters

10. Minor Bill: Following Volden and Wiseman (2014), we denote some bills as “minor”
or “commemorative” based on their short description from ProQuest. We employ a
three-step process as follows:

First, we note whether a description contains any of the following phrases or regular
expresses. These phrases are the union of ones used in Volden and Wiseman (2014),
the Congressional Bills Project (Adler and Wilkerson 2020), and Bucchianeri, Volden
and Wiseman (2020).

“medal”, “coin”, “name”, “technical correction”, “stamp”, “land exchange”,
“suspend temporarily”, “extend the temporary”, “boundar”, “exchange of
land”, “expressing support”, “urging”, “condol”, “commemorat”, “honor|^honor”,
“memoria”, “congratul”, “public holiday”, “for the relief of”, “for the private
relief of”, “retention of the name”, “medal”, “posthumous”, “provide for cor-
rection”, “to name”, “rename”, “to remove any doubt”, “anniversary”, “raise
awareness”, “awareness (day|week|month)”, “dedicating”, “celebrat”, “ap-
preciat”, “commend|^commend”, “official design”, “official emblem”, “re-
membrance”, “state symbol”, “proclamation”

Second, we note if the description contains any of the following phrases to capture many
of the small private bills that were common in the earlier part of our data.

“granting a pension”, “granting relief”, “affording relief”, “f[ou]r (the )?relief
of”,

Third, following Volden and Wiseman (2014) and Bucchianeri, Volden and Wiseman
(2020), we code the following words to exclude bills from being minor.
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“appropriates”, “appropriation”, “approp.”, “appropriating”, “to appropri-
ate”, “$”, “dollars”, “to fund”, “funding”, “funds”, “expenditure”, “penalt”,
“felony”, “memorial (act|law)”, “criminal”, “lien”, “statutory”, “license fee”,
“^tax| tax”, “prohibit”, “rainy day”, “procedure”, “contract”, “firearm”,
“weapon”, “inflation”, “exempt”, “legislative intent”, “deposit”, “budget”,
“tuition”, “violation”, “compensation”, “promulgate”, “regulation”, “bonds”,
“jurisdiction”, “liabilit”, “task force”, “annuity”, “probate”, “financ”, “honor[a-
z]+ discharge”, “revenue”, “compliance”, “sale of”, “health benefit”, “in-
surer”, “primary care”, “grant program”, “purchase”, “donation”, “official
language”, “refund”, “election”, “capital improvements”, “liquor sales”

We combine these as follows: If the bill contains any of the phrases noted in (1) or (2)
but not any phrase in (3), we code it as minor. We can measure this variable for 97%
of all bills; a small number of bills (especially before 1947) lack a summary or short
description used to create this variable. Around 34% of bills are classified as minor.

11. Pass Chamber of Introduction: We record whether the bill passed its chamber of in-
troduction. From ProQuest, we use their information about stage to mark out bills
that were enacted, vetoed, or mentioned in Statutes at Large—implying passage of
the same and both chambers. We also note that if ProQuest indicates that a bill was
considered in the other chamber (e.g., a version in the other chamber), this implies that
it must have passed its chamber of introduction. This does not conflate the issue of
companion bills as we treat each bill number separately. We further note that all bills
scored by Clinton and Lapinski (2006) have been enacted and thus have passed both
chambers. From the 80th Congress onward, we use the Congressional Bills Project’s
data on chamber-specific passage to augment this variable. Around 100,000 bills are
recorded as passing their chamber of introduction.

12. Pass Both Chambers: This bill uses the same sources as noted above. Around 60,000
bills are recorded as passing both chambers.

B.3 Member-Level Covariates

Our main analyses use a number of member-level covariates to explain their legislative ef-
fectiveness. We combine together a number of datasets including Charles Stewart and co-
authors’ datasets on member-level committee assignments,2 the Roster of United States Con-
gressional Officeholders and Biographical Characteristics of Members of the United States
Congress, 1789-1996 (ICPSR 7803),3 the NOMINATE data from VoteView (Lewis et al.,
2020), and Volden and Wiseman’s (2014; 2018) data on legislative effectiveness. To do this,
we use the following matching procedure: Does the member’s name or surname have a unique
closest match (within two characters) in the state-Congress? If not, we manually matched
the members. Doing so allowed us to successfully match all members to a comprehensive list
of members who served in a given Congress/chamber from bioguide.congress.gov. For our
main analyses, we only use members who have NOMINATE scores (e.g, excluding delegates

2The data were downloaded from here: http://web.mit.edu/17.251/www/data_page.html; modifica-
tions were made to correct typos and alternative name spellings to merge with other databases.

3The data were downloaded from here: https://doi.org/10.3886/ICPSR07803.v10. Modifications were
made to correct typos and alternative name spellings to merge with other databases.
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and certain members who had extremely short tenure). Our variables are defined as below
with the source indicated

• Ideological Distance: Distance from chamber median. Uses first and second dimension
“common space” NOMINATE scores from Lewis et al. (2020).

• Majority Member: Member of the majority party in a given Congress/chamber. Cal-
culated using party control reported by the History of the House.4 We note two clar-
ifications; first, in the 107th Congress, we define “Democrat” as the majority party in
the Senate as this was true for most of the period and reflects the chair assignments in
Stewart’s data. Second, for majority parties that were supported by independents, we
do not code independents as members of the majority party.

• Committee Chair: From the 80th Congress, this variable is directly recorded in Stewart
et al.’s data on committee membership. In the 43rd-79th Congresses, we infer it by
looking at the highest ranking member of the majority party.

• Power Committee: Does the member serve on a “power committee”? This includes the
House Ways and Means, House Appropriations, House Rules, Senate Finance, Senate
Appropriations, and Senate Rules.

• Majority Leader: Is the member part of the leadership of the majority party? This
includes the Speaker of the House, (Acting/Deputy) Senate President Pro Tempore,
Floor Leader, Whip, and Caucus Chair from the majority party. This data comes from
Party Leaders in the United States Congress, 1789-2015 by the Congressional Research
Service.5

• Minority Leader: Is the member part of the leadership of the minority party? This
includes Floor Leader, Whip, and Caucus Chair from the majority party. This data
comes from Party Leaders in the United States Congress, 1789-2015 by the Congres-
sional Research Service.

• Freshman: Is this the member’s first term in the chamber of service? This is calculated
using the records of service as recorded in Lewis et al. (2020).

• Seniority: How many terms has the member served in that chamber? This is calculated
using the records of service as recorded in Lewis et al. (2020).

• Short Service: Did the member only serve a short period of their term? This is calcu-
lated by whether the date between their first and last roll call vote is under one year
(VoteView; Lewis et al. 2020). This is highly correlated with a measure of service-
under-one-year available from the 43rd-103rd Congress data in ICPSR Study 7803.

Finally, Figure A.1 show the total number of bills per Congress. It shows two distinct
peaks in the House; see Appendix D.2 for more discussion of these trends.

4The data were downloaded from https://history.house.gov/Institution/

Presidents-Coinciding/Party-Government/.
5This can be found here: https://www.everycrsreport.com/files/20151030_RL30567_

b3bfad9df835213fa6948b1d1fbbaeb292f5d2e2.pdf.

8

https://history.house.gov/Institution/Presidents-Coinciding/Party-Government/
https://history.house.gov/Institution/Presidents-Coinciding/Party-Government/
https://www.everycrsreport.com/files/20151030_RL30567_b3bfad9df835213fa6948b1d1fbbaeb292f5d2e2.pdf
https://www.everycrsreport.com/files/20151030_RL30567_b3bfad9df835213fa6948b1d1fbbaeb292f5d2e2.pdf


Figure A.1: Number of Bills Introduced By Congress
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C Details on IRT Estimation

As noted in the main text, the generative model for our IRT model consists of two types of
raters. First, we have “count” raters (e.g., the number of roll call votes). We model this
using a negative binomial distribution. Second, we have binary raters (e.g., pass chamber
of introduction). We model this using a Bernoulli distribution with a logistic link. We
leverage Polya-Gamma data augmentation (Polson, Scott and Windle 2013) to create a mean-
field variational algorithm after data augmentation. This extends existing applications of
variational models to ideal points (e.g., Imai, Lo and Olmsted 2016; Goplerud 2019) to
negative binomial outcomes as well as including known covariates. We briefly formally present
our model and the relevant details for estimation.

