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Section 1: Moving Ideal Points

In this section we replace the static measures of distance from section “Regressions: Legis-

lator Selection Model” of the manuscript with measures of movement toward one of the two

leaders to gain a better understanding of the different letter writing practices of Hamilton

and Jefferson.

We use Nokken and Poole (2004) scores which allow maximum movement among leg-

islators while still maintaining a common space. Nokken and Poole create their scores by

estimating a two-dimensional DW-NOMINATE with legislators in fixed positions across con-

gresses. They then use the cut lines from the fixed model to estimate ideal points for each

legislator and congress given the fixed cut lines. This allows legislators to move non-linearly

through the space.

The Nokken-Poole data, provided on legacy voteview, contain a position for Jefferson

in the Seventh Congress, when Hamilton was President, but they do not contain a position

for Hamilton, because Hamilton was never a member of a federal congress. For Hamilton’s

position, we assume he was fixed at the average location of Theodore Sedgwick, his lieutenant,

when Sedgwick was in the House (i.e. the average of Sedgwick’s positions in Houses one,

two, and three). We then compute the Euclidean distance between each legislator’s position

in Congress c and Hamilton’s fixed position (0.856, 0.094), and the distance between each

legislator and Hamilton in c − 1. Next, we subtract the distance in c from the distance in

c−1 to create the variable toward hamilton. Positive values indicate the degree of movement

toward Hamilton while negative values indicate the degree of movement away from Hamilton.

We create a similar variable for Jefferson, assuming Jefferson’s position from the Seventh

Congress, (−0.425,−0.361), was fixed.
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Unlike previous regressions, we limit our analysis to active members of congress because

Nokken-Poole scores only exist for active members. The dependent variable in our analysis

is whether Hamilton (resp. Jefferson) initiated a directed tie with legislator i in Congress c.

Since few legislators served in all of the first seven congresses, our data have many missing

values.
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Table 1: The Probability of a Tie and the Movement of a Legislator

(1) (2) (3) (4)
Hamilton sent Jefferson sent Hamilton sent Jefferson sent

Move toward Hamilton 2.865 4.477** -0.700 0.384
(1.934) (2.067) (1.150) (1.805)

Move toward Jefferson 8.417*** 9.426*** -1.921 -1.329
(3.025) (2.918) (1.613) (2.207)

lagged letter sent (Ham to legislator) 3.549*** 3.328***
(1.112) (0.636)

lagged letter sent (Jef to legislator) -17.430*** 0.362
(1.674) (0.586)

letter received (legislator to leader) X 24.199*** 3.654*** 3.959***
(2.511) (0.597) (0.613)

same state (leader-legislator) 3.528** 0.823 0.456 1.929***
(1.569) (0.848) (1.109) (0.532)

legislator’s years in state legislature -0.050 -0.093 -0.067 -0.073
(0.102) (0.091) (0.068) (0.071)

legislator’s age -0.814*** 2.320** -0.030 -0.125
(0.305) (1.131) (0.192) (0.178)

legislator’s age2 0.008** -0.026* 0.000 0.002
(0.003) (0.014) (0.002) (0.002)

legislator in house -1.163 X -0.934* -1.792***
(0.847) (0.508) (0.556)

c2 1.353* -0.594
(0.785) (0.726)

c3 0.248 -1.113
(0.888) (0.871)

c4 0.503 -1.192
(0.888) (0.870)

c5 -0.094 -0.094
(0.761) (0.643)

c6 -1.410 -1.071
(1.132) (0.758)

Constant 16.147** -54.866** -2.315 -0.859
(6.583) (22.633) (4.643) (4.233)

Observations 75 75 409 409
Log-likelihood -12.29 -5.44 -61.07 -73.94

Note: Observations vary by Congress. The dependent variable indicates whether a letter was sent by Hamilton or

Jefferson during Congress c. Letter received drops from model (1) because it perfectly predicts whether Hamilton

sent a letter. Legislator in house drops from model (2) for similar reasons. Robust standard errors appear in

parentheses. * p < 0.10, ** p < 0.05, *** p < 0.01.



The results appear in Table 1. The explanatory variables used in the table are similar to

those of Table 2 (of the manuscript) with distance, SOV , executive, senate, volume, and

the leader dummies removed because they are no longer appropriate.1 Ties for Hamilton

and Jefferson are examined in separate columns (rather than as dyadic relationships).

