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Abstract 

Congressional parties are commonly viewed as unified legislative teams, but recent intraparty 

battles have revealed serious ideological divisions within the House Republican Party. Using 

annual ratings from nearly 300 interest groups, we estimate the ideological locations of 

Republican legislators in order to map their party’s factional structure. Based on the distribution 

of interest-group support from 2001 to 2012, we detect three Republican factions that we 

characterize as worker oriented, pro-business, and ethno-radical. We find that Republican leaders 

block bills by legislators in the worker and ethno-radical subgroups, and that they advance bills 

by members in the corporate faction. 
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Historically high levels of congressional polarization have encouraged scholars to view 

each party as ideologically homogenous (see e.g., Poole and Rosenthal 2007; Roberts and Smith 

2003; Theriault 2008). Yet, since 2010, many House Republicans have defied their party leaders 

on key issues, often to serve the Tea Party movement. In particular, these members have adopted 

hardline, populist positions on taxation, the debt ceiling, and immigration reform that so-called 

establishment Republicans have considered irresponsible (Mann and Ornstein 2012). This 

internal fighting has made it difficult for leaders of the Republican majority to advance a 

legislative agenda that broadly satisfies their caucus. The Republican Party is still comprised of 

conservatives who uniformly oppose Democratic priorities, but its members have often split on 

the most salient floor votes. As one observer has remarked, “Today’s Republican Party is an 

assemblage of tribes with no real leader” (Sullivan 2013). 

The ongoing battle over the Republican agenda has renewed scholarly interest in factions 

and the ideological composition of congressional parties (e.g., Brady 2010; Kabaservice 2012). 

But there are no established quantitative methods for identifying and measuring the size of 

intraparty groups in Congress. Consequently, the congressional literature has overlooked a 

number of important questions on party composition. How does the factional structure of the 

majority affect its legislative agenda? How do majority-party leaders manage and respond to 

conflicting factions within their caucus? Do they reward or punish members of various 

ideological subgroups? In this paper, we present a method for detecting multiple factions within 

the congressional parties and we examine leadership strategies for maintaining unity within an 

ideologically divided party. We focus our analysis primarily on House Republicans because their 

public disagreements over policy and legislation give us an ideal opportunity to examine the 

dynamics of partisan infighting.  
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To determine the ideological composition of congressional parties, we examine the 

collection of interest groups that align with each caucus. Our assumption, following the early 

insights of Schattschneider (1960) and Truman (1951), as well as more recent observations by 

Bawn et al. (2012), among others, is that the congressional parties manage a coalition of interests 

with intense and, at times, competing preferences. These coalitions potentially reveal the 

ideological makeup of each party. Examining the period from the 107th to the 112th Congress 

(2001-2012), we use annual interest-group scores from a large, diverse set of organizations to 

estimate the ideological locations of House members and to map the factional structure of the 

parties. Specifically, we create a bipartite or two-mode network relating interest groups and their 

annual ratings of all House members. We project this two-mode network to create two separate 

single-mode networks: 1) where interest groups are related by the similarity in which they score 

House members, and 2) where legislators are related by the similarity in which they have been 

rated by interest groups. Then, using a hierarchical clustering algorithm on a correlation matrix 

of similarities between actors, we identify ideological factions within each party.  

Our analysis shows that interest groups cluster predictably into two broad camps, split 

along a liberal-conservative line. Democratic legislators tend to be rated highly by social-justice 

groups and labor unions; Republicans tend to be rated highly by religious organizations and 

industry lobbies. Although we find clear evidence of partisan polarization, we also find strong 

indications of internal party divisions. Notably, within the House Republican caucus, we detect 

three distinct factions. Each one is rated favorably by a different subset of interest groups, and 

each one predates the rise of the Tea Party. Based on the distribution of interest-group support 

across the Republican caucus, we surmise that one subgroup represents working-class priorities, 

another reflects business concerns, and a third advocates anti-immigrant and antigovernment 
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positions. We label them, respectively, the lunch-pail faction, the corporate-establishment 

faction, and the ethno-radical faction.  

After identifying these three groups, we see whether Republican leaders in the majority 

restrain or otherwise penalize legislators based on their factional affiliations. That is, we see 

whether leaders block bills sponsored by members of certain factions at both the committee and 

floor stages. Our findings show that Republican leaders deny legislative victories to both the 

lunch-pail and ethno-radical subgroups in order to retain agenda control for themselves. But we 

find that Republican leaders most readily thwart the efforts of lunch-pail members. Leaders, we 

infer, block this group’s bills for fear that its measures will prevail against the objections of most 

Republicans, since minority-party Democrats share the working-class priorities of the lunch-pail 

faction. Legislation by the ethno-radical subgroup does not represent this same risk and is not 

blocked as often. We do find, however, that leaders set aside the tax, budget, and immigration 

bills of the ethno-radical group, because its members likely propose extreme policies that, if 

implemented, would damage the Republican brand. Overall, our study accomplishes two things. 

It offers a new technique for identifying ideological subgroups and measuring intraparty unity, 

and it shows how majority-party leaders attempt to control a factious party. 

In the next two sections of this paper, we discuss competing views of the congressional 

parties and explain why they are best understood as networks of policy interests. Next, we 

discuss our method for detecting ideological subgroups, and we report the results of our social-

network analysis. After detecting three Republican factions, we consider the best strategies that 

majority-party leaders can use to minimize rifts and subdue party subgroups. Looking at the 

Republican majority, we then test and confirm our hypotheses on bill control. We conclude by 

suggesting new research questions on intraparty divisions.   
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Conceptions of Legislative Parties 

Broadly speaking, there are two competing views on the organization and behavior of 

congressional parties. The most prominent asserts that the two parties operate as legislative 

teams composed of likeminded members who consistently take policy positions that differ from 

their partisan rivals (e.g., Aldrich and Rohde 2000; Gerring 1998; Grynaviski 2010; Theriault 

2008). Republicans are conservative and seen as the party of big business, while Democrats are 

liberal and considered the party of the working class. The second view holds that parties are best 

understood as complex political organizations that manage a coalition of interest groups with 

intense policy preferences (e.g., Bawn et al. 2012; Noel 2013; Schattschneider 1960; Truman 

1951). This view emphasizes the challenges that party leaders face in trying to satisfy coalition 

members who often have competing demands. For example, the Democratic Party has a long 

history of representing the interests of both environmentalists and labor unions, even though 

these groups have conflicting goals over industrial policy (Koger, Masket, and Noel 2010, 37). 

At times, then, each party contains factions of legislators who represent different interests, who 

pursue goals at odds with partisan colleagues, and who attempt to reshape their party’s agenda 

(DiSalvo 2012; Reiter 2004). 