Assume that we have a universe of N bills i ∈ {1, · · · , N}. Assume that we have J raters
indexed by j ∈ {1, · · · , J}. We define the set of count raters with C and the set of binomial
raters with B. Finally, define Sj as the set of bills i for which rater j is defined. Certain
raters are not defined for all bills, e.g CQ Alamanac did not exist before the 80th Congress.

As the activity of our raters changes over time, we include the following controls for all
raters: number of days in session, number of members, and the Congress number to allow for
linear time-trends. For roll call votes, we include an indicator variable for the introduction of
electronic voting of the House in the 93rd Congress. Further, our raters for the Congressional
Record (see Table 2) show an unusual discontinuous jump in the 43rd-47th Congresses that
we address via an indicator variable for that period. Thus, one can interpret the IRT model
as capturing legislative notability relative to the time-varying baseline. We interact these
variables with chamber to allow for differential trends. Note that the model is still fully
bridged as the discrimination parameter of each rater (βj) is shared across chamber and
constant over time.

The generative model for all observations yi,j (rater i and bill j) is shown below where
zi,j is a vector of rater-specific exogenous covariates such as number of members, where
ψi,j = αj + βjxi + γT

j zi,j.
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if j ∈ B and i ∈ Sj, yi,j ∼ Bern(pi,j) pi,j =
exp(ψi,j)

1 + exp(ψi,j)
(1)

if j ∈ C and i ∈ Sj, yi,j ∼ NegBin (rj, pi,j) pi,j =
exp(ψi,j − ln rj)

1 + exp(ψi,j − ln rj)
(2)

We place the following priors on the parameters: xi ∼ N(0, 1), αj, βj ∼ N(0, 25),γj ∼
N(0, 25I), rj ∼ Exp(1). We also center the continuous moderators (time, number of sitting
days and size of chamber) around the value observed in the 80th Congress of the corresponding
chamber.

The log posterior can be expressed as follows where θ collects the parameters of interest:
θ = {{xi}N

i=1, {βj, αj,γj}J
j=1, {rj}j∈C}

ln p (θ|y) =
X
j∈C

X
i∈Sj

"
ln Γ(yi,j + rj)− ln Γ(rj)− ln Γ(yi,j + 1)+

yi,j(ψi,j − ln rj)− (yi,j + rj) ln [1 + exp(ψi,j − ln rj)]

#
+

X
j∈B

X
i∈Sj

yi,jψi,j − ln [1 + exp(ψi,j)] +
NX

i=1

�
−1

2
ln(2π)− x2i

2

�
+

JX
j=1

"
−1

2
ln (|2π · 25I|)−

γT
j γj

2 · 25

#
−

�
1

2
ln(2π · 25)−

β2
j

2 · 25

�
− I(j ∈ C) · rj

(3)

This log-posterior is intractable for simple closed form variational inference. To address
this, we apply Polya-Gamma data augmentation (Polson, Scott and Windle, 2013). Specifi-
cally, they note the following identity (Equation 2).

exp(ψ)a

[1 + exp(ψ)]b
= 2−b

Z
exp(sψ − ψ2/2ω)fP G(ω|b, 0)dω, s = a− b/2 (4)

ω ∼ PG(b, c) := ω =
1

2π2

∞X
k=1

Zk

(k − 1/2)2 + c2/(4π2)
, Zk

i.i.d.∼ Gamma(b, 1) (5)

This allows us to create an augmented posterior p(θ, {ωi,j}) for which a closed form vari-
ational algorithm is tractable. Goplerud (2019) provides a similar application to multinomial
models. The augmented log-posterior is shown below.

ln p (θ, {ωi,j}) ∝
X
j∈C

X
i∈Sj

 ln Γ(yi,j + rj)− ln Γ(rj)− ln Γ(yi,j + 1)− (yi + rj) ln(2)

(yi,j − rj)/2 · (ψi,j − ln rj)− ωi,j · (ψi,j − ln rj)
2/2+

ln fP G(ωi,j|yi,j + rj, 0)

+

X
j∈B

X
i∈Sj

"
(yi,j − 1/2) · ψi,j − ωi,j · ψ2

i,j/2+

ln fP G(ωi,j|1, 0)

#
+

NX
i=1

�
−1

2
ln(2π)− x2i

2

�
+

JX
j=1

"
−1

2
ln (|2π · 25I|)−

γT
j γj

2 · 25

#
−

�
1

2
ln(2π · 25)−

β2
j

2 · 25

�
− I(j ∈ C) [rj]

(6)
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The goal of variational inference is to find the best approximating distribution to the
above posterior given an independence assumption between parameters. Formally, it finds
the distribution q(θ, {ωi,j}) that is the closest in KL-divergence to the true posterior where
q(.) is optimized over a restricted set of distributions X :

q∗(θ, {ωi,j}) = argmin
q(θ,{ωi,j})∈X

KL [q(θ, {ωi,j}) || p(θ, {ωi,j}|y)] (7)

We follow most research and assume the following set of independence assumptions be-
tween parameters:

X = q({xi})q({βj, αj,γj})q({rj}j∈C)q({ωi,j}) (8)

Further, for tractability, we assume that the distribution on q(rj) (the dispersion pa-
rameter) is a point mass, i.e. a single value. With those assumptions on X , the bill-level
scores ({xi}) and rater parameters {αj, βj,γj} have normal distributions with no further as-
sumptions. Similarly, each ωi,j has a Polya-Gamma distribution and rj have point masses as
noted above. Each variational distribution can be derived using standard rules of mean-field
variational inference. The relevant distributions are listed below.

• Polya Gamma: Each ωi,j has a Polya-Gamma distribution with parameters b̃i,j and c̃i,j:

c̃i,j =
q
Eq(θ)[ψ2

i,j]; b̃i,j =

(
yi,j + r̂j if j ∈ C
1 if j ∈ B

(9)

• Bill-Level Score: Each bill score xi has a normal distribution with parameters µ̃x,i

for mean and σ̃2
x,i for variance. q({ωi,j},θ \ {xi}) denotes the expectation over all

parameters excluding the bill scores {xi}.

σ̃2
x,i =

1

1 +
P

j:i∈Sj
Eq(βj)[β

2
j ]Eq(ωi,j)[ωi,j]

(10)

µ̃x,i =

Eq({ωi,j},θ\{xi})


X
j∈C

βj [(yi,j − r̂j) /2− ωi,j (αj + γjzi,j − ln (r̂j))] +X
j∈B

βj [(yi,j − 1/2)− ωi,j (αj + γjzi,j)]


1 +

P
j:i∈Sj

Eq(βj)[β
2
j ]Eq(ωi,j)[ωi,j]

(11)

• Rater Parameters (Main): Define x̌T
i = [xi, 1, z

T
i,j]. The update for [βj, αj,γ

T
j ] is a

simple ridge regression. Define µβαγ,j as the mean of the variational distribution for
rater j and Λβαγ,j as the variance for rater j.

Λβαγ,j =

 1

25
I +

X
i∈Sj

E[ωi,j]E[x̌ix̌
T
i ]

−1

(12)

µβαγ,j = Λβαγ,j

X
i∈Sj

s∗
i,j

 ; s∗
i,j =

(
yi,j − 1/2 if j ∈ B
(yi,j − r̂j)/2 + E[ωi,j] ln(r̂j) if j ∈ C

(13)
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• Dispersion: The final parameter to consider is rj, the dispersion parameter for the
negative binomial count raters. Because of the intractable nature of the Polya-Gamma
density, we assume a point mass distribution on q(rj) such that q(rj) = I(rj = r̂j).
This means that we simply optimize the variational objective (e.g., the ELBO) with
respect to this parameter as it has no variance. We do this by profiling the objective
with respect to b̃i,j and c̃i,j (defined above). The resulting objective defines the optimal
r̂j given the other non-profiled variational parameters.

r̂j = argmax
rj∈R+

X
i∈Sj


− (yi,j + rj) ln(2) + (yi,j − rj)/2 · [ψi,j − ln rj]

− (rj + yi,j) ln cosh

�
1

2

q
Eq(θ\rj)[(ψi,j − ln rj)2]

�
ln Γ(yi,j + rj)− ln Γ(rj)− ln Γ(yi,j + 1)

 − rj (14)

This can be optimized (or improved) using numerical methods such as L-BFGS-B.

