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to C arol 



the t i  uproar about a of flmedi ocri 

, in e 

ons of Judges Clement Haynsworth 

year, some of us our attenti on 

addi on to the accused. That 

's 

Carswell 

the accusors 

bombastic, pi ous 

uat i ons of a mants value could arise from the Senate, which 

t 

is far from being above challenge to its own worth, seemed at 

least curious. It was a letter to edi of ine1 

which actually deserves the credit for opening this perspective 

to me" The Author of the letter challenged the U outstanding 

qualities·' commonly attributed to Senator Birch Bayh (D. Ind ) t 

because he led to pass the ion on his 

first attempt and was a member of a segregated fraternity 

during undergraduate days the University of 

Although this was a rather trivial accusati on 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 medi 

among certa 

ty verges on 

analysts there exists 

point a reilr' 



eo absence 

s 

s 

was less 

the area 

an 

s 

or 

i on 

treatment of lng • and in regard 

o 

area 

mediocrity. The purpose s paper is bring some 

i 

t i on to the fact that there are men the United States House 

of Representatives who very ttle the way of be 

the more significant actions by the body. 

The goal here is not c ondemn, but simply to quantitatively 

state who least active publicly in the House of Represent-

atives. Those men who do t are defined as mediocre 

Congressmen in the areas of public House activities. As in 

the determinat i on of any index of this nature. there will be 

elements subjectivity. Sub jectivity arises in vari ous 

aspects of weighting and evaluating as well as within sources 

of information. However 9 it is a primary goal in this paper 

to rely on obj ectively factual statistics wherever they are 

available . The specified Congressmen are then classified by 

political and secti on. and their voting records compared 

to e of others of similar party or section. The measure-

ment correlati ons of records makes use of the legis-

lative analysis s of the index of relative 

ce t coeffi • 
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not be 

paper is 

I 

there are some 

the Uni 

cted be an 

s 

some 

ively poorly; actions s However, it should 

be noted that a determination of who is mediocre what 

e on ex-

how or if this factor can be dealt with or eliminated. 

Three major methods of research are made use in this study. 

The tial step of researching the subject was the develop-

ment a concept of what it is that constitutes mediocrity 

in a Congressman, and a determination of which factors could 

be • The second of these is the creation and appli

cation of a quantitative definition of mediocrity; and the 

third method type used is a legislative roll-call analys 

This analysis will consider the differences in 

voting patterns between those Congressmen quantitatively 

deemed to be mediocre and the rest of the House members, 

within a party-sectional division . 

A study*has produced data supporting con-

tention that those Representatives who qualified as mediocre, 

when cons as one group t the rest of the t 

ficant voting or on 



is one 

reasons the use sions is 

cons es 

t 

s. A 

the 

demonstrate the fact a s amount 

study areas of Congressional e cs and corruption has 

been done. 2 An examination of the scholarly will illus-

s area of cs and very 

little of research has been done on a quantitative basis. 

However, qualitative is has been publications 

in addition the scholarly journals . Several news periodi-

cals have featured articles relating political standards 

and ethics for years . 3 Major 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 

Congress. 4 Other books along this line 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 initiative, piration, and imagination which 

are the primary concerns in this paper. However, the one 

quantitative study which most nearly approaches the 

used in the measuring of mediocrity does not deal with 

s i R. 



United S 

f work 

of S !-'<;;""".n. .... u.� 

determining to group norms" 

these areas are 

s 9 it must 

use some s of 

they are dIfferent in their priori ties" A primary 

difference that Matthews was 

qualities conformity by groups of Senators$ 

qualify as effective various degrees, while this study 

seeks to measure qualities of in individual Rep-

3 

re, sentativesj; who are specifically named . Also there is no 

intent imply that those who qualify as mediocre are leg

islatively ineff.ect ive, or that any correlation at all exists 

between these two factors. What hopefully measured here 

is much closer to effort than to effectiveness" 

The actual area of this study, political mediocrity, has 

been only nominally dealt with in speculative or qualitative 

research works. And absolutely no evidence of quantitative 

work on this topic has been found by the author of this study. 

The stence of politicians despairingly calle d  .Iparty 

hackstl has probably been a subject of discussion among voters 

as long as sophisticated political parties have functioned in 

the United Statest and seems likely that discussion s 

in ous areas of society traced 

.. 



scuss be 

s s 

s to attempt to those factors 

contribute a s effort to s duties 

as a Repre 

is e in 

ambigious on or a 

gres , as well as to determine which Representatives could 

be classifi in s category . The hypothesis connected to 

s the research deals the content 

mediocrity can be defined, and that any Representative who 

shows initiative or interest in regard to in 

the House can be classified as mediocre . ( No tations indexed ) 

Since it is likely that such an individual would not de

sire public attention in regard to his position on controver

sial issues of national importance, he should tend to vote as 

inconspicuously as possible on these issues. Therefore the 

hypothesis for the second line of research is that the medio

cre Congressman will tend to vote with the majority of his 

party or sectional interest more than the other members on 

controvers 

sectional 

issues of national importance . The reason for 

addition to party cohesion is that there are 

distinct fferences among voting patterns of 

the Democratic Party from different sections the country 7 

area 

Because of the limited amount of previous 

is necessary to define operationally what 

, a  i 

s 



ments cause of an 

on 

a re 

scars 

a mass 

5 

some 

j 

cer-

run ceo factors 

exist as a of lack of ability or incentive to 

correct his shortcomings. 

the other hand man never misses 

a stop, always sticks closely , and even offers 

pi up objects which he is not For some rea-

son the garbage man has a surplus of and excels.;c, in 

his field. This does not mean that garbage man is more 

intelligent or a greater person than the doctor. The doctor 

who demonstrates overall mediocre abi ty or insplrat is 

going to be a poor doctor. However, the garbage man may be 

mediocre his abilities and still do a good job in his field. 

