
The Housing and Urban Development Act of 1968:
roll-call voting in the House of Representatives

Item Type text; Thesis-Reproduction (electronic)

Authors Steiner, John Frederick, 1945-

Publisher The University of Arizona.

Rights Copyright © is held by the author. Digital access to this material
is made possible by the University Libraries, University of Arizona.
Further transmission, reproduction or presentation (such as
public display or performance) of protected items is prohibited
except with permission of the author.

Download date 16/05/2023 14:02:45

Link to Item http://hdl.handle.net/10150/555177

http://hdl.handle.net/10150/555177


THE HOUSING AND URBAN DEVELOPMENT ACT OF 1968: 
ROLL-CALL VOTING IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

by
John Frederick Steiner

A Thesis Submitted to the Faculty of the
DEPARTMENT OF GOVERNMENT

In Partial Fulfillment of the Requirements 
For the Degree of
MASTER OF ARTS

In the Graduate College
THE UNIVERSITY, OF ARIZONA

1 9 7 0



0 STATEMENT BY AUTHOR

This thesis has been submitted in partial fulfillment 
of requirements for an advanced degree at The University, of 
Arizona and is deposited in the University Library to be made 
available to borrowers under rules of the Library.

Brief quotations from this thesis are allowable 
without special, permission, provided that, accurate acknowl
edgment of source is made. Requests for permission for 
extended quotation from or reproduction of this manuscript in 
whole or in part may be; granted by the head of the major 
department or the Dean of the Graduate College when in his 
judgment the proposed use of the material is in the interests 
of scholarship. In all other instances, however, permission 
must be obtained from the author.

APPROVAL BY THESIS DIRECTOR 
This thesis has been approved on the date shown below:

/ %  1^70
CONRAD-JOWER » \ 0 Date r~7

Professor of Government c



ACKNOWLEDGMENTS

I wish to acknowledge with gratitude the contributions, 
that others have made to the project.

Initial thanks are due to Professors Roger Marz of the 
University of Oakland and Howard Kunreuther of the University 
of Chicago, with whom I worked in the Office of Emergency 
Planning. Professor Marz first encouraged thought about a 
research project of the kind found on the following pages, and 
Professor Kunreuther offered valuable insight into the lan
guage of the Housing and Urban Development Act of 1968.

I express deep appreciation to faculty members of The 
University of Arizona's Department of Government for patient 
and thoughtful assistance. My greatest debt is to Professor 
Conrad F. Joyner, who made numerous criticisms and sugges
tions. Thanks are also due to Professor Donald R. Hall for 
assistance in clarifying parts of the manuscript, and to Pro
fessor Robert M. Lawrence *

Professor George A. Steiner of the University of 
California at Los Angeles, my father, read much of the manu
script and offered helpful advice and counsel.

Of course, it is in no way suggested that those 
mentioned here are to share the burden of any shortcomings.

H i



TABLE OF CONTENTS

Page
LIST OF TABLES . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  vi
LIST OF ILLUSTRATIONS  .................. viii
ABSTRACT . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  ix

1. CONGRESS AND THE HOUSING AND URBAN DEVELOPMENT
ACT OF 1968 . . . . . . .  . . . . . . . . .  . . . . 1

The Perspective of the Housing and Urban
Development Act of 1968  .........  4

The Contents of the Housing and Urban
Development Act of 1968 . . . . . .  . . . 7

The Passage of the Housing and Urban
Development Act of 1968 . . . . . . . . .  16

Lobbying and Pressure Group Activity in
Congress . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  24

An Evaluation of Congressional Action . . . .  42
Concluding Observations . . . . . .  . . . . . 51

2. THE ROLE OF THE CONSTITUENCY IN REPRESENTATIVE 
GOVERNMENT     . 55

Normative Theories of Representation ........  58
Normative Theory and the American.

Pra c t i c e    . 69
Multiple Pressures Influencing

Congressional Voting Behavior . . . . . . 78
Specific Pressures on Congressmen . . . . . .  84
The Nature and Importance of Constituency

Pressures . . . . . . . . .    . . 93
District Elections and Congressional

Voting Behavior . . . . .  ...............  103
The Significance of.Electoral Margins . . . .  109
The Representative Process and Empirical

An a l y s i s .....................   114

iv



V

TABLE OF CONTENTS— Continued

... Page.
3. THE USE OF ROLL-CALL VOTES AS DATA . ... . . . . . . 117

The Popularity of Roll-call Studies . . . . . . 119
The Advantages of Using Roll-call Data . . . . 121
The Limitations of Roll-call D a t a ............. 122
The Value of Roll-call Data in Empirical

Research . . . .  ................... . . . 126
The Efficacy.of Roll-call Voting Studies . . . 132

4. CONSTITUENCY CHARACTERISTICS AND VOTING IN THE
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES . . . .     . . . 139

The Problem of Causation  ........ .. . . . . .  143
Sociological Variables and the Housing

Question . . . . . . . . . .   ..........  144
Modes of Voting in the House of

Representatives  ......................   148
Measuring Intensity of Support . . . . . . . .. 153
Voting History: Larger Federal Role

Support Score . . . . . . . . . .  . . . . 160
Voting History: Conservative Coalition

Opposition Score . . . . . . . . . . . . .  166
Voting History: Over-all Johnson Support

Score .• . . . .     . . . . 172
Voting History: Johnson Domestic Support

S c o r e    .   179
Race: Percent Non-white .   184
Occupation: Percent White-collar . . . . . .  . 195
Homeownership: Percent Owner-occupied

Dwelling Units . . . . . .,. . . . .  . . .  203
Residence: Percent Urban . . . . . . . .. . . ., 212
Population Density: Population per Square

Mile ............  220
5. SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS   . . . . . . . . .  229

Summary of Findings .     229
The Representative P r o c e s s    . 231
Constituency: The Basis of Party    236 '

LIST OF REFERENCES............  239



LIST OF TABLES

Table Page
1. House of Representatives Modes of Voting . . . . . 151
2. Voting Intensity Breakdown: Democrats . . . . .156
•3. Voting Intensity Breakdown: Republicans . . . . .  157
4. Voting Intensity Breakdown: Both Parties . . . .  158
5. Democrats: Larger Federal Role Support Score . . 162
6. Republicans: Larger Federal Role Support -

Score . . . . . . . . . . . . . .    . 163
7. Democrats and Republicans: Larger Federal Role

Support Score . . ............. ............. 164
8. Democrats: Conservative Coalition Opposition

Score..........................   i . 169
9. Republicans: Conservative Coalition Opposition

Score . . . . . . . . . . . . . .   170
10. Democrats and Republicans: Conservative

Coalition Opposition Score . . .  ........... 171
11. Democrats: Over-all Johnson Support Score . . . . 176
12. Republicans: Over-all Johnson Support Score . . . 177
13. Democrats and Republicans: Over-all Johnson

Support Score . . . . . . . '..............   .178
14. Democrats: Johnson Domestic Support Score . . . . 181
15. Republicans: Johnson Domestic Support Score . . . 182
16. Democrats and Republicans: Johnson Domestic

Support Score...............................  183
*

vi



vii

LIST OF TABLES— Continued

Table Page
17. Democrats: Race— Percent Non-white. . . . . . . . 187
18. Republicans: Race^-Percent Non-white . ... . . . 188
19. Democrats and Republicans: Race— Percent

Non-white . . . •. . . .  . . . . . . . . . . . 189
20. Democrats: Occupation— Percent White-collar . . . 19 8
21. Republicans: Occupation— Percent White-

collar ....................................   199
22. Democrats and Republicans: Ocupation--

Percent White-collar . . . .   200
23. Democrats: Homeownership--PerCent Owner

Occupied Dwelling Units . . .    206
24. Republicans: Homeownership--Percent Owner

Occupied Dwelling Units ....................  207
25. Democrats and Republicans: Homeownership—

Percent Owner Occupied Dwelling Units . . . . 208
26. Democrats: Residence--Percent Urban .   215
27. Republicans: Residence— Percent Urban . . . . . .  216
28. Democrats and Republicans: Residence--

Percent Urban  ..................  217
29. Democrats: Population Density--Population

per Square Mile . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  223
30. Republicans: Population Density— Population

per Square Mile . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  224
31. Democrats and Republicans: Population

Density--Population per Square Mile ........  225



LIST OF ILLUSTRATIONS

Figure Page
1. Association Between Intensity of Support and

Support for a Larger Federal R o l e ............161
2. Association Between Intensity of Support and

Conservative Coalition Opposition ...........  168
3. Association Between Intensity of Support and

Presidential Support (All Issues) . . . . . . 175
4. Association Between Intensity of Support and

Presidential Support (Domestic Issues) . . . .  180
5. Association Between Intensity of Support and

Percent Non-white in District . .............191
6. Association Between Intensity of Support and

Percent White-collar in District .   202
7. Association Between Intensity of Support and

Percent Owner-occupied Dwelling Units
in District..........................   210

8. Association Between Intensity of Support and
Percent Urbanization of District .    218

9. Association Between Intensity of Support and
District Population per Square Mile ........  226

viii



ABSTRACT

The subject of this thesis is the influence of the 
constituency upon the voting behavior of Members of .the 
United States House of Representatives. The Representative- 
constituency relationship, in turn, is part of a much, 
broader subject— the accountability of law-makers to the 
society of which they are a, part.

The Housing.and Urban Development Act of 1968 serves 
as a testing ground for the general hypothesis that geo
graphical districts have unique interests which are taken 
into consideration when legislative decisions are made. A 
number of more specific hypotheses are- tested to produce 
evidence that intensity of support by Representatives for 
the Housing and Urban Development Act of 19 6 8 was closely 
associated with select constituency characteristics as 
measured by gross population variables. The broadest con
clusion of this research is that Representatives do, indeed, 
respond to the efforts of constituents to influence their 
voting behavior.

ix



CHAPTER 1

CONGRESS AND THE .HOUSING AND URBAN 
DEVELOPMENT ACT OF 1968

One of the relatively few pieces of landmark 
legislation which emerged from the second session of the 9Oth 
Congress is the Housing and Urban Development Act of 1968-—  
the most far-reaching housing development program since the 
Housing Act of 1949. The HUD Act of 1968 reaffirmed the 
national goal of "a decent home and a suitable living environ
ment for every American family" which first found its way into 
the great storehouse of government goals in Section 2 of the 
1949 act.

In order to reach this pinnacle of decency, Congress 
authorized a $5.3 billion, three-year housing program designed 
to provide more than 1.7 million units of brand new and resur
rected housing for low- and moderate-income families. The 
centerpiece of this program is a set of provisions to encour
age homeownership for poor people and assist less than 
affluent families by directly or indirectly footing part of 
the bill. The supporters of the home ownership program have 
suggested that ownership will tend to bring greater stability 
to low- and moderate-income areas.

1
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Backers of the bill gave it strong encouragement and 
emphasized their approval in glowing terms. It was called 
variously, "the single most important piece of domestic 
legislation that will be considered . . .  during this second 
session of the 9 0th Congress," "the most coherent and compre
hensive attack on the problem of decently housing low- and 
moderate-income families ever made," "one of the boldest and 
most comprehensive bills in the field of housing and urban 
development ever proposed," and even "one of the most 
important and comprehensive pieces of social legislation 
that Congress has ever been called upon to consider." On 
August 1, 1968, as President Johnson signed the bill in a 
ceremony outside the new HUD headquarters building in Wash
ington, he said that, "Today, we are going to put on the 
books of American law what I genuinely believe is the most 
farsighted, the most comprehensive, the most massive housing 
program in all American history." His text spoke of the bill 
as "the rock of our commitment" and "the Magna Carta to 
liberate our cities."

The superlatives of the most enthusiastic advocates 
were well matched by the acid remarks of a small, but just as 
vehement, number of critics, most of whom objected to the 
expanded scope of federal participation in urban affairs that 
the legislation was sure to bring. In the Senate, Richard 
Russell (D-Ga.) asserted that some of the provisions in the



3

bill were "fraught with peril," and "very dangerous to the 
economy of the country and certainly to the granting of 
justice between the several cities and States of the Union." 
Congressman H. R. Gross (R-Iowa)/. labeled the bill a "mon
strosity" at several points during debate and was finally 
moved to allow that, "this bill is probably the longest 
single step Congress has taken in the last twenty years on 
the road to socialism. There is something in it for every
body except middle-class citizens. They get the privilege of 
paying taxes." Gross' position was supported by the sarcas
tic attack of Representative Wayne L. Hays (D-Ohio):

I have heard a great deal of debate here in the 
last two or three days on this long,.. multi-page bill.
It looks as if the reason it is going to pass' with a 
pretty good majority is that there is something in it 
for everybody. Everybody is going to get to dip into 
the Treasury in one way or another on this bill, and 
everybody is going to be taken care of,, from the 
ghettos to the. insurance companies and to--well, you 
name it.

As I. have listened to the debate, I have gotten 
the impression that if this bill were translated into 
Russian and handed to the Supreme Soviet, they would 
say, "We will not buy it because it is too socialistic 
for us."

In keeping with this sentiment, Gross supported Hays 
by taking Wright Patman (D-Texas), Chairman of the House 
Committee on Banking and Currency, to task: "The gentleman 
from Texas brought in a Christmas tree with presents on it 
for everybody, or as many people as he could think of, and 
now he wants the Members to pocket some of the baubles that
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are on the tree." Unfortunately for Representative Gross and 
the others who shared his sentiments, however, most congress
men were quite pleased by the arrival of Santa Claus and the 
bill was enacted by large, bipartisan majorities in the House 
and Senate with relative ease. One reason for this is that 
most were inclined to share the attitude of Representative 
Chalmers P. Wylie (R-Ohio): "To adopt the phrase used by the
President in signing the omnibus crime control bill, I feel . 
there is more good than bad, and on balance I agree . . .
that the concept of the bill is both necessary and 
worthwhile."

The Perspective of the Housing and 
Urban Development Act of 196 8

The HUD Act of 1968 is clear in establishing housing 
activity as the major component in the federal government's 
program of urban development. The act is the contemporary 
culmination of a federal housing and urban development policy 
which has been evolving for over three decades. From its 
real beginnings in the 1930's as a most modest attempt to 
encourage the construction of private housing, build more 
public housing, and peck away at urban blight through slum 
clearance programs, the government's program for the cities 
has gradually gathered scope and momentum. It is now an 
encompassing program aimed at total, coordinated community 
development which seeks both to facilitate orderly growth in
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the future and to peel away the sore spots of past 
degradation and decay.

Although housing construction is at the core of the 
new urban development legislation, this key component is 
coordinated with complementary efforts like homeownership, 
urban renewal, neighborhood conservation and rehabilitation, 
open space land projects for the development of entirely new 
communities, and programs which recognize and try to face 
the need for comprehensive area planning. In fact, no major 
government program for the cities is excluded from the bill.

The HUD Act of 1968 is also notable for the 
approaches to urban problems which it proposes. For example, 
it invites private enterprise to become an important partner 
with government in a wide number of activities. If the act 
does succeed in encouraging business to perform a crucial 
role in working toward the solution of urban problems, it 
will have proved to be a major innovation in government 
policy. Government policy-makers in the 1960's have been 
smitten with the well-worth-testing idea that by harnessing 
the private enterprise system, solutions to pressing problems 
in an era of urban crisis could be facilitated. The assump
tion has been that although primary responsibility for seeing 
that the job gets done rests with government, much might be 
accomplished through private industry. This implies that 
when industry finds a dearth of financial incentives strong



enough to enter an area such as urban housing, that the 
government will then step in with necessary motivations and 
incentives. Business in this effort is the instrument and 
not the agent of social reforms.

The crucial issue in providing incentives is how to 
structure the relationship between government and private 
enterprise. More specifically, the issue becomes how to 
structure the relationship between government and industry in 
such a way as to preserve the flexibility of the private 
sector. And it is generally agreed that business must con
front public sector problems in terms of its primary 
function— the creation of wealth. The HUD Act of 196 8 con
tains a number of incentives designed to make problem solving 
profitable for organizations interested in entering housing 
and related fields. ...

Because the HUD Act had its genesis in a time of 
accelerated interest in urban affairs marked by much creative 
thinking, it projects other exploratory concepts as well.
For instance, one notable advance over previous housing 
legislation is the recognition that providing decent living 
quarters for the poor may be better achieved through applica
tion of a broad spectrum of housing assistance techniques 
rather than through a piecemeal approach of only one or two 
programs. The legislation,. therefore, authorizes the Secre
tary of HUD to use a wide variety of methods to assist him in
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providing decent living quarters for low- and moderate- 
income families. In addition, it proposes to test many trial 
programs such as model cities and new communities in a large 
scale way.

Contents of the Housing and Urban 
Development Act of 19 68

The omnibus act contains seventeen titles, each of 
which is deserving of comment. Although the purpose of this 
paper is.to examine congressional voting behavior and not 
housing programs, the contents of the act are set forth, 
albeit very briefly, to suggest the vast scope of federal, 
participation in the nation's urban areas that is proposed.

The Declaration of Policy which prefaces the act 
reaffirms the national housing goal'of "a decent home and a . 
suitable living environment for every American family," and 
declares that "the highest priority and emphasis should be 
given to meeting the housing needs of those families for 
which the national goal has hot become a reality." It also 
proposes that the resources of private enterprise should be 
utilized to as great an extent as possible in achieving this 
objective, but adds that in all programs the firms and 
employees for each project should come.from the general area 
under improvement. Interest in the continuing welfare of the 
programs is expressed too, in a request that the Secretary of 
HUD make an annual report to Congress containing proposals
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for legislation which would improve the administration and 
management of housing programs

Title I— Lower Income Housing— charters the new 
homeownership program for low- and moderate-income families. 
It establishes a number of devices designed to allow 
assistance for families who wish to purchase a residence.
It provides credit assistance for low- and moderate-income 
families which cannot qualify for Federal Housing Administra
tion (FHA) mortgage insurance, allows for the relaxation of 
insurance requirements on mortgages in older, declining . 
urban areas where special risks may be encountered, and pro
vides assistance for the purchase of cooperative and 
condominium housing as well as assistance for the sponsors 
of such housing. This latter provision is designed to 
strengthen the groups which operate lower income housing 
developments.

Title I also creates the National 'Home owner ship- 
Foundation for the purpose of providing special encourage
ment and other services to low income families seeking home- 
ownership or other improvements in their housing status. It 
sets up a HUD directed program to develop and advance plans 
for the utilization of new technologies in the construction 
of housing for needy families. In another program, also 
administered by HUD, the Secretary, in cooperation with 
private insurers, is to plan for the establishment of an
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insurance program to help new homeowners meet mortgage 
payments in times of personal economic adversity. Finally, 
Title I contains the authority for a National Advisory Com
mission on Low Income Housing to "undertake a comprehensive 
study and investigation of the resources and capabilities in 
the public and private sectors of the economy which may be 
used to fulfill more completely the national housing objec
tive." This commission, in other words, is to continue the 
search for effective methods of providing housing for lower 
income families.

Title II--Rental Housing for Lower Income Families-- 
authorizes the Secretary of HUD to make interest reduction 
payments to owners of rental housing projects patronized by 
lower income families in order to reduce the rent many 
families would ordinarily be required to pay. It also con
tains an authorization of $140 million for the rent supple
ment program begun under the auspices of the HUD Act of 1965.

A second part of Title II includes provision for a 
number of services to housing project tenants and allows 
local housing authorities increased responsibility and flexi
bility. The Secretary of HUD may enter into grant contracts 
with local housing authorities for the purpose of assisting 
in upgrading management activities and providing tenant 
services to families in lower income housing projects. The 
tenant services include counseling on household management,
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housekeeping, budgeting, money management, child care, and 
advice about the resources available for job training and 
placement, education, welfare, health, and other community 
services. Local housing authorities are authorized to sell 
suitable units to their tenants and purchase structures for 
the purpose of reselling them to tenants. Further, in order 
to help the local authorities remain solvent a $10 per month 
subsidy is offered to help unusually low income families 
meet rent payments. One other provision shows Concern for 
the welfare of tenants by prohibiting the Secretary of HUD 
from approving high-rise elevator projects for families with 
children unless there is no practical alternative.

Title III— Federal Housing Administration Insurance 
Operations--contains insurance related provisions which 
would provide benefits to servicemen, widows, operators of 
multi-family projects, and residents of condominiums. It 
authorizes a government commitment to insure supplemental 
loans to builders for the purpose of improving or adding to 
multi-family projects, projects in urban renewal areas, or 
cooperative housing. This title is largely designed to make 
it easier to insure mortgages and obtain funds for building 
improvement.

Title IV— Guarantees for Financing New Community 
Development— authorizes. HUD to guarantee loans made by pri
vate financial institutions to the private developers of new
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communities. HUD is also authorized to make supplementary 
grants to states and localities where new communities are 
arising.in order to. help with federally-aided water, sewer, 
and open-space land projects which accompany new community 
development.

Title V--Urban Renewal--authorizes Neighborhood 
Development Programs to allow for planning and implementing 
urban renewal projects and connected undertakings in one or 
more areas on the basis of annual increments. It removes 
restrictions upon the number of residential units a local 
urban renewal agency may acquire and rehabilitate, author
izes the disposal of urban renewal land for low- and 
moderate-income housing by lease as well as sale, authorizes 
two-thirds federal grants for urban renewal open land pro
jects (which now qualify only for loans), authorizes a local 
urban renewal agency to borrow funds on the private market to 
finance project undertakings, permits the closing out of 
urban renewal projects where only a small percentage (five 
percent) of the total acquired land remains to be disposed of 
and where all other activities have been completed, and 
requires that a majority of housing units in a community's 
future residential projects must, be for low- and moderate- 
income families. Title V also provides new and more generous 
relocation payments and other benefits for occupants of urban 
renewal areas.
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Title VI— Urban Planning and Facilities— is intended 
to coordinate and direct urban planning. It gives the 
Secretary of HUD authority to make planning grants to state 
planning agencies for use in assisting "district" planning 
agencies for rural and non-metropolitan areas. More 
importantly, it broadens assistance to metropolitan planning 
agencies to promote the coverage of areawide jurisdiction, 
not just metropolitan areas, and makes a housing component 
mandatory in the comprehensive plan as a condition of federal 
assistance. It also contains an authorization to extend the 
open land program begun in the Housing Act of 1961.

Title VII--Urban Mass Transportation— extends the 
authorization and makes clarifying amendments to the Urban 
Mass Transportation Act of 19 64.

Title VIII--Secondary Mortgage Market--places the 
Federal National Mortgage Association's (FNMA) secondary 
market operations within a new privately owned corporation, 
while special assistance, management, and liquidating 
functions are retained in HUD. These remaining operations 
are to be administered by the Secretary of HUD through a 
newly created Government National Mortgage Association (GNMA).

Title IX— National Housing Partnerships--provides for 
the establishment of national housing partnerships to encour
age greater use of the financial resources of private 
enterprise in increasing the number of housing units
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available for low- and moderate-income families. It 
provides incentives and motivations for private investors to 
put their money into government sponsored and privately owned 
housing occupied by residents in the lower income brackets. 
National Housing Partnerships may involve the creation of one 
or more private corporations for profit. The government will 
assist in setting up these corporations, which are then sub
ject to the provisions of Title IX.

Title X--Rural Housing--gives authority to the 
Farmers Home Administration (FHA) to make direct and insured . 
loans available to low-income families in rural areas and 
small towns with interest rates of as low as one percent.

Titles XI and XII--Urban Property Protection and 
Reinsurance (the Urban Property Protection and Reinsurance 
Act of 1968)— provide for the establishment of the National 
Insurance Development Corporation (NIDC) in HUD. The NIDC 
would provide reinsurance to private insurance companies for 
losses suffered by them as a result of rioting and civil 
disorder. This is intended to prevent a disasterous con
striction of the property insurance market in urban core 
areas. The NIDC would also encourage insurance companies to 
cooperate with state insurance authorities and develop state
wide plans for making property insurance equally accessible 
to all property owners. State authorities would take the 
responsibility for implementing and operating such a program.
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and any insurance company obtaining reinsurance from NIDC 
would have to agree to participate in the program developed 
by the state. The state directed plans would be known as 
"Fair Access to Insurance Requirements Plans," or simply 
"FAIR Plans." This title is an embodiment (in somewhat 
altered form) of the program recommended by the President's 
National Advisory Panel on Insurance in Riot-affected Areas 
(the Hughes panel). Persons suffering losses from riots and 
civil disorder are also eligible for disaster relief 
assistance and rebuilding loans from the Small Business 
Administration (SBA). Provision is made in Title XII for 
including the District of Columbia within the coverage of 
this act.

Title XIII— National Flood Insurance--authorizes a 
new program of federal assistance to private insurance 
companies to encourage them to provide property insurance 
against flood hazards. This program, like the urban property 
protection program, provides for government reinsurance to 
private insurers who issue policies against flooding. It 
opens up a new area of operation for both government and the 
private insurance companies and is designed to be expanded 
after experience is gained. It's operational details are, 
therefore, quite flexible in many areas. The flood insurance 
program directly affects housing because one of its purposes 
is to restrict the construction of new housing in zones of
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high-flood risk. Aside from this overlap. Title XIII is 
primarily intended to stabilize a rather unwieldy apparatus 
of disaster relief assistance by regularizing channels of 
post-disaster compensation. It is really an exploratory 
program in providing insurance against natural disasters 
and, if successful in implementation, could lead to insuring 
against other natural disasters such as earthquakes and 
windstorms.

Title XIV--Interstate Land Sales Full Disclosure Act-- 
makes it unlawful for a developer to sell or lease through 
the mail or by any means in interstate commerce unless he 
complies with specific regulations within the act, as deter
mined by the Secretary of HUD. The act specifies what 
constitutes illegal procedure in this respect.

Title XV--Mortgage Insurance for Nonprofit Hospitals—  
is designed to assist in the provision or urgently needed 
hospitals by authorizing a new program of FHA mortgage 
insurance to cover the construction and equipping of non
profit hospitals.

Title XVI— Housing Goals and Annual Housing Report—  
establishes a national housing goal of 26 million housing 
units for the 10-year period from 1969 to 1979, which includes 
six million units for low- and moderate-income families. It 
requests the President to submit a yearly report to Congress



16

on progress toward achievement of.the goal of the 
elimination of all substandard housing in the United States.

Title, XVII— Miscellaneous— among other things 
authorizes $1 billion for the furtherance of the model 
cities program in fiscal 1970, creates a new Assistant 
Secretary for Research and Development in HUD, and has pro
visions pertaining to college housing, housing for the 
elderly, international housing problems conferences, and the 
consolidation of low-rent public housing projects in the 
District of Columbia. It also expands the lending authority 
of savings and loan institutions

The Passage of the Housing and Urban 
Development Act of 1968

In his State of the Union Message on January 17,
196 8, President Johnson pledged to expand on a massive scale 
the supply of housing for low- and moderate-income families 
through a program of building some six million units in the 
next ten years. He also endorsed proposals for home owner
ship, saying that the federal government "must make it 
possible for thousands of families to become homeowners, not 
rent-payers."

In his Message to the Cities on February 22, the 
President elaborated his previous intention to expand the 
supply of housing, emphasizing the importance, of private 
industry to effective completion of the task. At this time
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he suggested the creation of national housing corporations to 
spur "the formation of. privately funded partnerships that 
will join private capital with business skills to help close 
the low-income housing gap." He outlined the history of 
American cities from their beginning's to "the harsh reali
ties of the present" and then proposed a 26 million unit 
housing program to be completed within the next decade and 
pledged to send the legislation, his "charter of renewed hope 
for the American city," to Congress without delay. Four days 
later, on February 26, the Administration bill (S. 3029) was 
introduced in the Senate by Senator John J. Sparkman, Chair
man of the Senate Banking and Currency Committee and the 
next day, February 27, an identical bill (H.R. 15 624) was 
introduced in the other chamber by Wright Patman, Chairman 
of the House Banking and Currency Committee.

Hearings were conducted between March 5 and April 4 
by the Housing and Urban Affairs subcommittees of both the 
Senate and House Banking and Currency Committees. Hearings 
were also held on the Administration measure, the National 
Insurance Development Corporation Act (S. 3028-H.R. 15625), 
which had not yet assumed its logical place as part of the 
omnibus housing package.

• The widespread reaction to the bill as revealed by 
testimony during hearing sessions was one of strong, general 
support. Agreement on its desirability was nearly unanimous,



but some witnesses, such as Senator Joseph Clark (D-Penn.)f 
suggested an even more massive and long-range program, while . 
others, like John D. Lange Of the National Association of 
Housing and Redevelopment Officials (NAHRO), pointed out that 
the bill was fundamentally a long-range approach to urban 
crisis already and its programs were not geared to make an 
immediate, visible impact on present conditions in the 
cities. Lange and others advocated changes which might 
ameliorate some festering sore spots in the short term. Not
withstanding testimony of this nature, the committees took 
into their executive sessions an enthusiastic and positive 
response to all major provisions of the bill.

On May 14, the■Senate Banking and Currency Committee 
reported by unanimous consent a "clean" bill (S. 3497) which 
was over 300 pages in length, something of a record for 
housing bills. Basically, the bill reported out was a 
victory for the Administration since it incorporated most of 
the original proposals and retained nearly the same authori
zation levels found in S. 3029. The committee bill, however, 
contained two new titles in addition to the original eleven 
proposed in the Administration bill. These were the NIDC 
Act (S. 3028)> and the Senate-passed Flood Insurance Act 
(S. 1985). The latter had also been passed by the House in 
19 67 but was still in a conference committee which showed no 
signs of being able to reach an agreement. The Senate
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committee had also added a provision in the NIDC Act which 
would make areas damaged by civil disorders eligible for 
disaster relief under existing federal disaster relief 
programs.

Following three days of lackluster debate, the
Senate on May 28 adopted the bill, S. 3497, by an impressive

1margin of 67 to 4. Passage of the bill in virtually intact 
form was a victory for the Johnson Administration and a 
source of special satisfaction for floor leader Sparkman and 
Republican manager John Tower of Texas.

Two weakening amendments were passed on the floor 
which reduced authorizations. The first, offered by Tower, 
reduced from $500 million to $250 million the amount of 
special assistance to be provided by the FNMA for low- and 
moderate-income housing programs. This authorization had 
been added in committee to lengthen the transition period to 
newer housing programs. The second amendment came from 
Senator Peter H. Dominick (R-Colo.) and reduced from $500 
million to $250 million the authorization for federal guaran
tee of new community land developments. Seven other clari
fying amendments were passed, none of which altered the 
general scope or nature of any program in a significant way. 
More,importantly, three amendments which would have gutted

1. The four dissenters were all Southerners:
Spessard L. Holland (D-Fla.), Richard B. Russell (D-Ga. ),
John C. Stennis (D-Miss.), and Strom Thurmond (R-S.C.).
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parts of the bill by (1) reducing income ceilings on new 
housing assistance programs, (2) halving the $1 billion model
cities authorization, and (3) eliminating federal reinsurance 
of private insurance companies in high-risk ghetto areas ■, 
were defeated decisively. Acceptance of any one of these 
amendments might have seriously eroded support and would 
certainly have made the decisive margin of passage 
impossible.

On June 19, the House Banking and Currency Committee, 
by a vote of 29-4, reported its bill to the floor. The 
committee had deleted two titles from the Senate-passed bill, 
dropping the Administration requested program to encourage 
construction of new communities by guaranteeing the bonds, 
debentures, notes, and other obligations issued by, private 
developers to finance construction; and also cutting out 
provisions requiring full disclosure in the interstate sale 
of subdivided and underdeveloped land to guard against fraud 
on the part of sellers. The House committee also added a 
new program of mortgage insurance for nonprofit hospitals 
designed to supplement the existing program of grants for 
hospital construction. A substantial number of other, but 
minor, changes caused slight deviation from still other 
Senate programs. Most of these changes, however, were 
designed to. make eligibility requirements for assistance 
programs flexible in order to secure immediate impact in
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program operation and raise levels of aid to really low- : 
income families. Many of these changes had already been 
made on the Senate floor. For example, the Javits amendment 
had made nonprofit or limited dividend sponsors of housing 
assisted under state or local housing programs.eligible for 
interest subsidy under the new rental housing program. And 
the Proxmire amendment had stipulated an increase in the 
proportion of low- and moderate-income housing constructed 
in future residential urban renewal projects.

On July .10, the bill was considered.under a Rule 
which waived all points of order against it and limited 
debate to four hours. It passed on a roll-call vote of 295 
to 114. It was in the House that the only lively floor 
debate in either chamber took place on a controversy over 
income limits for the homeownership and rental assistance 
programs. The central issue was whether these two major 
programs should be directed primarily at moderate-income or 
low-income families.