Although seemingly contradictory, these two views of congressional parties are not 

incompatible. Both camps contend that the main role of parties is to act as “long coalitions,” 

quelling policy differences among their members and creating the appearance of a united front 

(Aldrich 2011; Karol 2009). That means a highly coordinated team will have members whose 

preferences do not align on all major issues, and a factious party will advance legislation that 

most members support in order to quiet internal policy disputes. Congressional parties can thus 

have ideological divisions and still project reasonably coherent electoral brands.  

https://www.researchgate.net/publication/289314930_Party_position_change_in_American_politics_Coalition_management?el=1_x_8&enrichId=rgreq-1a67656f1b9c5019bed9c4ee7e6118cd-XXX&enrichSource=Y292ZXJQYWdlOzMxMjU5MjQ2MDtBUzo0NTMzOTMyOTk4NDEwMjRAMTQ4NTEwODc5NDExMA==
https://www.researchgate.net/publication/247892439_The_Governmental_Process_Political_Interests_and_Public_Opinion?el=1_x_8&enrichId=rgreq-1a67656f1b9c5019bed9c4ee7e6118cd-XXX&enrichSource=Y292ZXJQYWdlOzMxMjU5MjQ2MDtBUzo0NTMzOTMyOTk4NDEwMjRAMTQ4NTEwODc5NDExMA==
https://www.researchgate.net/publication/247892439_The_Governmental_Process_Political_Interests_and_Public_Opinion?el=1_x_8&enrichId=rgreq-1a67656f1b9c5019bed9c4ee7e6118cd-XXX&enrichSource=Y292ZXJQYWdlOzMxMjU5MjQ2MDtBUzo0NTMzOTMyOTk4NDEwMjRAMTQ4NTEwODc5NDExMA==
https://www.researchgate.net/publication/259424891_A_Theory_of_Political_Parties_Groups_Policy_Demands_and_Nominations_in_American_Politics?el=1_x_8&enrichId=rgreq-1a67656f1b9c5019bed9c4ee7e6118cd-XXX&enrichSource=Y292ZXJQYWdlOzMxMjU5MjQ2MDtBUzo0NTMzOTMyOTk4NDEwMjRAMTQ4NTEwODc5NDExMA==
https://www.researchgate.net/publication/44380631_The_Semisovereign_people_a_realist's_view_of_democracy_in_America_E_E_Schattschneider?el=1_x_8&enrichId=rgreq-1a67656f1b9c5019bed9c4ee7e6118cd-XXX&enrichSource=Y292ZXJQYWdlOzMxMjU5MjQ2MDtBUzo0NTMzOTMyOTk4NDEwMjRAMTQ4NTEwODc5NDExMA==
https://www.researchgate.net/publication/286179301_Partisan_bonds_Political_reputations_and_legislative_accountability?el=1_x_8&enrichId=rgreq-1a67656f1b9c5019bed9c4ee7e6118cd-XXX&enrichSource=Y292ZXJQYWdlOzMxMjU5MjQ2MDtBUzo0NTMzOTMyOTk4NDEwMjRAMTQ4NTEwODc5NDExMA==
https://www.researchgate.net/publication/269644902_Party_Ideologies_in_America_1828-1996?el=1_x_8&enrichId=rgreq-1a67656f1b9c5019bed9c4ee7e6118cd-XXX&enrichSource=Y292ZXJQYWdlOzMxMjU5MjQ2MDtBUzo0NTMzOTMyOTk4NDEwMjRAMTQ4NTEwODc5NDExMA==
https://www.researchgate.net/publication/289203610_Engines_of_Change_Party_Factions_in_American_Politics_1868-2010?el=1_x_8&enrichId=rgreq-1a67656f1b9c5019bed9c4ee7e6118cd-XXX&enrichSource=Y292ZXJQYWdlOzMxMjU5MjQ2MDtBUzo0NTMzOTMyOTk4NDEwMjRAMTQ4NTEwODc5NDExMA==
https://www.researchgate.net/publication/249731335_Party_Polarization_in_the_US_Congress?el=1_x_8&enrichId=rgreq-1a67656f1b9c5019bed9c4ee7e6118cd-XXX&enrichSource=Y292ZXJQYWdlOzMxMjU5MjQ2MDtBUzo0NTMzOTMyOTk4NDEwMjRAMTQ4NTEwODc5NDExMA==
https://www.researchgate.net/publication/249731335_Party_Polarization_in_the_US_Congress?el=1_x_8&enrichId=rgreq-1a67656f1b9c5019bed9c4ee7e6118cd-XXX&enrichSource=Y292ZXJQYWdlOzMxMjU5MjQ2MDtBUzo0NTMzOTMyOTk4NDEwMjRAMTQ4NTEwODc5NDExMA==
https://www.researchgate.net/publication/286503795_Political_Ideologies_and_Political_Parties_in_America?el=1_x_8&enrichId=rgreq-1a67656f1b9c5019bed9c4ee7e6118cd-XXX&enrichSource=Y292ZXJQYWdlOzMxMjU5MjQ2MDtBUzo0NTMzOTMyOTk4NDEwMjRAMTQ4NTEwODc5NDExMA==
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Despite the compatibility of the two views, the conception of parties as cohesive 

legislative teams has generally dominated congressional research. In part, the prominence of one-

dimensional spatial models has encouraged scholars to focus extensively on the differences 

between the parties and oversimplify the configuration of each party (Aldrich et al. 2014). The 

field’s most widely used roll-call scaling methods—including NOMINATE and IDEAL—

estimate ideological preferences of members along a single dimension.1 These methods, as a 

result, are better at measuring the distance between major voting blocs than capturing the 

ideological composition of each party (Poole and Rosenthal 2007, 55-57; Noel 2013, 15).2 

Efforts to estimate ideal points in multidimensional settings have provided relatively complex 

depictions of the parties, but these investigations have examined caucus divisions on only a 

narrow subset of bills (e.g., Jeong 2013; Jeong et al. 2011). 

Research that examines congressional factions, meanwhile, has relied heavily on 

qualitative analysis to trace the fluctuating influence of key intraparty groups—such as 

Progressive Republicans and Boll Weevil Democrats (DiSalvo 2012; Rohde 1991). Drawing 

upon press reports and historical records, this literature has charted the rise and fall of intraparty 

groups to explore the changing ideological character of the two parties.3 But this literature has 

not provided a consistent operational definition of factions (Belloni and Beller 1976; Reiter 

2007). Nor has it developed a consistent method for identifying members of each partisan 

subunit. As a consequence, it has struggled to determine the size and strength of factions—and 

thus the level of party disunity—with much precision. Despite these limitations, qualitative 

examinations have raised important questions about party structures that the congressional field 

has otherwise neglected. 

https://www.researchgate.net/publication/240724239_The_Study_of_Party_Factions_as_Competitive_Political_Organizations?el=1_x_8&enrichId=rgreq-1a67656f1b9c5019bed9c4ee7e6118cd-XXX&enrichSource=Y292ZXJQYWdlOzMxMjU5MjQ2MDtBUzo0NTMzOTMyOTk4NDEwMjRAMTQ4NTEwODc5NDExMA==
https://www.researchgate.net/publication/258180520_Congressional_Politics_of_US_Immigration_Reforms_Legislative_Outcomes_Under_Multidimensional_Negotiations?el=1_x_8&enrichId=rgreq-1a67656f1b9c5019bed9c4ee7e6118cd-XXX&enrichSource=Y292ZXJQYWdlOzMxMjU5MjQ2MDtBUzo0NTMzOTMyOTk4NDEwMjRAMTQ4NTEwODc5NDExMA==
https://www.researchgate.net/publication/249731340_Factional_Persistence_Within_Parties_in_the_United_States?el=1_x_8&enrichId=rgreq-1a67656f1b9c5019bed9c4ee7e6118cd-XXX&enrichSource=Y292ZXJQYWdlOzMxMjU5MjQ2MDtBUzo0NTMzOTMyOTk4NDEwMjRAMTQ4NTEwODc5NDExMA==
https://www.researchgate.net/publication/249731340_Factional_Persistence_Within_Parties_in_the_United_States?el=1_x_8&enrichId=rgreq-1a67656f1b9c5019bed9c4ee7e6118cd-XXX&enrichSource=Y292ZXJQYWdlOzMxMjU5MjQ2MDtBUzo0NTMzOTMyOTk4NDEwMjRAMTQ4NTEwODc5NDExMA==
https://www.researchgate.net/publication/37687525_Parties_and_Leaders_in_the_Post-Reform_House?el=1_x_8&enrichId=rgreq-1a67656f1b9c5019bed9c4ee7e6118cd-XXX&enrichSource=Y292ZXJQYWdlOzMxMjU5MjQ2MDtBUzo0NTMzOTMyOTk4NDEwMjRAMTQ4NTEwODc5NDExMA==
https://www.researchgate.net/publication/273035478_Polarization_and_Ideology_Partisan_Sources_of_Low_Dimensionality_in_Scaled_Roll_Call_Analyses?el=1_x_8&enrichId=rgreq-1a67656f1b9c5019bed9c4ee7e6118cd-XXX&enrichSource=Y292ZXJQYWdlOzMxMjU5MjQ2MDtBUzo0NTMzOTMyOTk4NDEwMjRAMTQ4NTEwODc5NDExMA==
https://www.researchgate.net/publication/289203610_Engines_of_Change_Party_Factions_in_American_Politics_1868-2010?el=1_x_8&enrichId=rgreq-1a67656f1b9c5019bed9c4ee7e6118cd-XXX&enrichSource=Y292ZXJQYWdlOzMxMjU5MjQ2MDtBUzo0NTMzOTMyOTk4NDEwMjRAMTQ4NTEwODc5NDExMA==
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In sum, the methodological choices of scholars have determined whether they understand 

legislative parties as cohesive teams or factional organizations. Most likely they function partly 

in both capacities. To date, scholars have failed to develop a rigorous, quantitative strategy that 

captures both the polarization of the two parties and the ideological complexity of each party. 