There are places in our society for mediocre people� but these 

demonstrating a limited incentive or potential do not belong 

in pOSitions of great responsibility. 

In the House of Representatives a failure to live up to 

the expected standards materialize a failure par-

ticipate actively in the functions of the legislative body, 

parti nationally important issues; or a 

advancement the hierarchy of body . 

as 

caus of unsa as a 



6 

a or mem-

Cause and effect are 

However, cause s 

of are sus-

of 

identified as effe , can i of all, in 

an individual's non-involvement speaking in House sessions. 

The importance of this factor can be elucidated the aid 

of qualitative evaluation from a cle 

entitled uHow one Congressman Hangs onto His Seat by Wooing 

Home Folks. fl8 This article deals with Congressmen terms 

flparty hacks, 1\1 and who appear to be similar to those studied 

in this work. These individuals are typified as lacking 

flinspiration, imagination or initiative, *' seeking to avoid 

controversy, and working mainly to help constituents with 

their personal problems. Finding no cause to dispute these 

allegations, it becomes advantageous to use them analyze 

the various elements of causes and effects identified. 

In regard to speaking on the floor of the House, it is 

a fact that one who lacks inspiration or initiative would 

show the effect in not making the effort to become involved 

in this manner. Also since speaking is an important part of 

a Congressman's role, one who speaks very rarely is apt to 

reaching the standards expected of him . 

ance is an example of or representing 

most cases one 



sessions 

ty so .. 

addi on to the previously ies 

in a ssmano 

A lack proposals introduced 

an excepti 

area 

cate 

" 

is 

The 

t 

represented by the pres of commi ass re

The advancement within party and ceived by an 9 , 

House leadership positions is also important. one were 

rece the advancement due one his 

position and sincerity it seems logical that, with the res

ervation noted, this factor is indicative of the 

his work as a Representative. An effect of excelling 

would 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 fact ors are likely to in

dicate causes for this behavior. These include a primary 

cause for a lack of incentive, the absence of significant 

party competition for a House seat . If a Congressman knows 

he does not have to work to maintain his seat, it naturally 

tends to create an incentive to not excel�" The other 

causes of physical or men-

tal ability, as evidenced by advanced age, little formal ed

ucation, or knowledge of a scandal with which a Congressman 

was ass The fact that age can be detrimental 

s an 



A 

capac e 

can be established, a 

ted potential 

ferior fulfillment 

fac tors, ass 

by a 

duties .. 

newcomer 10 

.. A nominal .... 'LtUU.H 

the 

of 

s onship 

on designates 

an 

one 

with scandal, needs little elaboration 

8 

to explain that the negative aspects of this connection could 

cause a s of serve ctively as 

a Congressman .. 

The potentially contributing causes ty and 

the effects of those causes, the ctors indicating failure 

to excel, have been identified" Fortunately, is s 

to obtain fairly detailed information in all of the above 

cited categories, and the information can eas be presented 

quantitatively .. It is the contention of the author of this 

paper 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 thirty -five Congressmen 

without a specified and consistently scale of 

ative importance would undoubtedly result 

most 

ia is 

and effective 

ea one a 

inequi • The 



9 

i 

e shed 

is the st 

cases on consis 

as 

ous 

advantages would accrue 

factors. 

" 

table cons 

Use a 

s 

a is 

An operat definition paper deals 

a word 

th 

was presented above. It was 

ply to this element which is being measured . A member of 

House of 

opportunities 

inept. 11 

ttle 

to 

does advantage 

could 

is assumed those Congressmen, who put forth 

in areas which do not contribute specifically 

ga t could best be classified as mediocre" 

Mediocrity implies middle state, or moderate tyu12 

according to a dictionary definition.. But recent applica-

tions term to political figures indicate a definite 

negative connotation in its usage. It is expec ted that nation

al leaders should be outstanding, or at least above average, 

Therefore when only mediocre work is done by 

a Congressman, for example, 

to be relatively inferior. 