The Administration had proposed that the Secretary 
of HUD be invested with authority to adjust income limits 
for eligibility under both programs in the understanding that 
the limits set would follow the limits currently in use in 
the below—market interest rate (BMIR) program. Generally 
speaking, the upper range of incomes of eligible persons aided
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by BMIR was about $7,000, but could be raised for large 
families or families living in relatively high-cost areas.

Representative John B. Anderson (R-Ill.), in 
collaboration with the National Association of Real Estate 
Boards, lobbyist, John C. Williamson, drew up an amendment 
which limited eligibility under the homeownership program to 
families whose income did not exceed by more than 30 percent 
the ceiling for occupancy in public housing in their area of 
residence (a level which was not a great deal less than the 
BMIR limitations). This amendment was opposed by the 
Administration as well as other interest groups, notably the 
National Association of Home Builders, but was accepted in a 
271 to 137 roll-call vote. Later, the House also included 
another Anderson amendment to place identical income limits 
on the rental assistance program in the bill by a 77 to 60 
standing vote. These amendments, although unwanted by floor 
leader Patman and opposed by the Administration, made a 
major contribution to the strong bipartisan support received 
by the bill in final passage. They gave GOP Representatives 
an opportunity to vote against subsidies for moderate-income 
families while retaining a fairly wide spectrum of income 
eligibility limits. If the programs had been limited to very 
low-income families much Republican support might have been 
lost.

Another major floor debate developed over the 
provision in Title II--Rental Housing for Lower-income
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Families— which authorized a $60 million expenditure for 
"tenant services," such as baby-sitting and homemaking 
advice for low-rent apartment dwellers. A loud objection to 
this authorization came from Representative Gross, who moved 
to strike out what he called "tenant indoctrination" and 
substitute the distribution of government pamphlets on 
housekeeping in its place. His amendment to cancel tenant 
services was defeated in a tie (84-84) teller vote, but 
immediately prior to final passage a motion to recommit 
sponsored by Representative William E. Brock (R-Tenn.) with 
instructions to delete the program of grants to public 
authorities for tenant services and grants for interim : '
assistance for blighted areas was adopted 217-193.

Brock, one of the four dissenting minority members of 
the Banking and Currency Committee, was attacked by floor 
manager Patman for "trying to ruin the bill," but the bill 
was reported back forthwith with amendments (H.R. 17989) and 
passed by a margin of 295 to 114. Despite the success of the 
recommittal motion the bill, as passed, remained substan
tially intact in the face of a barrage of weakening amendments 
intended to give special treatment to some group or groups, 
cut authorization levels, and add conditions under which the 
remaining money could be spent. Following passage, the House . 
substituted the provisions of its bill for those of the

/
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Senate bill and passed the amended S. 3497 by voice vote, 
clearing the bill for conference committee.

The conference committee followed the Senate version 
of the bill most closely. Its major action was to delete 
strict House limits on the income of families eligible to 
receive aid for the purpose of buying or renting homes under 
the homeownership and rent supplements programs. This move 
permitted more moderate-income families to qualify. When 
the conference report was filed on July 25 it was agreed to 
immediately'by voice vote in the Senate„ In the House, 
however, objection to a motion for unanimous consent was 
heard and a roll-call vote followed in which a weak effort 
by conservatives of both parties to turn back the report was 
defeated 228-135. The HUD Act of 1968 was signed by Presi
dent Johnson on August.!, 1968.

Lobbying and Pressure Group 
Activity in Congress

The Congressional Quarterly Service lists the HUD 
Act of 196 8 as one of the most heavily lobbied bills in the 
second session of the 9 0th Congress. Extensive analysis, is 
not needed to discover why it attracted so much attention. 
The omnibus bill contained provisions destined to affect the 
operation of nearly all major government programs in urban 
areas. It innovated in new areas such as homeowner.ship and 
federal insurance operations. And finally, it promised
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concerns. In short, its programs affected an astounding 
range of interests. Aside from its promised impact upon 
diverse social and economic groupings, formulation and 
debate on the bill coincided with a period of increasing 
concern for metro-urban difficulties and growing activism by 
organizations representing the underpriveleged minority 
groups which stood to become prime beneficiaries of the new 
and expanded programs.

The pressure groups which were most active in their . 
concern for promoting and clarifying provisions in the HUD . 
Act were, of course, groups representing urban-oriented 
interests. Many were involved, and no one group stood head 
and shoulders above the multiplicity as, in comparison, the 
American Medical Association did in pressure group activity 
surrounding the passage of Medicare in 1965.

The urban lobby is notoriously splintered and 
fragmented into a large number of competing (and often 
opposing) special interests. This is not a chance occurrence 
or national peculiarity but is rather a direct result of the 
fact that metropolitan areas today are not unified by a 
single, fundamental concern but by a composite set of 
interests. While there are thousands of interest groups in 
the United States, no one group is able to speak with a 
single voice about the problems of metropolitan areas. One
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areas do not have a single, broad, readily identifiable 
interest to push in the halls of Congress. Another reason 
for the presence of such a Babel is that metropolitan areas 
are geographic units, whereas businessmen, farmers, and labor 
unions, for example, can be represented as economic units, a 
simplistic reduction which helps considerably in finding a 
coherent theme to promote. Metropolitan areas have been 
called economic areas, and indeed, they do have economic 
interests. But they also have social or "human" interests 
which cannot be measured by dollars. Groups have prolifer
ated to represent all facets of an urban interest which as 
yet has no homogeneous theme.

The lack of a theme to structure debate on urban 
problems is not without consequence. The less cohesive, and 
therefore the less articulate, the urban voice is, the more : 
difficult it is for Congress or the Administration to develop 
coherent policy on the broad problems of metropolitan areas. 
Most especially in Congress, which is geared to respond in a 
regularized way to pressure groups which clearly speak for a 
well-defined and powerful constituency, the narrow speciali
zation of most urban groups has contributed to a piecemeal
approach to public policy. In this respect, the HUD Act of

. 5:
19.6 8 was a rare monument in the field of urban legislation.
It was comprehensive in promoting not just one or two
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programs but a variety of related approaches to urban ills. 
These approaches were integrated around the central concern 
of housing construction.

Even though a broad spectrum of urban interest groups 
were able to insert clarifying alterations and worked might
ily to safeguard their special concerns, the HUD Act was more 
than anything else a. product of strong Administration leader
ship and a demonstration of broad concern for all dimensions 
of urban problems on the part of the Housing and Urban 
Affairs subcommittees of the House and Senate Banking and 
Currency Committees. This broad concern, although in keeping 
with the expected role of a Chief Executive, is unexpected 
and no small achievement for a legislative body which 
customarily approaches problems by dividing the labors of 
formulating policy among a number of discreet, independent 
units. At the present, time, problems classified as urban 
are divided among 18 different standing committees and no 
less than 25 separate subcommittees, each of which habitually 
and jealously guards its own jurisdiction. When a coherent 
urban oriented measure such as the HUD Act emerges, it is 
both a product of executive leadership and legislative ini
tiative necessitated by a lack of coordinated pressure from 
the urban interests.

Nevertheless, all major lobby groups expressed a 
healthy acclaim for the bill and a number of them proved
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influential.in building support for its passage. Some lobby 
organizations won major victories by securing the insertion 
of provisions which they advocated. One of the biggest 
triumphs, for example, came with the insertion of the 
reinsurance provision in the National Development Insurance 
Corporation Act and a generally successful adjustment of the 
provisions of that act in such a way as to insure that it 
would not prove to be a. mixed blessing for insurance com
panies when it was implemented.

The reinsurance provision was backed by the American 
Insurance Association, a group which represents the bulk of 
casualty insurers in the country that together issue as much 
as 85 percent of the outstanding insurance on urban proper
ties. The provision, to authorize the Secretary of HUD to 
reinsure private insurance companies against losses 
accompanying riots and civil disorders, was considered 
essential to the insurance industry because state insurance 
commissioners were becoming indignant over the wholesale 
cancellation of policies in downtown areas. The lobbying 
campaign concentrated upon having local shopkeepers and 
businessmen contact their representatives to say that they 
feared their policies would be subject to cancellation 
unless the provision found its way into the bill. Much to 
the satisfaction of the insurers, the reinsurance program 
finally became law.
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It is.instructive to examine closely the positions of 
the insurance organizations such as the American Insurance 
Association in order to show the extent of their influence.
A subtle point which should be made is that although the 
nation's insurers welcomed a chance to get a foot in the 
doors of the Treasury, they rebelled at more than marginal 
federal influence upon the operation of the reinsurance 
program..

In April and May of 1968, when both chambers of 
Congress held hearings to air viewpoints on the proposed MIDC- 
Act, both versions of the bill were identical.' Although each 
house finally passed the legislation in similar form, it is 
significant that the bills went through radical and.compar
able changes before being reported out of committee. These 
radical, and for all intents; and purposes similar, changes 
Came after the hearings. Thus, it may be assumed that voices 
raised prior to or during the course of these hearings had . 
some impact.

While the relative weight of testimony in the hearing 
process in altering the provisions of the legislation remains 
unknown (especially in relation to other lobbying techniques), 
it seems important. Furthermore, it provides a useful com
mentary upon the position of the insurance industry and its 
success in swaying public policy and is examined here for 
that reason.
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The NIDC Act of 1968 is an amendment to the National
• / . '

Housing Act of 1949. It is intended to prevent disastrous 
constriction of the property insurance market in urban, core 
areas„ As originally proposed, the act was an embodiment in . 
somewhat altered form of the program drawn up by the Presi
dent's National Advisory Panel on Insurance in Riot-affected 
Areas (the Hughes panel). Briefly, the program recommended 
by the Panel proposed the following moves.

First, that the insurance industry, in cooperation 
with the states, institute plans establishing fair access to 
insurance requirements— -FAIR Plans.

Second, that the states, in cooperation with the 
insurance industry, form pools of insurance companies to 
make insurance available for properties not covered under the 
FAIR Plans.

Third, that in view of the possibility of catastro
phic losses from riots and losses which could not be borne 
alone by either states or the industry, the risk should be 
shared on an interstate basis through the mechanism of a 
National Insurance Development Corporation (NIDC). The pri
mary function of this corporation Would be to serve as a 
reinsurance facility, and it would be activated only after an 
"excess loss" point had been reached (first by industry and 
then by the states). If the NIDC in turn did not have enough 
money to cover losses, it would be authorized to borrow
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Treasury funds for that purpose. These funds would be 
repaid from future reinsurance premiums received by the 
NDIC. The primary risk bearers, then, would be the insurance 
companies and the states. The federal government would be 
involved only in case of exceptional losses.

Fourth, the tax deferral measures should be enacted 
for companies participating in FAIR Plans. This would 
encourage build-up of adequate reserves and diminish the 
possibility of the federal government being called upon to 
pay for losses with Treasury funds.

Fifth, that additional steps to meet the insurance 
problems of the cities should be taken through research, 
manpower training programs, and other new procedures.

The insurance industry through its lobby groups 
collaborated with the Hughes Panel as it prepared these 
recommendations and,was enthusiastic about the proposed pro
gram. The NIDC Act in its proposed form, however, departed 
from the recommendations of the panel in numerous ways.
Most generally, it gave the federal government far greater 
powers to specify terms and conditions of operation than the 
Hughes report envisioned. The Executive Director of the NIDC 
(a Presidential appointee), was given sole power to determine 
forms of coverages to be included under FAIR plans or pool's. 
He was given sole power to interpret the legislation regard
ing the extent of coverage in time of rioting or civil
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disorder. The Executive Director was also given authority to 
establish additional criteria (beyond what was already set 
forth) to be met. by the states and industry in establishing 
FAIR plans. Finally, he was given complete auditing and 
examination power over any reinsured insurance company, as 
well as the power to prescribe the records to be kept.

Despite this abrupt departure from the Panel's 
recommended program and the unexpectedly prominent role of 
the federal government that these changes presaged, most 
representatives of the insurance industry endorsed the bill. 
Fifteen of the nineteen insurance companies or associations 
giving a statement either approved the measure or said they 
would support it even if the changes proposed were not made. 
Four would support the bill only if changes were made, but 
still felt the basic proposal was sound.

The insurance interests who supported the bill 
pointed to the following factors in their decision. First, 
reinsurance protection was urgently needed to make property 
insurance available. The market for property insurance must 
be maintained. One interesting and articulate statement of 
the need for reinsurance was made by William 0. Baily of 
Aetna Life and Casualty:

Unlike natural disasters which are geographically 
limited and which over a long period of time are 
reasonably predictable, the human potential resulting 
from.social unrest is too unpredictable and poten
tially far reaching as to prevent an uninsurable
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hazard without a reinsurance facility to cushion the 
economic impact on the private insurance industry.

Second, in order to attract capital for redevelopment 
and rehabilitation of city areas, investors needed the 
assurance that their risk was only financial. Without the 
protection afforded by insurance, the attainment of goals to 
improve the cities would be delayed.

Third, a cooperative effort between the states, the 
federal government, and the insurance industry was perhaps 
the best and only way to resolve the insurance crisis in our 
cities.

Fourth, implicitly then, the prospect of increased 
government presence in the life of the private insurance 
industry was less distasteful than rapid constriction of the 
property insurance market. This was, of course, never stated 
directly. Witnesses simply allowed that the insurance 
industry had an overriding desire to serve the American 
people as credibly in the future as it had in the past. Past 
performance naturally "reflected strongly to its credit."

About half of the companies and associations at the 
hearings chose to go on record as objecting to departures 
from the Hughes report. The recurring complaint was that the 
legislation failed to carry out the "spirit and intent" of 
the Panel's recommendations. The intent of the Panel is 
expressed clearly by the following quotations from its 
report:



- 34
' 1 . .  . .

We believe that a tsuccessful program can be 
designed to operate within the context of the 
existing structure of the. industry and the existing 
pattern of state regulation and taxation of the 
insurance industry.

We believe also, that federal measures should 
support rather than supplant local efforts. Action 
by the federal government should encourage and 
assist those with frontline responsibilities.

We have confidence in the strength of the 
insurance industry and the abilities of the state 
insurance departments. We feel that they can, with 
limited federal assistance, meet the challenge posed 
by the critical insurance needs of our center cities.

Thus, it was felt that the proposed law did not pro
vide for a proper balance between federal, state, and industry 
forces. This issue of federalism lies below the six more 
explicit objections set forth below.

First, regulatory powers should not be taken from the 
states and given to the Executive Director of the NIDC. 
Cooperation between industry and the states had proved work
able in the past and should not be superceded by federal 
authority. The insurance companies felt that they would be 
better able to get a sympathetic administration and interpre
tation of the law if it was administered at the state level.

Second, the legislation prevented the private 
insurance industry from playing as large a role as it might.

Third, no federal back-up or reinsurance would be 
available on crime coverages and other lines designated by 
the NIDC except in the event of riot or civil commotion.
Even without rioting and widespread disorder the high crime
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rate in many areas could conceivably result in insufferable 
losses. Extraordinary circumstances of short duration might, 
in fact, produce less of a loss than ordinary crime, rates 
over the long run.

Fourth, detailed description of the FAIR plans would 
freeze the program into a fixed pattern and might inhibit 
improvements and innovations in. such plans. It would be 
better if the program was stated in terms.of objectives 
rather than operating details.

Fifth, the conditions under which reinsurance would 
be withdrawn should be reviewed and altered so that such 
withdrawal would be less dependent on action by the states, 
over which the insurance carriers have no control. This 
argument is obviously inconsistent with that given under the 
first point on this list.

Sixth, the legislation would impose a federal 
uniformity on the entire property insurance structure. 
Extremely broad powers to alter and shape the whole existing 
pattern of markets and regulation would be vested in the 
hands of a single individual without meaningful participation 
by the insurance industry and without any means for Congress 
to establish and oversee the specifics of federal policy. It 
was believed that the government would actually make a mone
tary profit from reinsurance premiums as well, and that 
Treasury funds were only to be loaned in any case and would 
have to be repaid in full.
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The effect of these arguments is not known, but the 
evidence suggests that it was great. The bills were 
reported out of committee with alterations which should 
have pleased even the harshest critics. Both the House and 
Senate versions were reworked to remove the exclusive powers 
of the Executive Director of. the NIDC. The House version 
removed the Executive Director entirely and placed a newly 
named "National Insurance Development Program" under the 
Secretary of HUD. Although the Senate version retained a 
corporate configuration and the Executive Director, it 
reduced his powers to exactly those of the Secretary of HUD.

Both bills provided for federal action only after 
consultation with the states and the insurance industry.
The two bills thus gave the insurance industry a much 
greater role to play in the operation of the program and no 
objectionable amendments were added on the floor of either 
chamber.

Another conspicuous lobbying victory was won for the 
savings and loan industry through vigorous and concerted 
action by the U.S. Savings and Loan League, which claims to 
be representative of more than 5,000 savings and loan 
institutions throughout the country.

At the time the Housing and Urban Development Act of 
1968 was under consideration, the League was bouncing back 
from a losing battle fought for a bill (H.R. 13718) which



would have authorized federal charters for mutual savings 
banks and considerably broadened the lending authority of 
savings and loan institutions. The League, combining its 
forces with the other major pressure group for the savings 
and loan industry, the National League of Insured Savings, 
sought to see its aims partially realized by placing a set 
of provisions to broaden lending authority in Title XVII of 
the House bill. Although not included in the Senate-passed 
bill, the savings and loan industry's effort came in time 
for inclusion in the House bill and the provision was sub
sequently accepted by Senate conferees. The new powers 
granted were generally more limited than those embodied in 
the bill defeated earlier, but still represented a substan
tial expansion of lending authority, including authority to 
make loans for seasonal homes and home appliances. This 
success was at the expense of the American Bankers Associa
tion, which was unable to. defeat the amendment broadening 
savings and loan lending powers despite a last-minute 
telegram campaign at the time of floor debate. The ABA did, 
however, succeed in blocking the authorization of charters 
for mutual savings banks.

One other clear-cut victory was won by the National 
Association of Home-builders (NAH), representing over 50,000 
home builders throughout the country. The organization 
favored the new housing and urban development bill, making it
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one of its primary legislative concerns in 196 8 and giving 
particularly strong support to the bill's new program of 
federal assistance for low-income homeowners and apartment 
dwellers as well as changes in the FNMA. However, the 
Association did object to a provision in Title XIV— Inter
state Land Sales-"Whidh would have given responsibility for 
administration of the protective provisions to insure the 
honesty of land developers to the Securities and Exchange 
Commission. The NAH was successful in persuading the Senate 
Banking and Currency Committee to rewrite the program, 
giving administrative responsibility to the Secretary of HUD> 
an office with greater experience in overseeing land programs.

Other groups did not become combatants in the 
legislative arena but still made important contributions and 
engaged in efforts to ensure smooth passage of the bill.
One such group was the National Association of Housing and

/Redevelopment Officials (NAHRO). The Senate Banking and
Currency Committee called upon NAHRO spokesmen for expert
technical advice and assistance in fashioning, the housing
act, and following passage of the measure NAHRO ran an
article in its official publication. The Journal of Housing,
listing an impressive array of NAHRO backed proposals which

2found their way into law. This is not surprising, since the

2. National Association of Housing and Redevelopment 
Officials, "NAHRO1s Contribution to the Housing and Urban 
Redevelopment [sic] Act of 1968," Journal of Housing, Vol.
25, No. 7 (August, 1968) , pp. .360-362.
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group has led the field since the early 1930's with concrete 
proposals for comprehensive housing programs, programs.of 
slum clearance, and the maintenance of an adequate housing 
supply. It has had a consistent influence upon federal 
housing legislation since the Housing Act of 1937, and 
maintains a staff of ■ experts'.in Washington which is available 
for consultation on housing-related matters. =

Organized labor also played a role in building 
support for the HUD Act. Most unions are mass membership 
organizations composed of urban dwellers and their leaders 
often voice concern for the quality of city life. The labor 
movement has long advocated the expanding'use of governmental 
powers to cope with problems in the urban environment and 
labor groups were strong in support for the new legislation. 
The AFL-CIO's Building and Construction Trades Department 
claimed success in its lobby efforts to write in the require
ment that workers on projects involving federal funds come 
from the area where construction was taking place and be paid 
the prevailing wage rate in that area. The National Housing 
Conference (NHC) , a composite group of federal and local, 
housing officials, labor leaders, and representatives of 
civic organizations, also gave strong support to the bill, 
proposing numerous revisions and additions designed to 
accelerate the Administration's programs. In April, 1967 a 
spokesman for NHC proposed a more far-reaching 2 0-year
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program to build at least 50 million new housing units, and 
NHG lobby efforts were designed to broaden the forthcoming 
legislation.

Unlike organizations such as the U.S. Savings and . 
Loan League, NAHRO, and the AFL-CIO, organizations which 
tend to see the problems of urban life through the colored 
lenses of their profession, the major civil rights groups and 
other groups of broader concern gave effusive, general 
support to the legislation. In fact, many wished to expand 
the scope of proposed programs. For example. Urban America, 
spurred on in the wake of the 19 67 summer riots, called for a 
joint public and private campaign to provide at least a mini
mum of one million new and rehabilitated housing units each 
year for low-income families alone. The Urban Coalition 
called for Congress to memorialize the late Reverend Martin 
Luther King, Jr., by passing a major program of social 
legislation to "reorder the national priorities," adding 
that taxes should be raised to support a construction program 
of one million new units annually. The Americans for Demo
cratic Action requested additional housing also, and asked 
Congress to authorize enough money for an astonishing 2.5 
million housing starts each year.

However, the efforts and proclamations of established 
civil rights groups were overshadowed by the dramatic lobby 
effort of the Poor People's Campaign, a mass demonstration of
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public sentiment which began early in May. and lasted for over 
a month until its Washington encampment was abandoned. At 
the end of the campaign in mid-June, a "Poor People's 
Embassy" was established as a center for lobby efforts in the
interests of poor people of all races.

Leaders of the Poor People's Campaign asked Congress 
for an array of costly programs designed to root out blight 
and poverty, saying that they and their followers planned to
camp in Washington until their requests were met. A list of
fifty demands on Congress and other government agencies 
(including DHUD) was released at the beginning of the mass 
demonstration. Second on this list was passage of the pro
posed housing and urban development act, behind passage of 
the proposed housing and urban development act, behind 
passage of the Clark emergency employment bill. Another 
item on the list requested that the Secretary of HUD support 
passage of the bill with amendments to ensure that the poor 
would, be employed in the construction and planning of low- 
income housing. On May 2 8 the Senate accepted an amendment 
offered by Senator Jacob Javits (R-N.Y.) requiring that 
opportunities for training and employment arising in 
connection with the new home ownership program be given to 
lower-income- persons residing in the area of the housing.

The Javits amendment, which passed easily by voice 
vote and was later included in the House bill by the Banking
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and Currency Committee, was traceable to efforts by leaders 
of the poor. Congress also responded to the campaign by 
setting up on May 23 an ad hoc committee on poverty where 
leaders of the campaign such as Reverend Ralph D. Abernethy 
and members of both houses and both parties had a forum to 
discuss the problems and needs of the poor. Beyond this, 
however, every housing act is a product of the times which . 
gave birth to it and the HUD Act of 1968 developed and was 
debated during a period of disturbances in American cities 
and increasing concern for the welfare of the poor. Events 
such as the Poor People's Campaign served to underline the 
tenor of the times to congressmen by dramatizing needs and' 
revealing a national sentiment which most representatives 
(especially those from urban areas) were reluctant to ignore.

An Evaluation of Congressional Action
Although the HUD Act of 19 6 8 did meet more than token 

opposition from some influential (and some not so influential) 
congressmen, for a bill of its size, embodying so many new, 
innovative, and expanded programs, its relative ease of 
passage and the strong bipartisan support behind it call for 
an explanation.

One general explanation lies in the fact that the 
bill had its genesis during a period when the national spirit 
was firmly committed to the ideal of removing economic, 
social, and physical barriers which barred lower income and
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minority Americans from partaking in the national plenty.
The political environment reflected an awakened mass con
sciousness of the incongruity and injustice of poverty and 
deprivation in the midst of national prosperity. This feel
ing was not simply an abstract national emotion, but was 
manifest through a simultaneous outpouring of like concern 
throughout the various localities by individuals, civic 
organizations, and the like. It was a trend in thinking 
from which most on Capitol Hill could not remain isolated.

This was also a time of popular concern over the 
problems of the cities, which had been pointedly brought to 
the attention of many by outbursts of civil disorder from 
coast to coast. Most Americans were agreed over the need for 
concerted governmental action and experts and pseudo-experts 
with advice to give came crawling out of the woodwork every
where. Strong Presidential leadership complemented a trend 
toward creative thinking about the so-called "urban crisis" 
and select groups of congressmen began to exercise the 
prerogative of legislative initiative.

This national backdrop of concern is reflected, in the 
lack of bitter controversy over the adoption of a long-term, 
10-year program to construct and rehabilitate millions of 
housing units for low- and moderate-income families? in the 
declaration of policy which reaffirmed the goal of "a decent 
home and a suitable living environment for every American
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family;" and through the provision for utilizing the 
residents and businesses of striken areas to the maximum 
degree in planning, constructing, rehabilitating, and oper
ating local housing projects. Indeed, the revision of income 
limits for eligibility in the new housing programs downward 
from those proposed by the Administration indicates the focus 
of interest of Congress on the bill. The programs were made 
to be of greater benefit to low-income groups than was 
originally proposed.

Another explanation for■easy passage.of the bill lies 
in the strong bipartisan support it received. Notwithstand
ing a strong Administration push behind the measure,, a number 
of Senators and Representatives wrote their own thoughts into 
the bill instead of reacting passively to the President's 
proposals. This tendency was particularly noticeable during 
the committee stage.

The centerpiece, of the bill, the homeowners 
assistance program, for example, was originally introduced in 
1967 by Senator Charles Percy (R-Ill.) in the Senate and by 
Representative William B. Widnall (R-N.J.j in the House. The 
two identical bills proposed to set up a private, non-profit 
corporation with authority to issue bonds and use the pro
ceeds for making loans to private organizations engaged in 
rehabilitating, buying, and constructing homes which would 
eventually be resold to low-income families.
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The Percy-Widnall proposal won.the praise and 
wholehearted support of Republican congressmenf but aroused 
strong Democratic opposition. The Administration also 
opposed the bills, and the views of Democrats generally were 
epitomized by Secretary.of HUD Robert C. Weaver, who. said 
that the bill would mislead poor persons into thinking that 
their problems could be solved overnight. Weaver cautioned. 
against raising false hopes and expressed scepticism about 
the ability of poor families to bear the burden of 
homeownership.

Controversy over the Percy-Widnall bill led three 
Senate Democrats, Walter-P. Mondale (D-Minn.), Abraham A. 
Ribicoff (D-Conn.), and Joseph S. Clark (D-Pa.), to intro
duce alternative proposals which were designed to increase 
the supply of housing through existing FHA programs of home 
mortgage insurance on private loans. The presentation of 
these three new proposals served to bog down the Senate 
Banking and Currency Committee in a spirited struggle, the 
result of which was a compromise bill (S. 2700). The pro
visions of the compromise proposal resembled the Mondale bill 
most closely, but the bill did retain the Percy-Widnall idea 
of a nonprofit corporation, even though its duties were 
narrowly circumscribed. Support of S. 2700 was divided along 
party lines. The Administration never bothered to endorse it.
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and it was not reported out of committee since little 
momentum for its passage ever developed.

In the second session of the 9 0th Congress in 1968, 
however, the Administration's proposed housing and urban 
development legislation embodied a number of the proposals 
found in S. 270 0, particularly the approach to the matter of 
homeownership for low-income families originally found in 
the Percy-Widnall bills. This distillation of the 19 67 
Republican sponsored homeownership assistance program in the 
proposed HUD Act of 1968 gave GOP members of Congress a 
needed incentive to support the legislation and was the 
major factor contributing to the desired bipartisan majority 
for passage in each chamber. The sentiments of Republicans 
are well represented in the kind words of Representative . 
Widnall: .

A year ago Senator Percy in the other body . . .
and I in the House . . .  presented the National 
Homeownership Foundation program. The Administra
tion did not take kindly to the idea and attacked 
our proposal most.vigorously, to use their own 
phrase. Remembering how they once attacked a 
minority proposal for rent certificates, and how 
they have since used it with growing approval, I 
was not surprised--even a little flattered— when 
they embraced our philosophy of homeownership and 
made it the lead title in their giant housing bill.

The provisions of the bill were also such that they 
did not alienate the large number of diverse special interest 
groups which had an interest in urban rehabilitation. As 
finally passed, its seventeen titles included programs of
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benefit to the whole spectrum of urban lobby groups. For 
example, the program for assisting developers of new towns 
and new communities was strongly opposed in the beginning by 
the U.S. Conference of Mayors, which feared,that the provi
sion would result in a stepped up exodus of middle-income 
families from the cities, allowing them to deteriorate still 
further. The Administration's strategy to gain the support 
of the nation's mayors proved successful when the program was 
clarified to make available assistance for additions to the 
edges of a city as well as entire new communities in the 
countryside.

Strong debate was anticipated over President 
Johnson's model cities and rent supplements programs. These 
two controversial "Great Society" programs had aroused much 
Republican opposition in recent debates, but even though the 
housing bill authorized sizable expansion of both these pro
grams the expected opposition did not materialize. Floor 
debate was not heated and although amendments were offered to 
significantly lower authorizations, they were defeated easily 
in standing votes and roll-calls were not demanded. The 
erosion of Republican opposition to the programs was thought 
to have resulted from GOP malaise in the aftermath of several 
narrow defeats in past battles over the same issues. Republi
cans were further mollified by the Administration strategy of
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proposing an important role for private enterprise in the 
implementation of both programs.

Not surprisingly, the very size of the bill and its 
multiplicity of provisions may have worked to stifle Repub
lican opposition as well. Representative Gross, for example, 
one of its most outspoken critics, felt that the sheer 
enormity of the bill made it difficult for the opposition to 
get together and agree on their likes and dislikes. Many 
members disliked one or more aspects of the measure but not 
all were, hostile to the same parts. The most general criti
cism was that the bill was extravagent, with Gross referring 
to it as an "open-end, come and get it bill," and blurting 
out at one point that, "No one seems to know what the cost of 
this monstrosity is going to be." Some of the sting was 
taken out of this criticism, however, since the members, of 
Congress were commonly aware that the appropriations picture 
was not bright. In fact, although Congress passed the legist 
lation without major controversy it subsequently approved 
very little in funding for new programs. The House Appropri
ations Committee in the end recommended only $6.5 million for 
HUD as compared with a request for $54 million in fiscal 
1970.

The year 19 68 was an election year, and added 
momentum was given the housing and.urban development legisla
tion by the support of the major presidential candidates.
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Richard Nixon, speaking in Concord, New Hampshire on February 
3, endorsed the Republican proposals for motivating private 
enterprise found in the Percy-Widnall bill. He explained 
that major domestic problems could be faced best by pro
viding private business with the proper incentives.

Vice-President Hubert Humphrey, speaking in Detroit 
immediately after the riots in that city proposed a "Marshall 
Plan" of federal aid to cities. He called Congress "inex
cusably slow" in funding programs for the cities such as 
housing and urged full appropriation Of the amounts requested 
by the Administration in various urban programs.

Senator Eugene McCarthy, speaking on April 11 at 
Boston University, endorsed the Kerner Commission recommenda
tion to build six million low- and moderate-income housing 
units within five years, thereby speeding up the Administra
tion's time-table by five years. He proclaimed a special 
need for "a massive federal program to provide a national 
stimulus, adequate funding, and planning for housing aid."

Speaking the same day in Lansing, Michigan, Senator 
Robert F. Kennedy proposed a "national impact project" to 
employ huge numbers of ghetto residents in rebuilding Ameri
can cities. The scope of this project would permit the 
United States to "match our great unfulfilled needs —  for 
housing" among other things. In testimony before the Senate 
housing subcommittee on March 21, Kennedy stated that at
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least 75 percent of federally-aided housing should be 
constructed in ghettos and called for tax incentives to 
stimulate private enterprise to begin this effort. He was, 
however, critical of the Administration's programs for not 
providing enough incentive to business. It is worth noting 
that the Senator in 1967 cosponsored the Percy bill. At that 
time he estimated that as many as 400,000 rental, units could 
be built or rehabilitated annually for a government expendi
ture of $50 million annually.