We present such a method in the next sections of this paper.  

Defining Congressional Factions 

For our purposes, intraparty factions are groups of legislators who hold ideologically 

cohesive views that differ, in either substance or intensity, from the rest of their party. That is, 

they represent interests that other co-partisans oppose, neglect, or treat as subordinate.  While 

they share important views, faction members do not necessarily see themselves as part of a 

coherent, identifiable group. Unlike party caucuses, factions lack the formal apparatus to select 

leaders, maintain membership rolls, and schedule meetings. They are ideological associations, 

not institutionalized actors. As such, they are best understood as “[t]endency alignments”: their 

members have a tendency to have the same concerns and to work on the same issues (Belloni 

and Beller 1976, 537).  

Since factions reflect distinct interests, we can potentially determine the ideological 

composition of the two parties by examining the array of interest groups that align with each 

side. Admittedly, some powerful interest groups, such as the financial-services lobby, provide 

campaign contributions to both Democratic and Republican members (McCarty, Poole, and 

Rosenthal 2013). But the polarization of the two congressional parties has been mirrored 

generally by the polarization of interest groups. As existing research shows, groups that rate 

legislators based on their voting records have increasingly split into two distinct partisan camps, 

with liberal groups largely supporting Democrats and conservative groups mostly supporting 
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Republicans (McCarty, Poole, and Rosenthal 2006, 17). This trend suggests that the two parties 

represent and work on behalf of opposing interests.  

Although they share some important priorities, interest groups aligned with the same 

party likely have different ideological allies within the party’s ranks. Conservative interests, for 

example, may generally favor reductions in public programs, leading them to support the overall 

Republican agenda. But because each group has its unique policy goals that distinguish it from 

the rest of the conservative coalition, each one will presumably favor Republican legislators who 

work hardest to advance the group’s narrow policy objectives. If so, we can identify intraparty 

factions by tracking the level of support or approval legislators receive from different interest 

groups within the same partisan coalition. In other words, we can see whether a subset of interest 

groups coalesces around a subset of party members. We expect such alignments to be rather 

prevalent because faction members, seeking to raise their influence within a party, often establish 

connections with prominent interest groups (DiSalvo 2010). Moreover, by examining ties 

between legislators and special interests, we adopt a strategy that can potentially detect multiple 

factions within a single party. Differences among interest groups in the same coalition may 

reveal complex factional structures in the congressional parties. 

Social-Network and Cluster Analyses 

To detect intraparty factions and their members, we develop a novel approach that uses 

social-network methods. First, we collect annual interest-group ratings of legislators from 290 

organizations, compiled and made available by Project Vote Smart (2015). We gather data from 

a large set of groups because, in order to identify intraparty divisions, we need to see how 

legislators are evaluated by diverse interests that reflect a range of ideological priorities and that 

represent a mix of narrow and broad policy concerns. Additionally, studies that rely on ratings by 

https://www.researchgate.net/publication/231885417_The_Politics_of_a_Party_Faction_The_Liberal-Labor_Alliance_in_the_Democratic_Party_1948-1972?el=1_x_8&enrichId=rgreq-1a67656f1b9c5019bed9c4ee7e6118cd-XXX&enrichSource=Y292ZXJQYWdlOzMxMjU5MjQ2MDtBUzo0NTMzOTMyOTk4NDEwMjRAMTQ4NTEwODc5NDExMA==
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only a handful of groups tend to see a bimodal distribution of legislators that simply captures the 

split between parties, not the differences within them (Snyder 1992, 319). 

With these interest-group scores, we construct a bipartite network composed of interest 

groups and House members.4 In this network, both interest groups and legislators are treated as 

nodes, and every group has a tie to every legislator. The weight of a tie is determined by the 

mean-centered rating an interest group gives to each member between 0 and 100. With this 

bipartite network in place, we then project two separate networks. The first network projection 

relates legislators to one another based on the similarity in which they have been rated by interest 

groups. The second projection relates interest groups by how similarly they have rated 

legislators. We then apply a hierarchical clustering algorithm to examine the community 

structure of both networks and to detect factions (for early examples, see Burt 1976, 1978).  

This approach captures actors who are structurally equivalent due to the similarity in 

ideological ties they maintain with different interest groups (Knoke 1994; Wasserman and Faust 

1994). The conceptual importance of structural equivalence in network theory is built upon the 

intuition that actors in a social network with similar ties to others will tend to have similar beliefs 

and outlooks (for an overview, see Wasserman and Faust 1994). We use interest-group ratings of 

House members in place of social ties to capture the similarity of legislators across multiple 

issues. In essence, we use the reputations legislators have developed through their support of 

various policy issues over time, in order to infer underlying ideological similarities between 

groups of legislators. As Koger, Masket, and Noel point out, social-network analysis is 

“especially useful for studying political parties and interest groups since these actors are best 

understood as networks of co-operating allies” (2009, 634). 

https://www.researchgate.net/publication/240702395_Cohesion_Versus_Structural_Equivalence_as_a_Basis_for_Network_Subgroups?el=1_x_8&enrichId=rgreq-1a67656f1b9c5019bed9c4ee7e6118cd-XXX&enrichSource=Y292ZXJQYWdlOzMxMjU5MjQ2MDtBUzo0NTMzOTMyOTk4NDEwMjRAMTQ4NTEwODc5NDExMA==
https://www.researchgate.net/publication/51992843_Social_Network_Analysis_Methods_and_Applications?el=1_x_8&enrichId=rgreq-1a67656f1b9c5019bed9c4ee7e6118cd-XXX&enrichSource=Y292ZXJQYWdlOzMxMjU5MjQ2MDtBUzo0NTMzOTMyOTk4NDEwMjRAMTQ4NTEwODc5NDExMA==
https://www.researchgate.net/publication/51992843_Social_Network_Analysis_Methods_and_Applications?el=1_x_8&enrichId=rgreq-1a67656f1b9c5019bed9c4ee7e6118cd-XXX&enrichSource=Y292ZXJQYWdlOzMxMjU5MjQ2MDtBUzo0NTMzOTMyOTk4NDEwMjRAMTQ4NTEwODc5NDExMA==
https://www.researchgate.net/publication/271797112_Positions_in_Networks?el=1_x_8&enrichId=rgreq-1a67656f1b9c5019bed9c4ee7e6118cd-XXX&enrichSource=Y292ZXJQYWdlOzMxMjU5MjQ2MDtBUzo0NTMzOTMyOTk4NDEwMjRAMTQ4NTEwODc5NDExMA==
https://www.researchgate.net/publication/243774635_Political_Networks_The_Structural_Perspective?el=1_x_8&enrichId=rgreq-1a67656f1b9c5019bed9c4ee7e6118cd-XXX&enrichSource=Y292ZXJQYWdlOzMxMjU5MjQ2MDtBUzo0NTMzOTMyOTk4NDEwMjRAMTQ4NTEwODc5NDExMA==
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What follows is a description of how the bipartite network relating interest groups and 

legislators is projected into a network relating legislators to one another. To capture the 

similarity of ratings for each legislator relative to all other legislators, we create an adjacency 

matrix containing the correlations between interest-group scores of each member. The rows and 

columns of the adjacency matrix are legislators. This correlation matrix is symmetric, with each 

cell containing the correlation coefficient of similarity for each member represented on the row 

and column of the matrix. By definition, the main diagonal of the matrix is one. In calculating 

the correlation between two members, we drop cases where an interest group has not rated both 

members. However, for each congressional session in our study, the coverage across legislators 

is very nearly complete for 290 interest groups. To ensure consistency, we use at least 80 

interest-group ratings common to both legislators in order to calculate a correlation between 

them. The process of generating the interest-group projection is identical to that used for the 

legislator network. 