The optimal approximating distribution can be found by cycling through the updates
above until the KL-Divergence decreases—or, equivalently, the Evidence Lower Bound (ELBO)—
increases by a trivial amount. A full derivation of the ELBO can be found in the accompa-
nying replication code.

C.1 Information on the IRT Estimation

We include additional information and robustness tests for our IRT models. First, for the
IRT model used in the main text, we show the estimated discrimination parameters βj and
covariate parameters (αj,γj) for each of our raters. As expected, it confirms that all of the
raters load positively onto the latent dimension except for “minor bill” which loads negatively.

Second, we assess whether a one-dimensional model is adequate for our purposes. Fol-
lowing Clinton and Lapinski (2006), we examine how well the one-dimensional model fits the
observed data. In the case of a binary rater, this can be done by assessing the predicted
probability of rating versus the actual outcome (e.g., Clinton and Lapinski 2006, p. 241). If
this is very high, then it is unlikely that adding additional dimensions will improve perfor-
mance considerably and thus a uni-dimensional model is preferable in terms of parsimony
given strong predictive power.

Given that most of our raters give a value of zero, even if integer values are possible, we
proceed as follows: For each rating for each bill yi,j, we calculate the probability of not being
rated, i.e. P (yi,j = 0). We then compare this to whether the bill was, in fact, not rated,
i.e. I(yi,j = 0). For measures that require a single prediction, we binarize the predicted
probability at 0.50. For all raters except for “minor bill”, the accuracy and F1 scores are all
above 0.90. For “minor bill”, accuracy is 0.71 and F1 is 0.81.

C.1.1 Robustness of IRT Results

Next, we considered whether our results are stable to different specifications of the IRT
model. We do this using two tests. First, we examine whether our results are stable to
allowing certain raters to have varying discrimination (βj) in different historical periods.
Specifically, we split the following raters to be different across the following periods. A brief
justification for each choice is provided.
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Table A.3: IRT Parameters

Parameter News CQ Ver Rep Hear RCV Amend FS 1 FS 2 PB PS Minor
βj 3.133 1.306 1.432 1.222 0.739 1.894 1.417 1.387 1.357 1.188 1.417 -0.428
αj -12.440 -4.993 -2.878 -3.466 -2.469 -7.619 -7.071 -2.752 -3.400 -3.437 -3.329 -0.922
Senate 1.334 0.689 0.688 0.749 -0.287 0.776 1.453 0.786 0.923 0.299 0.833 0.069
Days -0.004 0.001 -0.003 -0.001 0.001 0.002 0.001 -0.001 -0.000 -0.004 -0.004 -0.000
Size 0.045 -0.011 -0.003 -0.006 0.035 -0.026 -0.028 0.001 -0.004 0.010 -0.008 0.002
Time 0.027 0.029 0.004 0.027 0.031 0.055 0.005 0.061 0.073 -0.003 0.018 -0.039
S x Days 0.010 -0.001 0.002 0.001 -0.000 0.002 0.001 0.002 0.001 0.003 0.003 -0.000
S x Size -0.135 0.218 -0.011 -0.009 0.200 -0.151 -0.124 -0.000 -0.025 0.005 -0.016 0.019
S x Time 0.011 -0.031 0.005 -0.006 -0.020 -0.005 -0.004 -0.002 -0.000 0.006 -0.010 0.006
Elect. 0.797
S x Elect. 0.251
Ano. 2.732 2.777
S x Ano. 0.489 0.464

Note: The column abbreviations are “News” (Newspaper Mentions), “CQ” (CQ Articles), “Ver” (Versions),
“Rep” (Reports), “Hear” (Hearings), “RCV” (Roll Call Votes), “Amend” (Notable Amendments), “FS 1”
(Floor Speech [Mentions]), “FS 2” (Floor Speech [Members]), “PB” (Pass Both Chambers), “PS” (Pass
Same Chamber), “Minor” (Minor Bill). The row abbreviations are for parameters βj , αj (Appendix C).
The others are for the control terms “Days” (Sitting Days [centered]), “Size” (Size of Chamber [centered]),
“Time” (Congress [centered]). “S x ” denotes an interaction with Senate. “Elect” and “Ano” are short for
“electronic voting” and the anomaly in the Gentzkow-Shapiro data noted earlier (Appendix B).

• Roll Call Votes: Split before the introduction of electronic voting (RCV 1) and after
the introduction of electronic voting (RCV 2). This occurred in the 93rd Congress.
Justification: Theoretically, the introduction of the electronic voting system may not
only change the cost (therefore the difficulty threshold) of having a roll call vote, so we
examine whether the discrimination parameter also correspondingly change before and
after the introduction of the system.

• Floor Speech Raters (number of mentions; number of members who mentioned): Split
into the following four raters: 43-64th Congresses, 65th-79th Congresses, 80th-92nd
Congresses, 93rd-111th Congresses. Justification: We speculate that the adoption of
Rule XXII (i.e., the rule on filibusters) in the Senate in 1917, an individual senator’s
placing a ”hold” on a bill starting in the 1970s, and structural changes in 1946 (e.g.,
legislative day, chamber size, and the Legislative Reorganization Act of 1946) may
change incentives for making floor speeches and therefore the link between floor speeches
and legislative notability.

• Hearings: Split into 43-79th Congresses, 80-97th Congresses, 98-111th Congresses. Jus-
tification: We split it by the 80th Congress, as the Legislative Reorganization Act of
1946 dramatically restructure the committee system. Starting in 1980, the increasing
popularity of oversight hearings and the decreasing incentives for holding legislative
hearings may change this rater’s discrimination power.

The estimated legislative notability scores are nearly identical (ρ = 0.996) as well as the
member-level effectiveness scores (ρ = 0.998). Thus, our main results do not appear to be
driven by assuming a constant discrimination parameter on key raters across time.

Second, we re-estimated our model leaving out one of our raters at a time. This is to
detect whether any single rater has undue influence on our estimated bill-level or member-
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level scores. The results seem highly robust; for the bill-level scores, the correlations range
from 0.957 to 0.999 where the lowest (0.957) occurs when the “versions” rater is excluded.
For the member-level scores, the correlation is always greater than 0.991 with the scores
shown in the main text for any excluded rater.

We also re-ran the regression analyses in the main text with the different scores; it shows
the results are virtually identical across specifications. Figure A.2 shows the confidence
intervals associated with each different measure; the confidence intervals on the original
measure used in the main text are shown as an overlaid black bar.

Figure A.2: Regression Results with Different Measures of Effectiveness
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C.1.2 IRT Scores and Stage of Legislation

Existing bill-level weights used in measures of legislative effectiveness often explicitly incor-
porate stage into their ratings (e.g., Volden and Wiseman 2014). While two of our raters
directly capture stage (passed chamber of introduction; passed both chambers), most of our
raters are more indirectly capturing stage. For example, a bill with a committee hearing
has clearly had some “action” inside the committee; a bill with a roll call vote or recorded
amendments has usually been reported out of committee; etc. As noted above, our rater for
“Versions” usually explicitly captures bills in different stages of the process.

While including the explicit stage of bill (e.g., “action in committee,” “action beyond
committee”; Volden and Wiseman 2014) would be useful, it is simply too difficult to gather
this systematically for the period from 1873-2010. However, from 1973, Volden and Wiseman
(2014) rely on an electronic database (THOMAS.gov; now congress.gov) that records actions
on legislation. We have also scraped this data and parsed it to create five rough stages
for bills: “Introduced,” “Committee,” “Floor,” “Passage,” and “Law.” These stages are
sequential and are defined as follows. The most advanced stage with any evidence of action
is the stage assigned to the bill.