Governor Nelson Rockefeller, in a major April 19 
address before the American Society of Newspaper Editors, 
proposed a $150 billion program of public and private spend
ing to rebuild American cities within the period of a decade. 
He urged various types of incentives to attract billions in 
private capital for this purpose.

Finally> Governor Ronald Reagan, a some-time critic 
of most federal-aid programs who personally felt that jobs 
for the unemployed and underemployed were the key to urban ■ 
problems, endorsed the concept of the Percy-Widnall proposal. 
He stated that "public housing is not and cannot be the 
answer to either our housing or bur social problem," but 
nevertheless, recommended encouragement of homeownership 
among low-income families.
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Concluding Observations
It is important to emphasize that the material for 

this study, and particularly the expectation of finding a 
good deal of constituency influence evidenced in the research 
findings, has been revealed in the foregoing discussion of 
congressional activity. In particular, there are several 
observations which are deserving of emphasis now.

First, the charges of the critics that the bill was a 
"Christmas tree" and an "open-end come and get it bill" did 
not fly .in the face of reality. The HUD Act of 1968 with its 
innumerable programs and huge authorizations actually did 
hold the promise of benefits for large numbers of localities 
across the nation. However, the thoughtful person inter
preting the provisions of the act will see that benefits were 
more likely to accrue to densely populated urban areas 
rather than small town and rural localities.

Second, some congressmen voiced concern over the 
belief that the HUD Act was "socialistic." Although we do 
not know exactly what they meant by the term, it is a good 
guess that it was employed in recognition of the fact that 
the new housing and urban development programs would 
significantly expand the role of the federal government in 
the economic, social, and political life of the nation. 
Localities wishing to receive federal funds, for instance, 
often would have to meet federal requirements such as the
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development of comprehensive planning facilities before 
grant money was forthcoming. Again, this type of argument 
is not typical of urban interests or those persons represent
ing urban areas in Congress. As will be seen in Chapter IV, 
urban constituencies are strongholds of liberalism and 
receptivity to federal intervention for the purpose of 
solving big problems with big programs.

Third, voting in the House of Representatives did 
not take place along party lines. Rather, on final passage 
the 295 member majority was comprised of 112 Republicans' and 
183 Democrats, while the 114 member minority included 66 
Republicans and 4 8 Democrats. Although a bipartisan vote 
may mean many things/ it generally indicates that party 
pressure for conformity has been supplanted by constituency 
pressures. That is, when, party influence is not the 
deciding factor in determining a voting outcome, the next 
place to look for a likely explanation is towards the 
Representative-constituent relationship.

Fourth, the likelihood of finding an explanation for 
the roll-call voting patterns in the constituency base is 
enhanced by evidence of incoherent pressure group activity. 
Although lobbying efforts on the bill were of major impor
tance in a few instances, such as providing impetus for 
government reinsurance on property damaged in riots and 
civil disorders, most of the active groups with any measure
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of influence confined their activities to the promotion of 
minor self-interests. In many cases they'had to restrict 
their activities in this way because their voices were not . 
respected and listened to in regard to matters outside 
narrowly defined areas of specialization.

Those that did take a broad interest in the entire 
bill, like the Poor People's. Campaign, did not have it with
in their power to sway the opinions of congressmen who were 
opposed to the bill— especially those who objected to it in 
principle. Therefore, the interest of the district as the 
Representatives perceived it-was of more importance as a 
voting determinant in more cases than was pressure group 
activity. Urban Representatives of both parties were 
especially likely to try to formulate the local urban inter
est in their own minds because groups to speak authorita
tively for whatever interest actually did (or does) exist 
were rare and hard to come by.

Fifth, and finally, even if the Administration did 
exhibit a good deal of concern over passage of the bill, 
the strength of Republican support lends credence to the 
assumption that this was not the most important pressure on 
Representatives. If the Republican party had taken a stand 
in opposition to the bill it is highly unlikely that 
Administration activity, no matter how concentrated and 
concerted, could sway the decisions of nearly two-thirds of
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Republican House members and all but one Republican Senator 
on a major bill. It is far more likely that, notwithstand
ing the very effective efforts of Democrats to bring the 
Republicans into the fold, the GOP leadership would have 
left its members free to decide on their own votes in 
recognition of the necessity of placating constituent 
interests.

These five points suggest that the analysis of 
constituency influence on members of the House of Represent
atives as a deciding factor in roll-call voting behavior is 
justified in the case of the HUD Act of 1968.



CHAPTER 2

THE ROLE OF THE CONSTITUENCY IN 
REPRESENTATIVE GOVERNMENT

Students of politics, and particularly students of 
legislative institutions, have long been fascinated with the 
venerable study of representation in time and space. Not 
only classical scholars, such as Edmund Burke and John ■
Stuart Mill, but contemporary scholars as well, have 
engaged in both empirical and normative .research to describe • 
and prescribe modes of representation. Inquiry has fanned 
out in all directions, but the legislator is particularly 
subject to minute and searching analysis.

For example, one member of the legislative 
researcher's guild, John B. McConaughy, has administered 
personality tests to legislators in the state of South Caro
lina. McConaughy informs us that these individuals are 
11 decidedly more masculine than the general male population," 
"more self-confident than the average person," and given to 
"fewer feelings of inferiority." They are "far less neurotic 
than the average male adult, far less introverted, and more
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self-sufficient, and slightly more dominant," as well as
' . . 1 "less irritable and tense than the average person."

Interest in representation stems from a belief which 
was prevalent even before the flowering, of modern democratic 
institutions--the belief that lawmakers are, or should be, 
accountable to the larger society of which they are a part. 
Nonetheless, although a general consensus on accountability 
has existed for hundreds of years, opinions have differed 
greatly on the exact nature or degree of accountability which 
is appropriate. Ideas range from the imposition of a mandate 
to abide by decisions fixed in advance by the represented to 
an opposite extreme of virtually unrestricted freedom of 
action and complete independence in decision-making vis-a-yis 
constituents.

In the United States this great normative controversy 
concerns both theorists and practical politicians, although 
extreme viewpoints are not as well represented as in some 
European countries because of the preoccupation of our 
parties with office seeking in contrast to the relatively 
grander concern of European parties with ideological con
siderations. In the United States, the potential conflict 
between local interests and a national interest is muted by a

1. John B. McConaughy, "Certain Personality Factors 
of State Legislators in South Carolina," in John C. Wahlke 
and Heinz Eulau (eds.) , Legislative .Behavior: A Reader in
Theory and Research (Glencoe, 111.: The Free Press, 1959).
Quotations are from pp. 314-316.
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characteristically pragmatic approach to electoral politics. 
The loyalties of the legislator are most often determined, 
therefore, by the "first rule of politics— the office holder 
is to maximize his chances for re-election. The electoral 
mechanics of the single-member district and dependency upon 
a local party and local sources of campaign money become 
potent restraints upon the freedom of House members to main
tain a national or ideological outlook. American parties are 
essentially electoral machines which fashion a synthesis of • 
diverse opinions, classes, and interests.

The very fact that representatives in this country 
are intimately associated with distinct localities, however, 
strongly implies that a special obligation of sensitivity to 
the desires and interests of the people in these localities 
exists. This is accepted theory in the United States. To 
what extent the representative should oblige his district in 
the legislature is, nevertheless, far from clear-cut.

In general terms, "representative51 refers to the
relationship between a subject being represented and a
representative acting on his behalf. This discussion is
primarily concerned with representatives who are elected to
the House of Representatives and become members of Congress
with the. ability to make laws and determine national policy 

- 2acting collectively. Its purpose is to present in broad

2. Representatives, even elected ones, need not have 
this power. In theory they might constitute only an advisory
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strokes the positions taken by opposing theorists engaged in 
normative controversy over the proper role of a representa
tive, and to show the relevance of their dialogues to the 
American Representative-constituent relationship in the 
twentieth century.

Normative Theories of Representation 
Historically, argument over the nature of representa

tion has been a debate between Edmund Burke and his opponents, 
and the debaters have counseled the representative to act in 
diametrically opposed ways. The theories of Burke and his 
antagonists are polar opposites. It is not asserted here 
that either position is a desirable guide for practice, or 
that either is generally descriptive of established postures 
of representation in the United States Congress. It is 
important to present these rather extreme positions simply

body and amount to little more than a government sponsored 
debating society. Here it is given that representatives play 
a political role and that their decisions affect the interests 
of the entire population. Minimally, representation implies a 
relationship between a subject represented and a representa
tive acting on his behalf. In referring to members of the 
House of Representatives, it is not inferred or assumed that 
representation may not take other, and even non-political 
forms as well. A lawyer acting in behalf of his client is a 
representative, and to give another example, when corporation 
executives take actions on behalf of company stockholders 
theirs is a representative role also. Even members of the 
bureaucracy, although technically insulated from election 
pressures, are expected to exercise their powers subject to at 
least some guidance by representative norms. See Glendon A. 
Schubert, Jr., "'The Public Interest1 in Administrative 
Decision-Making: Theorem, Theosophy, or Theory?," American
Political Science Review, Vol. 50, No. 2 (June, 1956) , pp. 
346-368.
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because the great normative controversy over.representation 
can only be understood in terms of the polarization of 
opinion which has structured argument in modern times. 
Furthermore, these are the terms by which representatives 
themselves evaluate their own performance.

At one pole of the debate is the Burkean or "free 
agent" theory of representation.. For Burke and his admirers 
the representative is a conscientious statesman who acts 
independently of the will of his Constituency, but. in the 
best interest of the constituency. Ideally, the legislator 
acts in support of what he believes to be in the consti
tuency's interest, using his conscience as a guide rather 
than correspondence, polls, or other measures of public 
opinion. In taking this position Burke is less conscious of 
the right of the governed to exert a measure of control over 
their governors than of their ability to do so. And his 
basic pessimism and mistrust of human nature, especially 
with regard to the unpropertied masses, led him to conclude 
that this ability was not great. Elevated poetically, his 
sentiment is as follows:

As well may we fancy that of itself that sea will 
swell, and that without winds the billows will insult 
the adverse shore, as that the gross mass of the 
people will be moved, and elevated, and continue by 
a steady and permanent direction to bear upon one 
point, without^the influence of superior authority or 
superior mind.

3. First Letter on a Regicide Peace (179 6).. Quoted 
in Louis I. Bredvold and Ralph G. Ross (eds.). The Philosophy
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The low qualifications of. the people for directing 
civil society meant to Burke that control and guidance should 
be external to the constituency and that elections resulted 
not in a mandate for the representative to adhere to, but 
only in the conferral of legitimacy. The representative was 
then free to divine the general good and act accordingly.

To deliver an opinion is the right of all men; 
that of constituents is a weighty and respectable 
opinion, which a representative ought always to 
rejoice to hear, and which he ought always most 
seriously to consider. But authoritative instruc
tions, mandates issued, which the member is bound 
blindly and implicitly to obey, to vote, and to 
argue for, though contrary to the clearest convic
tion of his judgment and conscience,--these are 
things utterly unknown.to the laws of this land, and 
which arise from a fundamental mistake of the whole 
order and tenor of our Constitution.

Parliament is not a congress of ambassadors from 
different and hostile interests, which interests 
each must maintain, as an agent and advocate, 
against other agents and advocates; but Parliament 
is a deliberative assembly of one nation, with one 
interest, that of the whole— where not local pur
poses, not local prejudices, ought to guide, but the 
general good, resulting from the general reason of 
the whole. You choose a member, indeed; but when 
you have chosen him,, he is not member of Bristol,, 
but he is a member of Parliament. If the local con
stituent should have an interest or should form an 
hasty opinion evidently opposite to the real good of 
the rest of the community, the member for that place 
ought to be as far as any other from any endeavor to 
give it effect.4

of Edmund Burke: A Selection from His Speeches and Writings
(Ann Arbor: The University of Michigan Press, 1960), p. 146.

4. Speech to Electors of Bristol (1774). Quoted in 
Bredvold and Ross (eds.), op. cit., pp. 147-148.
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Burke's conception of representation is close to 
procedural. It necessitates only some means of choosing 
representatives, that is, nominating and electing them, and 
contains only minimal directives for the role of the repre
sentative once he has been installed in office. It is not 
even assumed, as in other theories, that periodic elections 
serve the purpose of making the legislator responsive to the 
principals whose business he conducts. If the constituents 
reject a statesman (as in the case of the voters of Bristol) 
his defeat is unfortunate and disfunctional. The consti
tuency has little positive influence.

Historically, the Burkean theory of representation is 
not without precedent in the United States. Representation 
by a political elite was advocated in broad outline by 
Alexander Hamilton, James Madison, and John Adams. Madison, 
for example, made the following statements in The Federalist:

The effect of . . . the delegation of the
government . . . to a small number of citizens
elected by the rest . . . is to refine and enlarge
the public views by passing them through the medium
of a chosen body of citizens, whose wisdom may best 
discern the true interest of their country and whose 
patriotism and love of justice will be least likely 
to sacrifice it to temporary or partial considera
tions. Under such a regulation it may well happen 
that the public voice, pronounced by the representa
tives of the people, will be more consonant to the 
public good than if pronounced by^the people them
selves, convened for the purpose.

5. The Federalist, No. 10.
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The antithesis differs from Burke's independence model 
by elevating the constituency to a position of vastly greater 
influence over the representative's actions. This opposite 
norm of representation asserts that the representative should 
act in support of the will of the constituency as determined 
by what he believes an effective majority of his constituents 
desire. Ideally, the representative should be compelled by 
electoral sanctions to mirror the wishes of his electoral 
district and follow the mandates of past elections. And in 
extreme form, this would mean that the representative would 
not be influenced by the demands of. any but his own consti
tuents, even if their demands stood against the demands of 
every other citizen in the country.

Whereas Burke based his doctrine of independence on 
essentially negative aspects of human psychology, his 
opponents decline to accept this basic pessimism. The 
mandate theory assumes confidence in the reasoning powers of 
large numbers of men and expresses the hope that uplift and 
progress, in the process of self-governance are possible.
The average man, it is felt, should have the right to 
express a preference, and a collective preference should be 
reflected exactly by the representative. Thus, although a 
distinction can be made between representing "interests" and 
"desires," as in the Burkean theory, it is assumed by
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advocates of the madate theory that these two are not to be 
kept formally distinct.

Such stringent accountability to constituents as.a 
thread in American political thought traces back to another 
"Founding Father"— Thomas Jefferson. Jefferson felt that 
republican government was noble in proportion to the size of 
the ingredient of direct action by citizens. Although it 
was preferable to have the citizens assembled to act 
directly, if this was unfeasible and representatives were 
needed, then the representatives were to be no more than 
instructed agents of their constituents. Furthermore, a 
legislature or representative assembly was, in Jefferson's 
view, analogous to a meeting of ambassadors representing 
soverign states.

The mandate theory of representation was widely 
accepted in the American colonies and it was common practice 
for New England towns to instruct their colonial assemblymen 
on questions of importance. Instructions were sometimes 
written and carried by horseback to the representative. 
Largely because it became too difficult to assemble consti
tuents for a parley this practice fell into disuse, but the 
sentiment favoring a careful check on the actions of repre
sentatives lingered on. When the First Amendment in the 
Bill of Rights was debated by Congress in 1789, Representa
tive Thomas T. Tucker of South Carolina proposed an insertion
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in the freedom of assembly clause which would have insured 
and protected the right of the people to assembly for the 
purpose of giving instruction to their representatives. 
Although this proposal failed to carry the Congress (largely 
because of Madison's opposition), it was not uncommon for 
constituents informally to instruct their Representatives 
during the nineteenth century. And, prior to the ratifica- . 
tion of the Seventeenth Amendment which provided for the 
popular election of U.S. Senators, it was common for state
legislatures to send the men they selected to Washington.

6with a set of very specific instructions.
A third, and historically less influential, 

conception of representation is the responsible party model. 
The responsible party model is conditioned upon the presence 
of a strong, responsible two-party system at the national 
level. The people form a national constituency and prospec
tive representatives appeal to this national base in terms 
of a national party program; and while electoral districts 
still correspond to local geographic areas, they are reduced 
in importance to the point where they may only accept or 
reject the national program. . The personalities of candidates 
for office and their commitments to local needs must remain

6. Malcolm E. Jewell and Samuel C. Patterson, The 
Legislative Process jn the United States (New York: Random
House, 1966), pp. 37-40. See also Anwar Hussain Syed, The 
Political Theory of American Local Government (New York: 
Random House, 1966), pp. 42, 185, et passim.
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secondary considerations, since the primary appeal of the 
candidate to a locality will necessarily be oriented toward 
national concerns. The utility of the local district lies 
only in the number of votes it is able to produce for the . 
national party.

In a responsible, two-party system of this nature 
the representative would still have a choice of orientations 
toward the national constituency akin to the choice presented 
by the mandate-independence controversy. He could act in 
support of what he believed to be in the national interest, 
a decidedly Burkean orientation. Or, he might decide to 
support what he believed the nation (or an effective majority 
within the nation) desired. Once again, a distinction 
between "interest" and "desire" would have to be made and 
the inception of a responsible two-party government in the 
United States, although entailing striking changes in the 
behavior of representatives, would, nonetheless, fail to 
define automatically the nature of the representative's role 
vis-a-vis his constituency.

The fundamental dichotomy between the conception of a 
representative as a delegate and as a trustee, and the ensuing 
concern over just exactly what should be the proper relation 
of the representative to his constituency seems more intel
ligible when comprehended in more basic terms. Students of 
politics are agreed that much of what goes on in Congress is
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legitimizing by building majorities, and that this process is 
most essential to the widely agreed upon Lockean theory of 
government. This theory asserts that if civilized government 
is to proceed there must be either positive support and con
sensus, or apathy and disinterest, so that decisions may be 
enforced. Agreement can be developed by the use of force, 
the presence of tradition, or other stimuli such as a climate 
of great affluence.

Democratic governments shy away from the use of force
and depend upon agreement which is not based upon fear and
prefaced by coercion, but results from citizen participation
in the policy-making process. This participation is usually
accomplished through one or more representatives, over which
the people have some influence. However, because these
representatives seek to represent large numbers of people,
and often find that consensus or even majority opinion is
lacking on most issues, the optimal performance of their
function calls for leadership in forming or reforming opinion

7and building consensus within their districts. If the

7. In theory, constituents at the polls select a 
representative who will reflect their own desires to a greater 
or lesser extent, but here is where one rather bizzare variant 
of normative theory, namely that the electors should select a 
typical or average one among them on the basis of existential 
attributes, falls down. It is quite conceivable that the 
natural rights doctrine of the inherent equality of man could 
be extended into the sphere of representation by postulating 
that representatives, as individuals, should be close to the 
norm of their constituency in regard to intelligence and 
educational attainment, religion, social status, and group



67

representative clearly sees that the desires of his 
constituents are against the grain of their best interests, 
it is incumbent upon him to direct rethinking, for the twen
tieth century congressional district does hot have the infal
lible character of Rousseau's popular assembly.

It is plain that there is a reciprocal relationship 
between the American people and their government, a relation
ship which can be understood in terms of power and influence. 
While the government, and therefore representatives in their 
official capacities as government officials, must have some 
measure of power over the population to. achieve ends common 
to all governments, the people must also be. able to influence 
representatives acting in their behalf or decisions may not 
be accepted as: a matter of course by the interests affected. 
In the words of Lewis . A. Froman., Jr . :

. . i [I]f a government which allows for the
articulation of preferences and participation in the 
decision-making process by its citizens is to be 
stable, then there must be some relationship between 
the preferences of the governed, especially intense

membership. However, aside from the obvious difficulty of 
finding, such persons, it is almost a certainty that excel
lence in government would become as elusive as the snark.
The reason for this, of course, is that the typical man, by 
definition, is not a leader and it is incumbent upon the 
representative to exercise this quality, since this is what 
the optimal performance of his function requires. , The chances 
of a constituency's interests being represented adequately are 
enhanced when a "status gap" appears between legislators and 
their clientele..
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preferences shared by large groups of people, and 
public policy.&

Stable government, in turn, is synonymous with legitimate
government, and according to Donald E. Stokes reciprocal
influence between those who exercise power and those who
judge this exercise is equally important to legitimacy.

Since the legitimacy of the regime is so settled 
a matter in the American context, it is the problem 
of democratic control which has received the wider 
attention. But . . ". [the] dual aspects of power in
representation are related through the fact that the 
public's perception of its influence on political . 
leaders is part .of what confers^legitimacy on the 
decisions of the leaders. . . .

The congressman, then, is charged with the two, often 
conflicting, responsibilities of representing, the citizens 
and exercising authority over them. Therefore, while res
ponding to the voice of his constituency he must at the same 
time have a sufficiently wide scope of independence and lee
way for behavior. The potential for role conflict is built 
into the representative function in the political democracy.

If the term "representative" meant— as it does not-- 
that a person having this title should do only what his con
stituents demanded of him, then there would exist no contro
versy over the exact nature and limits of his proper role. '

8. Lewis A. Froman, Jr., Congressmen and Their 
Constituencies (Chicago:. Rand McNally & Co., 1963), p. 41.

9. Donald E. Stokes, "Political Parties in the 
Normative Theory of Representation," in J. Roland Pehnock and 
John W. Chapman (eds.), Representation (New York: Atherton 
Press, 1968), p. 151.
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No theory would be needed because a "theory" of behavior, 
would have been incorporated in the definition. However, if 
it is necessary for a representative to have a certain amount 
of elbow-room--in the sense for the leaders to have some 
authority over the led— then a normative theory of representa
tion would have some value in defining the proper role of the 
representative.

Far from being meaningless, therefore, controversy 
over the meaning of representation is healthy and normal in a 
republic which seeks to balance governmental authority and 
responsiveness. The interlocution which takes place provides 
the personnel occupying positions as representatives with 
acceptable sets of directives as to how they can best function. 
This is necessary, since representatives are the targets of , 
plural, and frequently conflicting pressures, and should have 
sets of norms which can serve to lessen the tension between 
such factors as constituency, party, and the national interest 
as they perceive it.

Normative Theory and the 
American Practice

Although researchers are aware that the Representative 
does more in Washington than simply sit back and listen to the 
soft rustle of millions of dollars leaving the Treasury, they 
are not quite sure of his orientation towards.the ,burdensome 
tasks which confront him. Research findings have consistently
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shown that not all congressmen (or state representatives) 
adhere to the same theory of representation and that no 
single tradition coincides with modern practice and political 
reality. Rather, the American scene contains elements of the 
mandate, independence, and party government models, all of 
which combine to form a kaleidoscopic pattern that defies 
accurate description. The exact nature of this hybrid is 
elusive and transient. '

The party government model corresponds only slightly 
to the real nature of the representative-constituent relation 
in America today. The member of the House of Representatives 
must determine the extent, of the party vote as opposed to the 
candidate vote in his election and ask himself to what extent 
he was elected as a party man. This is especially necessary 
for the freshman who has been swept into office on the coat
tails of a President. Even if the party vote was large, how
ever, the American congressman is never in,the position of 
his British equivalent in the House of Commons. In . the words 
of Pennock:

Under the British political system, today it is 
normally part of the understood rules of the game 
that . . . [the representative] should bow to the
party (although he might occasionally abstain, if 
doing so would not endanger the government's 
majority). His supporters were aware of that 
possibility when they voted for him. Even if they 
did not know what stand the party would take on
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this issue, they desired his party to be in power 
and were presumably willing to pay the price.10

Progress toward party government in the United States 
is impeded by some reasonably definite trends in public life. 
First, the number, variety, and complexity of issues is 
increasing and as this trend continues it becomes more and 
more difficult to imagine a strong, all-inclusive mandate for 
any party. Second, government is taking on more and more 
functions, and the greater the extent of government activity 
the more difficult it is for a party to adopt a program upon 
which most members agree. Such a feat is possible in the 
relatively homogeneous society of Britain, but considerably 
less likely in a country as diverse and heterogeneous as the 
United States. Third, the transfer of some important repre
sentative functions to special interest organizations should 
be tentatively listed as a factor militating against progress 
towards party government. These groups, operating directly 
on government at all levels in the federal system usurp some 
of the functions which responsible parties would perform.

The killing blow to party government comes, however, 
from a fourth factor— the long and strong tradition of the 
representative's responsiveness and sensitivity to the local 
interests of his constituency. A party in this country simply

10. J. Roland Pennock, "Political Representation: An
Overview," in Pennock and Chapman (eds.), ibid., p. 14. See 
also, Richard Rose, Politics in England (Boston: Little,
Brown and Co., 19 64), pp. 208-209.



cannot retain public support unless its office-holding 
representatives are responsive to localities. This tradition 
is enforced.by electoral mechanisms which make the sanction 
of defeat at the hands of the electorate a distinct possibil
ity. The effect of regularly scheduled popular elections is 
to make the representative as wary as.a singed cat, and 
because of- them the representative does not have as wide a 
choice between divergent theories of representation as some 
theorists would lead us to believe.

Due to this tradition of legislator tropism the 
political life-expectancy of a Burkean type representative is 
short indeed. However, it is also unrealistic to expect 
acclaim for the representative who is purely and simply a 
delegate. A representative acting in this manner would be 
functionally useless most of the time, since there is seldom ' 
an effective and unified majority to articulate a precise 
constituency preference to the man in Congress. Opinion, 
even on a single question, is never unitary except in the 
most extraordinary of circumstances and a representative who 
was inactive in the leadership and formation of constituency 
preferences would not be adequately fulfilling the role 
expectations which constituents hold about their legislators. 
The care and feeding of a constituency in this way is only 
possible where the representative is not chained to mass 
ignorance for better or worse.
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Plainly, then, the superior representative today will 
conceive of his role as falling somewhere in between the two 
poles of the mandate-independence controversy. Just where 
remains a minor mystery, but simply because a precise posi
tion has not yet been established as typical of collective 
practice does not foreclose further conjecture as to general 
habits. For example, WahIke and his associates have been 
able to categorize state legislators, into three distinct 
types: "delegate," "trustee," and "politico."^  The "poli
tico" category includes those legislators who are flexible 
enough simultaneously to direct and be directed by their 
constituents. It spans the chasm between the two classical 
theories of representation and is a convenient catch-all for 
legislators who do not fit neatly into either of the other 
two molds (a total of 36 percent). As such it is a relatively 
amorphous category and only serves to verify the broad obser
vation that many legislators combine in practice orientations 
which are separated in theory.

A more fruitful analysis is forthcoming if the 
question of representative orientation is approached in a 
new perspective. There is a question, as yet unanswered in a 
completely satisfactory way, as to whether or not different

11. John C. Wahlke, Heinz Eulau, William Buchanan, 
and LeRoy C. Ferguson, The Legislative System: Explorations
in Legislative Behavior (New York: John Wiley and Sons, Inc.,
1962) , pp. 267-300.
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models of representation apply to the representative's actions 
in divergent substantive areas. Do representatives act dif
ferently when they apply themselves to the task of represent
ing their constituencies on dissimilar public issues? Or, to 
put the question in other terms, is the public perception of . 
legislative action on varied issues so different qualitatively 
as to subject the representative to varying modes of influence 
and restraint by his constituency? Must the representative 
act in keeping with a single role or theory at all times and 
on all issues? Intuitively we know that he does not.

Although more evidence and systematic research is
needed to answer these questions, contemporary findings
suggest that they are well posed. Warren E. Miller and
Donald E. Stokes, for example, believe that "variations in the
representative relation are most likely to occur as we move

12from one policy domain to another." They feel that "no 
single, generalized configuration of attitudes and perceptions 
links Representative with constituency," and as one example, 
they find a tenuous link between, the issue of social welfare 
and the responsible party model. They point out:

On the one hand, because Republican and Democratic 
voters tend to differ in what they would have govern
ment do, the Representative has some guide to district 
opinion simply by looking at the partisan division of

12. Warren E. Miller and Donald E. Stokes, 
"Constituency Influence in Congress," American Political 
Science Review, Vol. 57, No. 1 (March, 1963), p. 56.
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the vote. On the other hand, because the two parties 
tend to recruit candidates' who differ on the social 
welfare role of government, the constituency can 
infer the candidates' position with more than random 
accuracy from.their party affiliation, even though 
what the constituency has learned directly about 
these stands is almost nothing. How faithful the 
representation of social welfare views is to the 
responsible-party model should not be exaggerated.
Even in this political domain, American practice • 
departs widely from an ideal conception of party • 
government. But in this domain, more than any other,. 
political conflict has become a conflict of national 
parties in which constituency and Representative are 
known to each- other primarily by their partyassociation.13

Charles 0. Jones, finds that the nature of a "policy 
constituency" is an important variable in defining the 
behavior of Representatives. The "policy constituency" is 
composed of:

. . .  those interests within [the Representa
tive's] geographical Or legal, constituency which he 
perceives to be affected by the policy under con
sideration. When he regards these interests as 
actively and homogeneously concerned, they are 
ordinarily sufficient to determine his public stand. 
When he sees them as weak, indifferent or divided, 
other factors come into play.14

Daniel J. Elazar suggests that political culture is
also a variable with which we may associate distinctly dif-

15ferent patterns of representationi Elazar lists three

13. Ibid., p. 56.
14. Charles 0. Jones, "Representation in Congress: 

The Case of the House Agriculture Committee," American Poli- 
tical Science Review, Vol. 55, No. 2 (June, 1961), pp. 358- 
359.

15. Daniel J. Elazar, American Federalism: A View
from the States (New York: Thomas Y. Crowell, 1966), pp.
123-127.



American political cultures : "individualistic, " "moralistic, " 
and "traditionalistic." Congressmen representing areas of 
different political cultures act uniquely because of their 
association with peculiar cultural traits. States with 
"moralistic" political cultures, for example, have in the 
past contributed a disproportionately large share of the men 
in Congress with national rather than regional or local 
reputations. They are likely to produce men who acquire 
reputations as "consciences of the nation" because in this 
political culture local problems take on a "quasi-moral 
focus" which can be associated with the achievement of 
national goals. The existence of a cultural variable, of 
course, strongly implies that sectionalism or regionalism is 
also a factor which may influence the Representative's 
orientation.

It is suggested here that postures of representation 
may vary over time also; that is, that the role of the 
Representative vis-a-vis his constituency changes as centuries, 
decades, or even days pass. During certain periods in Ameri
can history some policy areas produce only low-key issues and 
are relatively quiescent, while others achieve great promi
nence because vital or "gut" issues have arisen. When a 
particular issue is hibernating it is possible for the Repre
sentative to ignore, for all practical purposes, the opinions 
on it in his constituency.and base his decisions in that area



on something other than the local interest. It is possible 
for him to be a "statesman" of sorts. However, when an 
issue has been revitalized through, public discussion and 
intrudes itself upon the public as a vital concern, the 
Representative will find it much harder to act independently 
or ignore the local interest. Obviously, it is also possible 
for the very same issue to be of high salience in some con
gressional districts and of no importance in others during 
the same time period. The taxation of agricultural real 
estate, for example, will arouse men's passions in Iowa's 
Sixth District while producing only blank expressions in the 
Sixth District of New York. And it is almost certain that 
Edmund Burke, were he in Congress today, would rather legis
late for New York where agricultural issues are concerned, 
since the Representative from that state would normally be 
allowed more latitude for individual judgment.

If differing and distinctive styles of representation 
are invoked, depending upon the issue involved or other vari
ables, it is not possible to describe the American practice of 
representation with a single generalization, lest this gen
eralization be so innocuous as to have little instructive 
capacity. Since this research:examines only a single issue 
area--housing— a hypothesis of differential representation 
due to Variation in policy domain is not tested. Therefore, 
findings concerning the extent and nature of constituency



influence cannot be generalized to encompass other issue 
areas with any guarantee of accuracy. It is probably safe to 
say that findings in this study would remain decently close 
to reality for such metro-urban issues as transportation, 
environmental pollution, local grants-in-aid, airport con
struction, and juvenile deliguency. But affirmation of this 
must await the findings of further research because data of a 
single case do not permit the opportunity to generalize with 
confidence about the representative process as it operates 
over extended intervals and varied issues.

With a general idea of the nature of representation 
in the House of Representatives discussion can now turn to 
explication of more specific and immediate forces which 
influence the congressman's voting decision. This will show 
how a variety of pressures affect him under the broad 
umbrella of whatever orientation he has found it expedient to 
adopt.

Multiple Pressures Influencing 
Congressional Voting Behavior .