[Figures 1 and 2 about here] 

Two stylized networks are displayed as examples. Figure 1 shows the cluster analysis 

applied to interest groups, in which two sides representing traditional liberal and conservative 

issues are clearly depicted. This finding is consistent with existing studies on the ideological 

positions and polarization of interest groups using different data and techniques (McKay 2010). 

Figure 2 shows ties between ideologically similar House members for the 112th 

Congress. To measure ideological similarity, we calculate Spearman’s correlation coefficient 

between each member’s vector of interest-group ratings. The result is a network relating 

similarly rated individuals to one another. Then, as noted above, we apply a hierarchical 

clustering algorithm to this correlation matrix (Dong and Horvath 2007; Ranola et al. 2013). The 

https://www.researchgate.net/publication/236051861_Cluster_and_propensity_based_approximation_of_a_network?el=1_x_8&enrichId=rgreq-1a67656f1b9c5019bed9c4ee7e6118cd-XXX&enrichSource=Y292ZXJQYWdlOzMxMjU5MjQ2MDtBUzo0NTMzOTMyOTk4NDEwMjRAMTQ4NTEwODc5NDExMA==
https://www.researchgate.net/publication/46555472_The_Effects_of_Interest_Groups'_Ideology_on_Their_PAC_and_Lobbying_Expenditures?el=1_x_8&enrichId=rgreq-1a67656f1b9c5019bed9c4ee7e6118cd-XXX&enrichSource=Y292ZXJQYWdlOzMxMjU5MjQ2MDtBUzo0NTMzOTMyOTk4NDEwMjRAMTQ4NTEwODc5NDExMA==
https://www.researchgate.net/publication/6288399_Understanding_network_concepts_in_modules?el=1_x_8&enrichId=rgreq-1a67656f1b9c5019bed9c4ee7e6118cd-XXX&enrichSource=Y292ZXJQYWdlOzMxMjU5MjQ2MDtBUzo0NTMzOTMyOTk4NDEwMjRAMTQ4NTEwODc5NDExMA==
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detected clusters are highlighted, and a simplified group-level network is overlaid in blue and red 

(representing the Democratic and Republican parties).  

For each Congress in our study (the 107th to 112th), we apply the clustering analysis to 

determine the similarities between legislators based on the ratings they received from all interest 

groups. To reiterate, this approach takes into account all ratings that are similar, whether 

similarly high or similarly low.5 We find that the House Republican Party contains three major 

subgroups in most congresses in our period of study. In the next section, we discuss and present 

a graphical representation of factions over time. 

We should also note that while the cluster analysis shows both parties are divided, our 

investigation here does not include House Democrats. We have made this decision because of 

our substantive interest in the Republican Party and its current disunity, but also because of 

unavoidable data restrictions. Since the minority often opposes majority bills for political rather 

than ideological reasons, it is difficult to identify meaningful divisions within the minority party 

based exclusively on floor votes (Dion 1997; Lee 2009). And since Democrats had majority 

control for only two congresses in our study, we lack a sufficient timeframe for determining 

whether any observed disunity in the Democratic Party reflects stable factional groupings.6  

Identifying the Three Republican Factions 

Although our analysis identifies ideological differences between intraparty groups, it 

does not reveal what these ideological differences are. We therefore examine, qualitatively, the 

interests that underlie the three detected factions in the Republican Party. Here we have space to 

provide only a brief summary of our method and findings. The online appendix includes an 

extensive discussion and supporting evidence. 

https://www.researchgate.net/publication/43128065_Turning_the_Legislative_Thumbscrew_Minority_Rights_and_Procedural_Change_in_Legislative_Politics?el=1_x_8&enrichId=rgreq-1a67656f1b9c5019bed9c4ee7e6118cd-XXX&enrichSource=Y292ZXJQYWdlOzMxMjU5MjQ2MDtBUzo0NTMzOTMyOTk4NDEwMjRAMTQ4NTEwODc5NDExMA==
https://www.researchgate.net/publication/40421672_Beyond_Ideology_Politics_Principles_and_Partisanship_in_The_US_Senate?el=1_x_8&enrichId=rgreq-1a67656f1b9c5019bed9c4ee7e6118cd-XXX&enrichSource=Y292ZXJQYWdlOzMxMjU5MjQ2MDtBUzo0NTMzOTMyOTk4NDEwMjRAMTQ4NTEwODc5NDExMA==
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The logic of our analysis is straightforward. By identifying key interests that favor each 

faction, we infer what each party subgroup represents in broad policy terms. As a first step, we 

check whether Republican Party leaders—the speaker, majority leader, and whip—sit 

consistently in the same cluster across congresses. Since these leaders are typically in the 

“middle” of their party (Jessee and Malhorta 2010), we consider any cluster that consistently 

contains these members to represent the core Republican faction. We find that, across the years 

of our study, these leaders are indeed located in the same subgroup. Of course, while their 

location provides important insights into the Republican Party’s structure, it tells us little about 

the ideological composition of this or any other faction.  

To identify the orientation of each faction, we examine the fifteen interest groups in each 

Congress that provide both the highest and lowest ratings to members within a given cluster. 

These lists indicate which interest groups have rated factions within parties similarly or 

differently across years. Differences between the parties are clearly evident. Democrats are 

generally rated highly by social-justice groups, pro-choice advocates, and labor unions, while 

Republicans are generally rated highly by corporate interests, anti-tax lobbies, and conservative 

religious organizations.  

Within a party, the differences are more difficult to discern using this approach. As one 

might expect, multiple interest groups often provide high scores to the majority of legislators in 

the same party. That said, looking at the top fifteen groups for each cluster, we do see that our 

core leadership faction receives support mainly from business interests, including construction 

associations, service- and retail-industry groups, and the U.S. Chamber of Commerce, among 

others. We conclude that this is the corporate-establishment faction of the Republican Party. 
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Difference in Means 

We use another approach to differentiate the remaining two factions. Specifically, we 

calculate each interest group’s mean rating for the House Republican caucus and subtract it from 

the group’s mean score for each detected cluster to generate what we call mean-difference 

reports. We look for groups with the largest difference in means between the party and a given 

faction, because it indicates that they have provided higher scores to faction members than to 

other House Republicans. We then examine these organizations to determine the ideological 

makeup of the two remaining factions. 

At first glance, the mean-difference reports reveal important ideological overlap between 

our corporate-establishment faction and one other Republican subgroup. Indeed, we find that 

organizations representing pro-gun, pro-life, and low-tax policies appear in both lists. But a 

closer look reveals that this second faction receives unique support from Tea Party affiliates and 

radical right-wing groups. The organizations aligned with the Tea Party include Americans for 

Prosperity and FreedomWorks; the radical right-wing groups include the John Birch Society, the 

Gun Owners of America, and English First. Both sets of groups hold hardline, antigovernment 

positions and advocate policies that are hostile to minorities, especially Hispanic immigrants 

(Parker and Barreto 2013; Skocpol and Williamson 2012). Additionally, we find that while 

mainstream anti-tax groups give broad support to Republicans, these organizations—such as the 

Club for Growth and the National Taxpayers Union—rate the second subgroup most favorably. 

