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Abstract:

Motivated by extant theories of congressl committees in the U.S. context, and building on
the growing body of work focusing on the institutional features of legislatures in Latin American
presidential systems, this paper explores two previously overlooked aspects of committee
politics. Usingcomparative data from three Latin American countries, we examine the strategic
and jurisdictional dynamics in which chamber leaders assign bills to committees and then
investigate the factors affecting presidential and partisan success within comniiitgeseral,

we find that committees have strong property rights and that both bill initiator and bill
characteristics strongly influence whether bills survive in committee. The results shed light on
the effects of institutional design on the policy psscin presidential systems.
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The rise of the new institutionalism produced a multitude of important studies o
presidential systems of Latin America. Research into electoral rules, legislature and legislator
behaviors, combined with studies of party pol
democracies. Furthermore, the logical outgrowth ofesse studies of legislator and legislature
behavios focused on the effectbfn st i t uti ons on policymaking.
was inextricably tied to democratic institutions throughout the region.

Despite the | it er aaicnstéuGoss iregenerhl.casdilegislabures d e mo ¢
and legislators in particular, relatively few works investigate the role of legislative committees in
the policymaking process in Latin America. This stands in stark contrast to the extant literature
in American politics where numerous scholagplore the interplay of parties and committees
and several theoretical perspectives compete for supremacy when explaining policymaking in
Congress. However, little is known about these theories of committees hbgquetuliarities
of the American system. The Latin American context is a particularly fertile testing ground in
that it offers variation that is unavailable to U.S. legislative scholars because in the latter,
partisanship, ideology, and institutional pavare virtually inseparable. In contrast, the
multiparty systems that charactglLatin America offer a prime opportunity to adjudicate the
competing claims advanced by theories focusin
persuasion, and insiitional centers of power.

Motivated by these competing theori@ge examine two key questions regarding the role
of committees in the policymaking process in Latin America. First, to what degree is the bill
referral process institutionalized? In a mrgivhere legislatures are generally seen as reactive

and possibly too understaffed to address policy concerns, do committees even hold jurisdiction

L Work in this field is vast. See Morgenstern and Nacif (2002) for an overview.



over policy, or instead, does the Speakeitize discretion when assigning legislation to
committee? Secuwl, what institutional factors affect the probability that bills will emerge from
committee or, alternatively, what causes them to die in committee? Is this process driven by
executive dominance, the discretion of the Speaker of each legislative chpanbssn politics,

or logrolling by legislators? In order to answer these questions we examine committees in five
legislative chambers drawn from three Latin American presidential democracies: Colombia,
Costa Rica, and Venezuela. Furthermore, we exaniineferral and reporting using two

original data sets. The first covers economic legislation from the 1980s andd&a@@gwith

the contentious area of néiberal versus stateentered policies. The second examines all bills
introduced in the fragented 200& Colombian Chamber of Representatives.

The paper proceeds as follows. In the next section, we discuss extant theories of
committee politics that form the basis for our analysis, and develop testable hypotheses drawn
from these theoretical pgpectives. The following section describes our data and methods, while
the penultimate section presents our results. In general, we find that bills are largely assigned to
committees based upon their issue content, though Speakers exercise limietaistVe also
determine that both bill characteristics and bill initiator characteristics affect the likelihaod of
bill beingreporedout of committee. The final section restates our key findings and briefly

discusses the implications of our work foture research.

Committees and Theories of Legislative Organization
At |l east as early as Woodrow Wilsonbs ([ 18

congressional committees, legislative scholars have put forth a great deal of effort in asgertainin

2 \While the leader of each legative chamber in Latin America is generally referred to as the Chamber
President, this creates potential confusion with the executive, the President. Consequently, we refer to
each Chamber President as the Speaker.



the implications of these micloe gi s| at ures 6 effects for member
well as policymaking more generally. In his landmark study, Mayhew (1974) argued that
committees, as structural units of Congress arranged to serve tlestsitdfrmembers, offer a
diversity of opportunities that result in ele
regarding membersd motivations, a | arge Iliter
the broader legislative context. A key gtien relates to the role of committees in the
policymaking process. Do they work to serve the interests of members, particularly those
serving on the committee, in the hope of adva
do committees work teerve the interest of parties, or even perhaps the concerns of the parent
chamber?

Contemporary congressional scholarsdé devel
organization is particularly germane when attempting to answer these questice$th€ary
argues that the House is organized ©o serve t
predominantly by managing the agenda and preventing adverse proposals from advancing (Cox
and McCubbins 1993, 2005). Conversely, advocates of condiparigl government argue that
party-based government occurs when the parties are ideologically homogenous/polarized
(Aldrich and Rohde 19998, Rohde 1991), while Krehbiel (1991) argues that ideology, not
party, explains much of congressional organizatimhlagislator behavior. Regardless,
legislators organize their respective chambers in ways that bring about partisan or ideological
benefits. Unfortunately, America's twarty system restrictsur ability to adjudicatamongst
these competing theories.

We attempt to shed light on these arguments by examining both bill referral and bill

reporting in Colombia, Costa Rica, and Venezuela. In many ways, these legislatures are



structured much like the United States Congress. Bills are introduced, eitbgrstators or

directly by the executive, and then they are assigned to a committee by the Speaker. Committees
can then either approve the bill for a floor vote, or stop the bill through inaction or a negative
vote. The party systems in these countrrege relatively consolidated (by regional standards),
though all underwent increased fragmentation during the period under study. The major
difference in these legislatures is that unlike the U.S. Congress, these are multiparty systems.
Consequently, wean examine the potential power exercised by the Speaker in each of these
chambers over theolicymakingprocess by exploring the bill assignment and referral process.

If Speakers are granted substantial (or even dagyialative) powers over thmlicymaking

process in a similar fashion as that of some presidents, they may be able to use discretion when
assigning bills to committees. Alternatively, if parties or even individual legislators are

powerful, Speaker discretion should be minimal. Partiedaemislators should instead use

committees to protect their interests.