• “Committee”: This stage captures where there is any action corresponding to action
in a committee or subcommittee. We measure this by whether any action associated
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with the bill contains the phrase (i) Mark-up or (ii) [Hh]earing [but not ^DEBATE as
this would refer to a debate where instructions about how to consider the bill in the
future were mentioned].

• “Floor”: This stage captures where the bill was reported from the committee or whether
there was any action on the floor. The rules used to classify whether a bill was in this
stage are shown below:

– Reported: Is the status “REPORTED” or does the action’s text contain the phrase
Reported to (Senate|House)|Original measure reported to (Senate|House)

or Reported to (Senate|House)\\.; if the text of the action starts with “Intro-
duced”, this is not counted as evidence of an action.

– Roll Call: Does the action’s text contain the following phrase?

roll calll? ?\#|Roll [Nn]o\\.?

– Discharged: Does the action’s text contain the following phrase?

^(Senate (Select )?|House )?Committee.*discharged

– Motion: Does the action’s text contain the following phrase?

^Motion to|^On motion|^Cloture motion?

– Debate: Does an action contain the text DEBATE?

– Amendment: Does an action contain the text below?

^(Senate|House) agreed to (the )?(Senate|House) amendment

• “Passage”: This stage captures whether the bill passed the chamber of introduction.
It is defined by whether the action’s status contains PASS_BACK|PASSED|PASS_OVER or
the text contains the phrase

^Passed (Senate|House) |^Measure passed (Senate|House)|^On passage Passed

• “Law”: This stage captures whether the bill was enacted into law. It is defined by
whether the status of an action is ENACTED or the text contains

^(Private Law|Public [Ll]aw) [0-9]+-[0-9]+.\$|Signed by President.

Figure A.3 examines how our raters correspond to these stages—which are not directly
used in our IRT. We report the average value of the rater across all bills in each stage, pooling
together both chambers and the entire period from 1973-2010. It shows, as expected that,
for all but two raters (minor bill and hearings), the average value of the rater increases for
bills at a higher stage. This suggests that many of our raters are implicitly capturing stage.

D Validation of Measures

This section provides additional validation of our measures as noted in the main text. We
first validate our bill-level measures against Volden and Wiseman’s classification of bills into
“commemorative” (i.e., minor), “substantive,” and “substantive and significant” (i.e., having
an end-of-year write-up in the Congressional Quarterly). These data were graciously provided
by those authors. We show our scores against all bills from 1973 to 2010 where we separate
bills by whether we record them as passing their chamber of introduction. As expected, our
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Figure A.3: Average Value of Rater by Stage
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scores clearly distinguish between the categories used in Volden and Wiseman, despite some
important internal variation, i.e. some commemorative bills receiving reasonably high scores
despite their “minor” nature.

Figure A.4: Validation of Legislative Notability by Volden and Wiseman Category

Of our bills, the vast majority of the top rated legislation are substantive and significant.
Of the top 1000 bills by notability from 1973 to 2010, 996 are coded as “substantive and
significant” by Volden and Wiseman with 4 coded as “substantive”.

As an additional test, Figure A.5 shows the average score of our bills from 1973 to 2010
by the three categories used in Volden and Wiseman as well as the five stages discussed in
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Appendix C.1.2. As expected, the average notability score for a bill increases as it progresses
further in the legislative process or if it scored as more “significant” by Volden and Wiseman.

Figure A.5: Average Notability Score by Stage and Volden and Wiseman Category
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D.1 Most Highly Rated Enactments

We further explore the relationship between legislative notability and the significance scores
from Clinton and Lapinski (2006) more qualitatively by comparing the most highly rated bills
on each measure. The main paper provides an additional exploration of failed legislation.
While we do not wish to put too much weight on comparing only the most highly ranked
bills, Table A.4 illustrates some interesting similarities and divergences between legislative
notability and Clinton-Lapinski scores. First, we note that some of the top bills overlap
across measures.

One interesting feature of our measure is the prevalence of major tariff legislation between
1888 and 1930 in our top legislation. Indeed, our highest scored bill is the Tariff of 1913
(Underwood-Simmons). Exploring this bill is illuminating: It was positively rated by most
of our raters but especially stands out in its number of roll call votes (130; 9th highest in
our dataset) and, to a less extent, number of speeches explicitly referencing its number (89;
487th highest in our dataset although 5th highest before 1947).

Examination of the other highly ranked tariff legislation reveals a pattern of usually having
high ratings on speeches, amendments and, especially, roll call votes. All six tariff bills in
Table A.4 have at least 130 recorded votes. By contrast, in the entire collection from 1873
to 2010, only 14 bills have more than 75 recorded votes and, in fact, it appears that only
one non-tariff bill received more than 130 recorded votes.6 Given the relative rareness of
recorded votes and the huge number associated those tariff bills, our high scores align with

6The one bill is the Tax Reform Act of 1976 (94 HR 10612). Three other tariff bills (Tariff of 1890
[McKinley], Tariff of 1897 [Dingley], and Tariff of 1883 [47 HR 5538]) were highly ranked (12th, 16th and
262nd, respectively) and received many roll call votes (161, 151, 256, respectively).
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Table A.4: Most Highly Rated Enactments

Clinton-Lapinski Top Bills

Sponsor Bill Name
Rank

C-L All By Cong.
COVINGTON 63 HR 15613 Federal Trade Commission Act 1st 37th 8th

PAYNE 61 HR 1438 Tariff of 1909 (Payne-Aldrich) 2nd 9th 1st

HEYBURN 59 S 88 Pure Food and Drug Act of 1906 3rd 1686th 24th

GLASS 63 HR 7837 Federal Reserve Act of 1913 4th 18th 4th

DOUGHTON 74 HR 7260 Social Security Act of 1935 5th 173rd 1st

SHERMAN 51 S 1 Anti-Trust Act of 1890 6th 2351st 20th

HAWLEY 71 HR 2667 Tariff of 1930 (Smoot-Hawley) 7th 3rd 1st

HARTLEY 80 HR 3020 Labor Management Relations Act of 1947 8th 107th 2nd

RAYBURN 73 HR 9323 Securities Exchange Act of 1934 9th 5363rd 49th

TOWNSEND 61 HR 17536 Commerce Court 10th 357th 6th

Legislative Notability Top Bills

Sponsor Bill Name
Rank

C-L All By Cong.
UNDERWOOD 63 HR 3321 Tariff of 1913 (Underwood-Simmons) 24th 1st 1st

FORDNEY 67 HR 7456 Tariff of 1922 (Fordney-McCumber) 64th 2nd 1st

HAWLEY 71 HR 2667 Tariff of 1930 (Smoot-Hawley) 7th 3rd 1st

McCORMACK 77 HR 1776 “Lend-Lease” 15th 4th 1st

WILSON 53 HR 4864 Tariff of 1894 (Wilson-Gorman) 12th 5th 1st

SPARKMAN 63 HR 13811 River and Harbor Act of 1914 736th 6th 2nd

MILLS 92 HR 1 Social Security Amendments of 1972 323rd 7th 1st

WILSON 53 HR 1 Repeal of Sherman Silver Purchase Act 88th 8th 2nd

PAYNE 61 HR 1438 Tariff of 1909 (Payne-Aldrich) 2nd 9th 1st

ALLEN 50 HR 9051 Tariff of 1888 (Failed to be Enacted) NA 10th 1st

Note: The top ten enacted bills by Clinton-Lapinski and our legislative notability measure are shown. The
surname of the sponsor, the bill number, and the popular name of the legislation are all listed. We also
include the rank of the bill across all enacted bills rated by Clinton-Lapinski (excluding resolutions) [“C-L”]
and the rank amongst all of bills for which a measure of legislative notability is calculated (“All”). Note that
“NA” indicates that a bill was not scored (e.g., the Tariff of 1888 failed to be enacted so thus is not scored
by Clinton and Lapinski). Further, we provide the within-Congress rank of each bill (“By Cong.”).

the historical impression that these bills were a source of intense legislative contestation for
much of the late 19th and early 20th century.