With this as a basis, the nine 

as measurable for medi 

appears in perspective 

were 

o These 

e sess 



on, on t on 

t S S on 

's 

, were 

had rece a raw score one a 

to was assigned score. One was 

was 

mediocre . The more i 

the nine areas was weighted as to its 

significance, o on a scale of one through five. The 

er denoted more signifi A 

was obtained for each terion for each Congressman by 

multiplying the ranking by its weight. sums the 

products are then the index of mediocrity scores for the'in

dividual Representatives. Basis for the cutoff between those 

who qualify as mediocre and those who do not is derived from 

the '1'"1"""",.",.'1 ous quali ta ti ve work and numerical rating 

for each the categories" 

Division of the Representatives into party-sectional 

groups resulted in three workable categories. They are Re

publican� Southern Democrats, and Northern Democrats. Other 

studies have made similar divisions including Border Demo

crats as a fourth category .
13 The reason this fourth cate-

gory be used in s study was that the number of 

mediocre Congressmen from this category would be so small no 

signifi data could be gathered by analys 

states the divis used here are lis Table 



s 

on 

se 

the maj 

on 

issues were 

was a s 

Then mediocre Congressmen, 

ions, were compared 

sions, on the 

ty vote of their 

sues a 

s, were 

by 

or se 

three party-

s 

or se 

of the roll-calls analyzed the statistical methods used 

were the index of relative cohesion, Rice Index of cohesion t 

phi coefficient, and square . 

s 

The reason for the select ion of this two-fold methodology 

is, of all, that a concrete ive defini t ion 

mediocr i ty in a Congressman must be firmly established before 

one can begin 

tablishment 

speak of individual vot ing records . The es

this definition is the purpose of the f irst 

process, index of mediocr i ty for each Congressman. Once 

the mediocre Representatives have been specifi ed the second 

phase of the methodology, the roll-call analys t can be used . 

This portion of the research was selected to ei ther substan

t iate or refute the hypothesi s  that mediocre Congressmen will 

vote more closely w i th the party or sectional category of 

whi ch members .. 

reason the determination of which Congressmen were 

mediocre was chosen to be done on a quant itative basis wast 

primarily, to remove as many conc�ivable biased judg-

ments as Obviously there are some subj 

on 



a est "Tho 

i ocre in 

t 

ious re s f 

on 

t 

ons var

on 

be 

tion 

reasons in-

available on 

that few 

a very 

for judgment 

e, 

been established 

for ty, and thBt this basis categorization would 

would be more to libel, quantitative method, 

been deemed to be more advantageous . W the method used in 

this paper information was readily lable on of the 

Representatives, most categories were s ctly s 

and without subjective bias, the criteria for judgment are 

clear and it is less likely to bring charges of libel. 

The methods chosen for statistical treatment of the sel-

ected roll-calls are standard for a ana.lys • 

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 voting 

of the mediocre Congressmen to the others on issues causing 

differing degrees of cohes 0 

i 

on s 



concern be 

we ing of ea 

i for the use , and 

( 

less the 

ratings contributing 

(See Table One) All ings are on a of one 

The weight of of one criterion can be from one five 

also. The higher the number 

more significant that criterion 

the weight category, the 

determination of the total 

ion. The is multiplied by weight 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 statis cal ana1ys of the 

data obtained, it is necessary to point out some pertinent 

facts applying to this analysis. This paper deals only with 

the 91st Congress. is imperative that that be kept in 

mind, because those who qualify as mediocre in the study of 

these two sessions of the 91st Congress will not necessarily 

qualify as mediocre in the study of any other years. One 

primary example to illustrate this fact is that although 

Representa ti ve F. Edward Hebert (D.. La.) was ranked as one 

of the most mediocre Congressmen in this study, 14 he would 

quite possibly not qualify as mediocre at 

gress now in seS Sion. The main reason 

in the 92nd 

this change is 

that Congressman Hebert inherited the chairmanship of the 

House Armed ces Committee when L. Mendel Rivers (D. S . C. )  

s 15 s 



T AB LE ONE -- Sample of sheet used to compile mediocrity scores 

UNITED STATES HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES - MEDIOCRITY SCORE 

C ONGRESSMAN _______________________________________________ _ 

STATE ________________ DISTRIC T  __________ _ 

PARTY POPULATION 
--------------------

HOMETOWN TYPE DISTRIC T  _________ _ 

C RITERIA WEIGHT RATING PRODUC T  

Age factor 4 

A tteniiJance at House sessions 3 

C ommittee evaluation 5 

Formal education 1 

Introduction of legislation 4 

Party competition in district 5 

Scandal 5 

Speeches on floor 4 

Reputation 4 

TOTAL SC ORE 
PAGE 

-------



a cons s 

as 

s 

are not common 

an not neces-

s 

It is o important ous 

ied to the study the 91st ss in s work 

be applicable to a study of any other session of 

some cases.. s 

vantage of the use of a quantitative methodology. 

Congress 

Returning the quantitative elements mediocrity, 

the first of these to be cons is the age the 

man. , According to the s onard Z .. Breen16 an 

ualls capability for activity will generally decrease s 

latter 11 l-{""IO�A� doe s s ta te 

siderable variation possible from 

gauging of this factor accepts 

there a con-

to person . The 

is that a signifi 

ly will be less likely to fulfill 

as a ssman as actively as a more average-aged Representa-

tive. There is the possibility that the very young Congress-

man suffer disadvantages in fulfilling his role effec-

tively 0.. But these disadvantages 

from physically disabling effects 

tive youth. It would be more 

him from ass 

accrue 

from 



TAB LE TWO C riteria guidelines for mediocrity ratings 

Age factor 

1 1910 + 
2 1900 - 1909 

3 1895 - 1899 

4 1890 - 1894 

5 1889-

A ttendance 

1 0 - 1 absence 
2 2 

3 3 - 6 

4 7 - 10 

5 11 + 

Formal education 

1 exceptional graduate work 
2 some graduate work 
3 college degree 
4 some college 
5 no college , 