Bill Assignment

A cornerstone of the committee literature is that institutionalized legislatures place a
premium on established rules regarding policy jurisdiction (Polsby 1968)le \dmmittees
may battle over policy Aturfo, once resolved
The logic underlying property rights is really quite simple, as they allow members to control the
distribution of resources (Adler and Lapinskiol’; Weingast and Marshall 1988), place a
premium on the informational benefit of expert committees (Krehbiel 1991), as well as serving
as a tool for parties to promote their widanging policy interests (Cox and McCubbins 1993,
2005; Rohde 1991). Consemtly, committees, as first movers in the policymaking process

(Shepsle and Weingast 1987), protect and promote the inter@siévafual members, their



parent chamber, and political parties in the American context. The prerogative of the Speaker

vis-avis committees has varied, of course. Strong parties may limit committee autonomy and

work to the advantage of the Speakero6s discre

for much of the 28 century saw powerful, independent committees wimteeests were largely
shielded from the goals of party leaders (Aldrich and Rohde-28R7

While a small number of important works demonstrate the premium legislators place on
committee assignments (see Escdbammon et al. 2001; Heath et al. 20059 &ime role of
legislative committees on policymaking in Latin America (see Londregan 2000, #062)
largely uninvestigated whether committees serve these roles in other presidential systems. The
U.S. literature on the power of the Speaker examinasgeseover time and focuses party
homogeneity and polarization. Largely, though, the power of the Speaker is a function of the
formal rules governing the Speakership and the amount of power legislators are willing to
delegate to the position. When tBpeaker's interests coincide with most legislators' interests,
legislators will be more willing to delegapelicymakingauthority to the Speaker. The formal
rules in many Latin American legislative chambers give Speakers similar powers in the
legislatvepr ocess, with most rules simplyudyatamdg
outlining the list of policies each permanent committee is supposed to control. If we assume
Speakers are weak relative to parties and legislators, Speakers shigudi#isso committees
with purviewover the policy areaHowever, the rules in Colombia, Costa Rica, and Venezuela
grant the Speaker some discretion regarding bill assignrhd®asential discretion on the part of
the Speaker, that the Speaker is nealhays a member of the majority or plurality party in the

legislature, that some committees are controlled by members of opposition parties, and the

3 Colombialey Quint® Por la cual se gpide el Reglamento del Congreso; el Senado y la Camara de
Representantie#\irt. 43 Costa Ric&Reglamento de la Asamblea Legislativa Art. 8énezuelaReforma
Parcial del Reglamento Interior y de Debates Del Senado de la Republica Art. 11

t



limited staff and resources available to committees, may prevent committees and their members

from develojng strong jurisdictional norms over policy. Consequeritistich forces are at

work,a Dbil Il 6s content may be a poor predictor of
To examine whethdyill assignment is a routinized process much lile th the U.S. House, we

test the hypothestbat:

H1: Commi tt

ee
assigned the

s with jurisdiction over a |
bill than committees without

On a related note, while the Speaker may has@etion when assigning bills to
committee, presumably this power is curtailed when it comes to high profile legislation. While it
is difficult to determinea priori, what bills will be considered high profile the dominance of the
president in the policprocess provides some leverage (see Morgenstern and Nacif 2002).
Given that presidents are viewed as the Chief Legislator, particularly in regards to economic
policymaking (Stokes 2001; O6Donnell 1994,; Do
held responsible for the economy (Geddes 1994), committee jurisdiction may play a particularly
important role in the bill referral process for the executive. The potential power of the Speaker
to ignore committee property rights at the bill referral stage nmaglgibe swamped by the

power of the president. As a result, @@&mine whether

Hla: Committees with jurisdiction over anexecuivea i t i at ed bil |l 6s cont
more likely to be assigned the bill than committees without jurisdiction over a
bill 68 conten

While property rights are key to understanding committees and bill referral in the U.S.
Congress, several key works argue that the committee system is organized largely to reinforce
partisan goals (Aldrich and Rohde 1999; Cox and McCubbins 1993, @b, Rohde 1991).

Committeeéfirst-mover status (see Shepsle and Weingast 1987; Aleman 2003) creates strong



incentives for institutional actors to behave strategically in the bill initiation (see Crisp and Ingall
2002) and referral process. This is esgctrue given that unlike its neighbor to the north, the
majority (or plurality) party does not necessarily control the entire committee system. Rather,
seats and committee chairs are awarded on a proportional basis, providing one of the important
justifications for our work. The Speaker owes his position to those members of the legislature
that placed him in office, particularly members of his party. Given the Speaker has potential
discretion when assigning legislation, we might expect Speakergi® lggislation initiated by

his allies, particularly his epartisans, in the bill referral process. Thereforecoresider

whether

H2: Bills sponsored by members of the Spea

assigned to committees dominated byadisans than bills sponsored by

members of other parties.

It is important to note that our hypothesis regarding jurisdiction and our hypothesis regarding
Speaker discretion are not mutually exclugiiéa bill addresses multiple policy areas and

could be asigned to multiple committees, the Speaker is likely to select one of the committees
with jurisdiction, but select a committee controlled by higpeadisans, if possible.

A third consideration regarding bill referrals builds on the important concepts of
universalism and logrolling (Weingast 1979; Collie 1988). Unlike the United States, the
Colombian, Costa Rican, and Venezuelan legislatures all contained multiple political parties and
given that committee assignments are awarded according to proplomioresentation rules, the

Speaker's party often fails to control a number of committees. Because the Speaker and his party

need to move legislation through all permanent committees at some time, and it may be the case

* This is paticularly important in our analysis of the 20@8Colombian Chamber of Representatives.
Nearly dl bills initiated in this legislative session were assigned to committees with jurisdiction, but
many potentially fell under the domain of multiple commisteélere we expect the Speaker to assign
bills to the committee dominated by hisgartisans (where possible).



that parties to some degree coatesn different issues, the norms of universalism may lead the

Speaker to exercise discretion in order to help all legislators equally. Within this framework,

bills that ar e i n-pattisaastas dell #syhose byeanentbpre d itheigparts ¢ o
are al|l more |ikely to be sent-partisanscThenaforet t ee s
wetest thehypothess that:

H3: Bills are more likely to be referred to committees dominated by the initiators
co-partisans.

