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The paper from the beginning of the quarter laid out the ideas | have for testing the pivotal
politics model. With appropriations, the reversion point (or status quo) can be considered zero. Then
appropriations for a given policy area should track with the preferences of the median voter, as
measured by interest group scores. This test can also examine whether policy outcomes are

influenced by the committees and by the parties.

One of the main questions that arose in the seminar was simply descriptive. How do these
appropriations change over time? Do they appear to be related to interest group scores? How much
do the median House member and the median committee member differ? Below are several graphs
depicting these relationships for two policy areas, agricultural subsidies and environmental
spending). These areas were chosen, not necessarily because they are representative, but simply due
to my particular interest in these areas.

The first graph illustrates one of the main statistical issues to be dealt with: serial
correlation. Clearly, spending on agricultural subsidies (and basically everything else) is increasing
over time. In general, the budget of the federal government has been growing. There are several
ways to deal with this problem. In my field paper, I included a lagged dependent variable, which
eliminated the serial autocorrelation. I have also considered using spending as a percentage of the
total budget, which has less of a time trend. The second graph shows agricultural spending as a

percentage of the total budget. Another alternative is using first differences.
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The third and fourth graphs illustrate the relationship between spending (or percent of
budget spent in the fourth graph) and median interest group scores. These graphs suggest that 1995
and 1996 may be outliers. Nonetheless, there does seem to be some relationship between the

spending and ideology.
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Finally, the fifth and sixth graphs demonstrate the changes in the interest group scores of the

median member of the House and median member of the relevant committee (either authorizing or

appropriating). The solid line represents the median of the House and the dotted line the median of

the committee. The two medians often move generally together, but there are some periods where

this is not the case. Moreover, the committee medians are generally and understandable more

volatile.
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Environmental Spending in 10005

Environmental Spending in 10005

The rest of the graphs illustrate these same features for environmental spending.

Environmental Spending by Year (constant $) Environmental Spending (% of Total Budget)
g
2
i
o
=T
.
[
= &
i
= fe}
o)
L
o
()
= 5 3
2 - 5 °
Jul
T
S =
S 7 53
Lo = o -
[l =
Ll =
=
(]
[
o
=
S =
O — e
= [ie]
i
i
g |
(]
[T
- T T T T T T T T T T
1970 1975 1980 1985 1990 1995 1970 1975 1980 1985 1990 1995
Years Years
LCV Scores & Environmental Spending (constant $) LCV Scores and % Environmental Spending
c
2
= 10997 1993 19749
=
2
S 00 ¢
§ | 1995 - o
= 3 1978
R, 1979 éﬁ
] 1993
1990 =
S 1996 1978 D 1950 1992
=) 1980 =&
27 1975 1989 =R 1973 1975
= 1 1987 & o7 1995 4gg 1994
1988 = 1976 199
o 1 =
3 137%?5 51986 T 1974
2 o 1977
= - » 7 1990
& 1974 O 1996 1987
1973 1982 1983 5 1989
o
S Jor2 5 ety
- - =
= 5 3 1986
& 5
o © 1937984
o
S 1983
et 1971 1971
- T T T T T T T T T T
35 40 45 50 55 35 40 45 50 55

LCV Scores LCV Scores



House LY Score

60

55

50

45

40

35

30

Median House and Approps Committee LCV Scores

1980

1985

Years

1990

1995