Legislation. introduced 

1 16 + bills 
2 9 - 15 

3 4 - 8 

4 2 - 3 

5 0- 1 

Party competition 

1 100 - 90.0 

2 89.9 - 75.0 

3 74.9, - 60.0 

4 59.9 - 30.0 

5 29.9 - 0.0 

Scandal 

1 no lmowledge 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 

1 19 + 
2 12 - 18 

3 5- 11 

4 2 - 4 

5 0- 1 

Reputation 

1 maj or leader 
2 some leadership, ran for high office 
3 average or no information 
4 moderately negative information 
5 very negative information 

C ommittee evaluation - (see Table Four) 

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

lish ocre behavior among those who have had opportunities 

to and have not done so. 

A of one, itive , was 

smen 1 0 or more re 17 S • 

ss are 1 0 

ssman s be 



a was 

s seventy, and a rat 

1895 1899 .. 

were reserved re 

s of eighty and e 

It was decided it was 

As can 

e 

tives would be less affected by age 

seen 

ages 

enta-

s 

for the average person. There have been many examples 

of exceptional performances in Congress by the most elderly 

the Repre was we as 

one less than the highest, because of the 

differences exist in the effect that aging 

zation that 

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 rty legislative days from the 91st Congress, 

18 fifteen from each the first session and the second session .. 

The goal of a selection by the use of a table of random num

bers was to give the most representative cross section of 

legislative days. The only criterion used for selection was 

that one of the days should come from each session to 

insure a greater distribution. Other than that the selection 

was 

random 

random. These same 

involved in 

days were 

on ratings 

on 



or 

poss de on 

those days. The number 

days. ra 

are s .. with s re-�� 

ceived ratings one or two, greatest 

Congressmen received ratings of three, and numbers, of 

those absent from more meetings. were given .. A rating 

five was those who missed nearly half or 
19 

more of the sampled meetings. The attendance factor was 

a weight of only three.. Even though it would be ex-

tremely difficult t o  miss of the meetings and be a good 

Congressman', it is realized that attendance is not one 

the most important primary factors involved the contribu-

tion any single Representative makes .. Some observations. 

which seem support the case for a low weight in this cate-

gory, were that several individuals th very few absences 

spoke very rarely and also that a disproportionate number of 

those with top ratings in formal education had very poor at-

t d - d 
20 en ance recor s .. 

Next in the list of criteria is the one which was most 

complex to determine , the committee on. Much of the 

real work in the House is done behind the scenes in the sever-

al standing committees . There no simple way measure 

contribution any Congressman s the committees 

is s 



TAB LE THREE -- C ongressmen's view of House committees 

C ommittee prestige 

A --highest 

1 A ppropriations 
2 Ways and Means 
3 Rules 

B --middle 

4 Foreign A ffairs 
5 Judiciary 
6 Armed Services 
7 C ommerce 
8 Science and Astronautics 
9 Agriculture 

10 Public Wor ks 
11 Interior and Insular Affairs 

C --lowest 

12 House Administration 
13 Government Operations 
14 B anking and C urrency 
15 Merchant Marine' 
16 District of C olumbia 
17 Internal Security 
18 Education and Labor 
19 Veterans Affairs 
20 Post Office and C ivil Service 

compli and is hopefully relatively The 

uation used in this case operates on the principle that the 

contribution by a Representative reflected his 

committee advancement. From several sources comes the infor-

mation that different commtttees are considered to warrant 

various degrees prestige21 or differ in their exclusive 

or ive nature. 

Re,ymond E .  Wolfinger and Joan Heifetz have expressed 

the opinion that those Congressmen who are most concerned 

about fulfilling their roles in the House tend t o  seek ad-

vancement through the seniority system to positions of leader-

ship c ommittees or to on most or ex-

elusive c ommittees. 23 With available on it was 

a matter House 

inct are 



2 

TAB LE FOUR -- Scale of guidelines for committee evaluation ratings 

C ommittee evaluation 

If C ongressman elected 
before 1946 

1 ch A 
2 ch B 
3 ch C, m A  
4 m B  
5 m C  

elected 1948 - 1952 

1 ch A, A+ 
2 ch B, m A 
3 ch C, mBB 
4 m B, m BC 
5 m C, m CC 

elected 1954 - 1958 

1 A+ 
2 m A, B +  
3 m B, BC 
4 C +  
5 C 

would been simple 

e appointment the higher the 

elected 1960 - 1962 

1 m A  
2 m B + ,  m BC+ 
3 m B, m C, m BC 
4 m C  
5 none 

elected 1964 - 1970 

1 m A, m BB 
2 m BC 
3 mB, m CC 
4 m C  
5 none 

key - ch:=chairman; m=member; 
capital letters = prestige of com
mittee; a + = anything more than 
membership in that level commit
tee. Each category is the minimum 
requirement for receiving the 
equivalent rating. 

worse com-

rating across the 

, the effect of the seniority system necessitated the 

use of a scale to account for differing lengths of 

p in the House. It is difficult understand 

the,t Congressman th one prestige committee 

appointment and the twenty-five year House veteran th a 

s stige committee position are likely to indi 

quite different situations. The sliding s 

of 

was 0 

for five 

.. 