Many and diverse factors influence the voting 
decisions of members of the House of Representatives. .Pres
sures are plural and, for most members, conflicting in pro
portion as the measure under consideration is controversial. 
Some of these pressures were uncovered in Chapter 1.
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The discussion is renewed here to allow a more systematic 
analysis, with emphasis placed upon describing the nature 
and effect of constituency pressures on the actions of the 
representative. The testing of various hypotheses in Chapter 
4 will then serve to substantiate the inference to be made
here that constituency pressures are manifest in the voting

. . \ . . behavior of House. members.
The. Representative who is faced with a decision on 

how to vote will receive advice from many sources if the 
measure is at all important. Demands for support or opposi
tion to a particular bill or-amendment are made by friends, 
fellow congressmen, party leaders, Administration and pres
sure group spokesmen, and constituents. These references are 
more visible (though not always more important) than inter
nalized pressures such as personal preference for policy and 
administration, the presence of institutional norms and 
values, personal ambition, and ideological beliefs.

Pressures are a direct consequence of the aforemen
tioned conflict between the. ideal of independence inherent in 
the necessity for governmental authority and the persistent 
expectations of responsiveness found in the people of a 
democratic society. Because of this conflict the Representa
tive's role is loosely structured., leaving him open to 
attempts to influence his decisions. Attempts to sway him 
are never in short supply and if not everyone agrees on an 
issue, resultant pressures will conflict.
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One of the most important, effects of cross-pressure 
is to prevent rigidity in the orientation of a Representative 
toward any mode of representation or any one source of pres
sure. No matter what alignment is chosen by the Representa
tive, exceptional tenacity and singularity of purpose are 
needed if change under pressure is to be avoided. This kind 
of behavior is usually associated with stands based upon 
principle and moral conviction, and although it should not 
be said that our Representatives are not men of high 
character, it is nevertheless a fact that most will occa
sionally bend with the wind. It is, in fact, functionally 
appropriate for them to placate actors in the policy-making 
process who are straining to move mountains. But most 
important, the urge to respond to pressures is indicative of 
a healthy flexibility in the representative process, and it 
is this flexibility which, if maintained, will produce 
differential modes of representative behavior from one policy 
domain to another.

Plural pressures reach peak strength and are most 
conflicting on bills such as the HUD Act of 1968. According 
to Lewis A. Froman, Jr.:

Some bills are more "important" than others in 
that they effect large numbers of people, are part of 
the President's program, involve large sums of money, 
or in other ways gain widespread attention. On these 
bills all of the [pressure] factors are likely to be 
operating at once, and not necessarily all in the same
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direction. It is on these bills that pressures from 
all . . sources are the strongest and congressmen
are often put in the most difficult conflictsituations.16

If this statement is accurate, as I think it is, it is to be 
expected that the HUD Act necessitated compromise and choice 
of response on the part of representatives among various and 
conflicting pressures. It is the purpose of this research to 
show that constituency influence won out in the end; that is, 
that consideration of the interests or desires of the con
stituency assumed larger proportions than other factors singly 
or in combination. It is asserted that where competing or 
conflicting pressures were encountered the Representative 
chose most often to respond to the real or perceived opinion 
of his district. •

Constituency influence does not and need not predomi
nate in the minds of congressmen on all issues and there is 
considerable evidence that it does not. For example. Senator, 
J. William Fulbright, Chairman of the Senate Foreign Relations 
Committee is often quoted thusly:

The average legislator early in his career 
discovers that there are certain interests, or pre
judices, of his constituents which are dangerous to 
trifle with. Some of these prejudices may not be of 
fundamental importance to the welfare of the nation, 
in which case he is justified in humoring them, even 
though he may disapprove. The difficult case is 
where the prejudice concerns fundamental policy 
affecting the national welfare. A sound sense of

16. Froman, op. cit., p. 6.
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values, the ability to discriminate between that 
which is of fundamental importance and that which is 
only superficial, is an indispensable qualification 
of a good legislator. As an example of what I mean, 
let us take the poll-tax issue and isolationism.
Regardless of how persuasive my colleagues or the 
national press may be about the evils of the poll 
tax, I do not see its fundamental importance, and I 
shall follow the views of the people of my state.
Although it may be symbolic of conditions which many 
deplore, it is exceedingly doubtful that its aboli
tion will cure any of our major problems. On the 
other hand, regardless of how strongly opposed my 
constituents may prove to be to the creation of, and 
participation in, an ever stronger United Nations 
Organization, I could not follow such a policy in ,^
that field unless it becomes clearly hopeless. . . .

The demonstration of congressional response to pres
sures as differing from issue to issue is predicated upon 
more than testimony like this. Research also indicates that 
pressure factors are responded to in different order depend
ing on the issue.

Julius Turner, in his groundbreaking book, Party and 
Constituency, found evidence to indicate that different

18issues have quite different consequences for party cohesion. 
Charles 0. Jones, in his study of the House Agriculture Com
mittee discovered that the importance of. constituency influ
ence varied from one stage of the legislative process to 
another, and that legislators, were more responsive to

17. Center for the Study of Democratic Institutions, 
The Elite and the Electorate (New York, 1963), p. 6.

18. Julius Turner,. Party and Constituency: Pres-
sures on Congress (Baltimore: Johns Hopkins University
Press, 1951), pp. 14-15; 69-71.
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constituency pressures on the floor than, for instance, in 
committee.

Helen Ingram, in a content analysis study of various
documents relating to housing legislation prior to 1965,
finds that since housing involves extensive government
intervention and touches_many people in many constituencies,
feelings of support or opposition within the constituencies
of most congressmen are strong, and that therefore, leaders
intent on majority building hesitate to invoke constituency
unless such references serve a majority building function.
She adds that active involvement in the legislative process

20has the effect of screening constituency.pressure.
Finally, Miller and Stokes find that in the three 

different policy domains of social welfare, foreign involve
ment, and civil rights, "no single, generalized configuration 
of attitudes and perceptions links Representative with con
stituency, but rather several distinct patterns, and which.of

21them is invoked depends very much on the issue involved."
A survey of such findings indicates that constituency 

pressure, as well as other pressures, may be responded to in 
greater or lesser degree and that the importance of these

19. Jones, op. cit., p. 367.
20. Helen Ingram, "The Impact of Constituency on the 

Process of Legislation," Western Political Quarterly, Vol.
22, No. 2 (June, 1969), pp. 265-279.

21. Miller and Stokes, op. cit. , p.. 56.
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pressures may even vary from bill to bill within the same
issue area, not to mention from committee to floor debate on.
the same bill. This is because Representatives faced with
conflicting pressures must decide which are more important
than others and this is a continuing evaluation on all

22except the most trivial issues. Yet the Representative 
remains free to exercise his judgment in any direction and 
it will be demonstrated that in the HUD Act of 1968 House 
members, taken collectively, chose to satisfy constituent's 
demands instead of responding to other sources of pressure 
which may have conflicted with real or perceived constituency 
interests.

Specific Pressures on Congressmen
Although pressures upon Representatives seem to rise 

from innumerable sources, it is convenient to place them into 
five categories for analysis. These categories are: (1) con
stituency; (2) political party; (3) institutional environment;
(4) Administration or executive branch; and (5) personal.
These five elements individually and in combination influence 
congressional decision-making and each will be considered 
here.

22. According to Turner, some Representatives 
"attempt to please all by casting conflicting votes on a 
succession of roll-calls." Such behavior may take place, but 
it is undoubtedly (and hopefully) exceptional^ Therefore, 
this usual mode of response to conflicting pressures is not 
given serious consideration here. Turner, op. cit., p. 165.
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By constituency pressures are meant those pressures, 
either real or perceived, which a congressman takes cogni
zance of in order to establish a voting record which he can 
use to enhance his chances of reelection. These pressures 
may be direct, as in face-to-face contact with constituents, 
or indirect, as in cases where constituency opinion is not 
communicated to the Representative and he therefore infers 
one on the basis of prior knowledge of constituent behavior 
and his expectations of their behavior in the future.

Party pressures are those which stem from exhortations 
to follow stands on policy issues taken by the local, national, 
or congressional parties. On a number of issues the position 
of the party is vague and the legislator has some leeway in 
making his decisions. The area of civil rights is an example. 
On the other hand, issues such as social welfare find the 
Representative face-to-face with a well-defined party posi
tion. Naturally, conflicting pressures may arise here when 
the local and national parties disagree on one or more 
issues. In some cases the party, especially the party leaders 
in Congress, do not take any stand at all and the rank-and- 
file member is left without a. cue as to how he should vote. 
Deliberate abdication by the leadership may occur especially 
when it is known that local pressures are strong.

Opinion varies on the importance of party guidelines 
as determinants or reference points for voting behavior.
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David B. Truman has suggested that the party leadership in y 
Congress performs the important function of supporting 
members who seek refuge behind the party label when they 
behave in ways contrary to the expectations of their consti-
' 23tuents. Wilder Crane, Jr., casts dispersions on the 
importance of the party as a determinant of voting behavior, 
asserting that studies of party influence show that party 
cohesion is most easily obtained on issues which legislators

24are least concerned about and regard and unimportant.
Julius Turner, on the other hand, is tenacious in

adhering to the belief that party is. the single most important,
2 5determinant of voting behavior in Congress. Wahlke and 

associates, MacRae, and Jones indicate that whether a legis
lator is a member of the majority or the minority party may 
make a difference in the degree of conformity to party posi
tions he exhibits.̂  Wahlke and associates additionally

23. ■ David B. Truman, The Congressional Party.: A
Case Study (New York: John Wiley & Sons, Inc., 1959),. p. 217.

24. Wilder Crane, Jr./ "A Caveat on Roll-call Voting
Studies' of Party Voting," Midwest Journal of Political Sci
ence , Vol. 4, No. 3 (August, 1960), p. 247.

25. Turner, op. cit. , pp. 17.8-179.
26. Wahlke, et al., op. cit., p. 346; Duncan MacRae, 

Jr., Dimensions of Congressional Voting•(Berkeley, Calif.: 
University of California Press, .1958) , p. 289 ; and Charles 0. 
Jones, "The Minority Party and Policy-making in the House of 
Representatives," American Political Science Review, Vol. 62, 
No. 2 (June, 1968), pp. 481-493.



report that some state legislators feel breaking party 
discipline actually is helpful to the party, since fighting 
the constituent well might lead to defeat at the polls and

V ' . ■ .■■■ 27decreased strength for the party.
Pressures in the institutional environment come from 

the congressman's friends and colleagues, especially those in 
leadership positions, and lobbyists who attempt to sway the 
Representative's choice on legislative matters. These pres
sures may consist only of friendly persuasion and. advice or 
they may involve veiled threats from those in d position to 
hurt the congressman. Institutional pressures may, of course, 
overlap with party pressures and in many cases serve to rein
force the differences between the parties.

Party leadership is the most salient source of insti
tutional pressure. Although diverse types of institutional- • 
ized pressures may be important to the decisions of most 
representatives., pressures from, the party leadership are con
sistently important to all. Majority and minority leaders, 
committee chairmen, and the Speaker of the House have the 
ability to influence the Representative's career because they 
hold the reins of power in the congressional environment.
They can, for example, either aid of hinder the member in his 
attempts to secure desired benefits for his district. It is 
hard to characterize conclusively the nature of the influence

27. Wahlke, et al., op. cit., p. 364.
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of this collective institutional leadership since roll-call 
studies of the voting behavior of leaders differ in their 
findings. .

Truman, in adopting the position that parties in
Congress perform a "mediating function" by integrating
ideological disparities within the party, hypothesizes that
legislative leaders are likely to be "middle-men," or moder- 

2 8ates. Donald R. Matthews agrees with Truman as far as
29Senate leadership is concerned. Samuel C. Patterson finds

that while secondary leaders (such as party whips) are
likely to be party moderates, primary leaders in the Senate
are more likely to represent more extreme positions along a
liberal-conservative scale. MacRae , in,his study of the
Massachusetts House of Representatives found that although
the leadership could be distinguished from the rank-and-file,

31the criteria for distinction differed for both parties.
. Committee chairmen, of course, are roundly condemned 

for not being representative of their national parties. They

28. Truman, op. cit., p. 205.
29 & .. Donald R. Matthews , U.S. Senators and Their 

World (Chapel Hill: University of North Carolina Press,
1960), pp. 131-132.

30. Samuel C. Patterson, "Legislative Leadership and 
Political Ideology," Public Opinion Quarterly, Vol. 27, No.
3 (Fall, 1963), pp. 403-404.

31. Duncan MacRae, Jr., "The Relation Between Roll- • 
call Votes and Constituencies in the Massachusetts House of 
Representatives," American Political Science Review, Vol. 46, 
No. 4 (December, 1952), pp. 1046-1055.
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achieve their posts, at the pinnacle of the legislative 
process without great exertion through the operation of the 
"senility system," which inevitably elevates members in both 
Houses from "safe" districts. And it is well known that
most "safe" districts are insulated from major political.

32currents and spared strong party competition. It .is fre-. 
quently, theorized that constituents select Representatives 
who reflect their own feelings and, therefore, the Represent
atives of these "safe" districts are not likely to be ideo
logically close to;the point of intra-party consensus. In 
any case, it is safe to say that in the past, committee 
chairmen have not proved to be bellweathers of party change 
and adjustment to prominent winds of sentiment in the poli
tical environment.

In conclusion, one is inclined to agree with 
Patterson that "hypotheses [do] not serve well in predicting 
ideological positions of legislative leaders," with the 
possible exception of committee chairmen, who are likely, to 
be found somewhere off the beaten path in the majority of 
instances. The fact that committee chairmen are

32. This does not necessarily mean that there is no 
competition for office in one-party areas, since a single . 
party may be characterized by two or more competing factions. 
See V. 0. Key, Southern Politics in State and Nation (New 
York: Random House, 1949), Chapter XIV, especially pp. 310-
311. Nevertheless, overall competition for office is rather 
low in the districts of most committee chairmen. See John E. 
Crow, "The Wily Old Men," The Nation, Vol. 207, No. 23 
(December 30, 1968), pp. 706-707.
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unrepresentative of their parties is significant because they 
are the source of some of the strongest institutional pres
sures. It is well within their power to reward or punish 
committee members, and a recalcitrant chairman may delay
, 3 3important legislation almost at will.

Other non-party or institutional cues for voting in 
Congress have been observed. In the words of David. Truman:

In the absence of well-defined, institutionalized, 
and continuously operative cue-giving mechanisms with- 
in the legislative party, one would anticipate that a 
variety of informal, only partly conscious, but not 
entirely haphazard devices would be employed by 
Representatives in arriving at their voting decisions. 
Moreover, within a body as large as the House or one 
of the parties in the House these substitute sources 
of voting-cues would be expected to grow, up around 
familiar associations and relationship serving alter
native functions. These would include personal friend
ships not necessarily political in character, relations 
of confidence developed through joint service on 
legislative committees, and.even contacts created by 
the proximity of offices or residences in Washington.
They would certainly include the almost ready-made 
relationships within the state party d e l e g a t i o n . 34

Both Truman and MacRae have studied the way that 
the state delegation, as a secondary group, affects the 
votes of its members. For Truman, the delegation "tends to 
constitute a communication structure whose repeated use 
results in a heightened consensus and similarity of voting

33. This conclusion is based upon the relative 
importance of committees in the legislative process. See 
Woodrow Wilson, Congressional Government (New York: World 
Publishing Company, 1885).

34. Truman, op. cit., p. 2 04.
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3 5 -among its members." He finds that on bills with ambiguous 
political implications and on issues which split the party, 
the delegation shows greater than random cohesion.. MacRae 
found that cohesion within a state delegation could be: 
associated most easily with issues involving state-wide
interests, such as the votes of California congressmen on

, , 36some agricultural issues.
The probability of high cohesion within any state 

delegation, however appears to be dependent upon the absence 
of conflicting local pressures within the delegation, and 
states differ widely in their homogeneityi, On an act such 
as the HUD Act of 1968, cohesion is low, since most states 
contain urban, suburban, and rural constituencies and 
Representatives are responding to these sources of pressure ' 
more than others. Support for housing, as will be seen in 
Chapter 4, decreases with the distance from central city 
strongholds.

The Administration may at times apply pressure 
designed to affect the congressman's voting behavior. A 
meeting or phone conversation with the President or another 
high official may serve to alter or reinforce the convictions 
of a waverer. This is the most dramatic and publicized source

35. Ibid., p. 205.
36. MacRae, op. cit., Dimensions of Congressional 

Voting, p. 280.
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of executive pressure but, taken together, other factors are 
probably more important. For example, executive agencies 
provide services to the congressman's constituents, give him 
information and advice, and send officials to present testi
mony at committee hearings. The opportunities for contact 
and influence here are obvious. Promises of aid and coopera
tion from an executive department or agency are highly valued 
by congressmen, who may then try to repay favors received.

Finally, personal factors are also a source of 
pressure upon the Representative. His personal convictions, 
values, preferences, and self-interests will naturally affect 
voting decisions. Generally, this pressure is hidden from ' 
the eyes of the investigator, but Wahlke and his associates, 
during the sourse of their interviews with state legislators, 
uncovered evidence showing that pressures' stemming from 
personal factors may sometimes rival in intensity constituency 
pressures and party pressures. "Of ten possible reasons for 
not voting with party, on which New Jersey and Ohio legisla
tors responded, constituency problems ranked second, close

37. Two excellent commentaries on interaction between 
Congress and.the Executive branch are: J. Leiper Freeman, The
Political Process: Executive Bureau-Legislative Committee
Relations (New York: Random House, 1955); and Nelson W.
Polsby, Congress and the Presidency (Englewood Cliffs, N.J.: 
Prentice-Hall, Inc., 1964), especially pp. 99-115. For an 
overview of reform proposals in this area see Roger H. David
son, David M. Kovenock, and Michael K. O'Leary, Congress in . 
Crisis: Politics and Congressional Reform (Belmont, Calif.:
Wadsworth Publishing Co., 1966), pp. 25-31.
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behind contrariness to personal conviction> morals, or
3 8ideals." If this feeling is widespread and manifest at the 

national level (and there is no reason to believe it is not);, 
more research on the personality factor in the legislative 
process is desirable. It is usually slighted because it is 
not very easy to measure, and often it is overlooked or 
ignored completely.

The Nature and Importance 
of Constituency Pressures

Geographical districts have unique interests which 
are taken into consideration when legislative decisions are 
made.

The following discussion is not undertaken to test 
this hypothesis but to demonstrate its plausibility. The. 
general hypothesis in its present form is not amenable to 
quantitative methods of proof and for the time being should, 
be. regarded only as an assumption. The aim of subsequent 
testing of more specific hypotheses which can be derived 
from the above hypothesis is to verify its broad correctness 
as a statement about the representative process in the United 
States.

It is conceivable that in some nation the idea that 
the national interest could best be secured in a situation 
where each locality, through its elected representatives,

38. Wahlke, et al., op. cit., p. 363.
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sought to attain its own selfish interests exclusive of
other localities might become the generally accepted theory,
of representation. However, it has been shown that this does 
not correspond to reality in contemporary America. Neither 
is it accepted normatively, except perhaps by a few political 
philosophers with subtle reasons in mind. The legislator in 
this country is free to regard national concerns as also . 
being perfectly proper concerns of his district. He may 
rise above local greed if his conscience indicates this is
what he ought to do.

Nevertheless, substantial control of legislators by 
constituents is widely accepted as both a factual truth and a 
normative principle, even if conceptions of the regularity of 
constituency control have had to rest upon inference. The 
assumption of some degree of constituent influence is commonly 
made by politicians, voters, and other participants in the 
policy-making process. The purpose here is to explore the 
mechanics of constituency control and underline the impact of 
constituency pressures on congressional decision-making.

Do congressional districts, in fact, have unique 
interests? Lewis A. Froman, Jr. thinks that they do.

We . . . find that many people within the
congressional districts share roughly similar kinds 
of environments. This sharing of environments, 
coupled with the notion that many issues affect 
people sharing similar environments in similar ways, 
leads us to the conclusion that people in' similar
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kinds of environments are likely to share similar 
attitudes on many matters of public p o l i c y . 3 9

John Wahlke and his associates, on the other hand, 
hold some serious reservations about the homogeneity of geo
graphic electoral districts on substantive policy issues.

Electoral districts tend to be so heterogeneous 
in population attributes, so pluralistic in the 
character.of their group life, so diverse in the 
kinds of values and beliefs held, that whatever 
measures of central tendency are used to classify a 
district are more likely to conceal than to reveal 
its real character. The notion that elections are 
held as a method to discover persons whose attri
butes and attitudes will somehow mirror those most 
widely shared by people in their district appears 
to be of dubious validity. The function of represen
tation in modern political systems is not to make the 
legislature a mathematically exact copy of theelectorate.40

Some students of the representative process, and 
especially reformers, strenously object to the artificiality 
of the district referent,- asserting that it is generally an 
unnatural grouping of individuals with varied interests and 
that no mechanism for generating consensus among its resi
dents exists. It is, they say, difficult for the electors to 
perceive shared interests if, in fact, such interests exist, 
and the majority of representatives must shoulder the impos
sible burden of reconciling incessantly conflicting demands. 
The result is that sometimes a legitimate interest can go

39. Froman, op. cit., p. 11.
40. Wahlke, e t a l . , op. cit., p. 288.
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unrepresented or strong minority interests may be ignored.̂ "*" 
These objections manifest themselves in radical reform 
schemes such as proportional representation and vocational 
representation, which purport to make representation of more 
natural groupings possible.

Although the discontents pose legitimate questions 
and have suggestions for changing the representative process 
which deserve serious consideration, the proper question for 
the empirical researcher is not whether the geographical 
district represents the best, possible arrangement, but whether 
it does, in fact, serve as a significant source of public 
policy. Even though the represented may not always share 
common interests it should still be argued that the Represen
tative seeks to discover interests, uses the district as a. 
point of reference in making legislative decisions, and in 
doing so performs a vital service. In this vein, Wahlke, 
et al. ,- report that most state legislators, even though 
complaining that district policy views were difficult to 
determine, "perceive representation of the interests of some

41. This is a basic dilemma of popular sovereignty. 
See Robert A. Dahl, A Preface to Democratic Theory . (Chicago: 
University of Chicago Press, 1956) . It is also one which is 
faced by reformers of all stripes and is not confined solely 
to the process of representation. For this problem as mani
fest in electoral college reform see Neal R. . Peirce, The 
People's President (New York: Simon and Schuster, 1968), pp.
151-204. And as it presents itself in local government a 
good discussion can be found in Robert C. Wood's Suburbia:
Its People and Their Politics (Boston: Houghton Mifflin Co.,
1958), pp. 259-302.



97

geographical area as a proper function of their legislative 
activities.

Although legislators are oriented towards their 
districts, widespread lack of distinct opinion on policy is a 
factor, which among other things, introduces much ambiguity 
into' the legislator^constituent relationship. In the words 
of David B. Truman:

... . [T] he member of Congress is by no means
always able to predict the electoral consequences of 
his choices even though he is sure that they may 
produce repercussions in his district. This unpre
dictability contributes to the unstructured character 
of his position. The political intelligence supplied 
by interest groups and individual petitioners and 
advisers, valuable though it may be in helping to 
resolve doubts is neither so complete nor so accurate 
as to eliminate the uncertainties and risks associated 
with the Representative's response to a call for the 
"Yeas and Nays."43

Therefore, the consequences of the ascendency of 
geographical representation over functional or virtual repre
sentation have an important impact oh the legislator. To see 
more clearly how constituent dissension makes the Representa
tive's job more difficult it is necessary to be precise about 
the means available for constituents to influence the 
Representative.

Constituency pressures on Congressmen are of several 
kinds. First, and of most obvious consequence are electoral

42. Wahlke, et al., op. cit., p. 288. 
43 * Truman, op. cit., p. 204.
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pressures. If the role of the district as a source of 
public policy is vague, its function as an electoral mechan- , 
ism is not. Within the area of the district competitive 
parties or factions within parties arise which function to 
enforce responsibility of the legislator to his clientele.
A congressional election may not provide the Representative 
with a clear and precise mandate, but it does express the . 
electorate's evaluations of past behavior. If the past 
record is viewed as unsatisfactory then voters are expected 
to exercise the ultimate sanction of removal from office. 
Congressmen who wish to remain in office generally work to 
compile a record that reflects responsiveness to constituency 
interests.

Second, we may assume that on matters of national and. 
local policy some constituents will be concerned enough to 
contact the Representative and express their viewpoints. No 
doubt he has invited this contact during past■campaigns. 
Letters, phone calls, telegrams, and visits are considered by 
many congressmen as "helpful pressures," because they neces
sarily must be aware of district opinion in. building a record
■ 44 •in Congress.

That constituents intrude upon their congressmen is a 
fact. But the real nature and importance of this type of

44. An excellent discussion of the congressman's 
every-day contacts with his constituents can be found in 
Charles L. Clapp, The Congressman: His Work as He Sees It.
(Washington, B.C.: The Brookings Institution, 1963), Ch. II.



communication varies and remains, obscure. Doubt must be 
expressed as to whether or not the congressman hears from a 
reliable sample of his constituents. Interest groups exhort 
constituents to contact the Representative and express view
points on questions of interest to them by sponsoring letter 
writing campaigns,but the letters subsequently received may 
not be a valid measure of all public opinion within the 
district. According to Lewis Anthony Dexter, the Representa
tive hears most often from people who agree with him, and 
some have a tendency to interpret what they hear in such a

' 45
way as to support their own viewpoints. There is undoubt
edly a grain of truth in this.

Third, in the.absence of direct pressure resulting 
from contact with constituents, the Representative utilizes 
internalized perceptions of the general nature of his con
stituency. Its political complexion, as he perceives it, 
provides continual insight into the kinds of people and 
groups within the district and helps to predict public reac
tion to his behavior in lieu of the concrete statement of 
interest stemming, from direct communication. This impres
sionistic picture of constituency gives the Representative 
some guidelines for behavior and, therefore, must be dealt 
with as a pressure, albiet of an indirect nature. The

45. Lewis Anthony Dexter, "The Representative and 
His District," Human Organization, Vol. 16, No. 1 (Spring, 
1957) , p. 4.
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Representative follows the imagined demands of his 
'constituents because he feels he ought to do so.

This is a most important influence on voting behavior 
because although a legislator is often spoken of as "repre
senting" or "not representing" his district this is, accord
ing to Dexter,."shorthand-" "The fact is the congressman 
represents his image of the district or of its constituents 
(or fails to represent his, or our, image of them).
Research findings have confirmed great reliance upon consti
tuency image.

Miller and Stokes find the Representative's 
perceptions of constituency attitude to be the main path by
which the local district ultimately influences Congressional

47  , ■output. Jones, in his study of the House Agriculture Com
mittee, asked members of the committee this question: "How
did you find out what your constituency wishes were on this 
bill?" Responses showed that more members of the Agriculture 
Committee relied.on indirect perception more than on any 
other method. "Some of those mentioning 1 intuition,1 or 
1 sixth sense1 observed that their own identity with the cul
ture or mood of the district made it natural that they would 
know their neighbors' w i s h e s . T h e  following responses are 
cited by Jones as typical.

46. Ibid., p. 2.
47. Miller and Stokes, op. cit., p. 45.
48. Jones, op. cit., "Representation in Congress .

p. 366.
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You are in a position to .know, of course, on a 
lot of things. I live there— there are many things 
I just know. I don't have to ask anybody. There 
are very few bills where I would have to guess. If 
I did, I wouldn't be here as the representative.

I am a native of -- . I get letters--though I
don't get very much mail. I have sent out ques-. 
tionnaires but I don't know. It is just the fact 
that I know and I can judge their n e e d s . 49

On the other hand, the representative-constituent
relationship is a reciprocal one, and as might be expected,
the member of Congress has some opportunities to influence
his district. He has a certain amount of choice in selecting
the audiences or groups with which he wishes to communicate,
and the range of this choice, affects the nature of representa-

50tive government. . He also has easy access to communications 
media of all forms, which may be skillfully used, to his 
advantage.

. Although proponents of popular sovereignty are opti
mistic about the ability of the citizen to exercise a watchdog 
function over their legislators, the electorate is largely 
uninformed about all but the most salient issues. The 
congressman who understands the nature "of his electorate may 
on many occasions mold public opinion to his own personal 
preference if he is careful to make appeals which do not 
conflict with general ideas about how the affairs of state

49. Ibid., p. 366. _
50. MacRae, op. cit., Dimensions of Congressional 

Voting, p. 281.
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should be conducted. Thus,.the clever legislator can 
sometimes, determine citizen response in his district by 
posing policy questions in terms which appeal to popular 
prejudice. This is especially true regarding those members 
of the electorate described as "independents," whose votes 
are often said to determine the outcome of an election.

The Congressman may also influence important segments 
of opinion by providing tangible benefits for his district. . 
Public works programs, military installations,.and defense 
contracts for local industries all enhance the image of the 
Representative in his bailiwick.

There are always a small number of Representatives 
who ignore district political pressures and fall down in 
defeat. There are others, who, fortunately or unfortunately, 
come from districts where the political process is so dis
organized and groups and interest parties so ill-developed

51. For too many writers on politics and the 
representative.process the "independent" voter is a model of 
rational, informed, and responsible electoral behavior.
Almost mystical power to determine the outcome of any elec
tion is often attributed to this creature. In fact, he pro
vides a simple and easily understood explanation for events 
about which political commentators remain puzzled, and he is 
a convenient explanation for a lot of things. Although the 
"independent" is undoubtedly important, explaining the 
Representative's behavior in building a record for his con
stituents in sole recognition of this segment of the elector
ate is nonsense. See Angus Campbell, Philip E. Converse, 
Warren E. Miller, and Donald E. Stokes, The American Voter 
(New York: John Wiley & Sons, Inc.,,1960), pp. 125^126, 143-
145, and 194-209. See also, V.O. Key, Jr., The Responsible 
Electorate (New York: Random House, 1966), especially
Chapters 1 and 2.
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that reprisal is not likely, in any event. For the majority, 
however, substantial constituent influence is a presence to 
be reconciled with existing personal beliefs and values 
because inforced by an inevitable electoral process.

District Elections and 
Congressional Voting Behavior

The competition of political parties and factions 
within geographical confines with the potential result of 
defeat at the polls for the Representative has been highly 
touted as an important factor influencing voting behavior. 
Since voters tend to elect Representatives who will be. res
ponsive to their wishes this stage of the recruitment process 
favors the politician who is sensitive to the sentiments of 
the electorate and is willing to promise responsiveness while 
in office. Once having made this promise and having been 
elected to the House of Representatives, the American legisla
tor finds it difficult to ignore his district even if he feels 
it is appropriate to do so. There are no contemporary equiva
lents of Burke's speech to his Bristol constituents and it is 
not difficult to discover the reasons for this.

Orderly, democratic elections are regularly scheduled 
each two years and if the constituents expect responsibility 
then the record'must show it at these times. And, generally 
speaking, students of the legislative process are agreed that 
the more competitive the district, the more likely that
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constituency preferences and quirks will be reflected in the
52congressman's roll-call responses.

The recruitment process, then, stacks the deck in 
favor of responsiveness. . Even though the district is not in 
every case a gold mine of highly crystalized public opinion 
for the sedulous Representative to respond to, he is 
obligated to do the best he can. However, this is by no 
means the whole story. The problem, simply stated, is to 
demonstrate the effect of the electoral process on the 
Representative's voting behavior. The statement that, compe
tition for office tends to. make the legislator responsive to
constituency pressures is too simple to provide an understand-

53ing of underlying complexities.
For one thing, the electoral sanction is only a 

potential sanction and not an actual one. There are instances 
when the Representative may safely turn a deaf ear toward his 
district and disrespectfully vote without regard for its

52. See, for example, Lewis Froman, Jr., op. cit., 
p. 117; Duncan MacRae, Jr., op. cit., "The Relation Between 
Roll Call Votes . . .," p. 202; and Thomas R. Dye, "State
Legislative Politics," in Herbert Jacob and Kenneth N. Vines, 
(eds.), Politics in the American States (Boston: Little,
Brown . & Co., 1965), pp. 188-1.92.

53. Congressmen are, of course, elected for two-year 
terms, but in recent years proposals for three and even four 
year terms have been advanced. While the concern here is not 
with the merit of these proposals, a change in tenure of 
office would have considerable impact on the Representative- 
constituent relationship. See Charles 0. Jones, Every Second 
Year: Congressional Behavior and the Two-year Term (Washing
ton, D.C.: The Brookings Institution, 1967).
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wishes. . Even on matters the locals regard as vital the 
legislator may deviate from their wishes occasionally, without 
untoward fear of retailiation. Although he may not be 
treated kindly at the polls the next time around, two years 
is enough time in which to gloss over a few blemishes on the 
record.

