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PREFACE

During the political uproar about a threat of "mediocrity®
to the Supreme Court, in response to President Nixon's nomine
ations of Judges Clement Haynsworth and Harold Carswell last
year, some of us had our attention diverted to the accusors
in addition to the accused. That such bombastic, pious eval-
vations of a‘man's value could arise from the Senate, which
is far from being above challenge to its own worth, seemed at
least curious. It was a letter to the editor of Time magazinel
which actually deserves the credit for opening this perspective
to me. The Author of the letter challenged the %outstanding
qualities® commonly attributed to Senétor Birch Bayh (D. Ind),
because he failed to pass the Indians bar examination on his
first attempt and was a member of a ségregated fraternity
during his undergraduvate days at the University of Indiana,

Although this was a rather trivial accusation it brought
to mind the possibility that there could well be a number of
mediocre Senators, more hidden from the public eye than the
Senator from Indiana;{in several corners on Capitol Hill. Of
course, the next logical step was to consider the degree of
mediocrity which could flourish in the relative obscurity of
the House of Representatives.

With the aid of some preliminary reading, it became
evident that among certain analysts there exists the belief

that mediocrity verges on the point of having a free reim-
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beneath the surface imege of the House. The absence of
guantitative analysis on this topic, coupled with the min-
imal amount of speculative or gualitative analysis available
seemed to indicate the area had been largely ignored.

This paper is an extensgion of a December 1970 work
which was less comprehensive, particularly ih the area of
treatment of voting records, and in regard to criteria for
mediocrity. The purpose of this papef is to bring some atten-
tion to the fact that there are men in the United States House
of Representatives who do very little in the way of becoming
involved in the more significant actions taken by the body.
The goal here is not to condemn, but simply to quantitatively
state who is least active publicly in the House of Represent-
atives. Those men who do theyleast are defined as mediocre
Congressmeﬁnih the areas of public House activities. As in
the determiﬁgtion of any index of this nature, there will be
elements ofksﬁbjectivity., Subjectivity arises in various
aspects of Weighting and evaluating as well as within sources
of infbrmatiOn, However, it ié a primary goal in this paper
to rely onfobjectively factual statistics wherever they are
availébié.: The specified Cdongressmen are then classified by
politiéal party and section, and their voting records compared
to thcéebejétﬁers of similar party or section. The measure-
ment of cbrfelations of voting records makes use of the legis-
lative roll call analysis technigues of the index of relative

cohesién,the Rice Index, the: phi coefficient and chi square,

April 1971 Richard X, Wray
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In any field there are some people who exeel. and some
who do poorly: the United 3States House of Representatives
should not be expected to be an exception. A purpose of
this paper is to analyze those in the House who pverform rel-
atively poorly; their actions and voting. However, it should
be noted that a determination of who is mediocre and what
effects mediocrity has on voting cannot be expected to ex-
plain how or if this factor can be dealt with or eliminated.
Three,majorjmethods of research are made use of in this study.
The initial step of researching the subject was the develép-
ment of a Qoncept of what it is that constitutes mediocrity
in a Congréssman, and a determination of which factors could
be meésufed. ’The second of these is the creation and appli=-
cation of é’quantitative definition of mediocrity; and the
third;method type used is a legislative roll-=call analysis.
This féllaéall analysis will consider the differences in
votiné bétterns’between those Congressmen quantitatively
deemed;tb be mediocre and the rest of the House members,
Withiﬁ é pértyesectional division.

A preﬁiéus study* has produced data supporting the con-
tention théf those Representatives who qualified as mediocre,
when considered as one group against the rest of the House,

idemonstrated no significant difference in voting behavior on

*(R.K. Wray, Mediocrity and the House of Representatives,
unpublished term paper, 1970.)
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fourteen of fifteen roll-calls analyzed., That is one of the
primary reasons that the use of party-sectional divisions is
considered essential to this work.

In the past researchers have dealt with gquestions ap-
proaching the range of a study of medioerity in Congress.~ A

look through the Scocial Sciences and Humanities Index (former-

1y the International Index) publications since the 1930's will

demonstrate the fact that a significant amount of qualitative
study in the areas of Congressional ethics and corruption has’
been done,g An examination of the scholarly works will Illus-
trate the fact that in this area of ethics and corruption very
littlé of the research has been done on a quantitative basis.,
However, qualitative analysis has been evident in publications
in addition to the scholarly journals. Several news periodi-
cals have featured articles relating to political standards
and ethics for years,3 Ma jor successful literary works deal-
ing with the topics of corruption, secret dealing, and various
conflicts of interest are led by the work of former newspaper
columnist, Drew Pearson, in his well received book, The Case

Against Congress,4 Other books along this 1line include that

of Walter Goodman, whose major contribution to the field pre-
ceded that‘of Pearson,5
In all of the above examples ®honesty® is the key factor,
as opposed to initiative, inspiration, and imagination which
are the primary concerns in this paper. However, the one
quantitative study which most nearly approaches the methods

“used in the measuring of mediocrity does not deal with gues-

'ﬂﬁicns of corruption at 2ll. That study is Donald R. Matthews?



"The Folkways of the United States Senate: Conformity to
Group Norms‘and Legislative Effectiveness,“6 The methods
used in Matthews' work included the establishment of scales
of the amount of floor speaking and legislation introduced
for groundwork in determining adherence to group norms,
Both of these areas are included in the index of mediocrity
established for this study. However, it must be noted that
although the two works use some similar forms of research,
they are qﬁite diffefent in their priorities, A primary
differenceﬁis that Matthews was interested in measuring
qualities e%'conformity held by groups of Senators, who
quallfy as effectlve te various degrees, while this study
seeks to measure qualities of medioerity in 1nd1v1dua1 Rep=
re

1ntent’to 1mp1y that those who quallfy as mediocre are leg-
1slat1ve1y ineffect

Jbetween these two factors. What is hopefully measured here
is much closer to effort than to effectiveness.

The actual area of this study, political mediocrity, has
been only nomlnally dealt with in speculatlve or qualitative
research workso And absolutely no evidence of quantitative
work on th1s toplc has been found by the author of this studya

The existenoe of politicians despairingly called “party
hacks® has prebably been a subject of discussion among voters
as 1oﬁg'asisophisticated political parties have functioned in
the United States, and it seems 1likely that discussion of sim-
“lar parallels in various areas of society could be traced to

the beginning of recorded history. Implications of these
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discussions will hopefully be clarified by the work presented
in this study. The first sections of research have been de-
Signed to attempt to guantitatively define those factors
which contribute to the likelihood that a Congressman will
fail to contribute a significant share of effort to his duties
as a Representative. In other words, the purpose of the index
is to establish what qualities are involved in the previously
ambigious classification of & ¥party hack? or a "mediocre Con-
gressman®, és well as to determine which Representatives:could
be classifiéd in this category. The hypothesis connected to
this segmeht of the research deals with the contention that
mediocrity can be defined, and that any Representative who
shows 1i£tle initiative or interest in regard to his role in
the Hoﬁse can be classified as mediocre. (No citations indexed)

Siﬁce:it is 1likely that such an individuval would not de-
Sire publié’attention in regard to his position on controver-
sial iséueéféf national importance, he should tend to vote as
inconéﬁiéﬁdﬁély as possible on these issues, Therefore the
hypotﬁéSis for the second line of research is that the medio=-
cre Congreésman'will tend to vote with the majority of his
party ;fVSéctional interest more than the other members on
oontro&éfsigl issues of national importance. The reason for
sectioﬁal ih addition to party cohesion is that there are
distin;£ differences among the voting patterﬁs of members of
the Democfafié Party from different sections of the country.7

Becauée’of the iimited amount of previous work in this
area it is necessary to define operationally what it is that

ig being measured in this paper. First of all, a basic



reality in any vocation is the fact that some individuals,
due to differences of incentive or ability, do & better job
than cthersg. Take for example a doctor and a garbage man.
It may very well be that perhaps the doctor is a bit clumsy
and absent-minded. As a result of these two factors he
often leaves unnecessary scars when stitching together lacer-
ations, and he also creates a massive backlog of appoint-
ments because of an ineffliciently run office. These factors
exist as a result of his lack of ability or incentive to
correct his shortcomings.