As a different example, consider the Pure Food and Drug Act of 1906. It is rated highly
in the Clinton-Lapinski data due to its long-run historical impact (e.g., Carpenter 2010), but
it scores much lower on our measure (although still in the 99.85% percentile of all bills across
the entire period). In the 59th Congress, our measure picks out the Hepburn Act of 1906 [59
HR 12987] as the highest scoring legislation (ranked 14th on the Clinton-Lapinski measure).
While both bills received considerable notability, the Hepburn Act is more highly scored by
our raters—especially in terms of roll call votes (40 versus 5 for the Pure Food and Drug Act)
and amendments (40 notable amendments versus zero). Thus, while the long-term impact
of the Pure Food and Drug Act may be higher as Clinton-Lapinski’s measure incorporates
many retrospective ratings, our measure of legislative notability scores the Hepburn Act more
highly given the higher amount of contemporaneous activity devoted to it.
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D.2 Temporal Dynamics

We next examine the temporal dynamics in our measure by plotting the trend in average
score across time. Figure A.6 shows the distribution of (logged) legislative effectiveness scores
by Congress and chamber across the period. It illustrates that individual senators tend to
have slightly higher effectiveness than members in the House—although note that nearly
75% of bills originate in the House as do the majority of the bills with the highest notability
(see Appendix D.1). This higher average is somewhat expected given there are many fewer
members in the Senate and thus each senator introduces more legislation on average.

Figure A.6: Distribution of Legislative Effectiveness by Chamber

Note: Each figure shows a boxplot of the (logged) legislative effectiveness for each Congress where the median
and the interquartile range is shown. Outliers are indicated as separate dots. The red dashed line fits smooth
trend fit to the data.

There are two distinct peaks in effectiveness; first, there is a peak during the 1960s
corresponding to the “Great Society” that resulted in a number of highly important and
highly debated legislation. This is, we think, relatively expected by the existing literature
(e.g., Binder 1999). Second, perhaps more surprisingly, there is a peak in the first decade
of the 20th century (e.g., 1905); this period contained, as shown above, highly debated
legislation on a number of issues—especially tariffs. Both periods of relative peaks in the
average legislative effectiveness correspond to large numbers of proposed bills with the first
decade of the 20th century having the largest number of introduced bills in the entire period
from 1873 to 2010; Appendix B.3 shows the number of bills by Congress.

Figure A.6 also shows that in the most recent period, the average member’s effectiveness
has declined considerably. This corroborates the existing research on increasing legislative
gridlock (e.g., Binder 1999) and changing member behavior in recent years, including a shift
in hearings to focus on oversight versus producing legislation.
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D.3 Hitchhikers

We finally show the usefulness of our measure of legislative notability by comparing how it
scores bills that were related to other legislation—even if they were, themselves, not enacted.
Figure A.7 merges our scores into the replication data from Casas, Denny and Wilkerson
(2020), starting in the 103rd Congress (1993-1994). We divide bills into four types: First, is
the bill an enacted law? We expect these to have the highest notability. Second, we examine
whether a bill is a hitchhiker (i.e., coded as an “insertion”) as coded in Casas, Denny and
Wilkerson (2020)’s replication data. Finally, we consider bills that are marked as related by
the Congressional Research Service to an enacted law (i.e., are they coded as “related” or
“identical”); this information can be found on congress.gov. All other bills are classified as
“Unrelated”. We see, as expected, that hitchhiker bills or bills that are related or identical to
enacted laws score noticeably higher in terms of their notability than bills that are unrelated
to enacted legislation.

Figure A.7: Similar or Hitchhiker Bills
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E Details on Empirical Robustness Tests

After showing descriptive statistics, this section presents six sets of additional analyses. First,
we use a generalized additive model to examine the robustnesss of our results to the choice
of specific periodizations used in the main text. We then conduct a set of additional analyses
that address member-level heterogeneity using random and fixed effects. We also address
different methods for standardizing the outcome to address differential legislative workloads
across Congresses. Next, we examine different ways of dealing with members who have a
legislative effectiveness of “zero.” Next, we include the additional control of subcommittee
chair for 1947-2010. Finally, we analyze the number of bills introduced by member in each
Congress.
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E.1 Descriptive Statistics

We first show the descriptive statistics on our key variables. To begin, we show the dis-
tribution of each of our measures. It confirms that the distribution of notability is highly
unequal—with most bills receiving no mentions from the raters—whereas the distribution
of (logged) legislative effectiveness is more normally distributed. The spike of low scores
correspond to members who introduce either no or zero bills.7

Figure A.8: Distribution of Measures
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Next, we provide summary statistics on the variables in our main analyses, pooled across
chamber and time. “Effectiveness (log)” refers to the outcome variable. We show these by the
periods used in the main text; for simplicity, we pool together the House and the Senate (i.e.,
putting Senate pre-direct election into “Early” and post-direct election into “Inter-War”).
We exclude observations who are missing data on any of the provided variables.

Table A.5: Summary Statistics

Variable Minimum Median Maximum Mean StdDev.
Early (1873-1888) for House; Pre-Direct (1873-1914) for Senate

Effectiveness (log) -0.54 3.54 6.74 3.39 1.30
Ideological Dist. [Dim1] 0.00 0.27 1.10 0.34 0.25
Ideological Dist. [Dim2] 0.00 0.27 1.18 0.34 0.27
Majority Member 0.00 1.00 1.00 0.56 0.50
Committee Chair 0.00 0.00 1.00 0.29 0.45
Power Committee 0.00 0.00 1.00 0.18 0.38
Majority Leader 0.00 0.00 1.00 0.01 0.12
Minority Leader 0.00 0.00 1.00 0.01 0.07

7For the case of members who introduce zero bills, their score is imputed as noted in the main text as the
logarithm is undefined; see Appendix E.4 for more discussion.
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Freshman 0.00 0.00 1.00 0.34 0.47
Seniority 1.00 2.00 18.00 3.04 2.66
Southern Democrat 0.00 0.00 1.00 0.28 0.45
Woman 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
African American 0.00 0.00 1.00 0.01 0.08
Short Service 0.00 0.00 1.00 0.07 0.25

EPG (1889-1910) for House; nothing for Senate
Effectiveness (log) -0.43 3.85 6.44 3.67 1.18
Ideological Dist. [Dim1] 0.00 0.21 1.27 0.35 0.30
Ideological Dist. [Dim2] 0.00 0.31 1.11 0.35 0.25
Majority Member 0.00 1.00 1.00 0.59 0.49
Committee Chair 0.00 0.00 1.00 0.15 0.36
Power Committee 0.00 0.00 1.00 0.10 0.30
Majority Leader 0.00 0.00 1.00 0.01 0.09
Minority Leader 0.00 0.00 1.00 0.01 0.07
Freshman 0.00 0.00 1.00 0.33 0.47
Seniority 1.00 2.00 18.00 2.97 2.33
Southern Democrat 0.00 0.00 1.00 0.27 0.44
Woman 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
African American 0.00 0.00 1.00 0.00 0.04
Short Service 0.00 0.00 1.00 0.04 0.21

Inter-War (1911-1946 for House; Post-Direct (1915-1946) for Senate
Effectiveness (log) -0.66 3.56 6.80 3.37 1.30
Ideological Dist. [Dim1] 0.00 0.26 1.16 0.29 0.21
Ideological Dist. [Dim2] 0.00 0.37 1.23 0.42 0.30
Majority Member 0.00 1.00 1.00 0.60 0.49
Committee Chair 0.00 0.00 1.00 0.16 0.36
Power Committee 0.00 0.00 1.00 0.21 0.41
Majority Leader 0.00 0.00 1.00 0.01 0.11
Minority Leader 0.00 0.00 1.00 0.01 0.09
Freshman 0.00 0.00 1.00 0.23 0.42
Seniority 1.00 3.00 23.00 4.06 3.14
Southern Democrat 0.00 0.00 1.00 0.29 0.45
Woman 0.00 0.00 1.00 0.01 0.09
African American 0.00 0.00 1.00 0.00 0.03
Short Service 0.00 0.00 1.00 0.04 0.19