Consistent support from this collection of interests suggests that, among party clusters, this 

second faction represents racial anxieties on one hand and “starve the beast” fiscal conservatism 

on the other. We therefore call this Republican group the ethno-radical faction. 
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As for the third cluster, we find that it has comparatively little overlap with the other two 

Republican factions. Few business groups score it favorably and no Tea Party or anti-immigrant 

groups give it high ratings—in fact, they give this cluster some of its lowest scores in the mean-

difference reports. We do find two types of organizations that differentiate this faction from the 

rest of the party: labor unions and pro-immigration groups. Among these interests, the most 

prominent are the AFL-CIO, the Federal Employees Association, the United Auto Workers, La 

Raza, and the American Immigration Lawyers Association. The presence of labor and Latino 

groups in the mean-difference reports is hardly contradictory; not only do they hold similar 

views on immigration and labor issues, but they also work together to promote a common policy 

agenda (Lazo 1991). Receiving favorable ratings from these interests suggests that, among 

Republican subgroups, the third faction best reflects the priorities of the working class and blue-

collar workers. For this reason, we borrow an old term for worker-friendly conservatives and dub 

it the lunch-pail faction. 

[Figure 3 about here] 

Figure 3 shows the factional structure of the Republican Party across the congresses in 

our study. This figure relates factions (displayed as nodes) using lines that represent common 

ratings in each faction’s mean-difference reports. We observe the presence of the corporate, 

ethno-radical, and lunch-pail factions in most periods of majority Republican control, suggesting 

a relatively consistent set of ideological divisions within the party.7 However, in the 109th 

Congress (2005-2006), we do not observe the presence of the ethno-radical faction. What 

accounts for its absence and thus the apparent reduction in Republican disunity? Two points 

suggest an answer. First, the absence of the ethno-radical faction does not denote its elimination 

from the Republican caucus. It simply suggests that, in those two years, Republican members 
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were not divided on issues important to this subgroup of legislators. Second, in the 109th 

Congress, majority Republican leaders reduced the potential for disagreement by blocking a 

large proportion of bills. Whereas 9% and 13% of all measures reached the House floor in the 

107th and 108th Congresses respectively, only 6% of all bills made it to the floor in the 109th 

Congress. This decrease in legislative activity coincided with the loss of the Republican majority 

in 2006. Leaders likely narrowed the agenda that year, hoping to foster greater party unity and in 

turn overcome difficult electoral conditions.8  

This unity appears to have been short-lived, because we see the resurgence of the ethno-

radical faction in the 110th Congress, following the loss of the Republican majority. To some 

extent, this subgroup’s return reflects the inability of minority-party leaders to rein in faction 

members with sticks and carrots (we elaborate this point in the next section). But it also 

corresponds with the rise of the Tea Party movement. As Figure 3 indicates, a strong set of 

common interests links members of the ethno-radical faction across the 110th, 111th, and 112th 

Congresses—the very period where right-wing activism surged (Skocpol and Williamson 2012). 

What this initial analysis suggests, then, is that fluctuations in the factional structure of 

parties may the result of electoral turnover and exogenous political events. But it may also be a 

partial result of leadership efforts to pull the caucus together. We turn now to this question of 

what strategies are adopted to reduce partisan infighting. 

Leadership Responses to Factions 

Before we can consider how Republican leaders have managed their party’s three 

subgroups, we need to consider how party leaders generally work to maintain caucus unity. To 

date, the congressional literature has not offered much theoretical insight into the strategies of 

party leaders (Smith 2007, 208-210). It simply views leaders and parties as being locked in a 
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principal-agent relationship, where leaders act as “faithful agents” to the collective principals in 

the party (e.g., Sinclair 1995). In such a relationship, the level of ideological cohesion ultimately 

determines how much legislative power the caucus delegates to its leaders. As a party becomes 

increasingly cohesive, the preferences of rank-and-file members increasingly overlap with each 

other and those of their leaders. Trust is no longer a concern, and decision making becomes 

centralized. But that means, paradoxically, the caucus gives its leaders the greatest power to 

maintain party unity when the party is already unified (Krehbiel 1999). Or put another way, 

leaders have few available strategies to encourage unity when the caucus is split and have little 

need for such strategies when the caucus is united—making them not just faithful agents but also 

helpless agents. This view seems hardly plausible, however. 

To develop a theory of leadership strategies, we begin with a basic point. Because no 

caucus enjoys perfect agreement on all issues, leaders of both parties always have some need to 

bolster their party’s unity. But only leaders of the House majority have the necessary resources to 

minimize internal disputes and subdue factions. With control over the legislative agenda, 

majority-party leaders bring bills to the floor that, above all, are intended to unify rank-and-file 

members (Cox and McCubbins 1993, 2005). However, they can also use the floor agenda to 

grant and withhold rewards in ways that encourage party discipline, advancing bills sponsored by 

loyal party members and blocking bills drafted and supported by disruptive members. Multiple 

bills are commonly introduced in Congress that cover the same issues and that effectively 

propose the same policy solutions. At times, majority-party leaders can pick and choose which 

version of a bill, if any, they decide to move forward—with the latitude to select measures from 

one faction over the other.  

https://www.researchgate.net/publication/247102073_Paradoxes_of_Parties_in_Congress?el=1_x_8&enrichId=rgreq-1a67656f1b9c5019bed9c4ee7e6118cd-XXX&enrichSource=Y292ZXJQYWdlOzMxMjU5MjQ2MDtBUzo0NTMzOTMyOTk4NDEwMjRAMTQ4NTEwODc5NDExMA==
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Consistent denial of legislative rewards can be highly punitive because, without a clear 

record of accomplishment, members struggle to serve constituents and win reelection (Cox and 

McCubbins 1993; Kiewiet and McCubbins 1991). Majority-party leaders therefore need to 

exercise some restraint when they manage competing factions; otherwise, they could harm the 

electoral chances of their own members and help the minority gain new seats. Faction members 

may expose and exacerbate divisions within the majority—and undermine the party’s reputation 

in the process—but they are still more likely to vote for the majority’s bills than are minority 

legislators. Furthermore, if leaders block all proposals offered by faction members, it may 

encourage them to switch parties or, in extraordinary cases, establish a new party. Either way, 

such action would jeopardize the party’s majority status and fundamentally damage its brand 

(Kiewiet and McCubbins 1991, 44).  

At the same time, if majority-party leaders do not block bills by faction members, they 

risk bringing measures to the floor that will only worsen party divisions. Leaders likely 

recognize that they must strike a balance between blocking and advancing faction bills to 

encourage partisan unity. In order to achieve this balance, majority-party leaders may adopt a 

strategy of accommodation, in which they distribute relatively minor rewards to many or most 

faction members regardless of their disobedience (Sinclair 1981; Westefield 1974). This strategy 

may entice some faction members to demonstrate greater loyalty to the party in hope of gaining 

additional benefits. More important, the distribution of small rewards provides faction members 

with modest resources for reelection and helps leaders defend the party’s majority status without 

giving undue support to the most disruptive members of the caucus.   

The strategies of restraining and accommodating factions are not mutually exclusive. 