On the other hand perhaps the garbage man never misses
a stop, always sticks closely to his schedule, and even offers
to pick up objects which he is not reguired to. For some rea-
son the garbage man has a surplus of inecentive and excelSs in
his field. This does not mean that the garbage man is more
intelligent or a greater person than the doctor. The doctor
who demonstrétes overall mediocre ability or inspiration is
going to be a poor doctor. However, the garbage man may be
medioére in his abilities and still do a good job in his field.
There are places in our society for mediocfe people, but these
demonstrating a limited incentive or potential do not belong
in poéitions of great responsibility.

In the‘Housé of Representatives a failure to live up to
the expected standards would materialize in & failure to par-
ticipate actively in ﬁhe functions of the legislative body,
rarticularly in nationally important issues; or a lack of
advancement within:: the hierarchy of the body. Both of these
factors could be clagsifled as Yeffects? in contrast to po-

tential Ycausss® of unsatisfactory behavior, such as a lack
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of incentive to excell, and a lack of potential skill or mem-
tal ability.

Cause and effect are both immersed in realms not readily
attainable by measurement, despite their far-reaching inmpor-
tance. However, cause does flow to effect through human pat-
terns of behavior which are guantifisble, comparable and sus-=
ceptible of evaluation. Failure to participate, previocusly
identified as effect, can manifest itself, first of all, in
an individualls non=involvement in speaking in House sessions,

The importance of this factor can be elucidated with the aid

of qualitative evaluation from a Wall Street Journal article
entitled "How one Congressman Hangs onto His Seat by Wooing
Home Folks,“8 This article deals with Congressmen it terms
party hacks,” and who appear to be similar to those studied
in this work., These individuals are typified as lacking
"inspiration, imagination or initiative,¥ seeking to avoid
controversy, ahd working mainly to help constituents with
their personal problems. Finding no cause to dispute these
allegations, it becbmes advantageous to use them to analyze
the variougyglemants of causes and effects identified,

In reéérd to speaking on the floor of the House, it is
a fact‘thafibﬁe who lacks inspiration or initiative would
show the ef%ect in not making the effort to become involved
in this maﬁner, Also since speaking is an important part of
a Congressﬁénfs role, one who speaks very rarely is apt to
befnbt’reaching the standards expected of him. Poor attend-
ance is also an example of behavior representing lack of in-

spiraticn and initistive., 1In most cases one who seldon



attends House sessions would tend not:to be fulfilling his
duties to the;maXimum capacity to do so. Imagination in
particular in addition to the previously mentioned gualities
is evidenced in the legislation introduced by a Congressman,
A lack of proposals introduced would also'tend to indicate
less than an exceptional fulfillment of opportunities, The
area of advancement within the structure of the body is best
represented by the prestige of the committee assignments re-
ceived by an 1ndividual,9 The advancement within party and
House leadership positions is also important. If one were
to not receive the advancement normally due to one of his
rosition and sincerity it seems logical that, with the res-
ervatioh noted, this factor is indicative of the value of
his work as a Representative. An effect of not excelling
would therefore be lack of advancement.,

The considerations mentioned in the previous paragraph
reflect signs of the manifestations of the type of behavior
with which we are dealing. Other factors are likely to in-
dicate cauées for this behavior. These include a primary
cause for é lack of incentive, the ébsence of significant
party compétition for a House seat. If a Congressman khows
he doés‘noéuhave to work to maintain his seat, it naturally
tends fo‘c;eaée an incentive to not excel.. The other
causes citédiihcludgﬁthéalack of potential physical or men-=
tal abilitj, as evidenced by advanced age, little formal ed-
ucation, of knowledge of a scandal with which a Congressman
was associated. The fact that old age can be detrimental to

the work of & Representative is highlighted in an article



from Nation, written by a relative newcomer to the House.lo

A physical imparing of faculties is an element which could
contribute to less than excgptional work. A nominal amount
of formal education ls sometimes indicative of limited in-
tellectual capacity. To the extent that this relationship
can be established, a lack of formal education desighates
limited potential contributing to the likelihood of an in-
ferior fulfillment of duties. And the final one of these
factors, association with scandal, needs little elaboration
to explain that the negative aspects of this connection could
cause a significant loss of potential to serve effectively as
a Congressman.

The poténtially contributing causes of mediocrity and
the effects of those causes, the factors indicating failure
to excel,. have been identified. Fortunately, it is possible
to obtain fairly detailed information in all of the above
cited catégories, and the information can easily be presented
gquantitatively. It is the contention of the author of this
raper that a quantitative indexing of these criteria in re-
lation to each Congressman is the most equitable and efficient
means of determining the role played by each individual,
First of all nine different criteria, of differing degrees
of importance have been identified. Any assessment of all
of these factors for four hundred thirty -five Congressmen
without a specified and consistently maintained scale of rel-
ative importance would undoubtedly result in inequities. The
most reliable and effective way bto relate the various criter-

ia is to give each one a numerical weight corresponding to
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its importance and evaluate each category numerically from

established guidelines to be maintained for all Congressmen,

‘This is the best way to insure an eguitable consideration of

all cases on consistent criteria. Use of a guantitative
method also allows for the clearest presentation of dats

used as well as enhancing possibilities for reanalysis of the
various criteria in regard to their importance. None of these
advantages would accrue from a gualitative analysis of these

factors,

An operational definition of what this paper deals With
was presented above. It was necessary to find a word to ap-
ply to this element which is being measured. A member of the
House of Representatives, who does not take advantage of his
opportunitiés to excel,, could not fairly be btermed totally
inept.11 It_is assumed that those Congressmen, who put forth
1little effoft in areas which do not contribute specifically
to individual gain, could best be classified as mediocre,
Mediocrityjimplies s middle state, or moderate capacity"lz
according to a dictionary definition. But recent applica-
tions of this term to political figﬁres indicate a definite
negative connotation in its usage. It is expected that nation-
al leaders should be outstanding, or at least above average,
individualé. Therefore when only mediocre work is done by
a Congressman, for example, that work appears in perspective
to be relatively inferior.