Textbook (1947-1974)
Effectiveness (log) -0.78 3.68 6.81 3.55 1.19
Ideological Dist. [Dim1] 0.00 0.27 1.17 0.28 0.17
Ideological Dist. [Dim2] 0.00 0.34 1.13 0.41 0.31
Majority Member 0.00 1.00 1.00 0.58 0.49
Committee Chair 0.00 0.00 1.00 0.07 0.25
Power Committee 0.00 0.00 1.00 0.26 0.44
Majority Leader 0.00 0.00 1.00 0.01 0.12
Minority Leader 0.00 0.00 1.00 0.01 0.10
Freshman 0.00 0.00 1.00 0.17 0.37
Seniority 1.00 4.00 26.00 5.25 3.97
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Southern Democrat 0.00 0.00 1.00 0.26 0.44
Woman 0.00 0.00 1.00 0.02 0.16
African American 0.00 0.00 1.00 0.01 0.10
Short Service 0.00 0.00 1.00 0.03 0.16

Reform (1975-1994)
Effectiveness (log) -0.73 3.18 6.67 3.07 1.27
Ideological Dist. [Dim1] 0.00 0.27 1.10 0.30 0.20
Ideological Dist. [Dim2] 0.00 0.28 1.11 0.34 0.27
Majority Member 0.00 1.00 1.00 0.60 0.49
Committee Chair 0.00 0.00 1.00 0.07 0.26
Power Committee 0.00 0.00 1.00 0.30 0.46
Majority Leader 0.00 0.00 1.00 0.01 0.12
Minority Leader 0.00 0.00 1.00 0.01 0.10
Freshman 0.00 0.00 1.00 0.16 0.36
Seniority 1.00 4.00 27.00 5.34 4.06
Southern Democrat 0.00 0.00 1.00 0.22 0.41
Woman 0.00 0.00 1.00 0.05 0.22
African American 0.00 0.00 1.00 0.04 0.20
Short Service 0.00 0.00 1.00 0.01 0.11

Modern (1995-2010)
Effectiveness (log) -1.04 2.82 5.99 2.70 1.16
Ideological Dist. [Dim1] 0.00 0.36 1.10 0.38 0.21
Ideological Dist. [Dim2] 0.00 0.21 1.16 0.26 0.21
Majority Member 0.00 1.00 1.00 0.53 0.50
Committee Chair 0.00 0.00 1.00 0.08 0.27
Power Committee 0.00 0.00 1.00 0.32 0.47
Majority Leader 0.00 0.00 1.00 0.01 0.12
Minority Leader 0.00 0.00 1.00 0.01 0.10
Freshman 0.00 0.00 1.00 0.13 0.34
Seniority 1.00 5.00 28.00 5.78 4.32
Southern Democrat 0.00 0.00 1.00 0.15 0.35
Woman 0.00 0.00 1.00 0.14 0.34
African American 0.00 0.00 1.00 0.07 0.26
Short Service 0.00 0.00 1.00 0.02 0.15

E.2 Generalized Additive Models

We examine whether our results are robust to the choice of periods by using a generalized
additive model to estimate a smoothly varying-effect of each coefficient (e.g., committee
chair) by Congress (time); Wood (2017) provides an explanation of these models. We use a
smooth for each coefficient and plot the results below; we also include Congress fixed effects.
For reference, we also overlay the regression results shown in Table 4 and 5 in red with their
corresponding standard errors. We see that the broad trends are similar with our qualitative
story and detailed periodization.
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Figure A.9: Smooth Effects of Covariates

E.3 Member-Level Heterogeneity

It is possible that unobserved confounders that are constant within member could be affecting
our analysis. While one popular strategy is to include member fixed effects, we note that
doing so is problematic given that a number of our key variables are fixed within member.
Beyond the issues with demographic predictors (e.g., race or gender), our measure of ideology
is constant over a member’s career (Lewis et al., 2020). We include distance to chamber
median in our analyses; the effect of this variable is only estimable with member fixed effects
because of changes in the identity of the chamber median between Congresses. If the data
were a perfect panel (i.e.,the composition of the chamber was unchanged and thus the median
was unchanged), then the effect of distance from the median is not identifiable when member
fixed effects are included. Thus, while our member fixed effects models can estimate an effect
due to a changing median, its interpretation is rather difficult.

Similarly, our variable for seniority—the number of terms served in Congress—is similarly
complicated by the inclusion of member fixed effects alongside Congress fixed effects. This
is because, if the data were a perfect panel (i.e.,all members started at time t0 and left at
time t1), the effect on seniority is also not identified when member and Congress fixed effects
are included. Thus, while we include it, its interpretation is also rather tricky. Figures A.10
and A.11 show the results.

Focusing on committee chair, we see the effects are broadly similar in magnitude and
significance regardless of the specification used. For majority status, the standard error
increases in certain periods although its effect is statistically significant in all periods after
1947—with the exception of “Reform” in the House. Note that this period saw no changes in
party control in the House and thus the effect is only identified because of the small number of
members who switched party, and thus it is difficult to interpret this coefficient substantively.
We also see an increased magnitude and statistically significant coefficient on majority status
in the Inter-War period in the House when member fixed effects are included; the magnitude,
however, is much smaller than the three periods from 1947.
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Figure A.10: Robustness Regression (House)

Note: For readability, we truncate the x-axis at -2.5 and 2.5.

Using a model that pools together all of the periods and interacts all covariates with
period—and includes member fixed effects, the Inter-War effect on majority status is not
statistically distinguishable from the earlier two periods (Early and EPG) but is statistically
distinguishably smaller than the three later periods (Textbook, Reform, Modern; all p-values
below 0.01; effect differences of 0.30, 0.61, and 0.38, respectively). This suggests, perhaps,
that some changes in the advantage enjoyed by majority party members were underway before
the Textbook Congress. Without including fixed effects, Appendix E.2 estimates a smooth
trend in each effect and shows a similar increase in the years immediately preceding 1947.

Examining ideological distance, including the random effects leaves the qualitative story
relatively similar, although including fixed effects results in a large increase in the standard
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Figure A.11: Robustness Regression (Senate)

Note: For readability, we truncate the x-axis at -2.5 and 2.5.

error and thus insignificant effects. Interpretation of this coefficient in the presence of fixed
effects is challenging, however, for the reasons discussed above.

E.4 Addressing Members with Zero Effectiveness

This section replicates our main empirical specification with different ways of measuring
a member’s legislative effectiveness when they introduce no bills. As noted, our model is
based on the logged score ln ai,t and thus the limited number of members with a legislative
effectiveness of “zero” have an undefined score. These individuals tend to be those with short
service and are likely to not serve in any subsequent terms.
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The main text proceeds as follows: If ai,t = 0, we impute a member’s score as the lowest
observed score of a member in the same Congress-chamber. We consider three alternative
ways of specifying this model: (i) first, we simply drop all members with a legislative effective-
ness of zero (“Drop”); (ii) a model where we impute by giving a member the score associated
with the lowest scoring bill in the chamber/Congress (i.e.,the score as if they introduced a
single bill that given the lowest score in that chamber/Congress) (“Impute (Bill)”) and (iii) a
Heckman selection model (“Heckman”). In the Heckman selection model, we move the vari-
able for “short service” into the selection stage as well as including the approximate age of
the member (Congress start year minus member’s birth year) in decades. All models report
member clustered standard errors and include Congress fixed effects. Across specifications
and periods, the results are relatively stable for the key variables of interest.

Figure A.12: Impute Missing Effectiveness (House)
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Figure A.13: Impute Missing Effectiveness (Senate)
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E.5 Standardization of Outcome

Our main analysis deals with issues of differential workloads by including Congress fixed
effects. However, we conduct additional analyses to deal with possibly differential work-
loads across time that are not captured by the time fixed effect. We compare an additional
approach: We use a within-Congress and chamber standardization where the member-level
scores in each Congress are standardized to have mean-zero and unit-variance (“Std.”). Thus,
the standardized score can be interpreted as a within-Congress z-score.