Majority-party leaders can withhold key rewards from most faction members to prevent them 

https://www.researchgate.net/publication/259427666_Majority_Party_Leadership_and_the_Committee_System_in_the_US_House_of_Representatives?el=1_x_8&enrichId=rgreq-1a67656f1b9c5019bed9c4ee7e6118cd-XXX&enrichSource=Y292ZXJQYWdlOzMxMjU5MjQ2MDtBUzo0NTMzOTMyOTk4NDEwMjRAMTQ4NTEwODc5NDExMA==
https://www.researchgate.net/publication/276005317_Majority_Party_Leadership_Strategies_for_Coping_with_the_New_U_S_House?el=1_x_8&enrichId=rgreq-1a67656f1b9c5019bed9c4ee7e6118cd-XXX&enrichSource=Y292ZXJQYWdlOzMxMjU5MjQ2MDtBUzo0NTMzOTMyOTk4NDEwMjRAMTQ4NTEwODc5NDExMA==
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https://www.researchgate.net/publication/246676110_Legislative_Leviathan_Party_Government_in_the_House?el=1_x_8&enrichId=rgreq-1a67656f1b9c5019bed9c4ee7e6118cd-XXX&enrichSource=Y292ZXJQYWdlOzMxMjU5MjQ2MDtBUzo0NTMzOTMyOTk4NDEwMjRAMTQ4NTEwODc5NDExMA==
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from dividing the party; yet they can also provide minimal assistance to these same members for 

electoral reasons. In all likelihood, majority-party leaders seek to maintain a difficult balance 

between restriction and reward, so that efforts to bolster the party’s unity do not undermine the 

party’s majority status. But not all majority-party factions pose an equal threat to party unity 

(DiSalvo 2012). That means majority-party leaders cannot simply impose the same restrictions 

and provide the same rewards across all subgroups. They need to place the greatest restrictions 

on, and grant the fewest rewards to, the faction that represents the starkest ideological challenge 

to the party. If such a group were to enjoy important legislative victories, it would fundamentally 

alter the party’s orientation, create severe ruptures in the party, and seriously jeopardize its 

majority status. So leaders likely adjust the balance of rewards and penalties for each faction, 

based on the threats that a group poses to the party’s identity and overall cohesion.   

In responding to factions, both Democratic and Republican leaders are likely to adopt this 

dual strategy of restriction and accommodation. But we develop hypotheses specific to House 

Republicans because of our study’s timeframe and because of the major internal battles that the 

party has been suffering. Currently, only the Republican Party has a faction of legislators who 

are supported by well-funded, ideologically driven activist groups with heavy policy demands 

(Grossmann and Hopkins 2015).9  

Withholding Rewards 

A subgroup will not produce serious divisions in its party simply because it pursues 

policy goals that most other majority members oppose. On its own, a faction lacks the numbers 

to push bills through the House and override the rest of the majority caucus. But a majority-party 

faction whose objectives match those of the minority caucus does represent a serious challenge 

to its party. By working with the minority, a subgroup increases its chances of passing bills that 

https://www.researchgate.net/publication/289203610_Engines_of_Change_Party_Factions_in_American_Politics_1868-2010?el=1_x_8&enrichId=rgreq-1a67656f1b9c5019bed9c4ee7e6118cd-XXX&enrichSource=Y292ZXJQYWdlOzMxMjU5MjQ2MDtBUzo0NTMzOTMyOTk4NDEwMjRAMTQ4NTEwODc5NDExMA==
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majority-party leaders would otherwise block from the floor. If successful, the faction would 

deepen divisions within its party and damage the majority’s reputation as an effective legislative 

team. But even unsuccessful collaborations between faction members and minority legislators 

have the potential to expose party rifts and tarnish the majority’s brand. Indeed, the minority 

often enjoys electoral gains when it simply embarrasses the majority (Green 2015). For this 

reason, leaders of the majority caucus will work with committee chairs to kill faction bills that 

even remotely appeal to the minority party (Cox and McCubbins 2005).  

Of the three Republican subgroups, the lunch-pail faction is most likely to sponsor bills 

that appeal widely to Democrats. Its relative favorability with labor unions and Latino groups 

suggests that its members have some overlapping policy goals with the Democratic Party (Egan 

2013; Grossmann and Hopkins 2015). Moreover, the group has some key priorities that run 

against the goals of the corporate-establishment faction, where Republican leaders are found. If 

lunch-pail bills were to reach and pass the floor, Democrats would enjoy legislative success at 

the expense of Republicans, especially Republican leaders. We thus expect the lunch-pail faction 

to see its bills consistently checked.  

Hypothesis 1a: Lunch-pail Republicans will have fewer bills reported out of committee 

than other members of the Republican majority. 

 

Hypothesis 1b: Lunch-pail Republicans will have fewer bills pass the House than other 

members of the Republican majority. 

 

Distributing Partial Benefits 

A majority-party subgroup that has no common interests with the minority caucus has no 

incentives to work across party lines. Its general ideological orientation is in step with the rest of 

the majority caucus, and so its threat to party unity appears to be relatively small. What 

distinguishes such a group from the rest of its party is the ideological commitment that its 
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members have to specific policy goals. On issues they care most about, these faction members 

tend to propose bills that represent uncompromising versions of the majority’s agenda items. As 

lawmakers, they are ideological absolutists. Other party members may be sympathetic to 

absolutist priorities, but they often prefer versions of bills that appeal to a broader set of voters 

and interests. This difference between ideological purists and the rest of the majority caucus has 

the potential to spark internal rifts. Majority-party leaders have the capacity to block overly 

ideological measures and to push alternative proposals. But to kill such bills risks triggering a 

backlash from faction members and interests that demand the majority adopt ideologically pure 

positions. Since these groups have the most at stake, they have the strongest incentives to fight 

for their preferred outcomes (Egan 2013). They may even strategically oppose their party on core 

issues to satisfy the most ideologically driven constituents (Kirkland and Slapin 2014).  

Based on their interest-group support, the ethno-radical faction appears to be composed 

of conservative absolutists whose priorities—especially on immigration and taxes—are much 

more ideologically pure than the rest of the Republican Party (Hawley 2016). For Republican 

leaders, this group presents a serious challenge to governing. They must assuage the absolutist 

faction to avoid party battles, but they must also resist its most hardline demands to avoid party 

embarrassments. This problem calls for the two-pronged strategy of reward and accommodation. 

First, Republican leaders are likely to appease the ethno-radical faction by ushering its bills 

through committee. To have a bill reported out of committee represents a significant 

accomplishment, since most members see only a small percentage of their bills undergo and 

survive panel deliberations (Volden and Wiseman 2014, 26). Second, Republican leaders are 

likely to block ethno-radical bills from the House floor and simply replace them with alternative 
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bills that have broader appeal. We expect leaders to adopt this two-pronged approach with the 

absolutist group to maintain unity and avoid harming the party’s legislative record. 

Hypothesis 2a: Ethno-radical Republicans will have more bills reported out of committee 

than other members of the Republican majority. 

 

Hypothesis 2b: Ethno-radical Republicans will have fewer bills pass the House than other 

members of the Republican majority. 

 

Regression Models and Results 

To see whether Republican Party leaders block legislation from particular factions, we 

use data from the Congressional Bills Project to construct two dependent variables (Adler and 

Wilkerson 2015). The first variable is the number of bills a member sponsors that are reported 

out of committee; the second variable is the number of bills a member sponsors that pass the 

House.10 Commemorative bills are excluded from the analysis because they have negligible 

impact on a party’s agenda (Cox and Terry 2008). 