Still, part of every Representative's strategy is to 
avoid giving ammunition to this opponents for use in subse
quent political combat, and a; voting decision that is 
"incorrect" from the constituent's perspective is something 
to avoid. Oddly enough, this is particularly applicable to 
the Representative from.a "safe" district. In the view of 
Miller and Stokes:

Particularly the Representative from a safe 
district may feel his proper legislative strategy is 
to avoid giving opponents in his own party or outside 
of it material they can use against him. As the • 
Congressman pursues this strategy he may well write a 
legislative record that never becomes very well known 
to his constituents; if it doesn't win votes, neither 
will it lose any. This is clearly the situation of 
most southern Congressmen in dealing with the issue 
of Negro rights. By voting correctly on this issue 
they are unlikely to increase their visibility totheir constituents. 4̂

54. Miller and Stokes, op. cit., p. 55. The question 
of the relative independence of the Representative from a safe 
one-party district or a competitive two-party district has 
begotten contradictory conclusions. Jewell and Patterson, in 
their survey of the findings on this question conclude that 
the information does not merit a decision one way or another. 
Jewell and Patterson, op. cit., pp. 437-438. On the other 
hand, Dye concludes that Representatives from highly competi
tive districts tend to exhibit less party voting than those 
from one party districts. Dye, op. cit., pp. 188-192.
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They also point out that the relationship of mutual 
influence between the Representative and his constituents is 
not simply a bilateral one, but that there are intermediaries 
such as local party organizations, interest groups, civic 
organizations, and the news media, which filter the complexi
ties and. justifications of a Congressman's decision. The 
intermediary process leaves only a small residuum of the 
Representative's original intent for the public to evaluate; 
hence, the public "may get simple positive or negative cues 
about the Congressman which were provoked by his legislative .
actions but which no longer have a recognizable issue con- 

55tent." It should be noted that this intermediary process, 
if it is described correctly by Miller and Stokes, also 
limits the capability of the Representative to influence 
district opinion.

Another factor which complicates evaluation of the 
significance of Congressional elections, on Congressional 
voting behavior is the present day decrease in the importance 
of elections as factors influencing public policy. There are 
a variety of reasons for this. Government and public policy 
are becoming more complex and the choice of one candidate or 
party over another certainly does not constitute a clear-cut 
preference for one alternative -or another. The sector of 
government concerned with foreign affairs has and is

55. Miller and Stokes, op. cit., p. 55.
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continually expanding, and along with it areas of secrecy
56where the public is prohibited from passing judgment. The

growth of bureaucratic institutions and the increasing
importance of their functions removes many other policy 
decisions from the hands of the voters entirely, since key 
bureaucrats are insulated from and unaccountable to the 
electorate, notwithstanding their claimed genuflection before 
normative theories of representation.

Elections are becoming more a ritual designed to
unify and build support for the political system, and less a
means of choosing between alternative courses of public 
policy as symbolized by party candidates for representative 
positions. Voting behavior, then, is not always an activity 
which provides a mandate for public policy. Eric A. Nord- 
linger makes the comment that:

It is only a minority of voters who go to the 
polling booths in the expectation or hope that their 
votes will influence governmental policy. Rather, 
voting turnout is primarily a product of a sense of 
duty and an expression of long-standing loyalty to a 
political party, and, as such, the decline of elec
tions is tangential to the operating characteristics 
of democratic government.57

56. See E. E... Schattschneider, The Semi-sovereign 
People: A Realist's View of Democracy in America (New York: 
Holt, Rinehart, and Winston, 1960), p. 15 and cf.

57. Eric A. Nordlinger, "Representation, Govern
mental Stability, and Decisional Effectiveness," in Pennock 
and Chapman (eds.), op. cit., p. 12 6.



108

It is the contention here that the only mandate in a 
Congressional election (with some striking exceptions) is 
the mandate for sensitivity to the voice of the constituents. 
Aside from this commonality, interpretations of vote returns 
are endless and in progress up until the time a fresh "man
date" arrives. The great significance of the constituent's 
voting behavior is that it can replace one Representative 
with another, and this is particularly important when replace
ment involves a switch of parties. The constitutionally 
enforced right of the people to do this is a basic safeguard 
to representative government in the United States. No matter 
how vital a role the Representative plays in Congress, or how 
meritorious his contribution to the political life of the 
nation, he must still convince a tiny pack of howling parti
sans that he merits reelection. Sometimes, to our horror, a 
great statesman is unable to do this. At other times, local 
prejudice may consistently return a dunderhead to office time 
after time, and this is equally horrifying even to the most 
buoyant advocates of popular sovereignty.

A more telling criticism of the electoral sanction, 
however, is that it is an inefficient way of holding the 
Representative responsible. It is a potential rather than an 
actual restraint and it operates in a purely negative way.
It is capricious as well. But no better device has been
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invented which would allow the Representative the freedom of 
action necessary for his leadership role.

1 Indeed, the electoral sanction, whatever its short
comings with respect to holding the Representative accountable 
in the short run is efficient in promoting broad changes in 
public policy over the long run. V. 0. Key, Jr. and E. E. 
Schattschneider both make the point that the electorate is 
immanently well qualified to pass judgment on past perform
ance, but less ably constituted to produce a rational mandate 
for guiding future decisions-making. By voting only period- . 
ically the citizenry can change the course of governmental
policy without restricting the public official so greatly

5 gthat he is unable to innovate and lead.

The Significance of Electoral Margins
Does the more competitive district send a more 

responsive delegate to a legislative body? A number of 
studies about Congress and state legislatures shed light 
upon the connection between the winning margin of a candidate 
for office and his subsequent behavior as a representative of 
the locals who elected him.

Since the literature is unanimous in tagging party 
affiliation and constituency demands as the two most important

5. V. 0. Key, The Responsible Electorate . . ., op.
cit., Chapter 1; and E. E. Schattschneider, Two Hundred Mil- . 
lion Americans in Search of a Government (New York: Holt,
Rinehart and Winston, 1969), Chapters 4 and 5.
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pressures, on a Representative, operationally the analysis of 
this question faces the problem of holding party, affiliations 
and the composition of constituencies constant in order to 
discover the relationship between legislative voting behavior 
and the degree of the margin of popular vote in the consti
tuency. One assumption made in studies of this nature is 
stated very nicely by Miller and Stokes:

Because of the pervasive effects of party loyalties, 
no candidate for Congress starts from scratch in putting 
together an electoral majority. The congressman is a 
dealer in increments and margins. He starts with a 
stratum of hardened party voters, and if the stratum is 
broad enough he can have a measurable influence on his 
chance of survival simply by attracting a small addi- 
tional element of the electorate— or by not losing a 
larger one. Therefore, his record may have a very real" 
bearing on his electoral success or failure without most 

- of his constituents ever knowing .'what that record is.59
Thus, it is asserted that the Representative knows he 

has a real chance to enhance his possibilities to return to 
office if he constructs a record which will appeal to uncom
mitted voters, ambivalent groups, and other elements of the 
electorate which are not cemented to him by virtue of party 
affiliation. Conversely, it is assumed that if the record is 
poor the Representative will be out of a job. According to 
Julius Turner:

Representatives who are independent of their 
constituencies and . . . parties, however, are not
treated kindly by the American electorate. The lon
gevity in office of representatives who defied party

59. Miller and Stokes, op. cit., p. 55.
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and constituency appears to have been much less than 
the longevity of congressmen who yielded to- the 
major pressures.°

In 1950, S. P. Huntington suggested that in districts
where electoral margins are narrowest, the difference between

61the parties is greatest. If this inference is correct the
importance of party interchange in Congressional elections
would increase. Unfortunately, this finding was not entirely
confirmed in MacRae1s study of the Massachusetts House of

62Representatives two years later. However, in this study 
MacRae suggested two important relationships: (1) that
legislators from less competitive districts are more likely 
to take extreme stands on issues than legislators from mar
ginal districts; and (2) those representatives whose previous 
electoral margins were close tended to reflect constituency 
characteristics in their votes more closely than do those 
with more comfortable margins.

In another study, this time on the U.S. House of 
Representatives, MacRae refined his analysis by adding a 
party variable. He tried to determine whether there were 
systematic differences between groups of legislators, who 
were categorized on the basis of closeness of electoral

60. Turner, op. cit., p. 174.
61. Samuel P.. Huntington, "A Revised Theory of 

American Party Politics," American Political Science Review, 
Vol. 54, No. 3 (September, 1950), pp. 669-677.

62. MacRae, op. cit., "The Relation Between Roll- 
call Votes . . . p. 202.
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margin. He found that for Republicans a narrow electoral 
margin tended to heighten responsiveness to the constituency, 
whereas Democrats showed little of this inclination.^

On the other hand, Fromari found a relationship between 
electoral margin and extreme stands on policy issues in both 
parties. According to him, for Democrats the less competitive 
the district the more liberal the voting record;, for Republi
cans the less competitive the district the more conservative 
the voting record. Froman hypothesizes that "the more compe
titive the district, the more likely constituency preferences 
will be reflected in legislative roll-call votes.

Samuel C. Patterson, in a study of the Oklahoma 
Assembly, found that competitiveness of the district from 
which an assemblyman came was directly related to support for 
the governor's program.^ This squares with Froman's finding 
that members of the majority party in Congress are mqre likely 
to.support the President's program when they come from highly 
competitive districts.^

63. MacRae, op. cit., Dimensions of Roll-call Voting,
p. 280.

64. Froman, op. cit., pp. 117-120.
65. Samuel C. Patterson, "Dimensions of Voting 

Behavior in a One-party State Legislature," Public Opinion 
Quarterly, Vol. 26, No. 2 (Summer, 1962), pp. 185-201. See 
also Patterson's "The Role of the Deviant in the State Legis
lative System: The Wisconsin Assembly," Western Political 
Quarterly, Vol. 14, No. 2 (June, 1961), pp. 460-472.

66. Froman, op. cit., p. 12 0.



113

Warren E . Miller has challenged the findings of
MacRae, Froman, and others by reporting that Representatives
from "safe" districts are a little more likely to represent
district opinion that their colleagues from very competitive 

67districts. There seems to be no way of reconciling this
finding with the findings of others since it is a direct
contradiction of the original thesis. Froman, however,
suggests that methodological differences may in part account

6 3for the discrepancy.
In summary, not all researchers have reached the same 

conclusions regarding the relationship between closeness of 
electoral margin and legislative voting behavior. Jewell and 
Patterson in their review of the literature have found the 
results to be contradictory and inconclusive, but Dye, in his 
review of the findings,.suggests that although no conclusion 
can be drawn yet it is probable that this link between repre
sentatives and constituents is very important, at least in

69state legislatures.

67. Warren E. Miller, "Majority Rule and the Repre
sentative System," paper delivered at.the 1962 Annual Meeting 
of the American Political Science Association, Washington, 
D.C., September 5-8, 1962. >

68. Froman, op. cit., p. 117.
69. Jewell and Patterson, loc. cit., Dye, loc. cit. 

At least one political scientist, Allan Kornberg, holds 
reservations as to the accuracy that can be achieved by 
studies of roll-call behavior and electoral margin. Accord
ing to Kornbert, ". . . insofar as political competition is
concerned, measures which are based on the legislator's
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The Representative Process 
and Empirical Analysis

Academic studies of the legislative process which use 
roll-call votes as data have focused on three major concerns: 
(1) the extent to which party affiliation affects the legis
lator's voting behavior; (2) the relationship between roll-
call voting behavior and constituency characteristics 
(including electoral behavior); and (3) the importance of the
legislator's background and personality make-up as a guide to

70his voting behavior.
In these studies, as well as in other literature 

relying upon them, two factors are usually stressed. First, 
there is a marked degree of party cohesion in congressional 
'voting on most issues. Second, constituency pressure is the

actual perceptions of the degree of that competition rather 
than those employing electoral data, are more efficacious in 
that they are more likely to delineate.the actual influence 
of constituency upon legislative attitudes and behavior."
Allan Kornbert, "Perception and Constituency Influence on 
Legislative Behavior," Western Political Quarterly, Vol. 19,
No. 2 (June, 1966), pp. 285-292.

70. For examples of the first category see Jewell 
and Patterson, op. cit., pp. 416-426 and David R. Mayhew,
Party Loyalty Among Congressmen (Cambridge: Harvard Univer
sity Press, 1966); for examples of the second category see 
Froman, op. cit., Dye, op. cit., and Turner, op. cit.; and for 
examples in the third category see Jewell and Patterson, op. 
cit., pp. 101-123, McConaughy, op. cit., and Matthews, op. cit. 
This is by no means a full and complete listing. A very good 
bibliography along these lines may be found in Sheldon Gold
man 's "Roll Call Behavior in the Massachusetts House of Repre
sentatives: A Test of Selected Hypotheses," University of
Massachusetts, Bureau of Government Research, 1968.
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single most important factor in explaining deviations from
71party position. Thus, attempts to "make the representative 

process yield to quantitative measurement have frequently 
consisted of efforts to explain variations in the legisla
tor's behavior as being partly a function of the socio- 
economic and political characteristics of their 
constituencies.

This is accomplished by characterizing the legisla
tor's constituency in terms of demographic characteristics 
which have been tabulated for all electoral districts. Con
stituencies are frequently classified in terms of variables, 
such as degree of urbanization, percentage of minority racial 
groups in the population, percentage of ethnic strains, 
median family income, percentage of white-collar workers, 
number of homes owned or rented, educational attainment of 
the constituents, and party turn-over in past elections.
Since all indicators point to the fact that a Representa
tive's roll-call behavior is influenced by constituency pre
ference, and if communication is present between the 
Representative and his constituents, it is supposed that 
groups of Representatives from like constituencies will vote 
similarly. If constituencies may be categorized by the

71. See as an example: Lewis A. Proman, Jr.,
"Inter-party Constituency Differences and Congressional 
Voting Behavior," American Political Science Review, Vol. 57, 
No. 1 (March, 1963), pp. 57-61.
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degree in which certain demographic variables predominate 
within their borders, then we would expect Representatives 
from similar constituencies to take similar positions on 
bills which constituents in a large number of districts feel 
strongly about. Conversely, Representatives from dissimilar 
districts.would be expected to oppose each other on such mea
sures in response to conflicting pressures from their consti
tuents, whether these pressures were real or perceived.

Chapter 4 attempts to measure, by quantitative 
methods, the relative effectiveness of social groupings 
within the district in applying pressure toward a specified 
goal. In this next, chapter it is assumed that the tendency 
of Congressmen to vote with their party or cross party lines 
is associated with the similarity or dissimilarity between 
the party's policy position and the presumed interest of the 
constituency. This^will account for different actions among 
legislators of the same party. It should be kept in mind, 
howeyer, that differences among members of the same party do 
not in themselves establish the impact of constituency 
influence. By the same token, even though it is surmised 
that the Representative felt pressure, the source of which 
was his constituency, it can only be inferred that his voting 
record on the population of votes used as data here was the 
result of this pressure.



CHAPTER 3

. : THE USE OF ROLL-CALL VOTES AS DATA

Norman Me1ler has written that, "An acute, if not 
painful, awareness of methodology distinguishes the whole
■' •' ■ -v-' ' ‘ '■ 1 ■' ' - ■behavioral approach to politics." The purpose of this 
chapter is to discuss some methodological considerations, 
particularly the value of using roll-call votes as data.

The broadest concern of this research is behavior 
closely and directly related to public policy formulation in 
housing and urban development— the behavior of the political 
elite in the House of Representatives. It is assumed herein 
that in American politics there are, on the vast majority of 
contested issues, many and diverse pressures on Representa
tives to adhere to the preferences and prejudices of those 
who elected them. It is asserted that these pressures are 
in evidence during election campaigns and throughout the 
congressman's two year term. If not expressed overtly by 
constituents or pressure group spokesmen, then pressures will 
be anticipated by the congressman and his actions hence will

1. Norman Meller, "Legislative Behavior Research," 
Western Political Quarterly,. Vol. 13, No. 1 (March, 1960) , 
p. 149.
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be understandable as attempts to avoid overt disapproval or 
censure by his district.

According to John C. Wahlke, "Legislatures, for
purposes of empirical research, are constituted by certain
uniformities and regularities in the behavior of men acting

"  2in . . . visible or 1 concrete1 institutionalized groups."
The accountability of the Representative to his district is 
one of these continuing regularities in the behavior of the 
legislative actor in American politics. And it is also a 
regularity which is subject to quantitative measurement. In 
the case of housing and urban development legislation this 
regularity may be assumed to have manifest' itself and an 
analysis of roll-call votes on the Housing and Urban Develop
ment Act of 1968 should indicate its effects on voting 
patterns. This study, then, attempts to determine, by 
analyzing roll-calls, the impact of pressures on congressmen 
from constituent sources and to determine the objectives 
toward which these pressures were directed.

Political pressure is defined in this study as any 
attempt to influence the Representative's voting behavior. 
Although a variety of sources, of political pressure were dis
cussed in Chapter 2, constituency pressures are of greatest

2. John C.' Wahlke, Heinz Eulau, William Buchanan, 
and LeRoy C. Ferguson, The Legislative System: Explorations
in Legislative Behavior (New York: John Wiley and Sons,
Inc., 1962), p. 5.
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concern. However, the data accumulated in Chapter 4 permit 
an enlightened guess as to the relative importance of other . 
pressures as well. They are ranked in order of importance 
in Chapter 5.

Voting in the House of Representatives normally takes 
place in five well-established ways: unanimous consent,
voice, division (standing) , tel’ler, and roll-call. A roll- 
call vote is a division of legislators into two opposing 
groups on a legislative issue for the public record. The . 
"yea" or "nay" of each Representative is recorded by the 
Clerk of the House, and the final tally printed in the Con
gressional Record as indelible testimony of the stand of each 
congressman on issues for which he was present and voting. 
This section undertakes to explain the real nature of roll- 
call data as well as the advantages and limitations inherent 
in its use.

The Popularity of Roll-call Studies
A large number of past studies of the legislative 

process and the behavior of political actors in legislative 
roles have included an analysis of legislative voting behav
ior using roll-call votes as data. There are three reasons 
why this has been common, and two of these reasons reflect 
trends within the discipline of political science.

First, there has been an increasing tendency for 
political science to become empirically oriented and
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quantitative in nature. Roll-call data, as a consequence, 
has recommended itself to the "scientific" researcher because 
it readily adapts to new and constantly developing methods of 
quantitative analysis. It is "cheap," "hard" data, easily . 
collected from the public record in a workable form for 
statistical analysis. Roll-call data.has proved highly com
patible with a wide array of statistical and scaling tech
niques since the early pioneering work of A. Lawrence Lowell 
and Stuart Rice.

Second, political science research has become policy 
oriented and increasingly characterized by a policy-making 
approach to problems in the political system. Traditionally 
and practically, legislatures have occupied a central role in

3. Lowell, working at the turn of the century, 
formulated an index for quantitative measurement of party 
control over the work of legislative bodies and demonstrated 
the differing degrees of party control in several state. 
legislatures, the House of Commons, and the U.S. Congress..
See A. Lawrence Lowell, "The Influence of Party Upon Legisla
tion in England and America," Annual Report of the American 
Historical Association, 1901, H.R. Document No. 702, 57th 
Cong., 1st sess. (1902).

Several years later, Stuart A. Rice, a sociologist, 
introduced a number of new and novel statistical techniques 
for the measurement of legislative behavior, among them the 
famous Rice Index of Cohesion for measuring the cohesion of 
categoric groups such as parties. Rice's work provided the 
means for furthering Lowell's pioneering research in legisla
tive behavior by providing the tools and methods necessary 
for scientific study. See Stuart A. Rice, Quantitative 
Methods in Politics (New York: Alfred A. Knopf, 1928).

For a highly informative general survey of roll-call 
analysis techniques used by more contemporary researchers, 
see Lee F. Anderson, Meredith W. Watts, Jr., and Allen R. 
Wilcox, Legislative Roll-call Analysis (Evanston, 111.: 
Northwestern University Press, 1966).
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the formulation of public policy in democratic countries. 
Therefore, it is not unexpected that a stronger emphasis on 
policy-making would underline the importance of the legisla
tor 1s voting behavior, since this is a crucial activity in 
the process. .

Third, the advent and availability of high-speed 
data processing equipment accounts for the popularity and 
widespread use of roll-call analysis. Electronic aids have 
made it possible to utilize highly sophisticated statistical 
techniques,which would be too time consuming and therefore 
impractical if done by the individual researcher alone.

Any methodology derives its merit from what its 
utilization enables us to accomplish. Roll-call analysis 
does not differ from other methods in this respect. It is a 
tool which may be used differently by various researchers.
Its value in this research will be whether or not, and in 
what respects it helps to illuminate the process of repre
sentative government, specifically, the relationship of the 
Representative to his constituency.

The Advantages of Using Roll-call Data 
There are four distinct advantages to the use of 

roll-call data when engaged in the study of the legislative 
process. First, the data is easy to gather in a usable form 
from the public record. Second, roll-calls provide large . 
quantities of data, making it possible to test hypotheses
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about the legislative process in a way that is relatively 
independent of any investigator's bias. Roll-call analysis, 
like other statistical procedures, enables objective tests 
for hypotheses when utilized correctly. Third, although 
there are other methods of observation and sources of data 
on Congress, such as systematic content analysis of docu
ments or interviewing, research using roll-call data is the 
easiest for another investigator to reproduce so long as 
procedures are carefully specified. Roll-call experiments 
meet the scientific criterion of replicability. Fourth, if 
roll-call data are described in terms that the researcher 
believes meaningful, otherwise non-evident patterns and 
regularities in the legislator's behavior may be perceived. 
Regularities such as the legislator-constituent relationship 
may sometimes be made most intelligible through examination 
of voting patterns.

The Limitations of Roll-call Data 
On the other hand, shortcomings are inevitable with 

the use of roll-call data and these must be recognized. The 
methods of roll-call analysis, like all other research tools, 
can serve only limited purposes and are neither useful nor 
instructive beyond a certain point.

• Since roll-call analysis procedures enable precise 
quantification one danger is that the researcher may be 
tempted to design his study around the phenomena which are
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most easily measured, rather than phenomena which may be more 
important but hard to quantify. Indeed, Wahlke and Eulau 
characterize much recent work with roll-calls as "distin
guished by a crass empiricism," and comment that unfortunately, 
the value of many studies "lies . . . in their technical
execution rather than in their findings, which confirmed what

4was generally known."
In'pointing out the limitations of a study design 

employing roll-call votes as data it is .first necessary.to 
explain exactly what this data does and does not measure.

Roll-call votes register the final result or net 
product of numerous influences, including pressures from con
stituents, special interests, party, congressional values and 
norms, and attitudes peculiar to each legislator's internal
ized network of opinions,and beliefs. Even Representative's 
wives have been known to influence their votes. Therefore, 
the positions of Representatives inferred from roll-call 
votes must not always be interpreted to stem from experiences 
and attitudes held in common. Furthermore, roll-call votes 
represent only the public actions of congressmen and it is 
well-known that most activity on any significant item of 
legislation does not take place under the glare of the chamber

4. John C. Wahlke and Heinz Eulau (eds.), Legislative 
Behavior:. A Reader in Theory and Research (Glencoe, 111.:
The Free Press, 1959) , p.. 356.
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lights. Stephen K. Bailey notes this in his detailed case 
study of a single act:

. . . [L]egislative policy-making is almost
unbelievably complex . . . [and] appears to be the 
result of a confluence of factors streaming from an 
almost endless number of tributaries: national
experience, the contributions of social.theorists, 
the clash of powerful economic interests., the quality 
of Presidential leadership, other institutional and 
personal ambitions and administrative arrangements in 
the Executive Branch, the initiative, effort, and 
ambitions of individual legislators and their govern
mental and non-governmental staffs., the policy com
mitments of political parties, and the predominant 
culture symbols in the minds of both leaders and 
followers in Congress.^

A roll-call vote is much like the tip of an iceberg. 
Most of what went before is submerged and may or may not be 
discovered or fully understood by the investigator. Pearson 
and Anderson point this out:

. The seating charts available to visitors in the 
galleries of the Senate and House chambers are not 
footnoted to explain to the casual observer the 
hidden interests, the friendships, the ambitions, 
the power relationships, the economic dependencies, 
the political pressures, or the personal prejudices 
that motivate the men who suddenly appear on the 
floor, conduct their business, and just as suddenly 
disappear.&

A roll-call is something akin to these seating charts 
because the researcher cannot infer with any confidence from 
roll-call data what behavior may have taken place during

5. Stephen K. Bailey, Congress Makes a Law (New York 
Columbia University Press, 1950) , p. 236.

6. Drew Pearson and Jack Anderson, The Case Against 
Congress: A Compelling Indictment of Corruption on Capitol .
Hill (New York: Simon & Schuster, Inc., 1968), p. 2.
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other phases of the legislative process. For example, a 
record of highly partisan voting behavior on the floor does 
not necessarily indicate that a legislator's behavior during 
committee sessions is also characterized by extreme party 
consciousness. And it is known that a few Southern congress
men with strong anti-civil rights voting records are not only 
sympathetic to minorities but actively work toward the 
advancement of their cause when not under the close scrutiny 
of their constituents.

Roll-call votes, therefore, should not be mistakenly 
regarded as indicators of a full range bf legislative 
behavior. They are simply a record of public decisions made~ 
and choices taken. They usually reveal little or nothing 
about measures that never reach the floor and contribute 
nothing directly to an understanding of behind the scenes 
activity. Voting data may, of course, be combined with 
supplementary data such as that coming from interviews in 
order to study legislative behavior off the floor.

A second reservation is that even though an 
examination of roll-calls may uncover patterns and variations 
of voting behavior, statistical analysis alone cannot explain 
the significance and causality of these patterns. Roll-call 
data does not provide the information necessary to explain or 
account for regularities and trends in voting behavior. It 
is only useful as a tool to discover variations•and to direct
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research by other methods in combination with a variety of 
materials.

The Value of Roll-call Data 
in Empirical Research

What, then, is the value of roll-call data in . 
empirical research? What does roll-call data really measure, 
and what may be inferred from it?

The existence of a problem or controversy in the 
public or congressional mind elicits discussion and a variety 
of points of view. However, as discussion continues and the ■ 
problem gives rise to concrete legislative proposals that 
embody some method for dealing with it, a common frame of 
reference emerges. That is, thought about the problem and 
its solution becomes highly structured as debate crystallizes 
around one or more proposals. Thus, when a proposal has 
reached the stage where it is voted on, the legislator's 
frames of reference, are enough similar so that the roll-call 
provides a relatively good indicator of attitudes. It is in 
this reflection of a common light of understanding that one 
significant contribution of roll-call votes as data must be 
seen. The roll-call vote constitutes a common denominator 
upon which members of Congress position themselves on a con^ 
tinuum or scale before the public audience. It is more 
likely that roll-call votes measure the same thing in each 
congressman and so their reliability is greater than that of
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other techniques of data collection such as content analysis 
or questionnaire returns.

The interpretation of roll-call votes nevertheless 
requires some caution. The "yea" or "nay” of a congressman 
is a matter of record, but the reasons for it and the objec
tive of the legislator are hot as evident. David Truman, 
however, does not think this too great a handicap:

The ambiguity of the legislator's vote . • • is
not greatly different in kind or degree, from that of 
the choice recorded by an elector in a polling booth. 
Analysis of election returns,.though often fruitfully 
supplemented by methods such as opinion surveys, has 
long been relied upon in the study of politics. 
Congressional roll-calls have been less consistently 
exploited, but they contain no inherent weakness that . 
renders them less satisfactory as e v i d e n c e . 7.

Stuart A. Rice, an early pioneer in legislative 
behavior research, is less specific, but just as enthusiastic 
about the validity and instructiveness of roll-call votes:

The most tangible and measurable units of politi
cal behavior, are votes. They are tangible because 
simple and precise. They are measurable, for although 
each is really a gross measure of opinion, the value 
of which may differ widely in differing individuals, 
they are nevertheless assumed to have equal value and 
are counted and recorded officially.®

Roll-call votes, then, have the principal advantage 
of being "hard" data, for they consist of discrete acts, the

7. David B. Truman, The Congressional Party: A Case 
Study (New York: John Wiley & Sons, Inc., 1959), p. 12.

8. Stuart A. Rice, "The Behavior of Legislative 
Groups," Political Science Quarterly, Vol. 40, No. 1 (March, 
1925), p."69.
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occurance of which is not subject to dispute. They may,: 
individually or in quantity, be examined statistically with 
greater confidence than other types of data used to measure 
congressional behavior, notably interviews, which depend for 
their validity upon the accuracy and objectivity of verbal 
reporting. Systematic interviewing, although yielding more 
extensive information about the legislative process does not 
have the reliability of roll-call data, and at least one 
student of Congress holds the opinion that interviews on the 
subject of Representative-constituency relations would be 
less broadly enlightening as well.

. . .  [C].umulative scales based on legislative 
roll-calls . . . appear to have regularly higher
coefficients of reproducibility (i.e., less error) 
than do scales similarly constructed from question
naire or interview data. If this is true, it. 
suggests that some influence making for consistency 
is at work in the decisions of the legislator on 
roll-call votes. It would appear that this influ
ence relates to the fact that the legislator is.

■ making public decisions- which are watched by inter
ested persons' and groups, whereas the respondent in 
a survey interview is guaranteed anonymity.9

The public nature of a roll-call is as significant as 
MacRae suggests. On a roll-call, the Representative must 
place himself and his choice before an audience. In the case 
of the district audience he is attempting to build a record 
which a majority of constituents will regard as meritorious.

9. Duncan MacRae, Jr., Dimensions of Congressional 
Voting: A Statistical Study of the House of Representatives
in the Eighty-first Congress (Berkeley, California: Univer
sity of California Press, 1958), p. 209.
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The constituency is, of course, not the only audience 
watching the Representative vote. Other audiences include 
pressure groups, segments of the legislature itself such as 
party organization and party leadership, the Administration, 
subcultures to which the Representative may belong, and, 
indeed, even past groups which no longer exist but which 
once left a lasting impression on the cognative map of the 
Representative. The most pertinent observation about the 
public nature of roll-calls, however, is that on them the 
Representative is most inclined to deviate from his inner 
convictions for the sake of the public record, which he knows 
may be viewed by one or more of these relevant audiences.

The importance attached to roll-call votes because of 
their public nature enhances.their value as data and makes 
their meaning somewhat easier to comprehend in'yet another 
way. Given the acknowledged significance attached to public 
roll-calls, it is possible, by examining a number of these 
choices in series or in combination, to discover reliable 
patterns of intent, even though some subtleties of meaning, 
may be lost.

Nevertheless,, it is important to note in this context 
that with very few exceptions, members of Congress are unable 
to be exceptionally well-informed on the merits of each bill 
coming to a vote. This indicates to at least one respected 
observer of Congress that the roll-call record is an outstand 
ing measure of group influence:
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. . .  [W]ith the exception of [those] few 
members on each roll-call who have studied the merits 
of the legislation, the votes of the members are an 
excellent reflection of the individuals and groups on 
whom each member is most dependent for advice. The 
roll-call record is, therefore, an accurate summation 
of the effectiveness of the pressure of various 
groups on each congressman, on those issues which are 
important enough or controversial enough so that a 
part of the membership wants a record kept of the 
vote for an ensuing election campaign.10

The conclusion of this discussion on the relative 
merit of roll-calls as data is that roll-calls are very par
tial subsets of data, the use of which requires some caution 
so that findings may be generalized beyond the immediate 
issue with which the roll-call is concerned. They must be 
analyzed in such a way that findings represent something 
broader in the nature of a concept or variable. In this 
study, roll-call data will be used to show not just the 
stands of different Representatives on a single housing bill, 
but to indicate that in the House of Representatives legisla
tors show a high degree of sensitivity to their districts.
This sensitivity is not transient, but may be abstracted 
from even the most fleeting.issues as a procedural feature of 
the political system.

Secondarily, it will be demonstrated that this sensi- ;
tivity caused legislators to reflect the complexions of their
 ;  « ■

10. Julius Turner, Party and Constituency: Pressures
on Congress (Baltimore: The Johns Hopkins Press, 1951), pp.
19-20.
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constituencies when they voted on the Housing and Urban 
Development Act roll-calls.