a 

at , f 

Fourth in the 

on 

backgrounds ranged 

Rhodes S and 

s 

strong 

was we 

degree 

Congressman.. 'Ilhe educational 

high school attendance for some to 

25 The 

ity of Representatives received ratings of three on the s 

table two" This factor was included s 

assumed that a Representative who failed graduate from 

is 

high s could be more likely to potentially mediocre , 

while an exceptionally well-educated individual 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 c orrelation of enthusiasm or e 

to education in these cases . For primarily these two reasons 

education was given the lowest weight possible in this sys-

tem, a one" 

Legislation introduced was f element to be 

cluded in the st of criteria" It has previously been men-

tioned that the introduction of on was one 

three investigated use of a sam-

" c , t j 



res were cons 

Since 

a 

areas 

s neces 

sroan 

were 

areas 

major reasons s 

was se was 

that the amount 

repre the creat a 

t zed the number bills 

is e as 

on or .. HOl*I-

ever, these t if c , 

o can to sman more 

issues . 

Because of the element of initiative 

as being by a for someone 

than himself have been eliminated from the 0, in 

the frequent case of there being several co-sponsors for a 

s piece legislation, the member introducing 

bill received credit for it . The reason none of the co-

sponsors received credit for the same proposal is, aga 

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 

on. 

i s 
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an s-

man zero 

the sample . Two of 

s case a t 

were 

is sus our reason s 

was the that there seemed be a a 

semen introduce bills a group on one day . 27 

Since a random sampling procedure was used be possi-

ble that some individuals have been 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 January 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 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 j 

91st Congress are not available. 

for the full 

The next criterion in the list mediocrity 

was that of party compet on members' dis cts. 

t 



H. s 
29 

Scores , derived the 

use the formula, varied range zero to 

.8.30 scores were di 

the one to five s 

Table Two. One note 

s factor . cases party 

within the guidelines listed 

on made 

ition was 

the final ele only. Therefore, some of smen, 

the South, could have had a greater degree 

competition in the primary than in the final election, and 

compet not been 

However, in almost all casest the most important race 

is the final election, and the significance of degree 

confidence given the Representative cannot be overlooked . 

After all, the main necessity for most politicians is to re-

main in office . If a Congressman izes 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 of 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 

its potential destructiveness reputation and 

sroan. cases 



one was 

Spee 

area was same 

thirty 

session. was 

t s name on 

The effe was t 

it the same weight to each prepared speech regardless 

of the number of pages statistics or length the text 

e or inserted the record. Secondly this 

cedure allowed consideration of parti pation in debate. 

debate on for several pages 

5 

If 

Record speakers were given credit the degree their 

i pation by the use of this method . In s manner 

was given an important place in consideration of speeches 

from the floor . It does trate involvement and tiative. 

No credit was given for making adjourn, 

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 

majority and minority leaders); for roll-calls or roll-call 

votes; for announcements; or for speaking from the Chair. 

The number of spee credited from zero to 119. 

though it may be difficult to believe, considering the great 

quant ies 

rating was 

speeches made by some 

divided 

smen, 



scores were 

some of s s .  

As t it 

use source, 

a 9 if 

been a t 

s t of 

have been a case use of 

in s A major ctor would have been 

lost by use of the Index was that participation a 

, speechest was 

use of the random sampling technique . Use of the Index would 

and more ease 

of whole length 

computation, two ch 

worked the advantages of the random sample method. 

This element of House speaking ranks� behind committee 

, as one of the s areas active 

bution by a Representative. It is not as basic as the com-

mittee progress or home di ct party competition of a Con-

ssman in determining his tendencies toward mediocrity. 

Involvement in speaking 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 s study. For these reasons a weight of four 

was given to this factor . 

The area of concern was that the ion 

the individual Congressman . s e 

e A 
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rece on 

sing dire 

ce were ma-

jor contribut to 

tantiated 

the ma 

one or 

success or 

s 

was 

or 

five . )) The weight of was s area cause 

it is logical that th only a obvious departures from 

average score on this point, and th clear reasons for 

departures, caus are 

s ficant and should be reflected in the score . 

to 

Reconsideration of the weighting used these nine 

criteria' would be the only major change necessary to adapt 

these factors to a different time history. For example, 

in a time' 'of less innovation in the field of educational 

norms a greater weight could be given the formal education 

category. The feasibility of using any specific weight de

pends upon the circumstances relating to the criterion in

volved . Flexibility of the weighting allows for the available 

information to be reliably incorporated the concept 

mediocrity at any �iven .. 

nine characteristics make up a scale mediocrity 

from which a mathemati model the 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 factors 

can re 



" cons 

an 

keep 

two most 

compe 

have weights five, 

" 

on a 

mediocre Congressman to a rat 

at least one of these areas . Scandal has also 

are· 

weighted at five, but realistically� s there are so few 

28 

e 

examples this category, a rating of one can be 

As we progress toward a consideration of the 

cipated . 

wi 

weightings four, can be noted that forty 

been accumulated so far" 

have 

The reputation factor closely parallels that of s 

a fair analysis indicates a rating of three, case, is 

extremely likely . rather poor showing could easily 

ratings of four in both the speeches and introduction of leg�s

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 threes for both of those scores 

bringing the cumulative total to one hundred points . 