With this as a baéis, the nine factors were established
as measurable criteria for mediocrity. These factors are age

of the individual, attendance at House sessionsz, formal
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education, legislation introduced, party competition in hone
district, scandal, speeches made on the House floor, the in-
dividual's reputation and committee ratings. The criteria,
for each of the members, were evaluated individually, and
after each had received a raw score in one category a value
from one to five was assigned to that score. One was the
ranking of least mediccre up through five which was most
mediocre. The lower the ranking, the more positive the de-
notation., Each of the nine areas was weighted as to its
significance, also on a scale of one through five. The high-
er numbers denoted the more significant factors. A product
was obtained for each criterion for each Congressman by
multiplying’the ranking by its weight. The sums of the nine
products are then the index of mediocrity scores for the in-
dividual Répresentatives° Basis for the cutoff between those
who qualify‘as mediocre and those who do not is derived from
the pré&ioﬁs Qualitative work and the numerical sub-par rating
for each of the categories,

Division of the Representatives into party-sectional
groupé resuited in three workable categories. They are Re=
publicansg, Southern Democrats, and Northern Democrats. Other
studies have made similar divisions including Border Demo-

13

crats'as a fourth category. The reason this fourth cate-=
gory céuld:not be used in this study was that the number of
mediocre Céhgressmen from this category would be so small no
signifioant data could be gathered by roll-call analysis..The

states included in the division used here are listed in Table

Seven,



11

Fourteen different roll-call votes on issues of a nation-
al scope, which were mainly party-sectional issues, were selected
for analysis. Party-sectional issues were determined by votes
on which there was a significant degree of party or sectisnal
cohesion, Then mediocre Congressmen, within the three party-
sectional divisions, were compared to their colleagues, from
the same divisions, on their varying degrees of cohesion to
the majority vote of their respective party or section. For
each of the roll-calls analyzed the statistical methods used
were the index of relative cohesion, Rice Index of cohesion,
the phi coefficient, and chi square,

The reason for the selection of this two-=fold methodology
is, first of all, that a concrete guantitative definition of
mediocrity in a Congressman must be firmly established before
one can begin to speak of individual voting records. The es-
tablishment of this definition is the purpose of the first:
process, tﬁe index of mediocrity for each Congressman. Once
the mediocre Representatives have been specified the second
phase of tﬁe/methodology9 the roll-call analysis, can be used.
This portieg of the research was selected to either substan=
tiate or refute the hypothesis that mediocre Congressmen will
vote mere elosely with the party or sectionel category of
which ﬁheyxare members,

The reasoh the determination of which Congressmen were
mediocre wae chosen to be done on a guantitative basis was,
primarily, to remove as many conceivable biased personal judg-
ments as posgible., Obviously there are still some subjective

points of evaluation in the index, but they have been limited
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to a minimum, Any non-guantitative estimation of who qual-~
ified as mediocre in the Ninety-First Congress, in this paper,
would have had to depend almost fully on the opinions of var-
ious reporters and columnists., No first hand observation
could be feasible. Due to the reasons that this type of in-
formation would be likely to be biased, that opinions would
be available on only a very few of the members of the House,
that few criteria for judgment would have been established
for uniformity, and that this basis for categorization would
would be more conducive to libel, the quantitative method.has
been deemed to be more advantageous, With the method used in
this paperzinformation was readily available on all of the
Representatives, most categories were strictly statistical
and without subjective bias, the criteria for judgment are
clear and it is less 1likely to bring charges of libel.

The methods chosen for statistical treatment of the sel-
ected roll=calls are standard for a roll call analysis. The
Rice Index’figure will give the percentage of party cohesion
for each vote, and the chi square and phi coefficient will
gauge the significance of any differentiation in the voting
of those Who'qualify as mediocre, This will create a statis-
tical guide to each vote and enhance a comparison of the ¥oting
of the mediocre Congressmen to the others on issues causing

differing degrees of cohesion.

IT

The guantitative elements of mediocrity, according to

the definition used in this paper, have been listed above,



13

The next element of concern will be to explain the criteris
for the ranking and weighting of each category, along with
the rationale‘for the use of the category, and evaluation of
the data obtained. (Throughout this paper the lower rating
will indicate less likelihood toward mediocrity, while the
higher ratings will be factors contributing to mediocrity.
(See Table One) All ratings are on a bhasis of one to five,
The weight of any of one criterion can be from one to five
also. The higher the number in the weight category, the
more sSignhnificant that criterion in determination of the total
evaluation. The rating is multiplied by the weight teo deter-
mine the product for each category, and the products are
totalled to arrive at the total score for one individual.)
But before delving into the statistical analysis of the
data obtained, it is necessary to point Qut some pertinent
facts applying to this analysis. This paper deals only with
the 91st Congress., It is imperative that that be kept in
mind, because those who qualify as mediocre in the study of
these two sessions of the 91ist Congress will not necessarily
qualify as mediocre in the study of any other years. One
primary example to illustrate this fact is that although
Representative F. Edward Hébert (D. la.) was ranked as one
of the most mediocre Congressmen in this study,14 he would
quite possibly not qualify as mediocre at 211 in the 92nd Con-
gress now in session. The main reason for thisAchange is
that Congressman’Hébert inherited the chairmanship of the
House Armed Services Committee when L. Mendel Rivers (D, S.C.)

wdied earllier this yearels Results of this change would in-
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TABLE ONE -- Sample of sheet used to compile mediocrity scores

UNITED STATES HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES - MEDIOCRITY SCORE

CONGRESSMAN
STATE DISTRICT
PARTY POPULATION
HOMETOWN TYPE DISTRICT
CRITERIA WEIGHT RATING PRODUCT
Age factor 4
Attendance at House sessions 3
Committee evaluation 5
Formal education 1
Introduction of legislation 4
Party competition in district 5
Scandal 5
Speeches on floor 4
Reputation 4

PAGE

TOTAL SCORE
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clude a considerable increase in number of sSpeeches nmade, a
bettering of his committee rating and reputation, as well as
several other factors which could cut off enough points to
bring him below the mediocrity cut-off. Although changes
of this sort are not common it is imporitant teo remember that
an individual's qualification in thié study will not neces-
sarily affect his rating in any other Cshgress.

It is also important to note that the various criteria
applied to the study of the 91st Congress in this work would
be applicable to a study of any other session of the Congress
with minor adjustments in some cases. This is another ad-
vantage of the use of a quantitative methodology.

Returning to the quantitative elements of mediocrity,
the first of these to be considered is the age of the Congress-
mans. According to the study of Leonard Z,Breeﬁiéan individ-
valf®s capability for activity will generally decrease in his
latter years. However, Breen does state that there is a con-
siderable vafiation possible from person to person. The
gauging of’this factor accepts the analysis that a significant-
ly older iﬂdividual will be less likely to fulfill his role
as a,Céngféésman as actively as a more average-aged Representa-=
tive. Theré is the possibility that the very young Congress-
man would éuffer disadvantages in fulfilling his role effec-
tively'aiség But these disadvantages would not accrue directly
from physically disabling effects resulting from his compara-
tive youth. It would be more likely that his youth would bar
him from those privileges: associated with senlority., factors

which would be reflected in other criteria. Alsoc, as has been
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TABLE TWO -~ Criteria guidelines for mediocrity ratings

Age factbr

1 1910 +

2 1900 -1909
3 1895 -1899
4 1890 -189%4
5 1889 -
Attendance

1 0 -1 absence
2 2

3 3-6

4 7-10

5 11 +

Formal education

exceptional graduate work
some graduate work
college degree

some college

no college .

O W N -

I

Legislation introduced

1 16+ bills
2 9-15
3 4-8

4 2-3

5 0-1

Committee evaluation ~ (see Table Four)

Party competition

1 100 -190.0

2 89.9-75.0

3 74.9:-60.0

4 59,9 -30.0

5 29.9-0.0

Scandal

1 no knowledge of any scandal

2 allegations of scandal

3 some evidence of scandal

4 significant exposure of scandal
5 obvious guilt, national attention

Speeches on floor

[S2 IS GV I \V I

19 +
12 -18
5-11
2-4
0-1

Reputation

(S BV WG

major leader

some leadership, ran for high office
average or no information '
moderately negative information
very negative information

previously stated, the main concern of this paper is to estab-

1ish mediocre behavior among those who have had opportunities

to excell and have not done so.