Since the congressman records his decisions regularly
in votes published in the Congressional Record, and because
it is possible to ascertain a composite of the complexion of
each congressional district from U.S. Bureau of Census data
compiled in the Congressional District Data Book, quantita-

11tive measurement and comparison are relatively easy. In 
this manner it is possible to record in numbers and percent
ages the degree of correspondence between a congressman's 
behavior and objectively determine demographic characteristics 
of his constituency. . In essence, this may be a test of the 
congressman's knowledge of his constituency, but it is also 
the manifestation of an underlying regularity of a more 
general and repeated type— the legislator-constituent 
relationship.

In contrast to a representative sample, a single case, 
of course, provides no basis for generalizing to an entire 
category or universe of which the single case is but one 
component. However, it will be significant if this research 
confirms tendencies that observers of Congress have commented 
on for many years. No Congress is "typical," just as no bill

11. U.S. Bureau of the Census, Congressional District 
Data Book (Districts of the 88th Congress— A Statistical 
Abstract Supplement (Washington, D.C.: U.S. Government Print
ing Office, 1963).
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is "typical." In each session the membership, the leadership, 
the issues, and the political environment may differ markedly 
from previous sessions. Because of this fluctuation, deci
sions may be different than those which would have been made 
by previous Congresses„ Yet the circumstances under which 
members are chosen, and the expectations concerning future 
political life they entertain have been common to all Con
gresses— and the 90th was no exception. We may expect the 
legislator-constituent relationship to be about the same in 
all Congresses. In the future, perceptions and orientations 
may differ radically from Congress to Congress, but the 
regularity of the Representative's dealing with his district 
can be expected to exert a stabilizing influence on Capitol 
Hill.

. The Efficacy of Roll-call Voting Studies
A short time before General William M. Creasy retired 

as chief of the Army Chemical Corps, he visited each research 
installation for a final good;-bye. At the Dugway Proving 
Grounds, 80 miles from Salt Lake City, a great test was 
carried out in which a few thousand guinea pigs were killed 
by nerve gas for his benefit. He was reported to have said,.. 
"Now we know what to do if we ever go to war against guiena 
pigs."12

12. Seymour M. Hersh, Chemical and Biological Warfare; 
America's Hidden Arsenal (New York: Doubleday Anchor Books,
1969), p. 121.
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It may be assumed that General Creasy's remark was 
made in recognition of the fact that although it might be 
possible in a controlled situation to win a decisive victory 
against guinea pigs, it is far more likely that future 
battles will be waged against human beings and victory will 
be far from certain. The devotee of legislative behavior - 
research (and other empirical studies of human activity) is 
confronted with a similar lack of credibility. No thinking 
man who has ever had occasion to study a Bell curve fails to 
have second thoughts about the ingenious foreknowledge of the 
statistician in hot pursuit of "laws" of human behavior. And 
if his memory of the operation of the Johnson Network in the 
Senate has not faded, the student of Congress may have some
what similar second thoughts about the efficacy of roll-call 
voting studies.

There are some questions about voting behavior that 
not even the most persistent roll-call analyst can answer.
What role do personal idiosyncracies play in the voting 
habits of Congressmen? What psychological factors in indivi
dual Congressmen promote or discourage receptivity to con
stituent appeals? What is the role of creativity in the 
legislator-constituent relationship?

The scope of human nature is much broader than the 
interstices which may properly be of concern to the researcher 
of roll-calls. And the questions branded as not researchable
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may, in a few instances7 be the most important ones. These 
are the questions relating to the individual rather than the
aggregate, Knowledge of the legislative process is not

\

exhaustible by scientific inquiry and it is likely that
legislative bodies will always remain more than their
inquirers can know them to be. As Albert Camus succinctly
puts it, "All things are not explained by one thing, but all 

13 'things.
This less than startling revelation need not dis

courage legitimate efforts aimed at revealing general tenden
cies. No matter how the limits of legislative behavior 
research are defined there still remain residual elements of 
constancy that yield to the methods of the social scientist.

This research, in attempting to explain patterns of 
voting behavior on the Housing, and Urban Development Act of 
196 8, will reveal consistent relationships between select 
constituency characteristics and intensity of support for 
the measure. By placing Representatives in categoric groups 
based on the similarities of their constituencies a valid 
effort (or valiant effort, depending upon your point of view) 
is made to build an inferential bridge between the behavior 
of the group and the individual. The individual's behavior 
is thus explained in terms of conformity to behavioral

13. Albert Camus, The Myth of Sisyphus. (New York: 
Random House, 1955),p . 45.
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phenomena at the group level. . Conversely, the position of 
the group may be derived from the manifest tendency of Repre
sentatives from constituencies which can be measured as 
similar in regard to intervening variables, such as popula
tion characteristics, to exhibit like intensities of support 
or opposition.

The inability to account for individual behaviors, 
except by reference to a larger group may be one of the 
intrinsic pitfalls of roll-call analysis. But it is not a
crippling shortcoming if inference is properly limited to the

14 :group. ,
The sub-class of roll-call studies dealing with 

constituency factors, however, is subject to still a second 
possible temptation to over-extend. Constituency, studies are 
oriented toward the influence of constituents and consti
tuency groups upon Congressmen and there is sometimes an 
unmistakable tendency to flirt with determinism. That is, to

14. See Aage R. Clausen, "The Measurement of Legisla
tive Group Behavior," Midwest Journal of Political Science,
Vol. 11, No. 2 (May, 1967), pp. 212-224. According to Clausen, 
"Comparisons across roll-calls occur at the group level, with 
a subsequent loss of information on individual behaviors. But 
this loss is acceptable, and even necessary, at times when the 
purpose is that of measuring group, rather than individual 
behavior." See also John G. Grumm, "The Means of Measuring 
Conflict and Cohesion in the Legislature," Southwestern Social 
Science Quarterly, Vol. 44, No. 2 (March, 1964), pp. 381-382. 
Grumm proposes an."index of colligation" which represents the 
level of group cohesion in terms of the level of agreement . 
between group members.
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assume that something in the Representative's political 
environment--the. constituency in this case— determines how he 
will vote. The temptation to posit determinism is greatest 
when findings.show a very strong association between some
thing in the district population and voting patterns. Many 
of the best studies are the worst offenders in this respect, 
perhaps because of strong and clear-cut associations which 
are evident in well-conceived projects.

Although the values and prejudices of the larger 
political community necessarily determine the public expres
sions of politicians to a greater extent than the ordinary 
community environment determines the outlook of citizens who 
are not in political life, there is reason for caution. Many 
politicians, especially those of the Burkean mold, display a 
marked independence of their electorate. Legislators in 
Washington, D.C. are allowed formal autonomy in making their 
decisions. Ties to constituency and party are strong but 
may be severed at will or renewed as a result of personal 
decision. Even when the Congressman records himself in 
alignment with his district he may have taken a stand during 
committee sessions which would have dismayed the supporting 
interests in his constituency.

Most importantly, the Representative is never obliged 
to vote a particular way on any measure as a result of con
stituency pressure. To be sure, defeat at the polls may be
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the bitter fruit of intransigence and more then one 
Congressman has suffered a bruised conscience over his vote, 
but no formal restrictions are placed on his. judgment. ; And 
the roll-call analyst does not have means at his disposal to 
infer the strength of ethical restraints in particular 
instances. It is a. good guess that personal convictions 
occasionally outweigh any sense of obligation to the folks . 
.back home.*

Despite the extent to which the politician (if he is 
to be successful in getting re-elected) allows his actions to 
be influenced by the district environment, he does not respond 
through forces beyond his control. The modern Congressional 
district is hot a "Walden Two" and responsiveness to local 
conditions and interests is still a tradition rather than a 
conditioned reflex. Therefore, it is always foolish to assume 
that constituency factors determine the Representative's vote.

No doubt it is equally foolish to assert that district 
interests never influence the Representative's actions. It 
may be inferred that in some instances the constituency factor 
was most important in the interaction of plural pressures by 
illustrating a strong association between these factors and 
voting behavior. It is not always necessary to plumb the 
depths of probability theory to validate a causal hypothesis.. 
Certainly non-constituency factors contributed to the final 
outcome of the votes on the housing bill under study here.



However, it should be possible to demonstrate to all but the 
most nervous skeptic that district pressure and district 
consciousness played a causal role of major proportions on 
the series of four roll-call votes to be analyzed.



CHAPTER 4

CONSTITUENCY CHARACTERISTICS AND 
VOTING IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

The purpose of this chapter is to demonstrate an 
association between congressional voting behavior on the roll- 
calls related to the HUD Act of 1968 and select constituency 
characteristics. The general hypothesis is that geographical 
districts have unique interests which are taken into consid
eration by Representatives when roll-call voting decisions 
are made. If the positive association between constituency 
characteristics and voting behavior is high it will be 
inferred that constituencies, influenced their Representatives 
in some way. And since party has been conceded to be the 
most important influence on the' overall voting of Representa
tives, a strong association will permit the further inference 
that the tendency of Congressmen to vote with or against the 
majority position of their party is associated with similar
ity or dissimilarity between party policy and presumed 
interest of constituency.

In Chapter 2 the discussion made clear that it is not 
possible to tell whether pressure on the Representative was 
applied directly, came about through the selection of a

139
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Representative who was "typical" in some sense of his
district's outlook, or was produced isolatedly in the Repre
sentative 1 s mind as a result of knowledge about the known 
interests of his district. Regardless of how district influ
ence over the Representative is achieved, a strong associa
tion between constituency characteristics and support for 
some types of legislation is an important finding itself. If 
the association is high it may be said that the Representative, 
is reflecting local interests. And if Representatives do 
reflect local interests in thier voting habits this, in 
itself,, has significant meaning for .an understanding of the 
representative process.

The causal link between constituency characteristics 
and voting behavior is obscure. Many roll-call analysts have 
attempted to reason a logical bridge to dispel this obscurity 
and assure themselves that they have not produced the legisla
tive study's equivalent of correlating hair color with 
intelligence. The efforts of Lewis A. Froman, Jr., quoted
here at length, rank among the very best.

One of the ways of measuring . . . Pressures is to
characterize populations according to gross sociologi
cal variables. . . . This is not to say that the
gross characteristics in themselves lead congressmen 
to vote one way as opposed to another, for there are 
intervening variables. However, assuming a relatively 
free play of . .:. plural pressures, we are likely to 
find that organized groups will form on the basis of 
shared attitudes toward public policy and the candidates.
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and that the size and strength of these groups will 
roughly correspond with gross sociological differences, 
in the general population. . . . .

We also find that people in general who share 
roughly similar kinds of environments also share simi
lar kinds of attitudes. Hence, these gross character
istics are really shorthand ways of getting at the 
probably existence of a number of groups, associations,
. and loose groupings of people . . . which are related
to these characteristics— groups that are likely to 
have access to congressmen and that will probably try 
to influence the voting decisions of congressmen.

Assuming a relationship between these gross 
characteristics and the activity of groups, and a 
relationship between group pressures and congressional 
activity, we would expect to find voting patterns on 
public policy among congressmen associated with con- 
stituency differences on. these sociological variables.

The assumptions of Froman (and others) are accepted 
here. There is, in fact, little choice but to assume that 
such associations: have meaning until it is shown to be other
wise. No other explanation suffices. It can be shown that 
the Representative is voting in the interest of his consti
tuents and this finding may have greater significance than an 
explanation of the ways in which constituents exert pressure 
on their legislators. Many men in public life have written 
testimonials in which they indicate that pressure on the 
Representative does exist and can be effective. The fact 
that pressure is there is not open to dispute.

It may be objected that this argument is artificial 
and misrepresentative of the facts since many Representatives

1. Froman, op. cit., "Inter-party Constituency 
Differences . . pp. 57-58.
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vote in a way which would appear to be contradictory to the 
best interests of their districts, and since, in fact, con
gressmen are not only influenced by their constituents, but 
are often able to influence public opinion in their districts 
as well. Furthermore, constituents may not need to exert 
influence either directly or in round-about ways, because the 
Representative may perceive feelings even when they are not 
overtly.expressed and vote in accordance with the feelings he 
perceives to be there. However, it is probably correct that 
in the case of major housing legislation constituents would 
be inclined to express opinions. The HUD Act of 1968 was a 
bill that promised to affect many constituencies directly 
through building programs and federal expenditures. Those 
constituencies that it did not promise to affect in any way 
might also have had reason to feel strongly, because as tax
payers these constituents would foot part of the bill for 
massive expenditures in other districts. Therefore, it can 
be assumed that the vast majority of House members felt the 
existence of opinion in their home districts and faced the 
choice of responding or not responding to it.

The mechanism that registered this response was the 
roll-call vote, but the type of influential devices used by 
constituents to make their opinions felt and the sensors 
employed by Representatives to detect latent opinion are, 
strictly speaking, not the concern of this research.



The Problem of Causation
In attempting to examine the nature and extent of the 

influence exerted upon Representative's by their constituents, 
this research runs into the analytically difficult problem of 
causation. In social science research in general and consti
tuency influence studies in particular, causal relationships 
are extremely hard to prove rigorously.

Roll-call data, of course, contains no information 
which could lead to specification of the acts whereby consti
tuents exerted some measure of influence over their Representa
tives. The data in this study, however, indicate patterns of 
association between constituency characteristics and the 
voting behavior of representatives. It cannot be stated that 
the nature of the constituency caused the Representative to 
vote a certain way on the four roll-calls analyzed. It can 
only be inferred that the constituency exerted some measure 
of influence over the Representative within the framework of 
the Representative-constituent relationship.

It will be inferred that a causal relationship exists 
where data for such an inference can be clearly set forth, and 
where there is no contradictory evidence. The reason is that 
inference is an important element in systematic inquiry, and 
it is vital to organize thinking about social phenomena such 
as the legislator-constituent relationship in causal terms. 
Conclusions will not be stated in such a way as to imply that
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constituent influence is a necessary cause of certain 
patterns of voting behavior, but will only seek to establish ; 
constituent influence as a sufficient cause for such behavior. 
However, if strong associations are shown between certain con
stituency characteristics and voting it may be asserted that 
the broad pattern of voting behavior exhibited by the legisla
tors on the HUD Act would hot have, retained its essential 
character if it were not for the factor of constituency influ
ence or political pressure stemming from the congressional 
districts.

Sociological Variables and 
the Housing Question

The question of housing may be perceived as one which 
has considerable impact on the social and economic welfare of 
a significant proportion of the American population. In 
1968, the housing bill not only raised the possibility of an 
increased role for government in the social and economic life 
of the nation, but also presaged massive federal spending of 
primary benefit to low- and moderate-income families.

Some districts stood to gain more from this increased 
federal spending than others. Metropolitan or central city 
districts with delapidated housing and large numbers of poorer 
families were acknowledged to be the prime beneficiaries.
Rural and farm districts stood to gain little in most cases, 
although the bill contained a provision for constructing some
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rural housing and promised the development of entire new 
communities in the countryside.

Most non-metropolitan districts, however, could look 
forward only to subsidizing more slum clearance and public 
housing construction with their tax dollars. Representative 
Roger H. Zion (R-Ind.) from the rural 8th District of Indiana 
voiced his concern over the urban emphasis during floor 
debate on the bill.

I am concerned over the failure of the Kerner 
Report or any responsible Federal agency to spotlight 
the rising and critical problems of rural poverty and 
blight.

Congress is now considering a multi-billion 
dollar housing and urban development bill which is 
pre-occupied with the cities and minimizes the plight 
of the small community and the farm.

Representative Zion undoubtedly had his district in 
mind when he spoke these words. And he ultimately gave the 
bill no support on any of its four roll-calls. This behavior, 
as well as the behavior of Representatives from similar con
stituencies who gave no support may be interpreted as interest 
voting. Similarly, those Representatives from wealthy sub
urban districts characterized by high socioeconomic status 
and conservative political thinking had an equally good 
excuse to oppose the bill. Some congressmen, however had no 
clear guidelines available. Those falling in this category 
were from mixed urban-rural or suburban-urban districts of an 
undefined character with strong competing interests.
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It is possible to inferentially determine in.a rough 
way the interests of districts.across the country on this 
housing legislation by characterizing them in terms of gross 
sociological variables. By illustrating variations in the 
nature of district characteristics and then aggregating 
similar districts at different points on a scale, the . 
researcher may discover which Representatives are most likely 
to be subjected to similar constituency pressures.

Although congressional districts are not composed of 
homogeneous populations, in most cases they submit to a 
generalized characterization on the basis of demographic 
variables. And it is assumed here that the Representative 
had reason to respond to organized and/or perceived group 
interests shared as a result of joint concern or unconcern 
over the housing and urban development situation within the 
district. If no housing problem existed in the district, as 
in a rural district where most people were long-time residents 
and owned their own homes, the shared interest was perhaps in 
no housing action at all. The Representative is likely to 
perceive such an interest even though no formally or organized 
group is present to point it out.

For the purpose of characterizing districts five gross 
sociological variables have been relied upon in this study. 
They are: (Tj race (percent non-white), (2).occupation (per
cent white-collar), (3) homeownership (percent owner occupied
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dwelling units), (4) residence (percent urban), and (5)
population density (population per square mile). It is 
expected that district interests in the proposed housing and 
urban development bill will be associated with a high or low : 
incidence of these variables in congressional districts..

The population characteristics used here to indicate
the probable direction of district pressure regarding housing
legislation are also associated by the authors of voting

3studies with liberalism and conservatism. Therefore., this 
study also seeks to investigate the extent to which.a 
liberal-conservative dimension was present in thought and 
action surrounding the HUD Act. In addition to the above 
population variables, four Congressional Quarterly Service 
voting studies which measure the past performance records of 
Representatives in the 90th Congress have been utilized.
They are used to compare support for the HUD Act with a past 
history of support for issues which may be presumed to have a 
liberal-conservative issue content. It is hypothesized that

2. The rural-urban nature of constituencies is 
crucial to this study, but no really accurate measure of 
urbanization is available te roll-call analysts. Therefore, 
some margin of error is to be anticipated between the extreme 
ends of the residence.and population density scales used here. 
If a general trend is visible this is not a serious problem 
unless complete accuracy at every level is desired.

3. See, for example, Campbell, et al., op. cit., or 
Bernard Berelson, Paul F. Lazarsfeld, and William N. McPhee, 
Voting (Chicago University of Chicago Press, 1954).
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if a liberal-conservative dimension was present a strong , 
association between support for the HUD Act and a past record 
of liberal voting will be present. The four measures of past 
voting used for comparative purposes are: (1) the Larger
Federal Role Support Score, (2) the Conservative Coalition
Opposition Score, (3) the Over-all Johnson Support Score, and

■ . : :  ■■■ 4 .(4) the Johnson Domestic Support Score.

Modes of Voting in.the 
House.of Representatives

Four roll-call votes were taken on the floor of the . 
House relating to the HUD Act of 1968. The first concerned 
the fate of a weakening amendment proposed by Representative 
John B. Anderson (R-Ill.). The amendment was a Republican 
move to limit subsidies given to moderate-income families 
under the homeownership program. Although the proposed 
change was not intended to do a great deal of damage to the 
bill, and its ultimate acceptance contributed to the strength 
of bi-partisan support on final passage, President Johnson 
opposed it. Therefore, a "nay" vote was a vote in support 
of the President's position and is considered here to have the 
been the proper vote for a strong advocate of federal housing

4. These voting studies may be found in the 
Congressional Quarterly Service's Congressional Quarterly 
Almanac: 90th Congress, 2nd Session, 1968, Vol. XXIV (Wash
ington, D.C.: Congressional Quarterly, Inc., 1969), pp. 848-
849, 824-825, 836-837, and 838-839.
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programs.. The amendment was accepted 271-137, with 
Republicans voting 170-8 and Democrats 101-129.

The second vote was taken on the question of a 
recommittal motion made by Representative William E. Brock 
(R-Tenn.). This was not a simple recommittal motion but a 
motion to recommit with instructions to delete some tenant 
. services and appropriations. The changed bill was to be 
reported back to the House "forthwith." The motion was 
adopted by a vote which split the Representatives 217-193. 
Republicans voted for the motion 151-27, and Democrats voted 
against 66-166. The President did not take a position on the 
recommittal motion, but for the purpose of measuring support 
a "nay" vote is counted as a measure of support for the 
housing program.

The third vote was taken on the question of final 
passage. The bill passed by a better than two.to one margin, 
295-114. Republicans were in favor 112-66, and Democrats 
also in favor 183-48. A "yea" vote, of course, was a vote in 
conformity to President Johnson's position and is counted as 
a vote in support of housing.

The fourth and final vote was taken following objec
tion to acceptance of the conference report. Although the 
President took no formal position on this vote, a "yea" vote 
was a vote expressing confidence in the proposed housing 
program. The motion was adopted 228-135, with Republicans
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split 72-92 in opposition and Democrats evidencing strong 
support with a division of 156-43.

A strong advocate of increased governmental activity
and spending in the field of housing, therefore, would have
voted "nay", on the Anderson amendment, "nay" on the motion to
recommit, "yea" on the question of final passage, and "yea"
regarding acceptance of the conference report. A sincere
opponent would have voted the opposite way in each case.
This is confirmed by the fact that all but one Representative
who voted against final passage also voted "yea" on the
Anderson amendment, "yea" on the motion to recommit, and "nay"

5on accepting the final report.
Table 1 shows that fully 32 percent (N=112) of the 

total membership in the House gave full support to the HUD 
Act, voting as advocates on each of the four roll-calls.
These 112 members, however, include only six Republicans, 
indicating that strongest support for the bill came from Demo
crats. ̂ Another 28 percent (N=98) of the Representatives were 
firmly allied against the bill, voting as opponents on each 
roll-call. Thirty-eight Democrats and 60 Republicans are

5. The single exception was Representative Edwin D. 
Eshleman (R-Pa.) ,. who voted only to accept the conference 
report.

6. The six Republicans are: Daniel E. Button (7th-
N.Y.), Gilbert Gude (8th-Md.), Seymour Halpern (6th-N.Y.), 
Ogden R. Reid (26th N.Y.), Richard S. Schweiker (13th-Pa.), 
and Charles W. Whalen, Jr. (3rd-Ohio).



Table 1. . House of. Representatives. Modes, of. Voting*

Mode
Inten
sity

Gross
Demo
Votes

Gross
GOP

Votes
%

Demo
Votes

%
GOP

Votes
Total 
Gr o.s s 
Both

Total
%

Both
%

Potential
Votes Description of Vote

NNNN 2
NNNY 3
NNYN 3
NYNN 1
YNNN 1
NNYY 4 106 6 56 4 ; 112 32 27 Full support
NYYN 2 1 .5 .1 . 3 ,2 Support, weakened bill
YYNN 0 38 60 20 38 98 28 23 Complete lack of support
NYNY 2
YNYN 2
YNNY ■ 2
YYYN 1 3 30 1 19 33 9 8 Support, final passage 

only •
YYNY 1 1 1 .3 .2 Support,.conference 

report only
YNYY 3 32 15 17 10 47 14 3 Support, weakened bill
NYYY 3 1 .5 1 .3 .2 Support, weakened bill
YYYY 2 10 46 5 29 56 16 21 Support, weakened bill
Totals 191 158 100 100 349 99.9 82.6
*Chart includes votes of only those Representatives who did not abstain or absent 
themselves on any vote
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included in this category. The rest showed inconsistency in 
their support or opposition, and Table 1 shows that they 
clustered into three other voting patterns almost without 
exceptioni, This observation has. little instructive value, 
however, since many of the 16 possible voting patterns make 
no logical sense in terms of support, opposition, or partial 
support for a weakened bill.

Table 1 includes only those members who voted on 
every roll-call, but subsequent tables include all Representa
tives who voted at least once. The number of Representatives■ 
not voting one or more times but also present and voting on 
at least one of the four roll-calls is 50, or 17 percent of 
the total membership. Ten Democrats and one Republican were 
absent on all four roll-calls. Thus, although total strength 
for Democrats in the 90th Congress was 2 47 seats, it is cal
culated here as 237 seats. Similarly, Republican strength 
was 186, but is put at 195 here. This gives both parties a 
total of 422 seats. Two seats were vacant, that of New York's 
Adam Clayton Powell who was not seated at the beginning of the 
session, and the seat of Mississippi's John Bell'Williams. 
Williams relinquished his seat in the House to become governor 
of his state. The Massachusetts district of Speaker John W. 
McCormack was not counted in the figures here because he did 
not cast a vote on any of the roll-calls. Therefore, a total 
of 13 districts (or approximately two percent of the House) 
are not included in this study.
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Measuring Intensity of Support
In this analysis of voting behavior on the four HUD 

Act roll-calls the intensity of support of Representatives 
for the entire series will be related to both constituency 
characteristics and past voting records. This section 
explains how an intensity of support figure is calculated for 
individual Representatives and then for all individuals in a 
group.

Intensity of support is measured for individual 
Representatives on a scale of one to four. For example, if a 
Representative voted only once as an advocate of housing on 
any of the four roll-calls, his assigned intensity of support 
score is one. If he voted as an advocate on two of the roll- 
calls his score is two, and so on until by voting, as an 
advocate on all four roll-calls he achieves the highest 
intensity score of four.

If the voting record is one of mixed advocacy and , 
opposition it does not matter which of the roll-calls the 
Representative voted as an advocate on or which he voted as 
an opponent on. A vote in advocacy earns an intensity of 
support score of one, no matter which of the four roll-calls 
it came on. It is possible, for instance, for a Representa
tive to have voted against final passage and still have 
received a high intensity of support score of three, provided 
he took the position of a housing advocate on each of the
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other, three roll-calls. In calculating intensity of support 
figures no vote is weighted to be more important than any 
other on the intensity of support scale. Each is given a 
value of one.

Individual intensity of support scores are then used 
to tabulate group scores. Representatives are aggregated in 
specified categories because their constituencies are similar 
with respect to one of the five population variables selected 
for research. The. same aggregation of Representatives is 
done on the basis of similarities in their past voting 
records, using the four voting studies selected for analysis.

In Table 17, to use an example,, the reader will 
observe that there are a total of 84 Democratic congressional 
districts with a non-white population of less than five per
cent of the total population. • Each of the 84 Democratic 
incumbents had an opportunity to cast four votes on the series 
of HUD Act roll-calls. That is, each had an individual 
intensity of support potential of four. Therefore, the 
entire collectivity of Representatives had a potential inten
sity of support of 336 in raw numbers. If each had voted in 
advocacy oh all four roll-calls the entire group would have 
cast 336 votes over the whole series.

This did not happen in the example. In the columns 
to the right of the number of districts and the potential 
intensity figure it may be observed that two Representatives



155

achieved an individual intensity of support score of one for 
a total of two votes, six Representatives achieved a score of 
two for a total of twelve votes, 23 Representatives achieved 
a score of three for a total of 69 votes, and 51 Representa
tives achieved a score of four, which gave them a total of 
204 votes cast in advocacy. These actual vote numbers are 
totaled, giving the Representatives in this category a cumu
lative actual intensity of support score of 2 87. The figure 
represents the total number of votes amassed in advocacy of 
the HUD Act by the 84 congressmen from districts where less 
than five percent of the population was non-white.

The actual intensity of support score (2 87) is then 
divided by the potential intensity of support score (336). 
This procedure yields a percentage. The percentage figure 
(in this case 85 percent) is the categoric intensity of 
support percentage and may be compared on a common basis with 
similar percentages for other categories of Representatives.

Intensity of support percentages are then plotted on 
a graph in conjunction.with gradations of the variable under 
study to see if a trend of intensity of support is present. 
The intensity of support percentage is always on the vertical 
axis of the graph and the variable figure on the horizontal 
axis.

These operations are performed and then charted for 
every variable under consideration in the text. Tables 2, 3, 
and 4 show the over-all intensities of support for Democrats



Table 2
Voting Intensity Breakdown: Democrats

Intensity 1 2 3 4 .
Actual
Intensity

Possible
Intensity

%
Support Totals

Gross Number of Votes 9 15 57 . 104 186
Weighted Intensity 9 30 171 420 630 984 67%

% Total Votes Cast 5% 8% 31% 56% 100%
% Total Weighted 

Intensity 2% 3%. 18% 44% 67%
% Possible Weighted 

Intensity 4% 3% 8% 11% 26%

Gross Number of Votes 
Due to Abstention 6 4 24 — 34

% Votes in Category 
Due to Abstention 67% 26% 42% — '
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Table 3
Voting Intensity Breakdown: Republicans

Intensity 1 2 3 4 ,
Actual
Intensity

Possible
Intensity

%
Support Totals

Gross Number of Votes 43 49 17 6 115
Weighted Intensity 43 98 51 24 216 740 29%
% Total Votes Cast 37% 43% 15%

' 5% 100%
% Total Weighted 

Intensity .6% 13% 7% . 3% 29%
% Possible Weighted 

Intensity 23% 13% 3% i% 40%
Gross Number of Votes 

Due to Abstention 12 3 2 - 17

% Votes in Category 
Due to Abstention 18% 6% 12%
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iTable 4
'Voting Intensity Breakdown: Both Parties

Intensity 1 2 3 4 .
Actual
Intensity

Possible 
• Intensity

%
Support Totals

Gross Number of Votes 54 64 74 Ill 301
Weighted Intensity 52 128 222 444 846 1,6 88 50%
% Total Votes Cast 17% 21% 25% 37% 100%
% Total Weighted 

Intensity 3% 8% 13% 26% 50%
% Possible Weighted 

Intensity 12% 8% 6% 7% 33%
Gross Number of Votes 

Due to Abstention 18 7 26 — 51
% Votes in Category 

Due to Abstention 33% 10% 35% -
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Republicans, and both parties combined- This is done by 
adding the total number of votes cast in advocacy by both the 
parties separately and then in combination without respect to 
intervening demographic or past voting record variables/

Table 3 indicates that the GOP had a total cumulative 
intensity of support percentage of only 25. Table 2 shows 
that the Democratic party achieved a much higher figure of
67 percent. . '

It should be noted that these percentages are not 
measures of party cohesion even though they do provide a 
roughly accurate indication of intra-party agreement. What 
they reliably express is only the actual support of party 
members on the four roll-calls in relation to potential 
support (10Q percent). Table 4 indicates an even 50 percent 
total intensity of support score for both parties combined.

It should also be noted that every district in a 
category is included in the tabulations if the Representative 
was present and voting on at least one of the four roll-calls.
Thus, it is also possible to tell how many Representatives
voted as opponents in each grouping. This may be done by 
adding the number of individual intensity of support scores 
and subtracting the resulting figure from the number of 
districts in the category. For example, of the 84 Representa
tives in the example it may be observed through this procedure 
that only 82 voted in advocacy.one or more times. Two,
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therefore, voted as opponents on each of the four roll-calls 
with a mode of YYNN.

Voting History:
Larger Federal Role Support Score

The Larger Federal Role Support Score is calculated 
as the number of 22 test roll-calls in 1967 and 1968 on which 
a Representative, took a position in support of a larger 
federal role or in opposition to a smaller federal role. The 
vote.for final passage of the HUD Act is included in the test 
roll-calls./ It is hypothesized that because the bill in 
question involved the issue of increased.federal activity that 
intensity Of support is positively associated with. Larger 
Federal Role Support Scores.

Figure 1 bears out this expectation. Both parties 
clearly evidence a steady increase in support for the bill as 
the Larger Federal Role Support Score climbs. The relative 
closeness of the Democratic and Republican party curves indi
cates that the association is nearly as consistent for both 
parties.