These minimum requirements would result model 

a mathematically mediocre Congressman being one 

sen a i 



no 

on 

as 

ous in 

areas of 

9 

in on 

it can be seen 

medi er 

s 

ch a 0-

cre 

, ability, or 

5mB,n . It should noted that an average 

seven, well 

sented here. 

category 

the 

produce a score of e 

of mathemati model 

After the consideration of a mathematical model for 

mediocrity it is possible to examine the establishment of 

a real cut-off point . First of alIt 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 

this 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 and established base of mediocrity . With these 

guidelines, forty-five members still qualified with scores 

of 100 or higher. An analysis of Representatives with scores 

of 98 or 99 determined that them had respect-

able scores outside of products of 25.in party competition, 

or were just on the verge of being di 

time office. These considerations 

1 



TAB LE FIVE -- Congressmen with high ratings 

Those qualifying as mediocre 

A bbitt 114 Hansen (Wash) 100 

B aring 106 Hawkins 115 

B arrett 120 Hebert 124 

B ell 111 Jarmon 111 

B erry 105 Jones (Ala) 113 

B etts 102 Landrum 117 

B lanton 101 Lennon 104 

B urlison (Tex) 110 Mosher 102 

C abell 101 Murphy (ill) 103 

C lancy 101 Nix 109 

C lark 105 O'Konski 107 
C orbett 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 . C al) 108 
Green (Ore) 107 Wylder 102 

Most individuals with scores 1 0 0  or seemed to 

have universally poor ratings in most categories . However, 

three Congressmen of the. forty-five, Representatives Andrews 

) , ssman ( La ) , and Wright ( Tex ) , good scores 

in speaking on the floor, coupled 25 

party competition. All three Southerners also total 

scores would have been below the cut-off point had 

i on scores 20 or 
35 

s 

cases competition factor, whi is 

Repres 

these were t 



TAB LE SIX -- A breakdo'�rn of those qualifying as mediocre 

Where the mediocrity comes from 

Southern Democrats 
14 

Republicans 
12 

Northern Democrats 
16> 

rural 
19 

South 
14 

medium rural 
5 

East 
11 

medium urban 
5 

Mid-West 
11 

is with scores 

of 55 to the 146,
36 

the set de 

in the 91st Congress. Those 

their scores Table 

s 

presented in Table S 

urban 
13 

West 
6 

the low 

it's quite 

on-

the competit had a defini on 

the outcome of the scores. This is evidenced by the 

one-party districts are most common in rural Southern or ex-

areas, both of which are Democratic strongholds, 

and seem the primary sources of those who qualified. 

Now it has been determined that certa Congress-

men were quantitatively defined as mediocre during the 91st 

Congress, on must be directed to another aspect of the 

accumulation of data. Since a roll-call analysis was 

used wi of ion 

it was neces 

a reason is 

s. 



TAB LE SEVEN -- Party-sectional classification 

Those states classified as lfSouthernll 

A labama 
A rkansas 
Florida 
Georgia 
Louisiana 
Mississippi 

North C ar olina 
South C arolina 
Tennessee 
Texas 
Virginia 

Democrats in Congress, ion our 

tions of Republicans, Southern 

Democrats, Northern Democrats, and Border Democrats will be 

canst S Dem-

This de tion is specified Table Seven in which 

the s involved the 

districts is clarified. 

Fourteen roll-call votes have been se cted analysis; 

four of them come from the first session of the 91st Congress, 

of them from the second ses .38 All fourteen 

issues are listed in Table Eight. The reason there are more 

from the second session is that there was a greater number of 

s ficant issues voted upon toward the close of the Congress· 

meet .39 
.. Ten of the roll-calls used were votes on party-

sectional issues of s1gni�icance. Two, numbers four and four-

teen, were incidental, minor issues and two other votes, num-

five and seven were issues. se differ-

ent types votes were used to give perspective to the 

is of the cohesion of Congressmen 

ous cases .. A issue, as 



TAB LE EIGHT -- Roll-calls used for analysis 

A mend Labor and HEW Appropriation 
A mend Federal Employees Pay Increase 
Recommit B ank Holding C ompany Act 
Potato Growers' Expansion 
Defense Pr ocurement Act 
A mend Emergency Home Financing 
Newspaper Preservation 
A mend C ongressional Reform 
A mend Mass Transit 
Foreign Trade 
A mend Occupational Safety 
Supersonic Transport 
A mend Food Stamp Reform 
Previous Question on C onference Report 

on Food Stamps 

s paper, is an issue 

publicans opposed a majority of 

(1 ) 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

(6) 

(6) 

(7) 

(8) 

(9) 

(10) 

(11) 

(12) 

(13) 

(14) 