A rating of one, the most positive rating, was given to all

Congressmen born in 1910 or more rec:ezfz_*‘c,lyal7 Since the two years

covered by the 91st Congress are 1969 and 1970 this would imply

that any Congressman under the age of sixty years would not be
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adversely affected by his age. As can be seen in Table Two,
a rating of two was given to those from the approximate ages
of sixty to seventy, and a rating of three to those born from
1895 to 1899, The adversely high ratings of four and five
were reserved respectively for those between the approximate
ages of eighty and eighty-five and those over eighty=five,
Tt was decided that it was reasonable to assume Bepresenta-
tives would be less affected by age than figures would indi-
cate for the average persbne There have been many examples
of exceptional performances in Congress by the most elderly
of the Representatives., This category was weighted as four,
one less than the highest, because of the realization that
differences exist in the effect that aging has on different
individuals, but that this can also be a very significant
factor in some cases.

Second on the list of criteria is the regularity of
attendance of each Representative at House sessions. The
method used to determine attendance was to select a random
sample of thirty legislative days from the 91st Congress,
fifteen from each the first session and the second session.18
The goal of a selection by the use of a table of random num-
bers Wéé t§ give the most representative cross section of
legisliativ’éjidayse The only criterion used for selection was
that oﬁé half Ofkthe days should come from each session to
insure a gréater distribution. Other than that the selection
was to’tallyyrandome These same thirty days were used for the
random sampling involved in the determination of the ratings

Tor introduction of legislation and speeches given on the
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House floor,

In twenty-five of the thirty meetings selected, either
roll-calls or roll-call votes were taken. It was, therefore,
possible to determine which Representatives were absent on
those days. The number of absences varied from none to
twenty-four of the twenty-five days. The criteria for ratings
are listed in Table Two. Those with very few absences re--
ceived ratings of one or two, while the greatest number of
Congressmen received ratings of three, and lesser numbers, of
those absent from more meetings, were given fours. A rating
of five was credited: to those who missed nearly half or
more of the sampled meetings,19 The attendance factor was
given a weight of only three. Even though it would be ex-
tremely difficult to miss all of the meetings and be a good.
Congressman, it is realized that attendance is not one of
the most impprtant primary factors involved in the contribu-=
tion any singie Representative makes., Some observations,
which seem%ﬁo‘support the case for a low weight in this cate-=
gory, were’£hat several individuvuals with very few absences
spokekveryﬁrarely and also that a disproportionate number of
those’withgfop ratings in formal education had very poor at-
tendahée fecords,zo

Neﬁt iﬁ the 1list of criteria is the one which was most
comple% td’detérmine, the committee evaluation. Much of the
real work in the House is done behind the scenes in the sever-
al standiné ¢dmmittees, There is no simple way to measure the
contribution any Congressman makes to the committees of which

"he is a member, but the method used here is not exiemely



19
TABLE THREE -- Congressmen's view of House committees

Committee prestige

A -- highest
10 Public Works
1 Appropriations 11 Interior and Insular Affairs
2 Ways and Means '
3 Rules C -- lowest
B -- middle 12 House Administration
13 Government Operations
4 TForeign Affairs 14 Banking and Currency
5 Judiciary 15 Merchant Marine’
6 Armed Services 16 District of Columbia
7 Commerce 17 Internal Security
8 Science and Astronautics 18 Education and Labor
9 Agriculture 19 Veterans Affairs

20 Post Office and Civil Service

complicated and is hopefully relatively accurate. The eval=-
vation used in this case operates on the principle that the
contribution made by a Representative is reflected in his
committee advancement. From several sources comes the infor-
mation that different committeses are considered to warrant
various degrees of prestige21 or differ in their exclusive
or nonexclusive nature,gg

Raymond E. Wolfinger and Joan Heifetz have expressed
the opinion that those Congressmen who are most concerned
about’fulfilling their roles in the House tend to seek ad-
vancement through the seniority system to positions of leader-
ship in committees or to seats on the most prestigious or ex-
clusiVe committees.23 With the available information it was
a nminor matter to separate the House standing committees into

three distinct categories. The divisions are illustrated in

Table Three,
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TABLE FOUR -- Scale of guidelines for committee evaluation ratings

Committee evaluation

If Congressman elected elected 1960 - 1962
before 1946 1 mA
1 chA 2 m B+, m BC+
2 chB 3 mB, mC, mBC
3 chC,mA 4 mC
4 mB 5 none
5 mC
elected 1964 - 1970
elected 1948 - 1952 1 mA, m BB
1 chA, A+ 2 m BC
2 chB, mA 3 mB, mCC
3 ¢chC, mBB 4 mC
4 m B, m BC 5 none
5 mC, mCC
key - ch=chairman; m=member;
elected 1954 - 1958 capital letters = prestige of com~
1 A+ mittee; a + = anything more than
2 mA, B+ membership in that level commit-
3 m B, BC tee. Each category is the minimum
4 C+ requirement for receiving the
5 C equivalent rating.

Tt would have been simple to proclaim the worse the com-
mittee appointment the higher the index rating across the board,
However, thé*effect of the seniority system necessitated the
use of a sliding scale to account for differing lengths of
membership ih the House. It is not difficult to understand
that the fréshman Congressman with one low prestige committee
appoihtﬁenttahd the twenty-=five year House veteran with a
singléyiowﬂérestige committee position are likely to indicate
quite different situations. The sliding scale for five approx-
imately equal groups of Representatives with different amounts
of seniority is outlined in Table Four. Membership on Joint

Committees and Special Committees was also taken into consider-
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ation requiring a flexible interpretation of the scale. No
attempt will be made To Jjustify this whole table point by
point; the evidence of strohg support for the concept behind
this type of rating will be assumed to be justification enough.
Because of The well substantiated principle behind this scale
and the importance of committee work this factor was weighted
at the maximum, five.24

Fourth in the 1list of criteria was the degree of formal
education experienced by the Congressman., The educational
backgrounds ranged from high school attendance for some to
Rhodes Scholarships and Ph. D.'s for others.25 The plural-
ity of Representatives received ratings of three on the scale
outlined in table two. This factor was included since it is
assumed that a Representative who failed to graduate from
high schoel could be more 1likely to be potentially mediocre,
while an exceptionally well-educated individuval would be more
likely to achieve excellence. However, standards of educa-
tion have changed dramatically over the years spanned by
the members of Congress, and it is also difficult to document
and establish any direct correlation of enthusiasm or effert
to education in these cases. For primarily these two reasons
education was given the lowest weight possible in this sys-
tem, a one;

Legisiation introduced was the fifth  element to be in-
cluded in the 1list of criteria. It has previously been men-
tioned that the introduction of legislation was one of the
three factors investigated through the use of a random sam-

wéle of House meetinzgs. Public bills, resolutions, and joint
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resolutions were considered for all thirty of the selected
legisliative days. Since aid to constitusents through private
bills or memorials does not necessarily contribute directly
to the making of a good Congressman in areas of nationsl
policy, these areas of legislation were not included in the
number of bills introduced. One of the major reasons this
category was selséted a8 one of the nine criteria was the
fact that the amount of legislation introduced should be
representative of the creative initiative of a Representa-
tive. It is realized that the number of bills may-8l1lso ine-
dicate that the individual is either associated with the ad-
ministration of actively involved with pressure groups. How-
ever, these factors, if they result in public involvement,
also can contribute to making the Congressman more active in
important issues,