At the left extremity of the curve Democrats who voted 
in support of a larger federal role four or fewer times (N=14) 
produced an intensity of support of only one percent. Similar
ly, Republicans who voted to increase the. federal role four 
times or less (N=9) gave no support at all to the housing 
bill. Not one cast a single vote in advocacy, giving them an 
intensity of support percentage of zero.
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Table 5
Democrats:

Larger Federal Role Support Score

LFRS
Score Districts

Potential
Intensity 1 2 3 4

Actual
Intensity

Suppo
%

0-4 14 1 0 0 0
•

56 1 0 0 0 1 . 1%
5-6 18 0 0 0 1

72 0 0 0 4 1 6%
7-8 24 3 3 2 0

96 3 6 6 0 15 16%
9-10 11 2 4 2 1

44 2 8 6 4 20 45%
11-12 7 1 1 1 2

28 1 2 3 8 14 50%
13-14 6 0 0 3 3

24 0 0 9 12 21 88%
15-16 10 1 0 7 2

40 1 0 21 8 30 75%
17-18 22 0 2 10 10

88 0 4 30 40 74 84%
19-20 60 1 7 18 34

240 1 14 54 136 205 85%
21-22 65 1 0 14 50

260 1 0 42 200 243 94%
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Table 6
Republicans :

Larger Federal Role Support Score

LFRS
Score Districts

Potential
Intensity 1 2 3 4

Actual
Intensity

Suppo
%

0-4 9 0 0 0 0
36 0 0 0 0 0 0%

5-6 46 7 3 0 0
184 7 6 0 0 13 7%

7-8 35 13 4 0 0
140 13 8 0 0 12 15%

9-10 23 8 9 1 0
92 8 18 3 0 29 32%

11-12 21 4 16 0 0
84 4 32 0 0 36 43%

13-14 23 8 11 4 0
92 8 22 12 0 42 46%

15-16 13 3 5 4 1
52 3 10 12 4 29 56%

17-18 10 0 1 7 2
40 0 2 21 8 31 78%

19-20 3 0 0 2 1
12 0 0 6 4 10 83%

21-22 2 0 0 0 2
8 0 0 0 8 8 100%



164

Table 7
Democrats and Republicans: 

Larger Federal Role Support Score

LFRS
Score Districts

Potential 
Intensity 1 2 3

Actual 
4 Intensity

Support
%

0-4 23 92 1 . 01%
5-6 64 256 17 7%
7-8 59 236 36 15%
9-10 34 136 49 36%
11-12 28 112 50 45%
13-14 29 116 63 54%
15-16 23 92 59 64%
17-18 32 128 105 82%
19-20 63 252 215 85%
21-22 67 268 251 94%
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At the top end of the curve, Democrats who voted in 
favor of a larger federal role 21 or 22 times (N=65) achieved 
an intensity of support of 94 percent. And the two Republi
cans with this perfect or near perfect record of support for 
a larger federal role achieved an intensity of support mark 
of 100 percent, representing complete advocacy.

The only real deviation in the progressive associa
tion indicated by the surves is an early peak of Democratic 
Representatives at the 13 to 14 Larger Federal Role Support 
Score mark. Since only six Representatives are included in 
the category the early peak can best be explained as a chance 
deviation which does not reflect the operation of an unexpected 
intervening variable.

The results of this exercise indicate that constituen
cies may have exerted pressures on their congressmen regarding 
the HUD Act which were similar to pressures exerted on other 
bills portending more energetic action by the federal govern
ment. Also, support for a larger federal role is associated 
with liberalism in roll-call voting behavior. The close 
association between support for the HUD Act and support for 
liberal measures in the past indicates that the HUD Act roll- 
calls contained a liberal-conservative dimension not unlike 
that found in the other test votes. It may be concluded that 
Representatives divided on this issue along liberal and con
servative battle lines.
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Voting History: Conservative
Coalition Opposition Score

The Conservative Coalition Opposition Score for the 
House of Representatives is calculated as the percentage of 
105 roll-calls in which the conservative coalition made a show 
of strength and a Representative voted in disagreement with 
the position of the coalition. These roll-calls are for both 
1967 and 1968. In Figuring the percentages failure to vote 
lowered the Representative's score.

A conservative coalition roll-call may be defined as 
any roll-call on which the majority of voting Southern Demo
crats and the majority of voting Republicans oppose the stand 
taken by the majority of voting Northern Democrats. By this 
definition, two of the votes on the HUD Act, the Anderson 
amendment and the motion to recommit are conservative coali
tion roll-calls. On the Anderson amendment Republicans 
divided 17 0-8 in favor of passage and Southern Democrats also 
stood in favor 70-15. The motion to recommit was voted for 
by Republicans 151-27 and Southern Democrats 59-26.

The conservative coalition manifest itself on both 
these votes in an attempt to weaken the final legislation. 
Presumably a secondary purpose was to make a show of strength 
and prevent liberal amendments in the Committee of the Whole. 
For this reason it is hypothesized that those Representatives 
who opposed the conservative coalition in these cases and 
others showed the most support for the HUD Act. In other
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words, there is a positive association between opposition to 
the conservative coalition and intensity of support.

Figure 2 indicates that this hypothesis is accurate 
for both parties. A past record of opposition to the conser
vative coalition is accompanied by increasingly strong levels 
of support for the HUD Act.

At the lower left end of the curve Democratic congress
men who opposed the coalition only ten percent of the time or 
less (N=47) scored an intensity of support of only six percent. 
Similarly, Republicans who fell into this category of opposi
tion to the conservatives in Congress (N=75) scored only ten 
percent.

The curve rises rapidly for Democrats and at the final 
plotted point 20 Democratic congressmen who opposed the coali
tion 90 percent of the time achieved an intensity of support 
of 96 percent. The Republican curve rises rapidly up to the 
level of 50 percent opposition to the coalition and jumps 
over the Democratic curve in an unexpected upsweep. This 
indicates a concentration of very liberal Republicans. The 
variable of opposition to the conservative coalition has iso
lated them to produce a high percentage of support.

In summary, a positive association is shown between 
the support for housing and opposition to the conservative 
coalition variables. Once again, because opposition to the 
conservative coalition is associated with an outlook of
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Table 8
Democrats:

Conservative Coalition Opposition Score

cco
Score Districts

Potential 
.Intensity 1 2 3 4

Actual ; 
Intensity

Suppc
%

—10% 47 3 3 1 0
188 3 6 3 0 12 6%

10-19 . 17 3 3 3 1
68 3 6 9 4 22 32%

20-29 7 0 3 2 2
28 0 6 6 8 20 71%

30-39 4 0 0 3 1
16 0 0 9 4 13 81%

40-49 10 0 2 6 1
40 0 4 18 4 26 65%

50-59 13 0 1 .6 5
52 0 2 18 20 40 77%

60-69 33 0 1 . 12 20
132 0 2 36 80 118 89%

70-79 42 3 1 6 21
168 3 2 18 84 107 63%

80-89 44 1 1 7 34
176 1 2 21 136 160 91%

90-100 20 1 1 2 17
80 1 2 6 68 77 96%
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Table 9

Republicans:
Conservative Coalition Opposition Score

cco
Score Districts

Potential
Intensity 1 2 3 4

Actual
Intensity

Support
. %

-10% 75 19 6 0 0
300 19 12 0 0 31 10%

10-19 39 11 12 2 0
156 11 24 6 0 41 26%

20-29 23 5 13 1 0
92 . 5 26 3 0 34 37% v:

30-39 23. 6 14 3 0
■ - - 92 6 28 9 0 43 47%
40-49 13 2 5 5 1

52 2 10: 15 4 31 60%
50-59 4 0 0 3 1

16 0 0 9 4 13 81%
6 0-69 4 0 0 4 0

16 0 0 12 0 12 ' 75%
70-79 3 0 0 0 3

12 0 0 0 12 12 . 100%
80-89 1 0 0 0 1

4 0 0 0 4 4 100%
90-100 0
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Table 10
Democrats and Republicans:

Conservative Coalition Opposition Score

CCO Potential Actual Support
Score_____ Districts Intensity 1 2 3 4 Intensity____% .
-10% 122 488 43 9%
10-19 56 224 63 2 8%
20-29 30 120 54 45%
30-39 27 108 56 52%

CTtlo 23 92 57 62%
50-59 17 68 53 78%
60-69 37 148 130 88%
70-79 45 180 117 . 65%
80-89 45 180 164 91%
90-100 20 80 77 . 96%
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liberalism, it appears that the most liberal congressmen in 
both parties were the most intense in their support for 
housing.

Voting History:
Over-all Johnson Support Score

The Over-all Johnson Support Score is calculated as 
the percentage of 230. roll-calls on which the President took 
a position and the Representative voted in agreement with the 
President. The 230 roll-calls include both foreign and 
domestic issues for the years 1967 and 1968. The two HUD Act 
roll-calls on which President Johnson took a position are 
included in the tallies.

The major hypothesis is that intensity of support for 
the HUD Act is positively associated with the Representatives' 
Johnson Support Score. . This association is expected to be 
quite marked and consistent for both parties.

The reason, for expecting a close association is 
explained in the following way. The President is more likely 
to respond to the needs of liberal and urban areas than rural 
or conservative ones in proposing and backing legislation. 
There are two reasons for this. First, the Electoral College 
mechanism gives greater advantage to the Presidential candi
date who successfully appeals to and carries states with large 
concentrations of urban population. Neither the candidate

7. See Pierce, op. cit., pp. 111-150.
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nor the incumbent, therefore, go out of their way to support 
measures in Congress which will alienate metropolitan voters 
or urban based minority groups. , The HUD Act was intended to 
placate these very interests.

A second reason for expecting close correspondence is 
more specific. The 9 0th Congress still contained a majority 
of the 37 Representatives elected on Lyndon Johnson's coat
tails in 1964. Most of these Representatives came from 
Johnson's areas of greatest strength--the highly urbanized 
states.

Although the Southern and rural, vote for Johnson Was 
not insignificant, he managed to capture ninety percent of 
the Negro vote and deal a staggering blow to Senator Barry 
Goldwater outside the South. Johnson carried the large urban 
centers of the country by wide margins. The Presidential 
coalition which elected Johnson was based heavily upon urban 
voters and it was in these areas where his coattails were 
widest.

The conclusion which may be drawn is that one result 
of Goldwater's candidacy was to load the House of Representa
tives with more than the normal quota of urban-based liberals 
from both parties. The midterm elections of 1966 which pre
faced the 90th Congress saw few Republican gains and the 
Congress which passed the HUD Act of 1968 continued to act 
almost as liberally as the 89th Congress (or the "Goldwater 
Congress" as it is sometimes called). Therefore, a great



174

deal of agreement with the President's position on a liberal 
housing bill of primary benefit to the cities is not 
startling.

President Johnson, aware that he had received heavy 
support in urban areas, responded with attempts to hold their 
support. One method he used was the introduction and later 
support of appropriate legislation in Congress... And it is 
logical to expect that Representatives who strongly supported 
the President's position on a large number of occasions had 
much in common, either ideologically or. politically, with 
metro-urban interests. In foreign policy as well as domestic 
policy a long record of support for the positions of President 
Johnson would seem to be predictive of intense support for a 
major housing and urban development bill.

The party curves in Figure 3 show that the hypothesis 
is correct. Tables 11 and 12 also indicate an over-all high 
degree of support for Johnson. Only four Democrats and three 
Republicans supported him 30 percent of the time or less.
From 30 percent onward the curve rises sharply to the point 
where both parties hit a perfect intensity of support percent
age at the right extremity. The Democratic and Republican 
party curves hug each other until GOP support for the Presi
dent dwindles to insignificance. .

The hypothesis that intensity of support for the HUD 
Act and Over-all Johnson Support Scores would show a positive
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Table.11
Democrats:

Over-all Johnson Support Score

OJS
Score Districts

Potential
Intensity 1 2 3 4

Actual
Intensity

Suppo 
. %

-10% 0
10-19 1 0 0 0 0

4 0 0 0 0 0 0%
20-29 3 1 0 0 0

12 1 0 0 0 1 9%
30-39 16 1 0 0 0

64 1 0 0 0 1 . 02%
40-49 26 2 0 0 4

104 2 0 0 16 ■ 18 17%
50-59 .20 1 7 2 2

80 1 14 6 8 29 36%
60-69 36 1 . 4 16 13

144 1 8 48 52 109 76%
70-79 72 - 3 3 .25 40

288 3 6 75 160 244 85%
80-89 57 0 1 15 41

228 0 2 45 164 211 9 3%
90-100 6 0 0 0 6

24 0 0 0 2.4 24 100%
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Table 12
Republicans:

Over-all Johnson Support Score

Potential Actual Support
Districts Intensity 1 2 3 4 Intensity____%

- 10% 0
10-19 0
20-29 3 0 0 0 0

9 0 0 0 0 0 0%
30-39 30 6 0 1 0

120 6 0 3 0 9 8%
40-49 69 21 13 1 0

276 , 21 26 3 0 50 18%
50-59 . 52 13 .24 4 1

208 13 48 12 4 77 37%
60-69 27 3 11 11 2

108 3 22 33 8 66 61%
70-79 3 0 0 0 3

12 0 0 0 12 12 100%
80-89 1 0 1 0 0

4 0 2 0 0 2 50%
90-100 0
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Table 13
Democrats and Republicans: 

Over-all Johnson Support Score

OJS
Score Districts

Potential 
Intensity 1 2 3

Actual 
4 Intensity

Support
%

-10% 0

10-19 1 4 1 0%

20-29 6 21 1 5%

30-39 46 184 10 5%

40-49 95 380 68 18%

50-59 72 288 . 106 37%

6 0-69 63 252 175 69%

70-79 75 300 256 85%

80-89 58 232 213 92%

90-100 6 . 24 24 100%
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association is demonstrably accurate. The association is 
consistent, and high for both parties as predicted.

Voting History:
Johnson Domestic Support Score

The Johnson Domestic Support Score is similar to the 
Over-all Presidential. Support Score, but includes only roll- 
calls on issues of domestic policy for which the President 
took a position. It includes 190 roll-call votes on domestic 
matters for both 1967 and 1968.

It is hypothesized that there will be a distance 
positive association between intensity of support on the HUD 
Act and support for the President on domestic legislation.
This relationship is expected to be very similar to that found 
between intensity of support for housing and over-all support 
for President Johnson.

Figure 4 indicates that these expectations are justi
fied. Once again it. is evident that the. past voting records 
of congressmen provide a good basis for predicting intensity 
of support for the HUD bill. It is evident here also that on 
domestic legislation the President received a high degree of 
support from both parties in the 90th Congress, with only 
five Democrats and three Republicans lending a hand in support 
less than 30 percent of the time.

A close look at Figure 4 reveals that Republicans once 
again outstripped Democrats in their support of the HUD Act
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Table 14
Democrats:

Johnson Domestic Support Score

JDS
Score Districts

Potential
Intensity 1 2 3 4

Actual
Intensity

Support
%

-10% 0
10-19 '" 0
20-29 ■ 5 2 0 0 0

20 2 0 0 0 2 10%
30-39 12 0 0 0 0

48 0 0 0 0 0 0% •
40-49 23 0 0 0 2

92 0 0 0 8 8 9%
50-59 25 3 6 1 4

100 3 12 3 12 30 30%
60-69 39 1 . 5 18 12

156 1 10 : 54 48 113 72%
70-79 74 3 2 25 ' 43 .

296 3 4 75 172 254 86%
80-89 53 0 2 13 38

212 0 4 39 152 195 92%
90-100 6 0 0 0 6

, 24 0 0 0 24 24 100%
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Table 15
Republicans:

Johnson Domestic Support Score

JDS Potential Actual Support
Score Districts Intensity 1 2 3 4 Intensity %

- 10% 0
10-19 0
20-29 3 0 0 0 0

12 0 0 0 0 0 0%
30-39 19 3 1 0 0

76 . 3 2 0 0 5 7%
4 0~ 4 9 78 21 13 2 . 0

312 21 26 6 0 53 17%
50-59 54 15 .37 2 1

216 15 54 9 4 82 38%
60-69 26 4 7 11 3

104 4 14 33 12 63 61%
70-79 5 0 1 1 2

-* 20 0 2 .3 8 13 65%
80-89 0
90-100 0
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Table 16
Democrats and Republicans:

Johnson Domestic Support Score

JDS Potential Actual Support
Score Districts Intensity 1 2 .  3 4 Intensity %

-10% 0
10-19 0
20-29 8 32 2 6%
30-39 31 124 5 ' 5%
4 0—4 9 101 404 ’ 61 15%
50-59 79 316 112. 35%
60-69 65 260 175 67%
70-79 79 31.6 267 84%
80-89 53 212 195 92%
90-100 6 24 24 100%



184

through the lower reaches of the curve. The GOP curve remains 
above the Democratic curve until approximately the 55th:per
centile but then drops far below as the Democratic curve 
ascends to a perfect 100 percent. The explanation for this 
drop is found in the presence of conservative and rural 
Representative's from the South and elsewhere who gave 
Johnson little support on liberal legislation. Also, no 
Republican congressman supported the President on 80 percent 
or more of the test roll-calls, as Table 15 clearly shows.
In contrast, 59 Democrats exceeded this percentage in their 
support of the President's program.

Most metropolitan Democrats have higher Domestic 
Support Scores and, therefore, the most intense Democratic 
support is to be found at the upper end of the curve. They 
have deserted the lower reaches and thus the reason for thin 
support at the lower levels. Republican support on that por
tion of the curve is by no means great in any case, not 
exceeding 55 percent before the two curves cross each other. 
Both parties > however, show the expected upward trend in 
intensity of support and that is what is most important to 
emphasize.

Race; Percent Non-white
The percentage of the non-white population in a 

Congressional district is an indicator of constituent socio
economic status and the district housing situation. The
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non+white population is comprised primarily of Negroes but may
8include other biological stock as well. It is assumed here 

that in the vast majority of districts the percentage figure 
is an accurate estimate of Negro population.

The criterion of race is a valid indicator of socio
economic status when applied to aggregate populations through
out the United' States. For familiar reasons, the Negro has 
not been given the opportunity to enter into the economic, 
social, and political life of our country in prestigous or 
high paying positions. Concentrations of Negro population 
invariably contain a disproportionately high number of low- 
income, low-status individuals.

Restrictive and discriminatory housing policies have 
tended to force Negroes and other non-whites to live in areas 
of low-cost, delapidated housing. Although many are able to 
afford, improved living quarters, they encounter difficulty 
moving into suburban and other predominantly white areas.
The existence of de facto segregation policies by white home
owners and real estate agents prevents unrestricted ..mobility 
on the part of Negro populations. Therefore, in a congres
sional district which contains a high percentage of non-whites 
we may suspect the existence of significant areas of

8. The Bureau of Census definition of race also 
includes Indians, Japanese, Chinese, Filipinos, Koreans, Asian 
Americans, Malayans, and other persons of non-white stock. 
Persons of Mexican birth or ancestry are classified as white, 
however.
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of sub-standard housing. This observation remains generally 
accurate throughout the country but is most characteristic of 
denser urban districts. In the North it may be expected that 
the highest concentrations of non-white or Negro populations 
will be found in urban areas. In the South both rural and 
urban districts.will show a high non-white percentage.

To a significant degree it is these individuals who 
stand to gain the most from a massive housing expenditure by 
the federal government. . Non-white families concentrated in 
core urban areas may be expected to benefit disproportionately 
from rent supplements, programs of homeownership for low- and 
moderate-income families, and new construction of public 
housing. it is hypothesized that high concentrations of non- 
whites in a congressional district will be associated posi
tively with a high intensity of support for the HUD Act. A 
second hypothesis is that the party which contains the most 
districts evidencing high non-white concentrations will 
evidence greatest support for the bill.

Table 17 shows that the Democratic party is the party 
which represents most districts of highest non-white concen
trations. Table 17'shows that 52 percent (N=132) of all 
Democratic districts have a non-white population of less than 
ten percent. Table 18 shows that fully 84 percent (N=156) of 
all Republican districts have a population of less than ten 
percent non-white. Conversely, the tables show that 48
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Table 17
Democrats:

Race--Percent Non-white

Percent
Non-White Districts

Potential
Intensity 1 2 3 4

Actual
Intensity

Suppo
%

-5% 84 2 6 23 51
336 2 12 69 204 287 85%

5-9 39 3 2 12 16
156. 3 4 36 64 107 69%

10-14 17 0 2 6 6
68 0 4 18 24 46 6 8%

15-19 19 2 0 5 ' 7
76 2 0 15 21 38 50%

20-24 18 1 0 2 8
72 1 0 6 32 39. 54%

25-29 25 0 3 5 9
100 0 6 15 36 57 57%

30-34 12 1 2 2 3
' 4 8 1 4 6 9 20 42%

35-39 6 0 0 0 1
24 0 0 0 4 4 17%

40—44 9 0 0 0 1
36 0 0 0 4 . 4 11%

45+ 8 0 1 1 4
32 0 2 3 16 21 66%

i
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Table 18
Republicans:

Race— Percent Non-white

Percent
Non-white Districts

Potential
Intensity 1 • 2 3 4

Actual 
.Intensity

Support
%

-5% 130 31 34 14 2
52 0 31 68 42 8 149 29%

5-9 26 5 11 3 2
104 5 22 9 8 • , 44 42%

10-14 13 3 2 0 2
52 3 2 0 8 13 25%

15-19 . 5. 1 1 1 " 0
20 1 2 3 0 6 30%

20-24 3 1 1 0 . 0
12 1 2 0 0 3 25%

25-29 2 1 0 0 0
8. 1 0 0 0 1 13%

30-34 3 2 0 0 0
' 12 2 0 0 0 2 17%

35-39 3 0 0 0 0
9 0 0 0 0 0 0%

40—44 0
45+ 0 .
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Table 19
Democrats and Republicans: 
Race— Percent Non-white

Percent ... 
Non-white Districts

Potential 
Intensity 1 2 3

Actual 
4 Intensity

Support
% :

-5* 214 856 436 51%
5-9 65 260 151 58%
10-14 30 120 59 50%
15-19 24 96 44 46%
20-24 21 84 42 50%
25-29 27 . 108 58 54%
30-34 15 60 22 37%
35-39 9 24 4 17%
4 0~ 4 4 9 36 . 4 11%
45+ 8 32 - 21 66%
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percent (N=114) of the Democratic districts have a non-white 
population in excess of ten percent of the total, while only. 
16 percent (N=29) of the Republican party's districts exceed 
the ten percent mark. The second hypothesis is shown to be 
correct if it is concluded frdm these figures that the Demo
cratic party is most representative of areas with large non
white populations.

Figure 5 indicates that Democrats in every category 
of percent non-white achieve a higher cumulative intensity of 
support score than do Republicans. It should be noted that in 
respect to this variable the Republican party is less broadly 
based than the Democratic party so that comparison is not 
possible across the entire graph. This discrepancy, however, 
serves to reaffirm the expectation of.heavier Democratic 
support for the HUD Act. Table 17 indicates that the Demo
crats represent 17 districts in which the non-white population 
nears or exceeds half the total population. Table 18 reveals 
that the Republicans control no such districts.

The major hypothesis, that intensity of support for 
the HUD Act is positively associated with percent non-white 
population in the district, appears to be only partially 
demonstrated. Figure 5 shows that the association is not 
consistent over all categories of percent non-white. In 
fact, the opposite relationship holds true in both parties for 
districts with a non-white population of less than 4 0 percent.
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For the Republican party the curve is relatively flat. 
It slopes downward slightly but shows no pronounced varia
tions. This indicates a general trend of decreasing intensity 
of support for the housing bill as the non-white population of 
districts increases. There is a positive association only for 
districts under ten percent non-white, but this is significant 
because 156 of the 185 total Republican districts are repre
sented on this portion of the curve. As the curve progresses 
to the right it becomes more unreliable because so few dis
tricts are represented. Nevertheless, a general negative 
association is evident.

The negative finding is best explained as an example 
of the freedom a Representative has to choose among the 
groups in his district and decide which he wishes to respond 
to. . Republican, congressmen from areas of high non-white con
centrations are unlikely to receive the heavy support of 
Negro voters at election time and it is natural to expect 
that they will not feel overly obliged to minister to the 
needs of district Negroes. Rather, their first response will
be to the coalitions and interests of the whites who elected

. -
them.

The interests, expressed or implied, of white voters 
in districts containing large numbers of Negroes may or may 
not parallel those of the' non-whites. They may be liberal 
oriented but because they elected a Republican congressman we
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may assume that they are more conservative than the nOn-white' 
voters in the district. Republican. Representatives from 
districts with a large number of.non-white residents may, 
therefore, be among the most conservative in the party. This 
will be particularly likely with regard to Republican congress 
men elected as a result of the phenomenon known as the "white 
backlash."

Although these districts contain large groups of 
electors who would presumably benefit from liberal housing 
legislation involving large government expenditure, the 
Republican congressmen may choose not to respond to this 
interest for fear of angering supporters. A secondary con
sideration is that the conservative white interests may be 
better organized to convey a viewpoint to the legislator.
It is often asserted that Negro and other non-white consti
tuents are not highly mobilized for political action and the 
Representative in. Washington does not accurately perceive 
the strength of their feelings.

The Democratic party curve in Figure 5 illustrates 
the same negative association found for the Republican party, 
but two differences are in evidence. First, the downward 
slope of the curve is greater. Second, there is a remarkable 
rise in the curve for districts with a non-white population 
of greater than 45 percent.

The definite downward slope of the curve is best 
explained by the fact that the most liberal democratic
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districts are included at both extremities. The majority of
districts with a non-white population of between five and 40
percent are conservative Southern districts. These districts
have a high, proportion of non-whites in their populations and
often elect conservative congressmen who will block needed
representation of Negro interests. The frequency and extent
of this phenomenon is often in direct proportion to the size

9of the Negro population in the district.
Intensity of support at either end of the curve is 

high, indicating that Northern Democrats from suburban areas 
and cities gave heavy support to the housing measure. In the 
category of under five percent non-white at the left end of 
the curve most Democratic suburbs would be included. Also 
included would be a number of liberal Democrats from mixed 
urban-rural constituencies. Most Democratic districts with 
a predominantly rural population are to be found in the 
Southern and Border states and include a relatively high per
centage of non-whites. This leaves the left end of the curve 
without many Representatives subject to forceful anti-housing 
pressures from constituents.

At this end of the curve the over 40 percent non
white figure is probably a good mark for identifying central 
city districts with large concentrations of Negroes in 
delapidated housing structures. Most Southern and Border

9. Key, op. cit. , pp. 509-528.
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state districts contain a non-white population well below 
this mark. The central city Democrats may be expected to 
have come from districts with pronounced liberal leanings. 
Heavy support for housing here, then, is not surprising.

The existence of a U-shaped curve for Democratic 
Representatives indicates that the first hypothesis is 
accurate only to a limited degree. The same cannot be said 
for the Republican party curve, which defies explanatory 
efforts. But because of the small number of Republican 
districts with a high percentage of non-whites in the popula
tion any conclusion is tenuous.

Occupation: Percent White-collar
The second variable, the percentage of white-collar 

workers in the district's work force, is a measure of occupa
tional mix within the constituency. It is the best single 
measure of socioeconomic status and provides the best basis 
for a nation-wide comparison of s t a t u s . I t  is also a con
venient indicator for demarcating between urban and rural 
areas.

Occupation is an important variable in constituency 
studies because Representatives sometimes think of their con
stituencies in terms of economic and business concentrations.

10. See Joseph A. Kahl and James A. Davis, "A 
Comparison of Indexes of Socio-economic Status," American 
Sociological Review, Vol. 20, No. 3 (June, 1955), pp. 317-325.
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This is particularly likely to be so with legislators from 
districts containing large numbers of union workers ,and 
management officials.

The statistic is singularly important in this study 
for its ability to separate urban from rural constituencies. 
Rural districts often include a large work force engaged in 
farming activity and seldom have a relatively high percentage 
of white-collar workers. The highest concentrations of white- 
collar workers are found in a few suburban areas, although 
suburban districts and central city districts cannot always 
be distinguished from one another by noting fluctuation of 
the white-collar variable.

It is expected, however, that suburban and urban 
districts will be heavily concentrated at the upper end of 
the white-collar scale .and rural districts at the lower end. 
The major hypothesis tested is that intensity of support for 
the HUD Act is heaviest in districts with a high percentage 
of white-collar workers.

Low white-collar concentrations are associated with 
liberalism in voting studies. But it is not hypothesized 
here that there is a negative association between intensity 
of support for housing and low white-collar concentrations in 
congressional districts. The reason is that the focus of 
this research is on heterogeneous populations included within 
rather arbitrary political boundaries rather than on indi
viduals. It may be expected that districts with high
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white-collar concentrations will be more liberal on the issue, 
of housing because high concentrations are to be found in the 
cities. Therefore, the urban-rural dimension of the white-, 
collar statistic is more significant here than the liberal- 
conservative dimension. Only at the very highest white-collar 
levels may we expect to find a drop in support for housing, 
that is, in well-to-do and conservative suburban districts.

The hypothesis may be refined as follows. There is a 
strong positive association between intensity of support for 
the HUD Act and district white-collar percentage until the 
very highest concentrations are reached. A second hypothesis 
is that the party which has the broadest constituency base 
with respect to the white-collar variable will show the 
greatest support for housing.

The Democratic party has the most even base of 
districts in terms of percent white-collar. Table 20 shows 
that 11 percent (N=26) of its districts have a white-collar 
sector of 30 percent, and 11 percent (N=27) have a sector of 
greater than 50 percent. Table 21 shows that the Republican 
party, on the other hand, has only three percent (N=5) of its 
districts under the 30 percent white-collar level but 21 per
cent (N=38) over the 50 percent level. At between 30 and 50

Ipercent white-collar the tables show both parties compare 
favorably. The conclusion to be drawn from this is that the 
Democratic party is most evenly based and the Republican
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Table 20
Democrats:

Occupation --Percent White-collar

Percent
White-
collar Districts

Potential
Intensity 1 2 3 4

Actual
Intensity

Support
%

-30% 26 1 0 • 1 5
104 1 0 3 20 24 23%

30-34 49 1 4 15 15
196 1 8 45 60 114 58%

35-39 51 2 6 11 24
204 2 12 33 96, 143 70%

4̂ O 1 4̂ 4̂ 4 8 3 5 12 26
192 3 8 36 104 151 79%

45 — 59 36 0 1 9 21
144 • 0 2 18 84 104 72%

50+ 27 1 0 10 15
108 1 0 30 .60 91 84%
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Table 21
Republicans:

Occupation— Percent White-collar
Percent
White-
collar

Potential 
Districts Intensity. 1 2

Actual Support 
3 . 4 Intensity %

-30%
20

1
1

1
2

0
0

0
0 15 =

30-34 30
12 0

4 7 
4 14

1
3

0
0 21 18 =

35-39 56
224

11 16 6 0 
11 32. 18 0 61 27%

40-44 31
124

13 10
13 20

2
6

0.
0 39 32 =

45-49 25
100

4
4

7 4
14 12

1
4 34 34%

50+ 38
152

12 7 5 5
12 14 15 2 0 61 4 0‘
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Table. 22
Democrats and.Republicans 

Occupation--Percent White-collar
Percent
White-
collar Districts

Potential 
Intensity 1 2

Actual 
3 4 Intensity

Support
%

-30% 31 / 124 27 21%

30-34 79 316 133 43%

35-39 107 428 204 48%

4 0— 44 79 316 220 70%

45-49 61 224 . 138 57%

50+ 65 260 152 59%
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party is top heavy with districts in the upper, category.
This is because wealthy urban districts and conservative, 
high status suburbs and exurbs tend to elect Republican 
congressmen.

Because of this difference in the constituency 
foundations of the two parties we would expect Democrats to 
give most support for the HUD Act. In the Democratic party 
most of the low percentage white-collar districts may be 
found in the rural South and heavy support is not expected 
from that segment of the party. But as the percentage of 
white-collar increases in Democratic districts we would expect 
to find greater numbers of districts with more liberal inter
ests and enhanced concern over housing and the government's 
role.

This expectation proves to be correct as Figure 6 
indicates. The Democratic curve rises steadily, indicating a 
positive association between intensity of support and per
centage of white-collar in the population. The first hypo
thesis is affirmed for the Democrats. The slight dip in the 
curve at the 4 5 to 50 percent white-collar range may indicate 
the concentration of a relatively few Democratic districts 
which are a mixture of urban and rural interests, encompass
ing part of a city and a lot of countryside. The curve also 
shows that the second hypothesis is correct. Democratic 
intensity of support far exceeds Republican intensity of
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support on all but the lowest (under 30 percent) category of 
white-collar concentration.

The Republican party curve in Figure 6 shows a slight 
but even rise in intensity of support as the percent of. white- 
collar increases. Thus the expected association is found 
here also. The fact that the curve does not drop at the left 
extremity due to the presence of wealthy GOP suburban dis
tricts may be due in part to the possibility that these 
districts are mixed in with urban districts and that the 
greater voting support of Representatives from the latter 
compensates for the minimal support of more conservative 
colleagues from suburban districts.

Of most importance is that the same general trend 
exists in both parties. The hypothesis that support is posi
tively associated with white-collar percentage is confirmed 
as accurate by the performance of both Democrats and  ̂
Republicans.

Homeownership; Percent 
Owner-occupied Dwelling Units

The third population variable, percent of owner- 
occupied dwelling units, is a. measure of how many constitu
ents own and reside in their own homes. It is one indicator 
of socioeconomic status. Homeownership is positively corre
lated with high social status and income but it also has a 
rural-urban dimension. The highest incidence of homeownership
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is found in rural farming areas and some suburban areas.
Urban areas are typically characterized by high mobility and 
large numbers of apartment dwellers. They rank lower on a 
scale of percent owner-occupied dwelling units. This is the 
general rule> but there are some notable.exceptions in con
gressional districts throughout the country. It is assumed, 
for purposes of this research, that owner-occupancy tends to 
increase as district location moves away from the central 
city out into the countryside.