Justas committeeprepr t y ri ghts and the Speakpatisarsaree se of
not mutually exclusive, property rights and universalism may also be complimentary, rather than

contradictory hypotheses.

Committee Reporting

While the examination of bill refeal provides important insights regarding committee
property rights in Latin America, it is only a portion of the story. Once the Speaker refers a bill
to committee, the committee can either kill the bill or write a committee report and vote to send
the hll to the floor for a vote by the entire chamber. So, what committee and bill characteristics
affect the reception it receives? Just as Speakers depend upon formal rules and whatever power
legislators delegate to them in order to accomplish legislattesésts, committees should work
to benefit member s’ I nterests. I f committees
then partisanship, particularism, and other characteristics very likely govern decisions about bill
disposition (Maltzman 188). Most importantly, if committees have jurisdiction over

policymaking and the Speaker sends the commit

®>As an anonymous reviewer pointed out, referral of legislation to committees controlled by the same
party as the bill initiator may not arisetof a universalistic organization of the legislature, but rather
other factors such as a link between parties and certain issugérate to particular committees being
more populated with members of one party.



purview the committee maye loath to report the bilb the chamber floor. This mighven be a
stratgy used by the Speaker to prevent legislation from emerging from the committee for a floor
vote. Regardless, if a bill is m&ssigned it should be less likely to survive the committee
process. Therefore, we expect that:

H4: Bills that fall outside th@urisdictional purview of a committee are less likely
to be reported to the floor.

While jurisdiction likely affects bill reporting, walsoexpect that certain bill characteristics will

affect committee decisiemaking. First, given the apparent domioaf the executive over the
policymaking process (see Amparo Casar 2002; Siavelis 2002) we predict that executive

initiated legislation will be far more likely to survive the committee process than legislator

initiated bills. Presidents oversee enormbueaucracies and the resources these imply,

influence appropriations, inhibit the supply of pastkdcontrol access to higher office and a host

of other resources legislators care deeply about. Control of the bureaucracy even gives the
president an advaiage when it comes to writing complex statutes that may lie beyond the

capacity of a legislator and her small staff. Consequently, we expect exeuoitiated bills to

receive a positive committee vote and be reported to the flaanath higher ratéhan

legislatorinitiated bills. Furthermore, some scholars suggest that executives and legislators are
held accountable for different things (Samuel
responsibility for the nation as a whole (Geddes 1994)laedyi s| at or s6 responsi
particularistic policies (Crisp and Ingall 2002; Carey and Shugart 1995; Fenno 1978), we might

also expect that executhmeitiated bills that focus on national issues achieve greater success than
executiveinitiated blls that focus on more parochial concerns, while the inverse is true for
legislatorinitiated bills. As a result, we predict that:

H5: Bills initiated by the executive are more likely to be reported to the floor than



bills initiated by legislators.

H5a: Executivenitiated bills that focus on national issues are more likely to be
reported to the floor than executiugtiated bills that focus on parochial issues.

H5b: Legislatorinitiated bills that focus on parochial issues are more likely to be
reported to the floor than legislateinitiated bills that focus on national issues.
Alongside jurisdictional and separation of powers considerations, partisan theories (see, e.g., Cox
and McCubbinsd 1993, 2005) regar ohformgurwoekgi sl at
In the U.S. Congress legislative parties organize their respective chambers in ways that bring
about partisan benefits. An integral component of partisan organization is control of the
committee system, which parties use to advancefae d | egi sl ati on and bot:t
proposals (Aldrich and Rohde 1998; Cox and McCubbins 1993, 2005; Rohde 1991). If thisis
in fact the case, we should expect to see members of the dominant party achieve greater success
in bill reporting givenhe attention parties place on this stage of the legislative process. If this is
not the case, and membership in the dominant party does not benefit members' bills in
committee, then the efficacy of parties in these legislatures is called into questigs).based
upon the American literature, we hypothesize that:
H6: Bills initiated by members of the dominant party in the legislature are more
Iikely to be reported to the floor than bills initiated by members of other political
parties.
Similarly, commitees may serve the partisan interests of their members, meaning
committees may not serve the broader umbrella of partisan organization within the
legislature. This is possible because unlike the U.S. Congress not all committees are
controlled by the Spgae r 6 s part y. So, just as party theo

to bring about partisan benefits at ti@amber level, a similar logicoald hold at the

committee level since committees are simply miegislatures. In this context, we

10



would expet the interests of the party controlling the committee to dominate, rather than
those of the dominant party in the legislature. Consequevelgonsider whether

H7: Bills initiated by members of the dominant party on the committee are

more likely to beeported to the floor than bills initiated by members of

other political parties.
In sum, our hypotheses test the portability of institutionalist theories of congressional

committees by examining the role the Speaker, of the president, and politics part

the policymaking process in Latin America.

Data and Methods

In order to test the hypotheses presented in the previous section we utilize two original
datasets. The first is a sample of bills initiated in five legislative chambers across thteesoun
Colombia (19821998), Costa Rica (1982998), and Venezuela (194398). These cover four
separate legislative sessions in Colombia and Costa Rica, and three in Venezuela. We examine
bill assignment and reporting patterns with an original datasgtining all bills relating to
economic policies including: trade, domestic and international finance, the privatization-of state
owned enterprises, taxes, and labor markatge utilize these bills because they address the
most important policy areade Stokes 2001; Weyland 2002; IADB Various Years) during the
time under study, namely the adoption and opposition to marletted economic policies
(Lora 2001). As such, there were considerable incentives for Speakers to use their discretion to
directbh ' s to Afriendlyd committees, either to
policies. Furthermore, we include both executive and legisiaitiiated bills, as well as bills that

are markebriented and statariented. Our dataset includes 4dBdividual bills at the