We use our findings from the cluster analysis to derive the two key explanatory variables 

in this study. First, we create the dummy variable Lunch-Pail Faction to denote whether a 

Republican legislator belongs to the subgroup representing working-class interests. Second, we 

construct the dummy variable Ethno-Radical Faction to indicate whether a Republican legislator 

belongs to the subgroup that reflects intolerant, antigovernment preferences. Since we argue that 

leaders adopt legislative strategies to manage ideologically complex parties, we need to see how 

well our indicators of faction membership perform against conventional ideal-point estimates of 

legislators. Using first-dimension DW-NOMINATE data, we create the variable Distance from 

Majority Median to measure each member’s position relative to the ideological median of the 

majority party. By adding this variable to our models, we can see whether factional membership 

or NOMINATE scores best explain the legislative success rate of Republican House members. 
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Additionally, we include several control variables in our analyses. Tracking the number 

of bills that a legislator has sponsored in past years, we construct the variable Previous Bills to 

account for a member’s legislative experience.11 Presumably, productive members will enjoy 

relatively high levels of bill success regardless of factional membership. We also include a 

Leadership variable to indicate whether a member holds a senior position, including speaker, 

leader, and whip, in either party. Because of their agenda-setting powers, majority-party leaders 

typically see their bills pass the House (Volden and Wiseman 2014).12 But membership in the 

majority accords legislative advantages even to the rank and file. For this reason, we follow Cox 

and Terry (2008) and create a Majority Party variable that indicates whether a member has 

majority or minority status; we then interact this dummy with all independent variables to 

determine the effect of majority status on bill success for each Republican member. Additionally, 

we add a time trend to the models to alleviate concerns of a systematic process affecting our 

results. Correlations among variables and summary statistics are reported in the appendix. 

Because our dependent variables are counts of bills, we opt to use a negative binomial 

model to deal with overdispersed data. Before conducting regression analyses, we check whether 

our two outcomes are highly correlated. We presume that a bill reported out of committee has an 

increased chance of reaching and passing the House floor. Not surprisingly, we find a strong 

correlation between bills reported and bills passed (r = 0.85), suggesting that majority-party 

leaders often make joint decisions on a bill’s success at the committee and floor stages. If so, 

conducting separate regressions for each dependent outcome may produce correlated errors and 

inefficient estimates. We therefore opt to use a seemingly unrelated negative binomial model to 

generate coefficients.13 Table 1 displays our main findings.  

[Table 1 about here] 
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First, we conduct a regression that includes only one variable of interest, Distance from 

Majority Median. This approach allows us to see whether a member’s proximity to the majority 

median on the NOMINATE scale has a strong, positive relationship with bill success at the 

committee and floor stages. Column 1 shows results for bills reported out of committee and 

column 2 presents results for bills that pass the House. We find no significant coefficients for the 

interaction term between Majority Party and Distance from Majority Median. In other words, 

majority members see no legislative advantage in being close to the ideological center of their 

party at either stage of the legislative process. This null finding suggests that we need to move 

beyond a one-dimensional analysis of congressional parties to understand the strategies of 

leaders and the bill success of members.  

After conducting this initial analysis, we rerun the regression of our two-equation model, 

but this time we include our faction variables. As noted earlier, we expect that Republican 

members of the lunch-pail subgroup will have fewer bills reported out of committee and fewer 

bills pass the House than their partisan colleagues. Majority Republican leaders, we posit, will 

frequently block legislation by these members to prevent Democrats from providing decisive 

support to this faction’s bills and hijacking the agenda. As we see in columns 3 and 4, estimates 

for the interaction term between Majority Party and Lunch-Pail Faction are negative and 

significant in both equations. These findings verify our first set of hypotheses.  

Equally interesting, estimates for the same faction variable are positive and significant 

when it is not interacted with the majority-party term. That means even though lunch-pail 

Republicans face legislative obstacles in times of majority Republican control, they appear to 

enjoy a relatively high degree of legislative success in periods of Democratic majority control. 

This increased success under Democrats indicates that these lawmakers, given the opportunity, 
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defect from their partisan camp to make bipartisan deals. Their relatively high ratings from 

Latino and labor groups suggest that they likely have overlapping preferences with Democrats on 

wage and working-class issues. But this overlap also reinforces why Republican leaders in the 

majority restrict these members’ legislative opportunities. 

As for the ethno-radical subgroup, we predict that members of this Republican faction 

will often see their bills reported out of committee but will not see their bills pass the House. 

This strategy, we contend, enables majority Republican leaders to assuage members with the 

most intense and extreme positions, without handing over the legislative agenda to them. In 

column 3, we see significant and positive result for the interaction term between Majority Party 

and Ethno-Radical Faction. In other words, we find that members of the intolerant, 

antigovernment subgroup are much more likely to have their bills leave committee than other 

Republican legislators. Conversely, in column 4, we see a negative and significant result for this 

same interaction term, suggesting that these same members are unlikely to see their bills reach 

the floor. Our second set of hypotheses is confirmed.  

[Table 2 about here] 

To explore this faction’s treatment further, we consider whether bills most central to the 

ethno-radical group are blocked from floor consideration. As noted earlier, we determine from 

interest-group ratings that this faction represents anti-immigrant, anti-minority, and anti-tax 

positions. On these issues, faction members likely offer hardline bills that, if passed, would paint 

other Republicans as equally intolerant and fiscally regressive. A strong, second test of our 

hypothesis, then, is to see whether Republican leaders block this group’s bills on civil rights, 

minority rights, immigration, social-welfare policy, taxes, and government funding.  
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We identify appropriate measures from the Policy Agendas Project and then conduct a 

count-model regression using this subsample of bills.14 Table 2 reports the coefficients for this 

equation. It shows a negative and significant result for the absolutist faction, indicating that 

members of the ethno-radical subgroup see their core bills routinely blocked by majority 

Republican leaders. Combined, estimates in Tables 1 and 2 verify our predictions that the 

Republican leadership uses a dual legislative strategy for ethno-radical members, providing them 

with important but ultimately limited rewards. 

To summarize, confirmation of our hypotheses suggests that Republican leaders employ 

relatively sophisticated strategies for managing factions, maintaining party unity, and controlling 

the floor agenda. Although they consistently penalize lunch-pail Republicans by killing their 

bills in committee and denying their bills floor consideration, leaders accommodate members of 

the ethno-radical faction, to some degree, by allowing their measures to be reported out of 

committee. This inconsistent treatment of subgroups suggests that majority-party leaders are not 

simply interested in controlling the agenda; they are also interested in keeping the peace. They 

repress lunch-pail bills readily, without fear of pushback from the rest of the party, because this 

group’s bills could gain unwanted Democratic support. By contrast, they allow the ethno-radical 

faction to enjoy victories at the prefloor stage in order to placate their most fervent caucus 

members. But in the end they prevent these members’ bills from reaching the floor and saddling 

the party with untenable policies.  

Conclusion 

At the outset, we noted that ongoing dissension within the Republican Party appears to 

challenge the conception of congressional parties as unified legislative teams. We thus posited, 

in contrast with much of the congressional literature, that the two parties can be polarized and 
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internally divided. To explore this possibility, we developed a new method for identifying 

ideological factions within the parties, using annual ratings of legislators from nearly 300 interest 

groups. Our analysis showed that the two congressional parties are indeed highly polarized. 

More important, it revealed major ideological divisions within the parties, and it identified the 

interests that unite and divide party factions. We focused our investigation on House 

Republicans, in part because of recent Tea Party activity, and we found that Republican 

legislators have been ideologically divided well before the rise of the Tea Party movement. 

Finally, we considered how Republican leaders manage and respond to different intraparty 

factions, and we determined that while they block bills by both the lunch-pail faction and the 

ethno-radical subgroup, they restrict lunch-pail Republicans to a greater extent.  

In all, our results suggest that the ideological structure of legislative parties is complex 

and that, consequently, the parties require skilled, strategic leaders to hold them together. The 

conventional view that the majority, in a polarized environment, works eagerly to steamroll the 

minority is only half the story. The other half is that majority-party leaders—or at least, majority 

Republican leaders—employ different strategies to keep different factions in line. Moreover, 

even when some factions enjoy greater accommodations than others, they all see their most 

important bills blocked from the floor. In biblical terms, leadership giveth and taketh away.  