Figures A.14 and A.15 show the standardization procedure has little impact on the results.
It also allows us to interpret the results more directly in terms of a standard-deviations above
the average member in their Congress—a measure of “relative effectiveness.” For example,
in the House, majority members are expected, on average, to be around 0.45 to 0.63 higher
on standard effectiveness scores than minority party members from 1947—versus a much
smaller and insignificant effect from 0.01 to 0.04 before 1947. Committee chairs range from
being about 0.35 higher to around 1.17 during the Textbook Congress. Freshman incur a
substantial penalty in the post-1946 periods, ranging from being 0.60 less effective on average
on the standardized scores in the House during the Reform period to 0.35 less effective in the
modern period.

E.6 Subcommittee Chair

Volden and Wiseman (2014, 2018) control for subcommittee chair in their analyses. We do
not include this covariate in the main analyses as it is difficult to gather for the entire pe-
riod. Specifically, it seems extremely challenging to collect this variable before the Legislative
Reorganization Act of 1946. Existing datasets of subcommittee chairs (e.g., in Volden and
Wiseman 2014) start in 1973. We extend this back to 1947 (80th Congresses) using novel
digitizations of subcommittee rosters found in the following three sources: Congressional
Quarterly Almanac, United States Code Congressional and Administrative News [USCAAN],
Commerce Clearing House’s [CCH] Congressional Index. If a member is listed as a chair
of any subcommittee of a standing committee (e.g., excluding Joint Committees and Spe-
cial/Select Committees) in any source, we code them as a “1”. We use our coding from the
80th-94th Congresses and rely on the replication data from Volden and Wiseman for 93rd to
111th Congresses.

Tables A.6 and A.7 replicate the main specifications from the manuscript (Tables 4 and 5,
respectively) where the control for subcommittee chair is added. In the House, the results
look very similar; the main effect of subcommittee chair is to decrease the effect of majority
membership although most other results are qualitatively similar.

In the Senate, the major difference is that the inclusion of this variable eliminates the
effect of “majority membership” after 1975. Further inspection of the data, however, shows
that a huge share of senators in the majority party (80%) are chair of a subcommittee in
the period from 1947 to 2010 (compared to only 40% of majority members in the House in
the same period). Those who are not a subcommittee chair are considerably more junior;
46% of majority members who are not subcommittee chairs are freshman versus only the 9%
of subcommittee chairs who are freshman. Indeed, for those in the majority party, 93% of
non-freshman senators are either a committee chair or subcommittee chair (compare against
52% of non-freshman majority members in the House). This is expected given the smaller
size of the Senate and thus we believe the high collinearity between this variable and majority
status in the Senate explains the differential result (ρ = 0.77 versus 0.46 in the House).
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Figure A.14: Standardization (House)
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Figure A.15: Standardization (Senate)
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Table A.6: Determinants of Legislative Effectiveness in the House

Early
(1873-1888)

EPG
(1889-1910)

Inter-War
(1911-1946)

Textbook
(1947-1974)

Reform
(1975-1994)

Modern
(1995-2010)

Ideological
Dist. [Dim1]

−0.327 −0.481∗∗ −1.031∗∗∗ −0.405∗∗ −0.079 −0.112
(0.207) (0.207) (0.144) (0.163) (0.189) (0.192)

Ideological
Dist. [Dim2]

−0.194∗ −0.345∗∗∗ −0.297∗∗∗ −0.053 0.021 −0.213∗

(0.105) (0.093) (0.075) (0.106) (0.104) (0.128)

Majority
Member

0.040 0.064 0.031 0.322∗∗∗ 0.253∗∗∗ 0.538∗∗∗

(0.106) (0.113) (0.056) (0.049) (0.087) (0.086)

Committee
Chair

0.464∗∗∗ 0.407∗∗∗ 0.727∗∗∗ 1.393∗∗∗ 1.050∗∗∗ 1.277∗∗∗

(0.066) (0.065) (0.064) (0.138) (0.119) (0.105)

Power
Committee

0.380∗∗∗ 0.348∗∗∗ 0.050 0.009 −0.045 −0.170∗∗∗

(0.079) (0.072) (0.059) (0.061) (0.067) (0.057)

Majority
Leader

−2.080∗∗∗ 0.074 0.150 −0.142 −0.613 −0.015
(0.598) (0.289) (0.226) (0.342) (0.456) (0.217)

Minority
Leader

−0.124 0.327∗ −0.064 −0.460 0.001 −0.515∗∗∗

(0.279) (0.167) (0.248) (0.445) (0.257) (0.188)

Freshman
−0.276∗∗∗ −0.169∗∗∗ −0.405∗∗∗ −0.488∗∗∗ −0.618∗∗∗ −0.339∗∗∗

(0.051) (0.039) (0.038) (0.038) (0.047) (0.055)

Seniority
−0.008 −0.022 0.035∗∗∗ −0.002 0.030∗∗∗ 0.031∗∗∗

(0.020) (0.014) (0.010) (0.008) (0.009) (0.008)

Southern
Democrat

−0.161∗∗ −0.058 −0.189∗∗∗ −0.419∗∗∗ −0.318∗∗∗ −0.292∗∗∗

(0.072) (0.070) (0.053) (0.076) (0.075) (0.080)

Woman
0.073 0.044 0.307∗∗∗ 0.094
(0.189) (0.101) (0.073) (0.069)

African
American

−0.352∗∗ −1.039∗∗∗ −0.891∗∗∗ −0.578∗∗ −0.415∗∗∗ −0.145
(0.152) (0.221) (0.246) (0.241) (0.125) (0.108)

Short
Service

−1.586∗∗∗ −1.228∗∗∗ −1.134∗∗∗ −1.160∗∗∗ −0.928∗∗∗ −1.025∗∗∗

(0.123) (0.109) (0.089) (0.115) (0.178) (0.161)

Subcommittee
Chair

0.558∗∗∗ 0.914∗∗∗ 0.477∗∗∗

(0.055) (0.070) (0.065)

Observations 2, 519 4, 146 8, 035 6, 218 4, 414 3, 546
Adjusted R2 0.287 0.270 0.238 0.283 0.401 0.334

Note: ∗ : p < 0.10; ∗∗ : p < 0.05; ∗∗∗ : p < 0.01. The outcome is the (logged) legislative effectiveness ln ai,t.
All models include Congress fixed effects and report member-clustered standard errors. The standard error
is shown in parentheses.

E.7 Number of Bills Introduced

In this section, we analyze the number of bills introduced by members in each session; our
outcome is the log of the number of bills plus one introduced in each Congress. A key point
to note is that members who are on power committees in the House introduce many fewer
bills in each of the post-1947 periods; these are exactly the periods in the House where being
on a power committee has a negative coefficient for predicting effectiveness scores.
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Table A.7: Determinants of Legislative Effectiveness in the Senate

Pre-Direct
(1873-1914)

Post-Direct
(1915-1946)

Textbook
(1947-1974)

Reform
(1975-1994)

Modern
(1995-2010)

Ideological
Dist. [Dim1]

0.059 −0.362 −0.135 −0.520∗∗ −0.481∗

(0.382) (0.276) (0.263) (0.264) (0.259)

Ideological
Dist. [Dim2]

−0.064 −0.398∗∗ 0.070 −0.082 −0.214
(0.131) (0.161) (0.161) (0.162) (0.215)

Majority
Member

−0.153 −0.199 0.261∗∗ 0.096 0.051
(0.205) (0.140) (0.129) (0.171) (0.128)

Committee
Chair

0.624∗∗∗ 0.720∗∗∗ 0.829∗∗∗ 0.631∗∗∗ 0.553∗∗∗

(0.126) (0.127) (0.117) (0.093) (0.110)

Power
Committee

0.340∗∗∗ 0.074 −0.056 0.025 −0.007
(0.095) (0.103) (0.082) (0.077) (0.075)

Majority
Leader

0.459∗∗ 0.074 −0.326∗ 0.096 0.085
(0.180) (0.208) (0.175) (0.260) (0.202)

Minority
Leader

0.724∗∗∗ 0.350 0.330∗ 0.043 0.059
(0.182) (0.323) (0.195) (0.268) (0.233)