® Bill data wascollectedat theArchivos Legislativosn Colombia and Costa Rica, tBéblioteca
Presidenciain Colombia, and th&evicio Autonomo de Informacién Legislatind/enezuela.
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assignment phase and 220 bills at the reporting phase.
We use these legislatures for theoretical and practical reasons. First, the committee
system in each country is clearly delineated and the Speaker assigns bills to cesniitie
rules allow some discretion regarding bill as
bil |l s f &econd, whiletlyedarty systems in all three countries were dominated by two
large parties for much of the period under studythafle systems underwent substantial
fragmentation, increasing the diversity of <co
party dominated about 70 percent of the legislative committees, other parties dominated nearly
30 percent of the committeexffering both the opportunity and the incentive for the Speaker to
exercise discretion over policy, rather than simply assigning legislation based upon property
rights. Third, severe economic fluctuations occurred in all three countries, potentidilygcrea
additional incentives for the Speaker to utilize discretion. Consequently, the political and
economic changes experienced in Colombia, Costa Rica, and Venezuela offer a difficult test of
the institutional t heor i desinthepdaiymaltingmprgcedsegi sl at
To account for the possibility that the subset of legislation focusing upon economic
policy changes is somehow unusual, we collected a second sample of bills. This includes all
bills initiated during the 2008 legislativesession in Colombia's lower house, the Chamber of
Representatives. We utilize these bills because they offer particular insights into the power of
the Speaker and parties to use the committee system to their advantage. This is due in part to the
fact thd the Speaker was not a member of the largest party in the legislature, meaning the power
of the Speaker should be quite constrained. Additionally, increased fragmentation in Colombia's

party system led to considerable fragmentation in the control ongressional committees. Of

! Thirty-sevenbills are not included in our bill reporting analysis due to lack of data on eithleitltbe
the committee.
8 See fn. 3.

12



the seven permanent committees, five parties held committee chairs and one cosvenitiseav
three parties tied for the plurality of seat3n the one hand, this fragmentation creates
significant incentives for the Speakerutilize discretion to achieve his policy preferences. On
the other, given he owed his position to a number of parties, high fragmentation may also tie the
Speaker's handsFinally, this highly fragmented system may increase the importance of bill
charateristics at the bill reporting phase.

Given the Speakerods potential discretion w
be assigned to any committee, so our unit of analysis for bill referral is Huoimithittee dyad.
Much like conflict analgis conducted in international relations, dyadic analysis allows us to
incorporate particular characteristics of the uniquedaithmittee pairing (such as whether the
partisanship of the committee and bill initiator matett)jle accounting for potential
heterogeneity across the observation level. This is the most appropriate method for determining
whether bills are assigned based upon the Speaker's power to profpatésan sponsored
legislation, the president's dominance oflécymakingprocessepr the parties and legislators
power to promote member's interests. If the Speaker assigned a bill to the Finance Committee
this dyad is scored a one and all others are scored a zero on the dependent variable. A small
number of economic bills were assigrne special committees, but we unfortunately lack
information on committee membership, so we exclude these bills from the analysis. In order to
test our hypotheses regarding bill reporting we simply constructed a dichotomous variable for
whether or nothte bill was reported to the floor.

To determine whether property rights affect bill assignments we needed information on

commi ttee jurisdiction and on the bill s cont

° Ironically, when the Speaker most benefits from the discretionary provision he may least be able to
capitalize upon it.
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committee structure and eachcommig 6 s j uri sdiction over differe
each bill s content and then classified it as
example, all bills that involved trade agreements with foreign nations fell under the purview of

the Second Committee in Colombia (International Politics and Defense), International Relations

in Costa Rica, and Exterior in Venezuela. Many bills potentially fell under the jurisdiction of

multiple committees. Consequently, each-bdimmittee dyad thadolds potential jurisdiction is

scor ed aCommitted Puviewd-or example, bills that address taxes on agriculture

could be assigned to either economic committees like Budget or Fifiamrce the Agriculture

committee. We use this dummy vénliato determine whether bills are assigned based upon
jurisdiction or upon other factors, as well as whether bills that are assigned to a committee

without jurisdiction are more or less likely to survive to reach the floor.

In order to test theories ragling the institutional effects of parties on the bill referral and
reporting process we recorded the party ident
composition of each committee in the legislature. First, for our analysis of economatiegis|
we recorded a simple dummy variable for wheth
majority of the seats on the committee for the analysis of economic legislation. Recall that
committee assignments are determined based upon proportiorsemgation, and opponents of
the Speaker dominate 28 percent of all committees included in this sample. Ideally, we would
also include a dummy for whether the Committe

but this data was not available fsch cantry in our sample of economic bifts For the

%1n Colombia separate committees address taxes (Tercera) and the budget (Cuarta), whildRiic&Costa
there are separate committees that address the economy and the budget. In Venezuela the Finance
Committee held jurisdiction over both budget and finance issues.

1 committees are reformed every year in Colombia with a floor vote determining committee
assignments. Additionally, we would like to test whether ideology, and not just party, affects where
Speakers assign bills. Unfortunately, the dominant party on the committee always coincides with the

14



analsis of the 200& Colombia sessiowe did obtain data regarding the partisan identification

of the Committee Chair, so we use this as our measure of committee domination. We choose not
to use pluralites in this case because two committees had multiple parties tied with the same
number of seats, though using a dummy for all pluralities actually improves our mogylelg s

(not reported). Theneasuregust describegbroduce our variable indicatingGommittee

Dominated by the SpeakeTo capture whether ti&peaker operates with an eyetoss

partisan considerations, we also code those <c
contingent on a committee are of the same p&tymittee Dommt ed by I-ni ti ator o
partisang.

To account for the president's role as the Chief Legislator and the potential advantage that
may provide at all steps in the legislative process, we also created a dummy variable for bills
initiated by the executive bmah. While this measure does not appear in the models, it allows us
to partition the data into sedamples to determine whether the partisan and political dynamics
differ based on the source of legislation.