July 31, 1969 

October 14, 1969 

November 6, 1969 

November 12, 1969 

May 6, 1970 

June 26. 1970 

July 8, 1970 

September 17, 1970 

September 29, 1970 

November 19, 1970 

November 24, 1970 

December 8, 1970 

December 16, 1970 

December 30, 1970 

the lIJE:tjori ty of 

Northern Democrats. The 

method in which roll-call votes were selected was 

dates on which the House voted on the most s cant issues 

as defined and published in the Congressional 

"Weekly Report. 11 These issues were pursued the Congressional 

Records to determine if there was any party-sectional issue 

evident in the vote on the bill, an amendment to it, or its 

recommital. The primary procedure used to estimate whether a 

vote was likely 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 s, caucus chairman; Arends, whip; Ford, minority 

leader; Morton, future Cabinet opposed Democrats 

Albert, majority leader; Boggs, whip; Ottinger, future Sena-

torial ; and Rostenkowski, caucus 

�L,L��S were the ussue was lines. 



a s ion of on s is 

(two by were cons 

as over-

mediocre Con-

the maj 

by computation 

Index, the phi 

coe c chi square as shown 42 

The Rice Index was used to measure overall cohesion of 

the body voting either "yea" or t on of the 

bills rather than being put to its more common usage meas-

uring intra party cohesion. The statistics from s index 

illustrate that in only two cases, votes number five and 

ty on rece fewer than one hundred 

votes. It has already been mentioned that these are the two 

non-partisan, one-sided issues. Therefore in almost all of 

the examples used the overall vote on the issue was 

tively close. However, to contrast the findings of the Rice 

Index, the index of relative cohesion, which is used here to 

measure overall cohesion to party-sectional divisions, ,, in-

dicates that there is a strong adherance to 

lines. The only two cases which fewer two-thirds 

of the Representatives follow their party-s maj 

are on number ten twelve. These are 

re the 
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TABLE NINE Results of statistical evaluations 

Rice fudex fudex of Relative C ohesion 

1 0.424 1 71. 60 

2 0.061 2 89.40 

3 -0.324 3 78.92 

4 -0.073 4 67.03 

5 O.S-liO 5 82.62 

6 0.309 6 88.18 

7 0.547 7 77.84 

8 -0.090 8 75.00 

9 0.159 9 78.84 

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 C oefficient (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 -0.1318 1 

3 -0.1060 m -0.0959 m 0.1021 m 0.0966 m 

4 -0.0557 m -0.0083 1 -0.2017 m -0.0584 m 

5 -0.0193 m 0.0964 1 -0.0769 m -0.0461 m 

6 0.0657 1 -0.0257 m -0.0296 m -0.0982 1 



Phi - c ontinued 

Overall Republicans Southern Dem. Northern Dem. 
7 -0. 0135 m 0. 0369 1 -0. 0186 m -0.0038 m 

8 -0. 0055 m 0. 0104 1 0.1302 m -0. 0021 1 

9 0.0727 1 0. 0793 1 0.0042 1 -0.0909 1 

10 -0. 1470 m -0. 0420 m -0.0929 m -0. 1832 m 

11 0.0824 1 0. 0810 1 -0.1172 m -0. 2260 1 

12 0.0426 1 0.0181 1 -0. 1216 m -0. 2034 1 

13 0.0785 1 0 . 1168 1 -0 . 0868 m -0. 3067 1 

14 0.0536 1 -0.0875 m -0.0669 in -0.2524 1 

C hi Square -- (same c ategories) -- one degree of fr eedom for all tables 

1 0.503 0. 208 0 . 404 0.175 

2 0 . 041 0.414 1 . 604 1. 311 

3 3. 337 0. 72] 0. 190 11.261 

4 0.782 0 . 063 1 . 986 0. 127 

5 0 . 026 0 . 485 0.078 0. 071 

6 0. 827 2. 102 0.027 0.514 

7 0 . 003 0.010 0. 084 0.093 

8 0 . 010 0.056 0. 565 0.147 

9 1.295 0. 301 0 . 113 0.505 

10 7 . 278 0. 042 0.130 3. 764 

11 1. 861 0 . 254 0.431 5.075 

12 0 . 431 0 . 012 0.473 4.787 

13 1. 519 1. 017 0.113 8.365 

14 0. 288 0. 057 0.001 4. 209 

C hi squares range from 2% at 0. 0006 to 99. 9% at 10. 827. 
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of 
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as, in 

ons S S 

cases , 

ocre 

are more 

U yeafl than votes e t a neg

ative phi c oefficient means that there was more cohesion among 

the mediocre Congressmen. This holds true for 

fourteen of the overall statistics the To 

help clarify this point, the word fimore1' or ss,g has been 

added to each statistic for the phi coefficient Table Nine . 

In seven of the fourteen roll-calls the results illustrated 

that there was more cohesion to party-sectional lines 

those qualifying as:c� mediocre. Of the seven which a greater 

amount of cohesion was demonstrated by mediocre Congressmen, 

three were issues of little signi cance or nominal party

sectional dispute . However, the two most significant overall 

statistics are also included in those of more cohesion among 

mediocre Congressmen. They are roll-calls number three and 

ten, at -0. 106 and -0. 147 respectively. 

o interest is the fact that in the party-sectional 

sub-categories, twenty-four of the forty-two show a greater 

degree of cohesion among those Congressmen defined as mediocre . 