Freshman
−0.562∗∗∗ −0.921∗∗∗ −1.019∗∗∗ −0.764∗∗∗ −0.591∗∗∗

(0.076) (0.104) (0.095) (0.099) (0.104)

Seniority
−0.054∗∗∗ 0.028∗ −0.023 0.003 0.012
(0.018) (0.017) (0.016) (0.015) (0.010)

Southern
Democrat

−0.441∗∗∗ −0.139 −0.589∗∗∗ −0.466∗∗∗ −0.415∗∗∗

(0.110) (0.113) (0.123) (0.117) (0.125)

African
American

−0.285∗∗ 0.176 0.033 0.078
(0.143) (0.158) (0.270) (0.438)

Woman
0.241 −0.398∗ 0.013 0.239∗∗

(0.235) (0.224) (0.146) (0.110)

Short
Service

−1.343∗∗∗ −1.492∗∗∗ −1.586∗∗∗ −1.059∗∗∗ −1.179∗∗∗

(0.163) (0.148) (0.229) (0.305) (0.318)

Subcommittee
Chair

0.457∗∗∗ 0.386∗∗ 0.260∗∗

(0.115) (0.150) (0.112)

Observations 1, 903 1, 668 1, 434 1, 016 820
Adjusted R2 0.383 0.348 0.385 0.425 0.389

Note: ∗ : p < 0.10; ∗∗ : p < 0.05; ∗∗∗ : p < 0.01. The outcome is the (logged) legislative effectiveness ln ai,t.
All models include Congress fixed effects and report member-clustered standard errors. The standard error
is shown in parentheses.
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Table A.8: Determinants of Number of Bills Introduced in the House

Early
(1873-1888)

EPG
(1889-1910)

Inter-War
(1911-1946)

Textbook
(1947-1974)

Reform
(1975-1994)

Modern
(1995-2010)

Ideological
Dist. [Dim1]

−0.469∗∗∗ −0.543∗∗∗ −0.787∗∗∗ −0.094 0.069 0.153
(0.175) (0.187) (0.119) (0.157) (0.170) (0.171)

Ideological
Dist. [Dim2]

−0.124 −0.286∗∗∗ −0.337∗∗∗ −0.015 0.072 −0.069
(0.091) (0.088) (0.064) (0.098) (0.091) (0.114)

Majority
Member

−0.140 −0.105 −0.027 0.303∗∗∗ 0.241∗∗∗ 0.296∗∗∗

(0.090) (0.101) (0.047) (0.041) (0.068) (0.070)

Committee
Chair

0.301∗∗∗ 0.172∗∗∗ 0.353∗∗∗ 0.567∗∗∗ 0.357∗∗∗ 0.306∗∗∗

(0.055) (0.056) (0.051) (0.114) (0.100) (0.073)

Power
Committee

0.087 0.201∗∗∗ −0.044 −0.160∗∗∗ −0.118∗∗ −0.178∗∗∗

(0.071) (0.072) (0.050) (0.057) (0.057) (0.051)

Majority
Leader

−1.675∗∗∗ 0.002 −0.005 −0.261 −0.992∗∗∗ −0.652∗∗∗

(0.440) (0.260) (0.156) (0.291) (0.273) (0.124)

Minority
Leader

0.010 0.375∗∗ 0.003 −0.495 −0.071 −0.480∗∗∗

(0.177) (0.169) (0.203) (0.395) (0.213) (0.138)

Freshman
−0.222∗∗∗ −0.185∗∗∗ −0.363∗∗∗ −0.453∗∗∗ −0.600∗∗∗ −0.367∗∗∗

(0.040) (0.033) (0.028) (0.032) (0.037) (0.038)

Seniority
−0.019 −0.032∗∗∗ 0.006 −0.017∗∗ 0.022∗∗∗ 0.017∗∗∗

(0.017) (0.012) (0.008) (0.007) (0.008) (0.006)

Southern
Democrat

−0.100 0.017 −0.345∗∗∗ −0.486∗∗∗ −0.312∗∗∗ −0.268∗∗∗

(0.063) (0.067) (0.046) (0.072) (0.062) (0.064)

Woman
0.101 0.006 0.278∗∗∗ 0.158∗∗

(0.160) (0.116) (0.073) (0.063)

African
American

−0.345∗∗∗ −0.639∗∗∗ −0.827∗∗∗ −0.354 −0.326∗∗∗ −0.098
(0.125) (0.164) (0.263) (0.221) (0.116) (0.086)

Short
Service

−1.211∗∗∗ −1.002∗∗∗ −0.865∗∗∗ −0.893∗∗∗ −0.690∗∗∗ −0.822∗∗∗

(0.095) (0.092) (0.070) (0.091) (0.128) (0.106)

Observations 2, 519 4, 146 8, 035 6, 218 4, 414 3, 546
Adjusted R2 0.244 0.231 0.277 0.246 0.303 0.216

Note: ∗ : p < 0.10; ∗∗ : p < 0.05; ∗∗∗ : p < 0.01. The outcome is ln(ni,t + 1) where ni,t is the number of bills
introduced by member i in Congress t. All models include Congress fixed effects and report member-clustered
standard errors. The standard error is shown in parentheses.
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Table A.9: Determinants of Number of Bills Introduced in the Senate

Pre-Direct
(1873-1914)

Post-Direct
(1915-1946)

Textbook
(1947-1974)

Reform
(1975-1994)

Modern
(1995-2010)

Ideological
Dist. [Dim1]

0.192 −0.257 −0.109 −0.495∗ −0.219
(0.382) (0.263) (0.261) (0.270) (0.266)

Ideological
Dist. [Dim2]

−0.035 −0.385∗∗∗ 0.056 −0.151 −0.159
(0.133) (0.146) (0.155) (0.171) (0.223)

Majority
Member

−0.120 −0.270∗∗ 0.299∗∗∗ 0.107 0.041
(0.202) (0.127) (0.078) (0.082) (0.070)

Committee
Chair

0.520∗∗∗ 0.590∗∗∗ 0.488∗∗∗ 0.298∗∗∗ 0.310∗∗∗

(0.124) (0.108) (0.111) (0.094) (0.096)

Power
Committee

0.418∗∗∗ 0.079 −0.030 0.098 0.083
(0.091) (0.099) (0.081) (0.080) (0.075)

Majority
Leader

0.402∗∗ 0.195 −0.268∗ −0.093 −0.140
(0.178) (0.237) (0.161) (0.261) (0.172)

Minority
Leader

0.693∗∗∗ 0.336 0.134 −0.037 −0.057
(0.240) (0.366) (0.210) (0.237) (0.242)

Freshman
−0.488∗∗∗ −0.726∗∗∗ −0.888∗∗∗ −0.660∗∗∗ −0.475∗∗∗

(0.074) (0.083) (0.083) (0.076) (0.086)

Seniority
−0.063∗∗∗ 0.014 −0.031∗ −0.001 −0.0004
(0.017) (0.016) (0.017) (0.014) (0.011)

Southern
Democrat

−0.331∗∗∗ −0.229∗∗ −0.536∗∗∗ −0.411∗∗∗ −0.347∗∗∗

(0.111) (0.113) (0.121) (0.111) (0.124)

African
American

−0.074 0.270∗ 0.112 0.250
(0.139) (0.154) (0.137) (0.463)

Woman
0.755∗∗∗ −0.537∗∗∗ −0.091 0.268∗∗

(0.143) (0.128) (0.135) (0.121)

Short
Service

−1.030∗∗∗ −1.241∗∗∗ −1.339∗∗∗ −1.466∗∗∗ −0.998∗∗∗

(0.159) (0.120) (0.185) (0.317) (0.284)

Observations 1, 903 1, 668 1, 434 1, 016 820
Adjusted R2 0.308 0.336 0.284 0.269 0.251

Note: ∗ : p < 0.10; ∗∗ : p < 0.05; ∗∗∗ : p < 0.01. The outcome is ln(ni,t + 1) where ni,t is the number of bills
introduced by member i in Congress t. All models include Congress fixed effects and report member-clustered
standard errors. The standard error is shown in parentheses.
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