Percentage owner-dccupancy has been found to have a 
negative association with liberal voting behavior. Froman, 
for instance,found that this statistic was useful for dif
ferentiating between congressional districts with histories 
of liberal or conservative voting patterns on the part of 
their Representatives.^^ He found that the higher the per
centage of homeownership the less liberal the voting record, 
the lower the percentage the higher the Representative's 
score for Presidential support and larger federal role 
support. For the 87th Congress Froman demonstrated that 
Democrats tended to come from lower owner-occupancy districts 
than Republicans and concluded that this indicated a more 
liberal constituency base. This liberal base, in turn, was 
responsible for the liberal voting record of Democratic 
Representatives.

11. Froman, op. cit., "Inter-party Constituency 
Differences . . .," p. 59.
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Duncan MacRae and Sheldon Goldman, in their separate 
studies of the Massachusetts House of Representatives, found 

• that owner-occupancy levels were highest for Republican dis
tricts in that state. Both found a negative relationship
between liberal voting behavior in the legislature and per-

12cent owner-occupancy in the legislator's constituency.
It is hypothesized that there will be a negative 

association between intensity of support for the HUD Act and 
level of owner-occupancy in districts of the 9 0th Congress.
A second hypothesis is that the party which most represents 
districts of lower owner-occupancy will manifest the most 
intense support. These hypotheses are grounded on the results 
of the analysis of voting studies, which strongly indicated 
association between liberalism in the past and intensity of 
support.

Table 23 shows that the Democratic party has the 
greatest percentage of Representatives from districts with 
low owner-occupancy levels. Fifteen percent (N=45) of all 
Democratic districts have owner-occupancy levels of less than 
50 percent. Table 24 shows that the Republican party is more 
narrowly based. Only two percent (N=3) of the Republican 
districts fall below the 50 percent owner-occupancy mark. 
Democrats, therefore, represent all but three of the nation's 
48 lowest owner-occupancy districts.

12. See MacRae, op. cit., "The Relation Between Roll 
Call Votes . . .," pp. 197-198, and Goldman, op. cit., p. 10.
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Table 23
Democrats:

Homeownership— Percent Owner Occupied Dwelling Units

Percent
OODU Districts

Potential
intensity 1 2 3 4

Actual
Intensity

Support
%

-10% 4 0 0 1 3
16 0 0 . 3 12 15 94%

10-19 5 0 0 3 2
20 0 0 9 8 . 17 85%

20-29 10 0 0 1 9
4 0 0 0 3 36 39 97%

30-39 8 0 0 3 ' 5
32 0 0 9 20 29 91%

G\1O 18 1 1 3 9
72 1 2 9 36 48 67%

50—59 49 1 3 9 20
196 1 6 27 80 114 58%

60-69 96 2 6 22 45
384 2 . 12 66 180 260 68%

70-79 41 5 5 12 15
164 5 10 36 60 111 . 68%

80+ 6 0 0 3 3
24 0 0 . 9 12 21 88%
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Table 24
Republicans:

Homeownership— Percent Owner Occupied Dwelling Units

Percent
OODU Districts

Potential
Intensity 1 2 3 4

Actual
Intensity

Support
%

-10% 1 0 0 1 0
4 0 0 3 0 3 75%

10-19 0
20-29 0
.30-39 1 1 0 . 0 0

4 1 0 0 0 1 25%
40-49 1 • 0 0 0 ' 0

4 0 0 0 0 0 0%
50-59 23 7 3 2 3

92 7 6 6 12 31 32%
60-69 73 18 23 5 1

292 18 46 15 4 83 2 8%
70-79 74 14 17 7 3

' 296 14 34 • 21 12 81 27%
89+ 12 2 5 3 0

48 2 10 9 0 21 44%
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Table 25
Democrats and Republicans:

Homeownership— Percent Owner Occupied Dwelling Units

Percent
OODU Districts

Potential 
Intensity 1 2 3

Actual 
4 Intensity

Support
'• %

-10% . 5 20 18 90%

10-19 5 20 17 85%

20-29 10 40 39 97%

30-39 9 36 30 83%

40—49 19 76 48 63%

50-59 72 28 8 145 50%

6 0—6 9 169 676 343 51%

70-79 115 460 192 42%

80+ 18 72 42 58%



209

At the upper end of the owner-occupancy scale, 16 
percent (N=47) of the Democratic party's districts have 
extremely high owner-occupancy. rates of over 70 percent. 
However, GOP districts of high owner-occupancy (over 70 per
cent) constitute 47 percent (N=86) of total party strength, 
indicating that these districts tend to elect Republican 
congressmen. These constituencies are the forte of the 
party--rural areas and high socioeconomic status suburbs-—  
the very places where support for urban housing legislation 
is expected to be lowest.

Therefore, it is expected that the Democratic party 
will, show the highest intensity of support for housing 
legislation and Figure 7 gives confirmation of the hypo
thesis. The Democratic party curve is higher than the GOP 
curve in all categories of district homeownership.

Figure 7 shows a tendency for housing support to be 
negatively associated with lower rates of owner-occupancy in 
the Democratic party and in.the combined curbe of both parties. 
For Democrats, as the owner-occupancy figure rises, intensity 
of support drops from the 9 0th percentile of a low of 68 
percent and then rises to a new high of 88 percent for Demo
cratic districts of highest owner-occupancy. Although the 
Republican party is too narrowly based to show a similarly 
lenghty curve, it too shows a schizophrenic voting pattern 
on four points which can be plotted. The curve drops from
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an intensity of support of 32 percent down to 27 percent and
then rises to a high of 44 percent.

Interestingly, the Republican party curve falls at
the point where the Democratic party curve has reached its
lowest depth and begins to rise once more. One possible 
explanation for this pattern is that the owner-occupancy 
variable is working to. dichotomize between very urban and 
very rural districts up to the 6 0 percent owner-occupancy 
mark for Democratic districts. Thereafter, it begins to 
lose effective discriminatory power through the inclusion of 
a good many suburban districts with Democratic Representa
tives. It may be speculated that these, suburban districts- 
have elected liberal congressmen who have votes as strong 
advocates of housing. Such a phenomenon would explain the 
U-shape of the curve.

For Republicans the curve drops where the Democratic 
party curve begins to rise. The reason for this may be 
that the GOP districts in this category are comprised of 
more prosperous rural and suburban areas with a pronounced 
conservative outlook. These Republican congressmen, there
fore, tended to vote against an increase in federal spending 
and activity.

The rise and the end of the Republican curve may 
serve to indicate the election of liberal congressmen from, 
more liberal suburban areas or mixed suburban-urban districts
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which have big city interests. It is logical to speculate 
that these districts are atypical of the others in one or 
more respects and their Representatives tended to buck the 
downward party trend in response to the unique pressures 
they felt.

In conculsion, the hypothesis that intensity of 
support is negatively associated with levels:of hpmeowner- 
ship is not conclusively demonstrated here. But it is 
strongly.supported when Representatives of both parties are 
combined. The curve representing both parties in Figure .7 
indicates an obvious movement toward negative association. 
This combined curve may, in fact, be the best indicator of 
the hypothesis' validity, since neither party is based 
broadly over the entire spectrum of owner-occupancy levels.
It may tentatively be concluded that this hypothesis is • 
accurate pending further research on other legislative 
issues.

Residence; Percent Urban
The percentage of urban dwellers in a constituency is 

calculated on the basis of a division line between residents 
of cities or other urban places with a total population of 
.2,500 or more and all others. This can be misleading when a 
district is classified as 85 percent urban but has no town 
within its boundaries in escess of 5,000. The population in 
such a district will not have as great an interest in housing
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legislation as that of another district which is also 85 
percent urban but contains a city of 350,000 within its 
borders. '

Accordingly, if a researcher wishes to differentiate 
between constituencies which may have a vested interest in 
the solution of major metropolitan problems and those which 
have no such existing interest, the statistic of percent, 
urban is only a very crude instrument. A much more accurate 
percent urban figure for this purpose would be one based 
upon a definition of urban residence as living in a city of 
50,000 or more in population. Nevertheless, over a large ; 
number of instances the measure is a fairly reliable guide 
and for that reason is included in the list of variables 
here. If a definite trend emerges from the figures its use 
will have been advantageous.

The major hypothesis tested is that there is a posi
tive association between intensity of support for the HUD 
Act and the percent of urbanization in congressional dis
tricts. This hypothesis is suggested by the fact that 
constituents in metropolitan areas had the most to gain from 
passage of forceful housing legislation. The programs in 
the HUD Act were aimed at metropolitan targets.

A second hypothesis relating to differential support 
by the parties is suggested once again. This hypothesis is 
that the party which is most representative of heavily
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urbanized areas will show greatest intensity of support for 
the HUD Act.

The.figures on Tables 26 and 27 show that there are, 
in fact, pronounced differences in the urbanization Of each 
party's constituency base. For Democrats, 27 percent (N=64) 
of the constituency base is less than 50 percent, urbanized. 
Twenty-seven percent (N=49) of the Republican party's dis
tricts are also found under the 50 percent urbanized mark. 
However, 37 percent (N=87) of all Democratic districts are 
highly urbanized (over 90 percent urban), compared to only 
25 percent (N=46) of all GOP districts. If the second hypo
thesis is correct, then, Democrats will show a greater 
intensity of support for the housing bill.

Figure 8 indicates that the expectation is justified. 
At all points the Democratic party curve shows evidence of 
relatively higher intensities of support than the GOP curve. 
From a low of 25 percent at the level of 2 0 percent to 30 
percent urbanization, the Democrats rise steadily in their 
intensity of support to a high of 89 percent at the over 90 
percent urbanization mark.

The Republican party exhibits the same general trend 
throughout the lower levels of urbanization but its curve 
culminates in a precipitous drop for those districts over 
the 90 percent urbanized mark. A look at Table 27 shows 
that of the 46 Republican constituencies at this level a
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Table 26
Democrats: 

Residence--Percent Urban

Percent
Urban Districts

Potential
Intensity 1 2 3 4

Actual
Intensity

Suppo
%

-10% 0
10-19 . 4 0 0 0 2

16 0 0 0 8 8 50%
20-2 9 9 0 1 1 1

36 0 2 3 4 9 25%
30-39 19 2 0 3  ̂3

76 2 0 9 12 23 30%
40-49 32 1 4 5 *12

128 1 8 15 48 72 56%
50-59 22 1 3 6 6

88 1 6 18 24 49 57%
60-69 26 1 2 10 6

104 1 4 30 24 59 57%
70-79 . 17 =• 0 0 • 7 6

68 0 0 21 24 45 66%
80-89 21 0 3 6 9

84 0 6 18 36 60 71%
90-100 87 4 2 20 60

348 4 4 60 240 308 89%
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Table 27
Republicans: 

Residence--Percent Urban

Percent
Urban Districts

Potential
Intensity 1 2 3 4

Actual 
. Intensity

Suppo
%

-10% 0
10-19 2 0 1 0 0

' '
8 0 2 0 0 2 25%

20-29 4 1 1 0 0
16 1 2 0 0 3 19%

30-39 19 . 1 4 0 0
76 1 8 0 0 9 12%

40-49 24 4 7 2 0
96 4 14 6 0 24 25%

50-59 32 9 9 4 0
12 8 9 18 12 0 39 31%

60-69 26 7 7 3 0
104 7 14 9 0 30 29%

70-79 18 5 6 1 2
72 5 12 3 8 28 39%

80-89 14 3 6 3 1
56 3 12 9 4 28 50%

90-100 ■ 46 14 7 6 3
184 14. 14 18 12 58 32%
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Table 28
Democrats and Republicans: 
Residence— Percent Urban

Percent Potential Actual Support
Urban  Districts Intensity 1 2 3 4 intensity %

- 10% 0

10-19 6 24 10 42%

20-29 13 52 12 23%

30-39 ' 38 152 32 . 22%

40-49 56 224 96 43%

50-59 54 216 88 41%

60-69 52 208 89 43%

70-79 35 140 83 52%

80-89 35 140 88 63%

90-100 133 532 366 69%
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fcotaL Gf only 31 Representatives voted in advocacy of the 
housing bill once or more. This means that 15 of the Repub
lican. congressmen from the 46 highly urbanized districts 
voted as: opponents on all four roll-calls.

It is suggested that these Republicans came from 
essentially conservative suburban areas and had constituen
cies which, did not seek an expensive, liberal solution to 
the housing and urban development problems of the metropolis. 
It is logical to expect diminished Republican support in 
these areas, because there is a fundamental difference in 
the types of constituencies which each party represents at 
the over 9.0 percent urban level. The percent urban statis
tics' hide the fact that Democrats are representing metro
politan districts with high population densities while 
Republicans are representing suburban areas. Both types of 
constituencies may be 100 percent urbanized so that their 
real, nature is concealed. This fact is confirmed in the 
following section, where districts are examined in light of 
their population densities.

The major hypothesis of this section, that support is 
positively associated with extent of district urbanization, 
is demonstrated to be substantially correct. It holds true 
for the Democratic party and for both parties combined. The 
drop on. the far right extremity of the GOP curve does not 
significantly detract from the validity of the hypothesis
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because the urbanization variable conceals.: thet reail nature.. 
of the Republican constituencies represented, atz high. levels 
of urbanization. They are not raetropolitan. dfstrrctes and: do 
not have strong metro-urban oriented interests:..

The following general conclusions: may be made:.. For.. 
any given degree of urbanization of -constituency;> Democratic 
support for the bill was more intense than. Republican.sup
port. As congressional districts become further" removed: 
from urban core areas, support by Representatives: from both 
parties diminishes and is less consistent.• fox: any given. 
category of urbanization. And finally, metropolitan Demo
crats show heavier support than metropolitan. Republicans...

Population Density:
Population per Square Mile

The final population variable, population.per square 
mile, is also a rough measure of the extent: to which a con
stituency is urbanized. It provides a second, alternative 
means for. directly demonstrating the urban-rural dimension 
in Congressional voting behavior.

The real value of the population density variable, is 
to distinguish between crowded central city districts and 
rural districts with very low people concentrations... If . a: 
district has a population per square mile of" twenty or 
thirty-thousand it is certainly in or near the center of a 
metropolis. On the other extreme of the scale, a district
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w.±.tii: cB popullatioTi o f 2.0 or 30 per square mile certainly 
contains: no: very, large population centers. The only excep
tion. ta this; rule:, of thumb is the at-large congressional 
district:,; where'r thee Representative 1 s constituency is an 
entire?, state.,

In.the middle of the population density scale, 
however, the indicator, has less value. Without looking at 
other: variables- it., is not possible to determine whether a 
district: with. a:, population of, say, 1,000 per square mile 
is::. (I.) an, essentially rural district with a compact popula
tion., (2.) a district of many, smaller towns or cities, (3) a 
district, with, a: medium sized city and a vast but sparsely . 
populated countryside surrounding that city, or (4) a dis
trict which: includes part of a large •metropolitan center and 
a big chunk, of., surrounding countryside as well. The popula
tion. per square mile, variable, then, suffers from the same 
type of' ambiguity as the percent urban. variable.

Ht is: assumed, that population per square mile is, 
however, a fairly accurate measure of the rural or urban 
nature- of a constituency when . spread over a large number of 
instances-'.. The: major hypothesis to be tested is that there 
is a. positive association between intensity of support for 
the HUD Act. and district population per square mile. A • 
corollary hypothesis is that the party which is most repre
sentative of districts with high population densities will 
show the greatest intensity, of support for the measure.
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Tatiiei 23: indicates that the Democratic party is most 
repreaentatrye^offhigh density districts. The figures show 
that; 6:4̂ percent; (N.=-152) of Democratic party strength comes 
from., districts; with;densities of less than 1,000 per square 
mile;.. Seventeen. percent (N=52) of Democratic strength comes 
from, control! of:' districts with a population per square mile 
o±: greater; than. 9., 0 0 0 .

Table-; 3D! contains the comparative figures for Repub
licans;. . Fully 7D;percent (N=140) of party strength comes 
from districts- with a population per square mile of 1,000 
cor less; and" only/ three percent (N=4) from districts with . 
densities; exceeding, 9,000 per square mile. This indicates 
that, the; Democratic: party may be expected to show greater 
intensities., of; support.

The. curves.on Figure 9 indicate that the party support 
hypothesis: is: accurate. The Democratic curve ascends far 
above, the GOP: curve in all categories of population per 
square, mile... Because the Republican party is so narrowly 
based in: districts of. low population density its curve is 
extremely short..

The: Democratic curve rises abruptly from the 50th 
percentile, of "support for districts with less than 1,000 
inhabitants per: square mile to the 9 4th percentile for dis
tricts with. over. 5., 000 per square mile and remains level in 
the nineties from that point on. Since most rural and
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Table 29
Democrats;

Ebp.u-La±d..oir'. Density— Population per Square Mile

bps m: Districts
Potential
•Intensity 1 2 3 . 4

Actual
Intensity

Suppo
%

-i, o:o:o: 132: 5 14 38 46
608 5 28 114 184 331 • 54%

i.,oao-- 1:7 3 0 2 11
2,993 68 3 0 6 44 53 78%
3 , 00.0- ro: 0 0 5 5
4: ,,299 40 0 0 15 20 35 88%
5,,000- s: 0 1 0 " 7
6,999 32 0 2 0 28 30 94%
7,000- 8: 0 0 2 6
8 , 999 32 0 0 6 24 30 94%
9,000- T 0 0 2 5
1-0,99 9 28 0 0 6 20 26 93%
11,000- 4, 0 0 0 4
12,999 16 0 0 0 16 16 100%
13,000- 5: 0 0 1 4
14,999 20 0 0 3. 16 19 95%
15,000- 5: 0 0 2 3
16,999 20 0 0 6 12 18 90%
17,000- 3: 0 0 2 1
1.8,999 12 0 0 6 4 10 83%
19 , 000:+ 18: 0 0 5 13

72 0 0 15 • 52 67 9 3%
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Table' 30
Republicans:

Eop:u"la[bi:on Density:— Population per Square Mile

FPSM Districts
Potential
Intensity 1 2 3 4

Actual
Intensity

Support
%

-1,0.00 14.0 32 . 39 11 2
560 32 78 33 8 151 27%

1,000- TJ 4 5 5 3
2,999 108 4 10 15 12 41 38%
3,000- 6 1 2 1 0 -

4,999. 24 1 4 3 0 8 33%
5,000- 6. 4 1 0 ' 0
6,999 24 4 2 0 0 6 25%
7,000 1 0 • 1 0 0
8,999 4 0 2 0 0 2 50%
9,00.0- 0
10,999
11,00.0- o:
12,9 99
13,000- 1 0 1 0 0
14,999 4 0 2 0 0 2 50%
15 ,0.00- 1 0 0 0 1
16,999 4 0 0 0 4 4 100%
17,-000- I 1 0 0 0
18,999 4 1 0 0 . 0 1 25%
19,000+ 2 0 0 1 1

8 0 0 3 4 7 87%
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Table 31.
Democrats and Republicans:

EbpuLation Density— Population per Square Mile

EP'SM. Districts
Potential 
Intensity 1 2 3

Actual 
4 Intensity

Support
' %

-i, 00:0: 2.92 1,166 482 41%
l ,o:oo-
21, 919191 44 176 85 49%
3i,,o:o:o-
4,9919- 16 64 43 67%
£,:o:oo-
61,9991 14 56 36 64%
.7,0:00:
81,999 9 36 32 89%
9,00.0- 
U0., 999 7 , 28 26 93%
ii, 0:0:0- 
12 , 9.99 4 16 • 16 100%
13:, 0 0.0- 
14,99.9 6 24 21 89%
is, oioo-
161, 999 6 24 22 92%
1.7 , 000 - ■ 
18:, 999 . 4 16 11 69%
1.9, 000+ 20 80 74 93%



\001

9 0 -

80-

60-

50-

—  30-

20

10-

5-7  7 -9  9-11
PP6M  (IN THOUSANDS)

13-15 15-173-51-3

Figure 9. Association Between Intensity of Support and District Population 
per Square Mile

226



227

small-town; districts are included by the time the curve 
gasâ es; thel 5:, 0D.01 per square mile mark to the expected rela
tionship; between.intensity of support and population density 
is; found.. Eew - but. big city and suburban Democratic Represen
tatives; are;, included beyond this point and intensity of 
support is heavy.

it is; difficult to conclusively show that any trend 
exists for: the: Republican party in Figure 9. A noticeable 
upward" trend: paralleling, that of the Democratic party exists 
between. the 1,000 and 3,000 population per square mile marks 
but there; is. a- precipitant drop thereafter. The most 
reasonable- explanation for this is that Republican districts 
with, a, population. density of between 3,000 and 7,000 inhabi
tants per. square.- mile (N=12) include some rather conserva
tive suburban areas which would not evidence a good deal of 
support for liberal housing legislation. Since these areas 
could reach an.urbanization percentage of 90 or more, the 
drop in: the: curve: after the 3,000 mark confirms the explana
tion; for:drop in support above the 90 percent urban figure 
on; Figure; 8., as: explained in the previous section.

In.a different vein, a look at Table 30 shows that 
the four Republican Representatives from districts with a 
density of over 7", 00 0 per square mile had relatively high 
intensity scores... This, is not shown on the graph because 
statistical significance cannot be established for these
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four in any category.. find, the two Republican Representatives 
among the four with constituencies containing over 19,000 
inhabitants per square mile gave only one vote short of full 
support for the HUD Act between themselves.

In conclusion,, it appears that the expected positive 
association between intensity of support for the bill and 
population density is an accurate condensation of the per
formance of both parties.. The same conclusions which held 
true for urbanization, then, appear to hold true with regard . 
to the population density variable.



.CHAPTER 5

summary: and conclusions

The most: important, aspect of this research is its 
inquiry into the- hasic. proposition that a relationship 
exists between. Representatives and their districts which 
influences the.Representative's voting behavior. The inves 
tigation of: this relationship has proceeded by analyzing 
roll-call voting behavior on the Housing and Urban Develop
ment Act of 196 8..

The roll-call analysis findings show a definite 
association, between, the. character of constituencies and the 
way groups of Representatives choose.to cast their votes in 
support of or opposition to this legislation. This is ho 
surprise... It is proper, however, to summarize and to 
indulge in. a few concluding observations about the nature 
of representative government on the basis of findings here 
concerning the legislator-constituent relationship.

Summary of Findings
In Chapter: 4. two: approaches to the analysis of 

voting behavior on the HUD Act were undertaken.
In the first, past voting records of Representative 

were compared to intensity of support for the bill. The

229
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mast significant, observation to be made from the results is 
that the.: nature of the past voting record proved to be 
strongly predictive of intensity of support for housing 
among all. groups of congressmen. It was demonstrated that 
intensity of support was positively related to Larger Fed
eral Role' Support Scores, Conservative Coalition, Opposition 
Scores,- Over-all Presidential Support Scores, and Domestic 
Support: Scores. This indicates that some commonality between 

- the HUD. Act and previous legislation was present. And since 
a: high, score on any of the test measures is an indication of 
liberalism, it was concluded that the HUD legislation posed 
issues: with a definite liberal-conservative content.

The second approach emphasized constituency influ
ence. Gross population variables.of congressional districts 
were: associated with voting behavior. Groups of congressmen 
were categorized with respect to the similar nature of their 
constituencies in five areas: race, occupation, homeowner-
ship, residence, and population density. It was assumed 
that pressures on congressmen from roughly like districts 
would be. similar in nature.

The results showed that highest intensities of 
support were associated with high non-white percentages., 
high white-collar percentages, low homeownership percentages, 
urbanization, and high population densities. Lack of support 
was associated with moderate percentages of non-whites, low
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whi±e r-eo 11 ar percentages, high rates of homeowner ship, 
nrrality., and low population densities. The associations 
wereenot:linear in all cases but this is a valid summary of 
thee general, associational trend.

Voting decisions in the House of Representatives 
were:associated with district characteristics. The trends 
permit" the inference that constituency influence was present. 
Itzwas"also discovered that the housing issue contains a 
mralturban dimension of considerable salience. The find
ings." indicated that Representatives from those constituen
cies:-. rated high in factors associated with urbanization 
showed more intense support than their colleagues from dis
tricts: ranking lower in the same areas. This indicates that 
on.this, housing issue conservatism was closely associated 
with.rurality and liberalism with urbanization.

The Representative Process 
Some general lessons for the student of representa

tive: government are inherent in the findings of this study. 
Most: relate directly to an understanding of the importance 
o±I the: role which the constituency plays vis-a-vis the 
legislator in the policy-making process.

The findings indicate that geographical districts 
have, unique interests which are taken into consideration 
when legislative decisions are made. These interests are 
not in all cases homogeneous but it is safe to say that in



232

most”districts there is a predominant interest. The 
interests arise from differences in living conditions. It 
world:be naive to assume that the associations between con
stituency characteristics and voting variations shown in 
Chapter 4 were simply the result of geography. Variant 
interests could not exist to the extent they do unless peo
ple: were divided in their goals and outlooks by factors of 
sociall circumstance.

It follows that legislators, at least.members of the 
House:of Representatives, perceive the representation of 
district interests as a proper function in regard to issues 
which.may affect these social living conditions. Their 
manifest voting patterns reflect urban-rural, liberal- 
conservative constituency differences to a significant 
degree.

When representatives do represent local interests 
the: most accurate explanation of their voting behavior is 
provided by the "mirror" theory of representation. It is to 
be:inferred that the distribution of groups in districts is 
associated with the prevalence of the population variables 
under: study here. The Representative's roll-call votes may 
be: considered to have been aimed at a district audience.

Constituency pressure was more important than other 
sources of pressure on the HUD Act. The five major sources 
of pressure discussed in Chapter 2 may tentatively be ranked



233 .

in. ttre fallowing order of importance: (1) constituency, (2)
pensonaXity, (3:) party, (4) lobbying, and (5) Administration.

Con si i tuen cy pressure was most important. It 
assumed: larger; proportions than other factors singly or in 
combination, and. the:. Representative chose to respond to the 
real or perceived opinions in his district in preference to 
other: sources o:f influence. One indication of this is found 
by looking at the:- extent and nature of party deviation.
While, diflerences. between Republicans and Democrats were 
very real., these differences were not so clear-cut as dif
ferences between Representatives from dissimilar constitu
encies.. Most.Representatives voted not as Republicans or 
Democrats but as legislators from urban or rural, liberal or 
conservative constituencies.

Eersonality was important here if it is defined to 
include the Ideological make-up of the Representative. The 
comparison. o;f support for housing with past voting records 
indicated that. Representatives voted in consonance with 
their previously expressed ideological outlooks. The theory 
of representation.which holds that the voters select repre
sentatives: who: broadly reflect their ways of thinking may 
take on a new cast, of validity, here. This is so because 
there is a well-known association between urbanism and 
liberalism, and' ruralism and conservatism. For instance, 
the fact that the conservative coalition manifest itself on
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two of the. fiaur HUD. Act roll-calls would seem to indicate 
that conservatism was antithetical to support for strong 
housing legislation. And the conservative coalition is 
strongly grounded in rural constituencies.

Party pressure was relatively unimportant, but did 
take on some significance to the extent that it was an 
indirect reflection of constituency pressure. The broad 
nature of a party1s constituency base will determine its . 
relative stance on liberal-conservative, rural-urban dimen
sion issues.. Therefore, the constituency base will deter
mine to a. great extent the position which a party takes on 
a given issue, if the party bodies reflect local interests. 
The differences between the parties will be discussed at 
greater length, below. Suffice it to say here that party 
pressure was less important than constituency or personal 
pressures because whatever proportions of significance the 
party factor may have assumed came about as the result of 
constituency awareness by party members from similar 
districts..

The lobbying activity of urban pressure groups was 
relatively ineffective in building increased support for the 
HUD Act... Part of the reason is that these lobby groups were 
fragmented and did not speak with one voice for an urban 
interest held in common by large numbers of districts. What 
was, perhaps important was the existence of pro-housing
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groups in. home: drs.tr±c±s.„ . The presence of these groups 
would have, indicated to: the: Representative that a large num
ber of electors were, concerned about his vote. Therefore, 
the. simple, fact, at their: existence could have been more 
influential, a factor-than, any direct pressure applied 
through, national: organizations.

Finally.",:- pressure: by the Administration was not of 
widespread significance^. In a small indeterminate number of 
cases Presidential., personality, bargaining tactics, or feel
ings of loyalty" may have: sufficed to change otherwise 
uncommitted votes... But: these occasions were probably few, 
and. in any case unrelated, to the issues at hand in their 
content..

The most important, conclusion to be drawn is that 
the congressional.district, was an active and influential 
source of public policy., local interests were recognized, 
supported, and ultimately legislated on in Congress. 
Representatives: took. cognizance of the district as a point
of reference at. the time: when legislative decisions were

■ ' . /
made., At least as far as the issue of housing is concerned, 
then, there is a healthy and. intentional on-going process, of 
representation. of local interests.

These are not the only conclusions which may be 
drawn from the study. The: findings show that some,differ
ences between the parties existed which.are deserving Of 
comment..
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Constituency; The Basis of Party
There.7; was a notable difference between the parties 

in: their' support: for the housing bill which resulted from a 
differential, constituency base. Each party controlled con- 
stitLuenaies: of varied type, but each had a distinctly dif
ferent. center of gravity.

The: Democratic party was more broadly based than the 
Republican.party. With regard to the district variables 
examined in. this study it was found that GOP Representatives 
come, from' a. much narrower spectrum of constituency types in 
each. case.. And a respectable inference is that difference 
of support between Democrats and Republicans was not simply 
a matter of party or ideology. Rather, it was rooted in 
fundamental differences between the -kinds of constituencies 
from which. Democratic and Republican Representatives came 
from..

The. Democratic party, although broadly based on all 
types of constituencies, included proportionately more of 
those constituency types with which support for liberal and 
urban.legislation could be associated. The Republican party, 
on. the other hand, consistently displayed an overwhelming 
concentration, of districts within categories associated with 
rurality and conservative opposition to legislation invol
ving an.expanded federal role. Irrespective of the gross 
difference in number of seats in the House, the more liberal
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and. urban, oriented districts were controlled by Democrats. 
Another way of: saying this is that the urban-rural or 
LiberaL—conservative cleavage approximated the party clea
vage., This explains why Democratic support for the HUD Act 
was: much more intense than Republican support.

Housing is of principle concern to metropolitan 
eonstitnencies., Although it is a problem which affects 
numerous groups and classes of people, it has not assumed 
the. same proportions as an issue in rural areas as it has in 
urban areas, therefore, we may surmise that Democratic Rep- . 
resentatives in many instances were subjected to stronger 
constituency pressures than Republican Representatives. 
Although, greater Democratic support would be expected in any 
case, stronger pressures from the constituencies which 
formed the. backbone of Democratic electoral strength may be',. 
one reason, why Democratic support was much more intense than 
Republican support. Strong pressure from more urban areas 
would also explain why metropolitan Republicans were 
generally more generous with their support than colleagues 
from the mainstream of the party.

Differences in constituency base may also be 
associated with party regularity in voting. It may be 
expected that the Republican party will show greater cohe
sion on housing issues because constituency pressures on the 
great majority of GOP congressmen will be similar. The
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vatiatrinns a£ cans:.t:i:tuencY types in the Democratic party , 
however,. in"c3±cate.. great potential for intra-party conflict 
on measures: an. which Representative's seek to reflect a 
JLacaX interest:., XE the extent of party deviation is great
est far districts: which are in some way atypical of others 
in a party, then, deviation, from the party line will be 
greatest in. the Democratic party. This will happen on 
issues other: than, housing as well. Attempts to force a more 
rigid party line- will: be less successful in the Democratic 
party than, the Republican party.

The Republican party, because of its more uniform 
constituency- base, is probably better equipped to represent 
a. specific type of: local interest as a collective body. The 
Democratic party, being more broadly based and encompassing 
greater variety is best equipped as. a vehicle for synthesis 
and compromise o:f local interests. This difference may have 
significance to a descriptive theory of representation. The 
Republican. Representative, unless he wishes to become a 
maverick., has. less: freedom of choice in the way he chooses 
to reflect local, interests on issues such as housing. The 
Democratic Representative may be likely to feel less party 
pressure to vote in conformity- to the party position and, 
therefore, more free to alter his mode of representation 
from one issue to another.
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