The S Democrats· phi coefficients showed more ion 

among the fourteen ex-



s 

men. 

more 

of 

s i on 

indicated more 

Because 

cause greater 

ocre 

the 

e may 

s s was 

relative i on ficant 

degree agreement, is 

chi square scores are rather 

be 

sing to the 

most cases . It was 

the 

affecting the votes of the Congressmen involved, but 

some e ight 

did the overall a 

38 

s-

greater than fi fty percent probability that any difference 

betwe en the voting of the mediocre and the other Congressmen 

was caused by something other than chance. That is 

lent to a square greater than 0 . 455 . Of these e ight votes , 

five of them demonstrated less adherance to the party-sect 

by the mediocre Congressmen, according to the phi coef-

fic statistics . However, of the three cases i n  

there was more cohes i on by the mediocre Representatives, two 

of them produced chi squares which translate to mean there is 

a n inety percent lity alone 

did not cause the d ifference . None the '\other five reached 

even an e ighty-five percent ty . 

ten, a 7. 278 t  and a 



ence an over-

s cance. 

Of the s e 

s 

converts 

to percent , are the 

Of the s cases half showed more cohes by 

the Congressmen according phi coe 

sS G it is 

that the four examples, of these six, 

clearly a conservative and s to 

ch there was 

issue44 

mediocre Northern Democrats voted more conservatively 

the other Northern Democrats. 

III 

In summary of the data presented it is important to 

add that some attention must be given to the s 

included with this paper. The data contained 

appendixes 

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 

tion 

res 

could be statistically 

It is 

en s 

are s 
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measure . 

by 

45 

ch 

as 

sm on 

a on through attendance � on spee 

47 . 48 on the , tiative through legislative formulation , 

inspiration through party competition ,
49 and adds an evalua-

on of  subject factors affect ing re , 
50 has 

the purpose of determining which individuals in the 91st Con-

ss had the greatest tendenc ies ty. It 

be possible to improve the accuracy the heavily weighted 

factor of party competition by an inclusion of intr�-party 

competition for Southern districts whi ch otherwise have very 

competition scores. A reevaluation of s factor with 

this increased area of input could eliminate any need or 

justi f i cation for the exclusion of individuals who quali fy 

above the cut-off point f or mediocrity . For these reasons , 

the verdi on the present scale must be c onclusively that 

it enables a viable measurement of  mediocrity probabil i ties , 

but it also is def initely not perfected and could pos-

sibly t further analysis. The mathemati 

constructed of a minimally mediocre Congressman served as an 

essential crystali zing the 

establishment a cut-off poi nt . Use of a 

s manner 
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concept is of 

data was re 
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derived t 

of � the use of the ce Index, all par-

tisan votes were fairly close. The index of relative 

demonstrated was a cons 

intra party agreement in most issues. Because of this high 

degree of agreement there was ttle for mediocrity 

cause more agreement, and it was not surprising to find 

low square scores in most cases . However, the results 

of the use 

pated fact 

the phi coefficient tets showed the unanti 

in eight of the fourteen roll-calls selected 

there was actually less party-se 

cre Congressmen. 53 

onal cohesion among medio-

Progressing from this summary of data is possible to 

evaluate the original hypothesis in light of quantification. 

Mediocrity in the House was defined in terms of measurable 

teria . Statistical quantification of these criteria netted 

scores for all Congressmen, cal analysis 

mined that some Congressmen would qualify as mediocre on the 

basis of the accepted definition . Therefore, 

of the hypothesis it has been 

in House 

first 

are some 



presents almost a perfe example support 

s 

an 

.. It was a partisan three party-hypothe 

secti 

and 

party 

groups illustrated considerable unity in voting , 

three divisions there was greater cohesion to the 

by those 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 vot pa ttern of the mediocre Congress.mall. 

Although this does not exceed the normal ninety-five 

percent cut-off point for significance, it must be kept in 

mind that the 

party-sect 

strongly. 

the 

is sion 

lines which are normally adhered to 

t there is a 

be more .. 
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cause a Northern to vote 

aga s more often 

cause members of either of the 

the maj s. If this 

the same position 

two groups oppose 

were 

hesion it 

e 

be clear to see how the tendency 

lines could be obscured . 

t co

follow 

te 

is 

si-

also must be noted that other outside ors could 

have a bearing on the results of the analysis. 

Primary among these i s  that would be quite possible for 

some other motivating factor to overcome the des �f the 

specified Representatives to vote with party or sectional 

leadership in order to not be conspicuous . Rather , more 

basic than voting with party or sect leadership 

avoid conflict t a given Congressman could , 

easily avoid ct by voting with what he 

maj ty on s cons • If 

t 

, more 

to 

ons of con-
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ocre ssman 
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se 

on .. If one were 
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The conclus made in regard 

is is 

be a primary ing party or se 

s areas s 55 , cons 

effect of other factors, this contribute 

e 

ex-

cu-

se 

the 

cohesion 

without being an determinate Although 

analysis does not determine a direct effect of the existence 

of ty in the House of Representatives, it does 

some analys 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 

of the House or Senate t and give dire ion e desi 

to continue this initiation of the construction of a founda-

tion 

ty .. 

additional work with this concept of poli cal medio-

It would definitely have been advantageous have had 

aid of i 

s i " 
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more 
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measured, and i 
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of this 

must be kept 

cts 

the supreme legislative bodies 

nitely be expected to show enough 
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cs 
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a 

s-
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to create an ime,ge of moderate enthusiasm and re-

spectability . And if they do not fulfill 

requireme�ts, attention should be called 

and its implications 
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