In order to test our hypotheses regarding bilarting we utilize some of the previously
mentioned variables, as well as additional bill and committee characteristics. First, to test
whether property rights affect bill survival we utilize tdiehotomousCommittee Purview
variablethat pairs commiti jurisdiction withbill content toidentify cases where theawyatch.
According to the prevailing literature bills
doom. In our analysis of the 20F6Colombian bills only eleven bills were assigned to
committees without purview and just three survived in committee. Consequently, we exclude

Committee Purvievrom this analysis.

dominant ideology on the committee, so we cannotahite whether ideology plays an independent role
(apart from party).

15



Second, we recordedasamemher af bt hedSpepkes
party (the variablénitiated by Dominant Pay in the Legislature) The third variable included
in the model of bil!l reporting identifies whe
committee matched, as described ab@e(mmi t t ee Do mi natpatdanhy | ni ti a

Lastly, in orde to test whether accountability theory (Samuels and Shugart 2003) leads
presidents to focus on nationatlyiented legislation while legislators focas more parochial
concernswe include a measure of the scope of the legislation (T-&dbinson and @iz 1999).
Bills were classified as national, sectoral, or geographic depending on their focus. National bills,
which comprise our baseline category, affect the entire nation, such as international trade
agreementsrdoroad changes inthetaxcodeorexc ampl e, the Dbill titled t
Il nternal Debt without PGaceta®23f 021997 polsibtedds 0 i n
the government from privatizing social securi§ectorallyOriented Legislatiorbenefits a
particularindustryoror gani zati on. Measures such as the (
Tax on the Sale of Ti cGaeetad5/199Bwete cléadyrdesi§nedto t i n g
help specific industries. FinallgeographicallyOriented Legislatiortarges a partcular area of
the country. The Venezuel an billl AParti al Re
Sumptuary C GacstaOfigald798 exto07/06/1994) eliminated the tax on electricity
in the state of Zul iteg whlethe Cos@a Ritah lall creagimgithe n 6 s h o't
ARegi me of Fr 6Gaetal38 afd214/7900) eatéd a(series of geographically
defined areas that allowed for the establishment of Mexstda maquilas? These categories

test whether committeespomot e | egi sl at orsé parochi al i nt er ¢

125ee Appendix A for a discussion of TayRobinson and Diaz's (1999) coding schefhaylor-

Robinson and Diaz (1999) divide geographicaliyned legislation into regional and local cpiges.

Given our interest in the effect of pablarrel legislation on bill reporting we gain no additional leverage

by separating these into two categories. They also include a category for bills aimed at a single individual
or organization. There ar®ne of these in our dataset.

16



Given the dyadic nature of our bill assignment data and the dichotomous nature of our
bill reporting data we utilize logistic regression with robust standard errors for both sets of
models'® Since each biltommitee dyad appears multiple times in our models of bill
assignment thetandard errors are clusteraal the bill for these models. In our analysis of
economic legislation we have 2082 dyadic observations, with 1179 legisliimed
observations and 90Xecutiveinitiated observations. Given bills can only be reported out of
the committee they are assigned to we have reporting data on 220 individual bills, with 122 of
these bills initiated by legislators and 98 bills initiated by the executive branghse@ond data
set of the 2006 Colombian lower house contains 134-bidimmittee dyad$ and 201
legislatorinitiated bills. We do not include executivagtiated bills because the executive

branch only initiated 17 bills, making statistical analysisrawpcal.

Data Analysis and Discussion

What determines bill assignment and reporting? Do committees possess property rights
or does the Speaker utilize discretionary power? Do initiator or bill characteristics affect bill
survival? In Model Df Tablel we test the effect of property rights and discretion on legislator
initiated economic bills We see that property rights have a strong and statistically significant
effect on bill assignment. The baseline probability that the Speaker assigns aoleigisiaited
bill to a committee is about 8 percent, yet for committees that hold purview this probability

increases to 39 percent, meaning committees with property rights are far more likely to be

13\We also conducted estimatasing a Heckman model, as the factors guiding bill assignment may create
selection effects related to bill reporting, but pestimation tests indicated such models were
unnecessary.

1 This seemgly small number is a function of the fact that we found committees exercised very strong
property rights at this time. Nearlit af the 201 legislateinitiated bills were assigned to a committee

with some jurisdictional claim. Of these, only 59 couéve potentially been assigned to more than one
committee. Consequently, we limited Bithmmittee dyads to committees with potential jurisdiction, and
not all committees.
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assigned the bill. Model 2 tests the impact of propégtyts on executivénitiated bills and we
find an even stronger effect for property rights. For the executive model the baseline probability
of assigning an executiMaitiated bill to a committee is about 7 percent. This increases to 56
percent if the emmittee holds jurisdictioft. Consequently, executiviaitiated bills are even
more |ikely to go to the Arighto committee th
effect of property rights over the combined sample and again we find a ptsitige effect for
committee purview. Given there are usually no more than two or three committees that hold
possible jurisdiction we can safely conclude that despite the perception of weak committees,
property rights play an enormous role in the assegmirof bills, supporting our first hypothesis.
[Table 1 about here]

While committees clearly demonstrate strong property rights in these models we also find
evidence that the Speaker uses some discretion when assigning bills. First, we see in all three
models that Speakers are more likely to assign economic bills to committees where-their co
partisans dominate than to committees controlled by other pa#&sesfhown in Table 2ot bills
assigned to the Awrongo ¢ o mrincteasesdront dbait4yr obabi
percent to nearly 5.9 percent for legislanitiated bills For executivenitiated bills this effect
is more pronouncedCommittees without jurisdiction that were dominated by opponents of the
Speaker havabouta 2 percenthance of receiving the bill. This climbs to over 5 percent when
t he Sp e-pakisans@eminat®the committee. More importantly, for bills falling under the
commi tteebds purview the probability ofrtyassign
controls the committee, but only 39 percent w

committee. We see the overall effect essentially splits the difference between these two models

15 Al percentages are calculated using the prvalue command inlBtatetting all other variables to
their mear(or modal)value.
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(see Model 3). So, Speakers clearly utilize discrétiaasigningeconomic legislation to
committees controlled by their allies, supporting the theory that committees work to forward the
partisan goals of key institutional actors.