Because of the element of initiative all proposals
listed as being made by a Representative for someone cther
than himself have been eliminated from the count. Also, in
the frequent case of there being several co-sponsors for a
single piece of legislation, only the member introducing the
bill receivéd credit for it. The reason none of the co-
sponsors received credit for the same proposal is, again,
the idea of initiative. It is assumed that the person intro-=
ducing a piece of legislation was primarily responsible for
its development and progress., Following these assumptions
to their logical conclusion, it must be conceded that the
introduction of legislation is & sign of initiative and

often imagination.
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The number of bills introduced by an individual Congress-
man ranged from zero to ninety-one in the thirty legislative
days of the random sample,26 Table Two lists the scope of
each of the five ratings: in this case alsosthe largest number
of Representatives received ratings of three. There were
guite a large number of individuals who qualified for ratings
of four and five, It is suspected that our reason for this
was the fact that there seemed to be a tendency for a few
Congressmen to introduce bills in a group on one day,27
Since a random sampling procedure was used it would be possi-
ble that some individuals could have been inaccurately rep-
resented to a certain extent. However, the size of the ran-=
dom sample, nearly ten percent of all the legislative days,
as well as the fact that Januvary 3, 1969, the opening day of
the 91st Congress on which a great number of bills were intro-
duced, was included in the sample are major factors adding to
the reliability of the statistics,

The possibility of inaccuracy was considered in giving
the introduction of legislation category a weight of four,
keeping in mind its potential as a effective gauge of initia-
tive., In similar surveys the problems of a random sampling
procedure could be avoided by the use of journals listing all

public bills made during a session of Congress.,28

However,
at the time of this final draft, these journals for the full
91st Congress are not available.

The next criterion in the list of mediocrity index factors

was that of party competition in members?! home districts.

Party competition figures were calculated according to the
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fTormula used by John H. Fenton in his book, People and Parties

in Politics,zg Scores for the 435 districts, derived from the
use of the formula, varied within the total range fﬁom zero to
99.8.30 The scores were distributed approximately equally
throughout the one to five sc¢ale within the guidelines listed
in Table Two. One note of caution must be made in regard %o
this factor. In all cases party competition was measured in
the final election only. Therefore, some of the Congressmen,
rarticularly in the South, could have had a greater degree of
competition in tﬁe primary than in the final election, and
that competition would not have been measured,

However, in almost all cases, the most important race
is in the final election, and the significance of the degree
of confidence given the Representative cannot be overlooked.
After all, the main necessity for most politicians is to re-
main in office. If a Congressman realizes his position is
constantly in jeopardy, he must constantly keep on top of
things. However, if a Representative is quite sure of his
position there is a much greater incentive to lapse into a
less active role in important affairs. Because 6f the many
implications of this factor, and in spite of the minor pos-
sibility of bias, it was given a weight of five.

Seventh in the index is the criterion of scandal. This
factor has a very limited application within the categories
listed in Table Two and with the information available. A
weight of five is given to the scandal rating out of respect

for its potential destructiveness of the reputation and pow=

- er of any Congressman, However, in almost all cases the
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rating of one was given.31
Speeches delivered on the floor of the House of Rep-
resentatives were the subjlect for the eighth point of the
index, The data fTor this area was gathered from the same
random sample of thirty legislative days, fifteen from each
session, Each member was credited with one speech for each

time his name appeared on a different page of the Congression-

al Recard.32 The effect of this was twofold. First of all
it gave the same weight to each prepared speech regardless
of the number of pages of statistics or length of the text
either read or inserted into the record. Secondly this pro-
cedure allowed consideration of participation in debate., If

debate continued on for several pages in the Congressional

Record the speakers were given credit for the degree of their
varticipation by the use of this method. In this manner de=-
bate was given an important place in consideration of speeches
from the floor. It does illustrate involvement and initiative,
No credit was given for making motions to adjourn, to
call the roll, or to vote; for requests for committees or
subcommittees to meet while the House was in session; for ad-
justing the legislative calendar, (usually the duty of the
ma jority and minority leaders); for roll-calls or roll-call
votes; for’announcements; or for speaking from the Chair.
The number‘of speeches credited ranged from zero to 119, Al=-
though it may be difficult to believe, considering the great-
quantities‘of speeches made by some Congressmen, the average
rating was sevenly divided bhetween threes and fours as out-

lined in Table Two. This was the lowest average of any of
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the individual criterism, indicating that scores were skewed

toward some Hepresentatives with greater numbers of speeches,
As in the case of the legislation introduced, it could

have been possible to use another source, this time the Con-

gressional Record Index, instead of a random sample, if there

had been a greater time from the conclusion of the 9lst Con-
gress to the time of this research., However, there would
not have been a clear cubt case in faveor of the use of the
Index in tgis instance. A major factor which would have been
lost by the’use of the Index was that participation in actual
debate, instead of only spéeches, was measured through the
use of the random sampling technique. : Use of the Index would
have allowed inclusion of the whole length of the Congress
and more ease in computation, two factors which would have
worked to offset the advahtages of the random sample method.

This element of House speaking ranks, behind committee
work, as one of the most significant areas of active contri-
bution by a Representative. It is not as basic as the com-=
mittee progress or home district party competition of a Con-
gressman in determining his tendencies toward mediocrity.
Involvement ihvspeaking on the floor of the House and in de-
bates is not the type of activity which would seem attractive
to a candidate for a high rating of mediocrity on the basis
defined in this study. For these reasons a weight of four
was given to this factor.

The final area of concern was that of the reputation of
the individual Congressman. This subjective=sounding criter-

ion was treated as objectively asg feasible, A great majority
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of the Representatives received ratings of three on the
guidelines specified in Table Two. Leadership positions
within the House structure, other than those arising directly
from seniority, and candidacy for higher office were the ma-=
jor elements contributing to ratings of one or two in this
category, while substantiated lack of success or respect was
the main factor in determination of evaluations of four or
five,33 The weight of four was given to this area because
it is logical that with only a few obvious departures from
the average score on this point, and with clear reasons for
those departures, the factors causing them are likely to he
significant and should be reflected in the score,

Reconsideration of the weighting used in these nine
criteriax would be the only major change necessary to adapt
these factors to a different time in history. For example,
in a time: of less innovation in the field of educational
norms a greater weight could be given to the formal education
category. The feasibility of using any specific weight de=
prends upon the circumstances relating to the criterion in-
volved, Flexibility of the weighting allows for the available
information to be reliably incorporated into the concept ef
mediocrity at any»giyen time.qi

These nine characteristics make up a scale of mediocrity
from which a mathematieal model ¢f the minimum requirements
for a theoretically mediocre Congressman can be drawn., All
nine factors contribute to the definition, and although some
are weighted more heavily than others no one or two factors

alone can result in any Hepresenbative being classified as



mediocre., In this consideration of a mathematical model of
an individual who would qualify as medioccre, it is important
to keep in mind the verbalized concept of mediocrity presented
earlier in this paper.

The two most%influéntialrfactofsﬂinithenindextare*thése
of party competition and committee rating. Both of these
have weights of five, the most significant. We would expect
the mediocre Congressman to have a rating of four or less in
at least one of these two areas. Scandal has also bean
weighted at five, but realistically, since there are so few
examples in this category, a rating of one can be anticipated,
As we progress toward a considerétion of the factors with
weightings of four, it can be noted that forty proints have
been accumulated so far.