Columns (1) and (2) examine a single break in the congressional record starting at the

beginning of the fourth Congress — the same break used for our party selection model (in

Table 3 of the manuscript). In column (1), toward hamilton is positive but insignificant, while

toward jefferson is positive and significant at the .01 level. This suggest that Hamilton was

more likely to create a tie with a legislator moving closer toward Jefferson given our controls.

In column (2), toward hamilton and toward jefferson are both positive and significant at

the .05 and .01 levels, respectively. This suggests that Jefferson was also more likely to

tie with someone moving toward himself, as well as someone moving toward Hamilton,

given our controls.2 Note, both effects occur during the period in which Hamilton’s earlier

correspondence had a positive effect on a legislator’s decision to join the Federalists party.

The other variables in the table have signs similar to those of Table 2 (of the manuscript)

for similar reasons, with two notable exceptions. The relationship with age is negative at an

increasing rate (rather than positive at a decreasing rate) and lagged letter sent is negative

(rather than positive) for Jefferson in column (2).

Columns (3) and (4) present the results of a panel of the second through seventh con-

gresses. They include dummy variables for the beginning of congresses 2 through 6, with

the seventh congress as the omitted, baseline category. In column (3) toward hamilton and

toward jefferson are negative, but insignificant. In column (4) toward hamilton and toward

jefferson have different signs, but both are also insignificant. We cannot reject the notion

1House = 1 indicates a member of the House and house = 0 indicates a member of the Senate. V olume
could not be included in columns (1) and (2) because those models do not vary by congress. It could not
be included in columns (3) and (4) because all cross-sectional variation is absorbed by the congressional
dummies.

2Although both Hamilton and Jefferson were more likely to create ties with legislators moving toward
Jefferson, they were not tieing with the same people. Among the 33 members moving toward Jefferson
during the Fourth Congress, none were contacted by both Hamilton and Jefferson during the Fourth.
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that movement toward Hamilton or toward Jefferson had no effect on ties across the first

seven congresses.

The primary take-away from all this is that Hamilton may have been more likely to write

legislators who moved toward Jefferson during a period where party identities were starting

to form. Jefferson may have been more likely to write those moving toward himself as well

and those moving toward Hamilton during the same period. However, these relationships

may be idiosyncratic. Models (3) and (4) suggest that the relationships do not generalize

across congresses.3

3As a robustness check, we ran models (1) and (2) without controls and models (3) and (4) with only the
congressional dummies as controls. In all four cases, toward hamilton and toward jefferson were insignificant.
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Section 2: Coding Protocol

Objective. The goal of our project is to code all of the letters to and from four promi-

nent earlier Americans (Thomas Jefferson, James Madison, Alexander Hamilton, and John

Adams) between March 1, 1789 and March 1, 1803. We are trying to understand the emer-

gence of a social network among the first American parties. Each of you will start by

practicing on different volumes of the Papers of Alexander Hamilton. When I am confident

you’ve got it down, Brittany will continue with Hamilton and David will work through the

papers of Thomas Jefferson. It is very important that we work off of the hard copies of

the following versions of the Hamilton and Jefferson papers. Other sources (including those

online) may be missing some manuscripts. Sources for Adams and Madison will be assigned

later.

• Syrett, Harold C. and Jacob E. Cooke. eds. 1962. The Papers of Alexander Hamilton.

Columbia University Press: New York and London.

• Julian P. Boyd et al. Ed. 1950-2011. The Papers of Thomas Jefferson. Princeton, NJ:

Princeton University Press.