[Table 2 about here]

Second, we see conflicting evidence regarding the use of disdogtidpeakers to assign
bills to committees controlled by t hnagatedi | | I n
bills is positive, but not statistically significant (see Model 1). In contrast, the coefficient for
executiveinitiated legislaibn is negative and significant. Substantively, these effects are quite

smalll®

Surprisingly, when all bills are considered there is a positive and significant effect,
meaning bills are slightly more likely to be assigned to a committee dominatedibythet i at or 0 s
party (see Model 3).

The analysis of the 20687 Colombian Chamber (see Model 4) reveals a similar picture.
A key difference between this session and those presented in our earlier results is that the
Speaker is not from the plurality partgs such, we have a unique opportunity to further discern
the interplay between the Speaker, committee leadership, and partisanship. Also, Colombia
appears to have the strongest jurisdictional apparatus in that almost without exception, bills were
referred to committees with purview. As such, the purview varigbixcludedrom this
analysis since there is no meaningful variation to explain.

With respect to the bill assignment proces

party did not exhibit aeffect that is statistically significant at conventional levels. Recall,

control of the committee is measured more directly here, in terms of control of the levers of

YFor bills outside the committeeds purview the p
down to under 4 percent, while for bibiitysf falling
assignment moves from 64 percent to 58 percent. This indicates Speakers exercise discretion when
assigning executivbills, but unlike above, where Speakers assign bills to committees controlled by their
co-partisans, here they exercise disaetio send executive bills to unfriendly committees.

r
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committee powe the committee chairmanship. This finding squares with the conditional

nature of party government, although in this case, the conditionality arises from the fact that the
Speaker6s reliance on multiple parties appear
way that party leaders in the U.S. are constrained wleangarty is not homogenous, the

Colombian Speaker appears to be more limited when his coalition of support comes from

multiple parties. Simply put, Speakers cannot afford to run rghgld over the committee

system. Instead, the match between the pdrtiye bill initiator and that of the committee chair

affects bill assignmer{p=0.06). The substantive effect is striking, as Wdethe likelihood of

referral increases from 43 percent to 65 percent when the party of the initiator corresponds to that

of the committee chair. Recall that this is after accounting for purview (which is essentially
never violated), meaning when discretion is e
parties, not a single dominant party.

Taken together, these mdslelearly support the hypothesis that committees exercise
property rights over legislation, but also support the hypothesis that Speakers utilize some
discretion. When multiple committees hold jurisdiction the Speaker selects committees
controlled by higzo-partisans whehe is strong, ancefers bills tocommittee bairsthat are
likely to be friendly for the bill initiatoevhen he is weak. In sum, jurisdiction and partisan
theories explain the bill referral process in much the way the American liee@edicts.

Turning our attention from bill assignment to bill reporting, we examine theories
regarding the effects of bill and initiator characteristics on economic bills in Mode(sde
Table 3). First, we see that property rights play not onlgyaréle in the bill assignment
process, but also in the briéporting phase. The effect of committee purview is positive and

significant for legislatoinitiated bills. In practical terms only about 8 percent of legislator
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initiated bills are reportedwot of commi ttee when the Dbill fall
This figure climbs to nearly 38 percent for b
Model 6 shows this relationship also holds for executeated bills. Executivenitiated bills
sent to a committee without jurisdiction are only reported to the floor about 14 percent of the
time, while those sent to committees with purview are reported a startlingly high 78 percent of
the time (see Table 4). Model 7 shows this relaligniolds across all bills. This comports with
King's (1997) finding thatlaimingjurisdictionis essential for committees, aoommittees act
tomaintaintheif t ur f o . I n sum, our models suggest t h:
to stop ecoamic legislation.
[Tables 3 & 4 about here]

While purview is a strong predictor of bill reporting, committee and initiator
characteristics have little effect on the reporting of economic legislation. The coefficients for
bills initiated by members of thdominant party in the legislature are positive in two of the three
models, but not statistically significant. Similarly, the coefficients for bills initiated by members
of the dominant party on the committee are positive, but also insignificant. tnisnng ce
partisans run the legislature or the committee does not advantage legislators or the executive
branch. This stands in stark contrast to the American literature regarding the partisan nature of
legislative politics, in which members of the ity party are significantly advantaged in the
process of Awinnowingo | egislation through th

While committee characteristics play no role in the reporting process, bill characteristics
do affect the likelihood of reportingin Model 5 we see that legislatimitiated economic bills
that target a particular geographic area are far more likely to survive the committee process,

supporting the literature regarding the role of parochial concerns in legislative organization. In
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practical terms, for bills assigned to committees with jurisdiction, the corresponding percentages
are 36 for norgeographically targeted bills and a remarkable 74 for geographically targeted
bills. In shortamong legislatemitiated bills, geographidly -targeted, parochial legislatios
much more likely tsurvive the committee process.

In contrast with legislatemnitiated bills, parochially targeted economic bills written by
the executive are much less likely to survive the committee proceski(sel 6). Executives
initiated only one geographically targeted bill, a Costa Rican bill designed to create free
enterprise zones in the soutbaceta227 of 11/27/1985). In contrast to a similarly designed
legislatori ni t i at ed b i llltiedintcdmenittger @sseqdentty,tthis $ill gerfectly
predicts failure. Executes also initiated 20 sectoraligrgeted bills anthe associated
coefficient is negative and significant. Here we see that committees report 82 percent of
nationallyoriented bills when the committee holds jurisdictiont baly 54 percent of sectorally
oriented bills. In sum, committees have strong gatekeeping authority over parochial legislation,
pushing through legislatanitiated bills, while inhibiting executivenitiated bills. This holds
even though only Colombian legislators have strong electoral incentives to initiate parochial
legislation.