The reputation factor closely parallels that of scandalg
a fair analysis indicates a rating of three, in this case, is
extremely likely. ‘A rather poor showing could easily place
ratings of four in both the speeches and introduction of legis-
lation criteria. Quite possibly the Representative would be
under sixty, giving him a rating of one in the age category.
With the inclusion of the four-weighted products the total
has risen to eighty-eight. Anticipated averages in the ab-
sence category, weighted at three, and the education category,
weighted as one, would produce fhrees for both of those scores
bringing the cumulative total to one hundred points.

These minimum requirements would result in the model of
a mathematically mediocre Congressman being one who has not

"risen to a position of power withlin the committee structure,
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has no serious threat from the opposing party in the way of
competition for his job, and has shown little initiative in
his work as illustrated by his poor ratings in the areas of
legislation introduced and speeches on the floor. Keeping
in mind the verbal definition of medioccrity presented earlier
in this paper it can be seen that the theoretical individual
just desoribed apparently fulfills the requirements of lack
of incentive, ability, or initiative which typify a medio-
cre Congreésmano It should also be noted that an average
rating in each category would produce a score of eighty-
seven, well below the level of the mathematical model pre-
sented here.

After the consideration of a mathematical model for
mediocrity it is possible to examine the establishment of
a real cut-off point. First of all, any member of the House
elected for the first time in 1964 or more recently was auto-
matically eliminated from consideration due to the fact that
thié rating system would be rather harsh on an unestablished
newcomer. It was not the spirit of this study to consider
the problems of new Congressmen, but rather to analyze an
inactive ahd‘established base of mediocrity. With these
guidelines, forty-five members still qualified with scores
of 100 or highero An analysis of Representatives with sScores
of 98 of 99kdétermined that several of them had fairly respect-
able scores outside of products of 25.in party competition,
or else were just on the verge of being disgualified because
of too little time in office.34 These considerations elimine-

- ated those at rankings just below 100 from qualification.
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TABLE FIVE -- Congressmen with high ratings

Those qualifying as mediocre

Abbitt 114 Hansen (Wash) 100
Baring 106 Hawkins 115
Barrett 120 Hebert 124
Bell 111 Jarmon 111
Berry 105 Jones (Ala) 113
Betts 102 Landrum 117
Blanton 101 Lennon 104
Burlison (Tex) 110 Mosher 102
Cabell 101 Murphy (I11) 103
Clancy 101 Nix 109
Clark 105 O'Konski 107
Corbett 109 Philbin 110
Davis (Ga) 110 Poage 103
Dawson 129 Quie 102
Diggs 107 Powell 146
Dowdy 114 Roberts 109
Dulski 100 Stafford 103
Fountain 102 Stephens 119
Frelinghuysen 102 Stubblefield 107
Freidel 103 Wilson (B. Cal) 108
Green (Ore) 107 Wylder 102

Most individuals with scores of 100 or higher seemed to
have universally poor ratings in most categories, However,
three Congressmen of the forty-five, Representatives Andrews
(Ala), Passman (La), @nd Wright (Tex), had good scores
in speaking on the floor, coupled with products of 25 in
party competition. All three Southerners also had total
scores whiéh would have been below the cut-off point had the
party competition scores heen 20 or 1888.35 Since in these
cases the competition factor, which is not%the‘fault of the
Representaﬁive, seemed to contradict the other indicators,

these three individuals were dropped from the list of mediocre

Congressnmen,
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TABLE SIX -- A breakdown of those qualifying as mediocre

Where the mediocrity comes from

Southern Democrats Republicans Northern Democrats
14 12 18
rural medium rural medium urban urban
19 5 5 13
South East Mid-West West
14 ’ 11 11 6

In the final analysis with scores ranging from the low
of 55 to the high of 146,36 forty-two Congressmen qualified
within the guldelines set to determine & mediocre Representa-
tive in the 91st Congress. Those qualifying are listed along
with their scores in Table Five.37 A breakdown of the region-
al and party ties of the Congressmen listed in Table Five . is
presented in Table Six. It should be noted that it's quite
1ikely the party competition factor had a definite impact on
the outcome of the scores. This is evidenced by the fact that
one=party districts are most common in rural Southern or ex-=
treme urban areas, both of which are Democratic strongholds,
and seem:t§ be the primary sources of those who qualified.

Now tﬁét it has been determined that certain Congress-
men were qUantitatively defined as mediocre during the 91st
Congreéég é%tention must be directed to another aspect of the
accumulation of data. Since a roll-call analysis was to be
used wiﬁh the idea of illustrating cohesion to party-sectional

lines it was necessary to establish and define those lines,

For a reason already introduced, that is the small number of
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TABLE SEVEN -- Party-sectional classification

Those states classified as ""Southern'

Alabama North Carolina
Arkansas South Carolina
Florida Tennessee
Georgia Texas
Louisiana Virginia
Mississippi

Border Democrats in Congress, the often used division of our
political nation inte the coalitions of Republicans, Southern
Democrats, Northern Democrats, and Border Democrats will be
reduced to Republicans, Southern Demccrats and Northern Dem-
ocrats, This definition is specified in Table Seven in which
the states involved and the resulting breakdown of Congression-
2l districts is clarified.

Fourteen roll-=call votes have been selected for analysis;
four of them come from the first session of the 91st Congress,

~and ten of them from the second session.38 A1l fourteen

issues are listed in Table Eight. The reason there are more
from the second session is that there was a greater number of
significant issues voted upon toward the close of the Congress?
meetings.39 Ten of the roll-calls used were votes on party-
sectional issues of significance. Two, numbers four and four-
teen, were incidental, minor issues and two other votes, num-
bers five and seveﬁ>were non-partisan issues, These differ-
ent types of votes were used to give perspective to the anal-
vs8is of the cohesion of medioccre Congressmen to party-sectional

lines in various cases, A party-sectional issue, as defined
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TABLE EIGHT -- Roll-calls used for analysis

Amend Labor and HEW Appropriation 1) July 31, 1969
Amend Federal Employees Pay Increase (2) October 14, 1969
Recommit Bank Holding Company Act 3) November 5, 1969
Potato Growers' Expansion (4) November 12, 1969
Defense Procurement Act (5) May 6, 1970
Amend Emergency Home Financing (6) June 25, 1970
Newspaper Preservation (7) July 8, 1970
Amend Congressional Reform (8) September 17, 1970
Amend Mass Transit 9) September 29, 1970
Foreign Trade 10) November 19, 1970
Amend Occupational Safety (11) November 24, 1970
Supersonic Transport (12) December 8, 1970
Amend Food Stamp Reform (13) December 16, 1970
Previous Question on Conference Report (14) December 30, 1970

on Food Stamps

for this paper, is an issue in which the ms jority of the Re-
publicans opposed a majority of the Northern Democrats. The
method in which roll-call votes were selected was to find the
dates on which the House voted on the most significant issues

as defined and published in the Congressional Quarterly

"Weekly Report.“ These issues were pursued in the Congressional

Records to determine if there was any party-sectional issue
evident ianhe vote on the bill, an amendment to it, or its
recommital; The primary procedure used to estimate whether a
vote ﬁas iikely to be a party-sectional issue before actually
counting all the votes, was to determine whether key indid-
uals had opposed each other., If the Republicans, Anderson

of Illinois; caucus chairman; Arends, whip; Ford, minority
leader; an&imorton, future Cabinet member opposed Democrats,
Albert, majority leader; Boggs, whip; Ottinger, future Sena-
- torial candidate; and Rostenkowski, caucus chairmeng the

40
chances were the ussue was divided along partisan lines,
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After a selection of votes on this basis the actual count
of the votes from sach category was made,