Not only does this paper complicate our understanding of the congressional parties, but it 

also opens several new avenues of research. If Republican leaders in the House consistently 

block the bills of the lunch-pail faction, what other accommodations can they make to keep this 

subgroup committed to the party? More broadly, what rewards can leaders give to factions that 

cooperate with the opposition without, in turn, angering the rest of the majority caucus and 

creating deeper divisions? Turning to the upper chamber, does the Republican Party in the 
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Senate have the same factional structure as the Republican Party in the House? If so, do 

Republican leaders in both chambers manage factions similarly to maintain party unity, or do the 

different rules and procedures of the two houses force leaders to adopt different strategies? And 

do Democratic leaders in the majority use the same mix of carrots and sticks that Republicans 

use, or do they develop unique solutions for intraparty divisions? Looking at these issues from 

the other side, what strategies do factions in the majority caucus adopt to advance their 

legislative goals? Under what conditions are they successful in shaping the majority’s priorities? 

And do all factions, regardless of ideological preferences, use the same basic approaches to push 

and fulfill their agenda? Many of these questions warrant separate investigations, suggesting that 

much work remains in trying to understand internal party dynamics.  
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Figure 1. Interest-group clusters in the 112th Congress (2011-2012) 

 

 
Note: Nodes are groups; ties are the similarity between each group in its rating of House 

members. This general pattern of two largely unconnected clusters holds across our sample. 

Colors represent different detected clusters, with blue being the liberal, Democratic-leaning 

cluster and red being the conservative, Republican-leaning cluster. 
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Figure 2. Intraparty factions in the U.S. House, 112th Congress (2011-2012) 

 

 
 

Note: Red and blue overlays are detected clusters. The network beneath the overlays shows 

nodes as House members. Different colors are different factions, with Democratic Party factions 

in the top left and Republican Party factions in the lower right. 
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Figure 3. Republican factions in the U.S. House, 107th to 112th Congress (2001-2012) 

 

Note: Each node represents a faction and is color-coded by type, with the number of members 

written within. The lines joining factions represent the number of common interest-group ratings 

(in the mean-difference reports) that each faction has across congresses.     
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Table 1. Seemingly unrelated negative binomial regression analyses of bills reported out of 

committee and bills passed in the House 
 

Independent Variables (1) (2) (3) (4)  
Reported Passed Reported Passed  

b/se b/se b/se b/se 

Constant 3.138 -0.129 11.205 15.213 
 

(19.514) (0.094) (19.811) (19.637) 

Distance from Majority Median 0.096 0.321***   

 (0.074) (0.065)   

Lunch-Pail Faction   0.614*** 0.820*** 
   

(0.154) (0.136) 

Ethno-Radical Faction 
  

-0.604** 0.267+ 
   

(0.196) (0.152) 

Previous Bills 0.001+ 0.001 0.001 0.000 
 

(0.000) (0.001) (0.001) (0.001) 

Leadership -1.468* -1.770+ -1.251* -1.652+ 
 

(0.737) (0.963) (0.636) (0.997) 

Majority Party 1.104*** 0.888*** 1.230*** 1.208*** 
 

(0.083) (0.075) (0.095) (0.095) 

Time Trend -0.002 -0.004 -0.006 -0.008 
 

(0.010) (0.010) (0.010) (0.010) 

Majority interactionsa 
  

  

M * Distance from Majority Median  -0.239 -0.248   

 (0.172) (0.160)   

M * Lunch-Pail Faction   -0.743*** -0.965*** 
   

(0.173) (0.163) 

M * Ethno-Radical Faction 
  

0.382+ -0.570** 
   

(0.213) (0.173) 

M * Previous Bills 0.004*** 0.004*** 0.004*** 0.004*** 
 

(0.001) (0.001) (0.001) (0.001) 

M * Leadership 1.253 2.148* 1.049 2.067* 
 

(0.912) (0.911) (0.805) (0.921) 
   

  

N 2513 2513 2513 2513 
 

a Coefficients reported below this point are from interactions of the majority-party dummy and our independent 

variables. 

+ < 0.10,*p < 0.05, **p < 0.01, ***p < 0.001 (two-tailed) 
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Table 2. Negative binomial regression analysis of 

immigration, civil rights, tax, and budget bills 

passed in the House 
 

Independent Variables (5)  
b/se 

Constant 1.066 
 

(48.666) 

Lunch-Pail Faction 0.182 
 

(0.570) 

Ethno-Radical Faction 0.639 
 

(0.439) 

Previous Bills -0.006 
 

(0.019) 

Leadership -5.032 
 

(32.366) 

Majority Party 1.364*** 
 

(0.273) 

Time Trend -0.002 
 

(0.024) 

Majority interactionsα 
 

M * Lunch-Pail Faction 5.111 
 

(32.335) 

M * Ethno-Radical Faction -1.197* 
 

(0.558) 

M * Previous Bills 0.037+ 
 

(0.020) 

M * Leadership 5.111 
 

(32.335) 

χ2 97.088 

DF 10 

N 1339 
 

a Coefficients reported below this point are from 

interactions of the majority-party dummy and our 

independent variables. 

Note: The population average estimator implements Huber-

White standard errors.  

+ < 0.10,*p < 0.05, **p < 0.01, ***p < 0.001 (two-tailed) 
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Notes 

1 However, Carroll and colleagues note that “both NOMINATE and IDEAL can be and often are 

used to estimate multidimensional issue spaces” (2009, 556).  
2 For a number of reasons, roll-call scaling methods may even overstate the level of partisan 

polarization in Congress (see Roberts and Smith 2003; Snyder 1992). 
3 DiSalvo (2012) relies entirely on qualitative sources to identify factions and their key faction 

members. Rohde (1991), as a first step, uses press reports to list and characterize Democratic and 

Republican factions; he then uses party unity scores, based on roll-call votes, to demonstrate the 

strength and prevalence of intraparty splits.  
4 A full list of interest groups is found in the online appendix.  
5 For example, two legislators would be considered similar if both consistently received high 

scores from one set of groups or low scores from a different set of groups. 
6 We assume a higher degree of sincere voting among majority-party members, regardless of 

factional affiliation, because the majority sets the floor agenda. Likely, majority members only 

vote against a majority bill when they oppose the measure on substantive grounds.  
7 To determine the boundaries of each cluster requires some interpretation. In a few cases, small 

“factions” are detected that we conclude belong to larger, similar subgroups. We make 

judgments about the ideological similarity of clusters using our interest-group reports. 
8 Similar factors might explain why we see only two Republican factions in the 111th Congress. 

But as we note elsewhere, we also expect to see fewer factions in the minority party because its 

political incentives to oppose the majority likely inflate caucus unity.  
9 While we agree with Grossmann and Hopkins that the Republican Party has undergone 

asymmetric polarization, our analysis differs from theirs to some degree. They argue that the 

Republican Party is best understood as “the agent of an ideological movement,” as opposed to a 

coalition of interests (2015, 120). By contrast, we view the party as representing both a collection 

of interests and a range of ideological priorities. We see no clear division between the two. 
10 Alternatively, to test our hypotheses, we could use the number of bills sponsored by a member 

that simply reach the House floor. But using this variable would not meaningfully change the 

results of our analysis because, except for a handful of legislative measures each Congress, all 

bills that reach the House floor also pass the House floor (Cox and McCubbins 2005).   
11 We substituted the Previous Bills variable with a Tenure variable, which was constructed 

using the number of years a member had served in the House. The results were the same. 
12 We also included a committee-leadership variable as a control; our findings were unchanged. 
13 As robustness checks, we conduct separate negative binomial regressions for each dependent 

variable, using three different model specifications to ensure our findings are consistent. The 

results are reported in the appendix and support our predictions.    
14 We include all bills from the following categories in the Policy Agendas Project: Tax Bills 

(107, 2009); Migrant and Seasonal Workers (529); Civil Rights, Minority Issues, and Civil 

Liberties (200, 201, 202, 206); Social Welfare (1300, 1301, 1302); Government Operations 

(2000, 2002, 2004). 
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