We turn next to the analysis of the bill reporting process for the ColombiartZ006
legislative session (see Table 3, Mb#)>" Just as in the preceding models, whether the bill
was initiated by a Liberal (the largest party in the legislature) had no discernible effect on its
likelihood of being reportedl a result which casts doubt on a-wg@wn, plurality party story of
chamber dominance. Rather, Colombia's multiparty legislature appears to encourage the carving

out of centers of power within the committee system. That is, when a bill was initiated-by a co

" 0once again, because purview nearly completely determines referral, we omit this variable from the
analysis and proceed by looking at the remaining committee argpbiific measures.
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partisan of the committee chair, the likelihood of it being regbincreased by about twelve
percentage pointpE 0.06, oneailed test)® This contrasts somewhat with our earlier findings
regarding bill reporting, though this does, in fact, support our hypothesis. While the Speaker
may guide economic legislatioa friendly committees, here we see committee chairs guide
friendly legislation through the committee proce€amplementingur previous finding, we see
that sectorallyoriented legislation had a ten point increase in the likelihood of being reported,
while geographicalbhoriented bills were about fifteen percentage points more likely to be
reported (in each case< 0.10, ondailed test). In short, during this legislative session partisan
control over committees and bill content significantly influehb#l reporting as th&J.S.
literature predicts.

Overall, our results regarding bill reporting have important implications for students of
policymaking in Latin America. As expected, execudméiated bills were highly likely to
survive the committeprocess, though this was conditioned by the scope of the legislation. This
comports with the literature's focus on the president as the Chief Legislator. However, our
findings also indicate that legislators and committees exert significant influencenever
policymaking process. They are not simply reacting to or blocking executive policy initiatives,
but initiating policies of their own. Furthermore, much of the legislation initiated by legislators
survives the committee process. Consequently, stithat ignore legislators in the
policymaking process, or treat them simply as obstacles for executives to overcome, are missing

key dynamics relating to economic policymaking in Latin America.

18\When the rodel is estimated with the alternative definition of committee domidamdesther the
initiatoro6s party hadheesufslfouthisavhrialileyas veethas gebgeaphicallynmi t t e
oriented bills are virtually the same substantively (elevernepéend 17 percent) and statisticahy=

0.04 for both in a ontailed test).
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Conclusions

The American literature on legislative commigeshows clear and consistent results
regarding the importance of congressional committees. Committees possess property rights, act
as policy gatekeepers, and send important signals to the floor of Congress. However, to our
knowledge there is no systentasitudy testing the determinants of bill assignment in the U.S.
context. Furthermore, while the Latin American literature regarding legislatures increasingly
demonstrates the importance of the legislature in the policymaking process (though often as a
largely reactive force), the literature on committees is inchoate. We build usenliteeatures
by offeringoriginal tests of the determinants of bill assignment and bill reporting to examine the
role of committees in the policymaking process in Latin Aoge Our findings have important
implications for those studying executilegislative relations, as well as policymaking more
generally.

Our results indicate committees exercise clear property rights in Latin America. The
Speaker of the legislaturefar more likely to assign bills to committees with jurisdiction than to
committees without purview. However, jurisdiction is not the only factor that determines bill
assignment. Committee assignments in multiparty presidential systems do not guhagdniese t
S p e a k epartisans @oatrol every committee and we find Speakers utilize discbetszd
upon partisan factorsThis should reassure institutional scholars of Latin American politics,
particularly those focused on legislative institutions.

Our findings also indicate that property rights have a strong effect on bill survival. When
the Speaker assigns a bill to the fAwrongo com
while committees clearly exercise property rights over legsiategislators appear to exercise

property rights over parochial legislation. This supports the extant literature's claim that voters
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want different things from presidents and legislators. In sum, committees exercise jurisdiction
over policy and legistars exercise jurisdiction over parochiadlymed legislation.

Finally, we believe our findings highlight the importance of additional studies of the
effect of legislative committees (and Speakers) on the policymaking process in presidential
systems owide the United States. Just as the explosion in studies of Latin American legislatures
stretched and expanded our understanding of electoral rules and legislator behavior, future
studies offer significant opportunities to expand our understanding efd#ge committees.
How do variations in electoral rules, committee property rights, Speaker discretion, and
committee composition affect the assignment and reporting process across presidential systems?
After all, if legislators care so much about th@ammittee assignments (Amorin Neto 2002;
Heath, SchwindBayer, and TayleRobinson 2005; Schwindayer 2006) committees must
provide legislators with important resources. So, while we provide an important initial test, this

area offers significant opptoinities for additional research.
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Appendix A:Det ai |l ed Coding Scheme for fLevel

Following the logic of TayloiRobinson and Diaz (1999) we classified all bills according
to the immediate subject of a bill. While they include five caiegdnational, regional,
sectoral, local, and individual), we limit our classification to national, sectoral, and geographic.
There was only one individual bill in our data and its provisions to provide revenues for
construction projects honoring a retigrdeceased legislator we scored this bill as

geographicallyoriented. The coding of the various categorisss follows:

Nationally-Oriented trade agreements with foreign nations; granting of ffengired national

status; limits on hours worked; extEnunemployment benefits; increases social security
contributions; increase in business tax rate to cover budget deficit; lowers sales tax; revisions to
overall tax code; joins GATT/WTO; sets the exchange rate; sets minimum wage; guarantees for
workers regrding special wages for transportation and food; sets labor contract lengths/number

of temporary contracts allowed

SectorallyOriented lowers taxes on sporting events; eliminates taxes on mortgage certificates;
sets maximum tax rate for coffee producesssmpts farm equipment from import taxes;

exempts media from sales tax; mandates credits to power generators; frees interest rates banks
may charge; exempts TV stations on import taxes; lowers banking reserves requirements; repeals
import taxes on vehicgeused in tourism industry; exempts farmers from VAT on herbicides and

pesticides; forgives coffee farmers interest payments due to poor weather

GeographicallyOriented creates free enterprise zone in South; provides for bonds for

