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funding status—tend to take on positive values indicating more politically conserva-
tive positions, while ideal points for Democratic members are negatively signed, indi-
cating more liberal positions. This is fairly unsurprising, as is the fact that in both 
Arizona (left pane) and Maine (right pane) there is considerable ideological distance 
between members of the two parties, on average. Finally, with the exception of Arizona 
Democrats, the parties do not seem to have drifted closer to the ideological poles as the 
decade progressed.7 In other words, there is little evidence of a bipartisan polarization 
trend in either state occurring during the 2000s. This trend is in line with that found by 
Shor and McCarty who, using a different roll call collection method than ours, reached 
substantively the same conclusion (Shor 2014).

Figure 1 also yields little in the way of an apparent, meaningful effect of public 
funding status on ideological extremism. More “extreme” ideal points for Democrats 
would be closer to the bottom of the scale, and more extreme Republicans would 
appear nearer the top. In Arizona (left pane), the median ideal points of Democratic 
members who accepted public funding were less than those of their traditionally 
financed colleagues in every legislative session between 2001 and 2009; however, the 
substantive difference is quite small, with a relatively larger gap appearing between 
the two groups only in 2009. A quite different pattern emerges for Arizona Republicans, 
as traditionally funded Republican legislators appear to have been much more extreme 
than their clean-funded counterparts in the term beginning in 2001. Thereafter, 

Figure 1. Median Ideal Points, By Year.
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