Coding. You will read every letter between March 1, 1789 and March 1, 1803 printed in

your assigned volumes. For each letter, I would like you to record the following in Microsoft

Access: the name of the leader, the date of the correspondence, the correspondent’s name,

whether the letter was to or from the correspondent, whether more than half of the text

was related to politics or public issues, and whether the letter discussed political parties

or political coalitions (or not). See the table below. We will also code correspondences

mentioned by a letter writer or the editor that were not found. Start by selecting the

appropriate tab for Adams, Hamilton, Jefferson, or Madison in Access.
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names Follow the directions for names below. Use “blank” if the correspondent
is unknown.

to or from Click “to” if the letter was sent to the correspondent.

date The day, month, and year letter was sent (from the pull down menus).

majority Click if more than half of the content was related to politics or public
political issues.

discusses party Click if the letter discusses a political party or political coalition.

multiple Click if the letter is to or from multiple correspondents. If there are
correspondents multiple correspondents, make a separate record for each correspondent.

foreign Click if the letter was written in a foreign language and printed without
language translation.

manuscript Click if the letter was mentioned by the editor but not printed in the
unfound volume.

only Click if the letter is summarized in the volume but not printed verbatim.
summarized Ex: “Repairs of the Piers Opposite to Reedy Island,” (from William

Allbione to Hamilton. Oct. 25, 1790).

source Choose the published source of the entry from the radial dial.

notes Please write any notes in this field.

Names. We have to match the sender and recipient names perfectly. Here’s how we will

do it. Look for a correspondent’s name under the “correspondent’s name field.” These can

be found by scrolling through the names using the radial dial or using the search function.

Access will assign an ID number to each correspondent.

If you encounter a new name, add it to the correspondent’s table by pushing the “add

correspondent” tab and using the following convention (lower case only): last name, fol-

lowed by first name, followed by suffix, with “ ” in between. So James Madison would be

“madison james jr”. Note, there is a guy out there called Charles Cotesworth Pinckney and

another guy called Charles Pinckney and they ain’t the same dude. So be careful and find

ways to distinguish James Madison Senior (dad of the one you love) and James Madison

Junior (the one you love). For example, “madison james sr” for James Madison Senior. The
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names in the correspondent’s table will be updated by both of you, so please check for po-

tential differences in spelling. You can always contact each other, and me, with questions.

Additional Notes

1. You don’t have to code reports, receipts, promissory notes, request for bids, appoint-

ment notices, unsent letters, or missing letters for which the date cannot be identified.

2. Do not code attached correspondences. For example, if Hamilton sends a letter to King

and attaches a letter from Madison to Washington, you would not code the letter from

Madison to Washington. Only correspondence to and from Hamilton gets coded in the

Hamilton section. The same is true for Jefferson, Adams, and Madison. The practice

will help avoid duplicate coding.

3. Incomplete letters should be treated as complete. Use the most up to date information

and do not infer information. Missing letters (letters not found) will be noted in a

footnote, an editorial description, or the text of a letter. Before coding a letter that

acknowledges the receipt of an unfound letter, make sure that it is in fact missing.

Check for a letter to/from the person(s) in question for the relevant day. For example,

Hamilton to Otho Williams. On November 3 Hamilton wrote to Williams, “I received

your letter of the 29th of October.” Letter not found. Check for a letter from Hamilton

to Williams on November 3. If one does exist, code the letter when you consider in

in full. If a letter from Hamilton to Williams is not printed or does not exist, code the

letter from Hamilton to Williams. You cannot check whether such letters are “majority

political” or “discuss party,” so leave those boxes blank.

4. In the rare case that there is more than one date, use your best assessment of the date

(or the first date) and write “multiple dates” in the notes field.

5. Do Not Edit Tables Directly. Use The Forms!
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6. Adams. We will be using multiple sources for Adams. Hence, we need to make sure

that anything coded from Adams (1850) has not already been coded from Butterfield

(1963), and vice versa, to avoid duplicate entries.

Coder Reliability. I put practice excel files in each of your dropbox subdirectories. Open

the practice file in your subdirectory and click the tab for Hamilton. Notice that letters

“from” Hamilton are in yellow on the left and letters “to” Hamilton are in pink on the right

with the entries coded for you. Walk through each one with the paper version in front of

you to see why they were coded this way.

You will start coding by practicing on different volumes of the Papers of Alexander

Hamilton. After you have created 50 codes, notify me, and I will check that you have coded

each one correctly. Once I am confident that you’ve got it down, I will tell you to start on

your assigned volumes. If you make errors, I will extend your practice for an additional 50

codes and recheck the new ones.

After you have been cleared, I will randomly check 10% of the codes you complete each

week and will contact you if there are any errors in your work, noting any patterns. We will

also meet weekly to discuss difficulties and conventions.

Comment. Because the coding was straight forward, there were few errors after the first

practice session.
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