University; provides bugeted funds for University; celebrates the founding of a particular town
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and provides infrastructure projects in said town; exempts state of Zulia from energy tax due to
hot climate; tax exemption on farm equipment in area affected by volcanic erugien; st

assumes liability for pensions in state of Choco; eliminate taxes in the Amazon region
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Appendix B: Country-by-Country Analysis of Economic Bills
In this appendix, we present estimates for bill assignment and bill reporting for each
country in our angsis. The results allow an assessment of the degree to which our findings hold
across the nations comprising our sample. We look first at bill assignment, where our primary
conclusion is that purview is the central factor explaining the referral cld¢ign to
committees. This dynamic clearly holds for Colombia, Costa Rica, and Venezuela individually,
as well. In fact, only a single bill was referred to a committee without jurisdiction in Colombia,
and for Venezuela, purview is a perfect predicamd(as such, is dropped from the model
estimates presented below in Table Al). In the case of Colombia and Venezuela, we are also
unable to estimate the effect of the indic&Zommittee Dominated by the Speatkee to a lack
of variation. Otherwise, thestimates reported here are in no case inconsistent with the pooled
models presented in the paper. Of course, it is more difficult to uncover statistically significant
results with small samples such as these, so we are especially confident of theeseritia
light of this.
TableA1l: Determinants of Bill Assignmebly Country

Model 1 Model 2 Model 3
Colombia Costa Rica Venezuela

CommitteePurview 7.48*** 1.74%** o]
(1.1 (0.19
CommitteeDominated by o} 0.16** o}
the Speaker (0.06)
CommitteeDominated by 0.27 0.20** 030
I ni t i apatisarss (0.4)) (0.07) (0.18
Constant -6.23*** -2.73*** -3.33*
(0.12) (0.09 (0.12)
N-Size 505 1385 204
Log likelihood -50.10 -441.11 -93.25
Wald ¢ 43.33** 89.59%+* 2.60°

Note: Logit coefficientsvith robust standard errors in parentheses
and clustering on bill!p ©0.10 *p < 0.05 **p < 0.01*** p< 0.001
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Table A2 below displays the estimates for the bill reporting models. Here dugain,
results with regard to purview are robust. In the case of Colombia, purview is dropped because it
is a perfect predictor. The effect in Costa Rica is in line with the estimates for the pooled model
presented in Table 1 of the paper. As in Tabléd bill and initiator characteristics do not
display any noticeable patterns for Colombia or Costa Rica. Due to the relatively small number
of observations for Venezuela, we were unable to estimate a full model. But we can say a few
descriptive points aut the Venezuelan datesectoral bills perfectly predict failure, while
geographic bills perfectly predict success.

TableA2: Determinants of BilReporting by Country

Model 4 Model 5
Colombia Costa Rica

CommitteePurview o} 2.55%**
(0.48
Initiated by Dominant 0.60 0.35
Party in the Legislature  (1.28) (0.55)
CommitteeDominated by 1.94 -0.33
Il ni t i apantisarss (1.39 (0.48
SectorallyOriented -0.03 -0.20
Legislation 1.72 (0.45
GeographicallyOriented 0.23 -0.36
Legislation (1.449 (1.35
Constant -1.24** -2.37***
(0.5) (0.73
N-Size 72 138
Log likelihood -38.01 -64.83
Wal d & 16.61**  33.93%

Note: Logit coefficients with robust standard errors in
parentheses.* p< 0.05 *p < 0.01*** p< 0001
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Table 1: Determinants of Bill Asgnment

Economic Bills Colombia
200607
Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4
Legislator Executive All Bills Legislator
Initiated Bills Initiated Bills Initiated Bills

Committee 2.62%** 3.52%** 2.98*** o
Purview (0.23) (0.27) (0.17)

Committee 0.23*** 1.10%** 0.40*** 0.38
Dominated by the (0.07) (0.15) (0.08) (0.52)
Speaker

Committee 0.08 -0.27** 0.16*** 0.87

Dominated by (0.08) (0.10) (0.07) (0.47)
I nitiato
Co-partisans
Constant -3.04*** -3.77P** -3.33%** -0.32*
(0.13) (0.25) (0.12) (0.15)

N-Size 1179 903 2082 134

Log likelihood -343.81 -232.99 -581.95 -89.56

Wal d o 133.51*** 173.75*** 299.49%*** 4.486"

Note: Logit coefficients with robust standard errors in parentheses and clustering on bill.
Ap<0.10* p< 0.05 *p< 0.01 *** p< 0.001
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Table 2: Predicted Probabilities Associated with Bill Assignment

LegislatorInitiated Bills Executivelnitiated Bills
Without With Purview Without With Purview
Purview Purview

Purview 5.6 447 4.3 59.9

Committee

Dominated 5.9 46.1 5.4 65.8

by t he

Party

Committee

Not Dominated 4.7 40.4 1.9 39.0

by the sS|

Party

Note: All other variables are set to their mean value.
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Table 3: Determinants of Bill Reporting

Economic Bills Colombia,
200607
Model 5 Model 6 Model 7 Modd 8
Legislator Executive All Bills Legislator
Initiated Bills Initiated Bills Initiated Bills

Committee 1.96** 3.06*** 2.69%** 0
Purview (0.65) (0.71) (0.46)

Initiated by -0.12 0.69 0.59 0.13
Dominant Party in (0.49) (1.03) (0.40) (0.36)
the Legislature

Committee 0.19 0.19 0.43 0.50
Dominated by (0.54) (0.65) (0.39) (0.33)

I nitiator
Co-partisans

SectorallyOriented 0.35 -1.36* -0.53 -0.42
Legislation (0.50) (0.64) (0.37) (0.27)
Geographically 1.63" 0.04 0.61
Oriented (0.90) o} (0.84) (0.40)
Legislation
Constant -2.69%** -2.29* -2.78%* -0.47

(0.78) (1.16) (0.59) (0.37)

N-Size 122 98 220 201
Log likelihood -58.4 -46.9 -116.63 -133.48
Wal d o 15.75** 25.7*** 45.0%** 97.49%**

Note: Logit coefficients with robust standard errors in parentheses and clustering on

committee.”p < 0.10* p< 0.05* p< 0.01 *** p< 0.001
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