Four-fold (two by two) tables were constructed for
each of the party-sectlonal divisions as well as the over-
all majority-non-majority vote for each of the roll-calls,
In: all cases the four-fold table measured the mediocre Con-
gressmen voting with and against the majority, compared to
the other Congressmen voting with and against the majority.gl
Tn all fourteen cases the votes were analyzed by computation
of the index of relative cohesion, the Rice Index, the phi
coefficiemﬁ; and chi square as shown in table nine.uz

The Rice Index was used to measure overall cohesion of
the whole body voting either "yea® or ¥nay¥, on each of the
bills rather than being put to its more common usage of meas-
uringkintré party cohesion. The statistics from this index
illustféte that in only two cases, votes number five and
gseven, did the minority epinion receive fewer than one hundred
votes, It has already been mentioned that thesé are the two
nonapértisan, one=sided issues. Therefore in almost all of
the examples used the overall vote on the issue was rela-
tively close. However, to contrast the findings of the Rice
Index, the index of relative cohesion, which is used here to
measufe overall cohesion to party-sectional divisionsj;. in-
dicatés that there is a strong adherance to party-sectional
lines. The only two cases in which fewer than two-thirds
of the Representatives follow their partyesectionél ma jorities

are on roll=calls number ten and twelve, These examples are

“‘the result of the obscuring of party lines on certain
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TABLE NINE -~ Results of statistical evaluations

Rice Index Index of Relative Cohesion
1 0.424 1 71.60
2 0.061 2 89.40
3 -0.324 3 178.92
4 -0.073 4 67,03
5 0.650 5 82.62
6 0.309 6 88.18
7 0.547 T 77,84
8 -0.090 8 175,00
9 0.159 9 178,84
10 0.132 10 58. 01
11 0.122 11 87.60
12 0.101 12 64.06
13 -0. 031 13 84.05
14 0,080 14 88.72

Phi Coefficient (range from +1 to -1 through zero)

Overall Republicans Southern Dem.. Northern Dem.
1 0.0437 less -0, 0568 more 0.1085 less 0.1127 less
2 =0.0040 m -0. 0941 m -0,1939 m -0.13181
3 =0.1060 m -0. 0959 m 0.1021 m 0. 0966 m
4 -0,0557 m -0, 00831 -0.2017 m -0, 0584 m
5 =0,0193 m 0.0964 1 -0, 0769 m -0, 0461 m
6 0.06571 -0, 0257 m -0. 0296 m -0.09821



Phi - continued

Overall
7 =0.0135m
8 =0.0055 m
9 0,0727 1

10 -0.1470 m

11 0.0824 1
12 0.04261
13 0.07851
14 0.05361

Chi Square -~ (same categories) -- one degree

1 0.503
2 0,041
3 3.337
4 0.782
5 0.026
6  0.827
7 0.003
8 0.010
9 1.29
10 7.278
11  1.861
12 0.431
13 1.519
14 0,288

Republicans

0.

-0,

0.

0.

03691

.0104 1

. 0793 1

.0420 m

. 08101

.01811

.11681

0875 m

208

.414

. 721

. 063

.485

.102

. 010

. 056

. 301

. 042

.254

. 012

. 017

057

Southern Dem.

-0,0186 m

0.1302 m

0.0042 1

-0.0929 m

-0.1172 m

-0.1216 m

-0.0868 m

-0, 0669 m

0.404

1.604

0.190

1.986

0,078

0. 027

0.084

0.565

0.113

0.130

0.431

0.473

0.113

0.001

Chi squares range from 2% at 0. 0006 to 99.9% at 10. 827.
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Northern Dem.
-0,0038 m

-0. 00211
-0.0909 1
-0.1832 m
-0. 22601
-0, 20341
-0.3067 1

-0.2524 1

of freedom for all tables

0.175

1.311

11.261

0,127

0.071

0.514

.0.093

0,147

0.505

3. 764

5,075

4,787

8.365

4,209
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international and defense issues such as, in these two cases,
a foreign trade bill and appropriations for the S S TransportQQB

The phi coefficient 1llustrates in which cases the cohe%
Sion to the party-sectional line was greater by the mediocre
Congressmen than by the others. When the numbers in the #A®#
and “C¥ gguares of the four-sqguare table are larger than those
of the "B¥ and "D¥ squares, in other words when there are more
yea” than "nay® votes in the party=-sectional exanmples, a neg-
ative phi coefficient means that there was more cohesion among
the mediocreiCongressmen° This relation holds true for all
fourteen of the overall statistics in the phi category. To
help clarify this point, the word "more® or ¥less¥ has been
added to each statistic for the phi coefficient 1n Table Nine.

In seven of the fourteen roll-calls the results illustrated
that there was more cohesion to party-sectional lines among
those qualifying asimediocre. Of the seven in which a greater
amount of cohesion was demonstrated by mediocre Congressmen,
three were issues of little significance of nominal party-
sectional dispute., However, the two most significant overall
statistics are also included in those of more cohesion among
‘mediocre COngressmeno They are roll-=calls number three and
ten, at =0.106 and =-0.147 respectively.

Also af interest is the fact that in the party-sectional
sub=categories, twenty=four of the forty-two show a greater
degree'of cdhesion among those Congressmen defined as mediocre.
The Southefh Democrats?! phi coefficients showed more cchesion
among the medioccre Congressmen in twelve of the fourteen ex-

amples, Seven of the phi coefficients for the Republicans



showed more cohesion among mediocre party members., However,
only five of the fourteen figures for the Northern Democrat
category indicated more cohesion ambng the medioccre Congresse-
men. Under further analysis these figures may prove to be
important.

Because the hypothesis for this paper was that medioccrity
should cause greater agreement within areas where the index
of relative cohesion has already illustrated a significant
degree of agreement, it is not surprising to find the overall
chi square scores are rather low in most cases, It was not
expected that mediocrity could be shown to be the primary
factor affecting the votes of the Congressmen involved, but
rather that it should have some affect. In only eight of the
fourteen roll-calls did the overall chi square indicate a
greater than fifty percent probability that any difference
between the voting of the mediocre and the other Congressmen
was caused by something other than chance. That is equiva-
lent to a chi square greater than 0.455. Of these eight votes,
five of thém demonstrated less adherance to the party-sectional
.line by the mediocre Congressmen, according to the phi coef-
ficient statistics. However, of the three cases in which
there was more cohesion by the mediocre Representatives, two
of them prdduced chi squares which translate to mean there is
a greéter fhan ninety percent probability that chance alone
did not cause the difference. None of the:sother five reached
even an eighty=five percent probability. Roll-call number

ten, with a chi square of 7.278, and a greater than ninety-
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nine percent probability that more than chance cgused the differ-~
ence between the two groups, i the only example of an over-

211l chi square which rises above the usual ninety-five per-

cent level of significance.

Of the forty-two chi sguares from the party-sectional
groups only five reach the ninety-~five percent level of sig-
nificance., Amazingly all five, plus a sixth which converts
to ninety=four percent, are from the Northern Democrats?
category. Of the six cases half showed more cohesion by
the mediocre Congressmen according to the phi coefficient
and the other three showed less, But it is worthy to note
that in the four examples, of these six, in which there was

h the

clearly a conservative and liberal side to the issue
mediocre Northern Democrats voted more conservatively than

the other Northern Democrats.

I1T

In summary of the data presented it is important to
add that some attention must be given to the six appendixes
included with this paper. The data contained in them is
essential to the understanding and substantiation of the
claims made and statistics produced in the nine tables with-
in the body of the text. The scale of mediocrity, presented
in this paper, has necessarily been limited to those qual-=
ities whiéh could be statistically gquantified from informaa

tion available, It is believed that the integrity of the

- research has besen supported strongly in regard to the index

of medioecrity. But there are several additional qualities
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which contribute to mediocrity or ¥party hack-ism® which
would be much more difficult to measure. Factors such as
interaction with constituents, evaluation by collegués9
vercentage of major debate slept %hrough,45 and activism on
ma jor issues could definitely contribute to the analysis

if they could be determined. For the present the scale used
here, which approximates ability through educationand age,46
action through attendance, committee evaluation and speeches

on the floor,47 initiative through legislative formulation,48

k9

inspiration through party competition, and adds an evalua-=
tion of subjective factors affecting reputation,5o has served
the purpose of determining which individuals in the 91st Con-
gress had the greatest tendencies toward mediocrity. It could
be possible to improve the accuracy. of the heavily weighted
factor of party competition by an inclusion of intra-party
competition for Southern districts which otherwise have wvery
low competition scores. A reevaluation of this factor with
this increased area of input could eliminate any need or
justification'for the exclusion of individuals who qualify
above the Qutaoff proint for mediocrity. For these reasons,
the verdic# on the present scale must be conclusively that

it enables akviable measurement of mediocrity probabilities,
but that it also is definitely not perfected and could pos-
Sibly benefit from further analysis. The mathematical model
constructed of a minimally mediocre Congressman served as an
essential féctor in crystalizing the factors involved in the
establishment of a cut-=off point. Use bf a cut-=off point

derived in this manner added credability to the contention
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that individuals rating above a certain score do gqualify to
be termed mediccre. The final analysis left little doubt
about the characteristics of the forty-two final qualifiexfs.51
The party-sectional divisions were relatively clear cut
and supported in concept by previous Workesz Arnalysis of
roll=call data was relatively easy to establish with the
aid of the University's computer services, Information,
derived from the fourteen roll-call votes analyzéd, indicated
that, first of all, from the use of the Rice Index, all par-
tisan votes were fairly close. The index of relative agree-
ment demonstrated that there was a considerable degree of
intra party agreement in most issues. Because of this high
degree of agreement there was little leverage for mediocrity
to cause more agreement, and it was not surprising to find
low c¢hi square scores in most cases, However, the results
of the use of the phi coefficient tets showed the unantici-
rated fact that in eight of the fourteen roll-=calls selected
there was actually less party-sectional cohesion among medio-=
cre Congressmen,53
Progressing from this summary of data it is possible to
evaluate the original hypothesis in light of quantification.
Mediocrity in the House was defined in terms of measurable
criteria., Statistical quantification of these criteria netted
scores for all Congressmen, and mathematical analysis deter-
mihed that some Congressmen would qualify as mediocre on the
basis of the accepted definition. Therefore, in the first
) part of the hypothesis it has been shown that there are some

individuals in the House who demonstrate 1little initiative
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and imagination in their roles as Representatives, The
first part of the hypothesis is wvalid,

However, the second part of the hypotheses--that medio-
cre Congressmen will adhere more closely to party and section-
al voting patterns--was not so clearly substantlated., Statis-
tical results do not clearly indicate any unguestionable direct
influence of the mediccrity ratings upon the voting patterns
of Congressmen. Bubt there are indications that, in regard to
specific roll-calls ansalyzed, some effect upon voting behavior
is made by the fact that a Congressman qualifies as mediocre,
aven if it is not an obvious effect. PFirst of all, roll-call
vote number three, to recommit the Bank Holding Company Act,
presents almost a perfect example of support for an original
hypothesis, It was a partisan issue since all three party-
sectional groups illustrated considerable unity in voting,
and in allhthree divisions there was greater cohesion to the
party fine by those who qualify as mediocre., But most impor-
tant is the fact that the chi square for the overall vote.
indicates that there is a greater than ninety percent proba-
bilty that something other:than chance caused the difference
in the voting pattern of the mediocre Congressman.

Although this does not exceed the normal ninety=five
rercent cut-=off point for significance, it must be kept in
mind that the chi square is measuring greater cohesion to
party-sectional lines which are normally adhered to guite
strongly. In other words, there is not a lot of leeway for

the medioccre Representatives to be more cohesive., : The most
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significant chi squares and the greater number of party-
sectional phi coefficlients indicated there was more cohe-
xsicn by mediocre Congressmen., Certainly this is not definite
proof of the hypothesis, but it tends to imply that there is
some credibility to the concept.

Secondly, it is important toc note that the mediocre
Northern Democrats show much less cohesion to party lines
than either the medioccre Republicans or Southern Democrats,
One consideration which could partially account for this fact
ig the tendency, previously alluded to, for the group classi-
fied as mediocre to have a conservative bias. A conservative
leaning would probably cause a Northern Democrat to vote
against hiskparty more often than the same position would
cause membérs of either of the other two groups to oppose
their majofiﬁies. If this factor were working against co-
hesion it would be clear to see how the tendency to follow
rarty-sectional lines could be obseured.

It also must be noted that other outside factors could
have a bearing on the results of the roll-call analysis,
Primary among these is that 1t would be quite possible for
some other motivating factor to overcome the desire of the
specified Representatives to vote with party or sectional
leadership in order to not be conspicuous. BRather, more
basic than voting with party or sectional leadership to
avoid conflict, a given Congressman could, perhaps, more
easily avoid conflict by voting with what he feels to be the
ma jority opinion of his constituents. If opinions of con-

stituents come into conflict with the party or sectional
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line the mediocre Congressman could very well chose to
vote against his party for the same motivation as that ex-
pressed in the second part of the hypothesgsis-=to avoid in-
dividual attention. If one were to follow the voting pecu-
liarities of his constituents he could easgily find himself
required to oppose his party or sectional majority. David
Truman has emphasized that the Yrelatively fluld, unstructured
voting behavior? of the House is, in fact, caused by peculiar-~
ities of constituencies.5a

The conclusion to be made in regard te the second part
of the hypothesis is that medioerity has not been proven to
be a primary influence increasing party or secticnal voting
cohesion in the areas studied.55 However, considering the
effect of other factors, this could contfibute to cohesion
without being an obvicus determinate factor. Although this
analysis does not determine a direct effect of the existence
of mediocrity in the House of Representatives, it does offer
some analysis of the probable effects of mediocrity on voting
behavior., It is hoped that this study will draw attention to
the applications of the question of mediocrity to other work
of the House or Senate, and give direction te those desiring
to continue this initiation of the eonstruction of a founda-
tion for additional work with this concept of political medio-
crity.

It would definitely have been advantageous to have had
the aid of previous work, in the field of the quantitétive
analysis of Congressiornal medioerity, with which to compare

and contrast this analysis. However, a significant degree



of research has been unfruitful in its goal to find any
previous scholarly work dealing with mediocrity in politics
Since the 1926'89 On the other hand, there héve been numer-
ous examplies of the use of legislative roll-call ansliysis.
The roll-call analysis done in thils paper follows the tradi-
tional treatment of the &nélysis of categoriec groups in a
legislature, Itiis, perhaps, unusual to the extent that

the division of the categoric groups are subjected to statis-
tical analysis.

The value of this work cannot accurately be assessed
until more work has been done in this field of political
mediocrity. It must bé kept in mind that medicerity can be
measured, and its effects ought to be gauged, The members
of the supreme legislative bodies of the nation should defiz-
nitely be expected to show enough initiative and imagination
to at leasty create an imsge of moderate enthusiasm and re-
spectability. And if they do not fulfill these minimum
requirements, attention should be called to both that fact

and its implications
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