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PREFACE

The louse Committeec on Rules is one of the most powerful
groups in Congress. This study examines the relationship between
Committee members' floor roll-céll voting and the rufal-urban
majority in their constituencies. Selected agricultural and urban
roll calls for the 90th and 91lst Congresses (1967-1970) are used
to test three hypotheses. Percentage of electoral margin for each
Committeeman is also presented to determine its impact on members'
voting.

Congress as a legislative system first caught my attention
in 1970 when I was a student in Dr. Joe Connelly's Legislative
Process class. The Rules Committee beéame a special interest in
March, 1971; at that time I began research on Fhe subject for a
book co-authored by Congressman Spark Matsunaga and Professor
Ping Chen.

Many people have assisted me in writing this thesis.
Although only a few of them are acknowledged here, m} thanks “are
to all.

I am grateful to teachers and friends for encouraging my
interest in Congress, to Dr. Chen for providing the opportunity
to study the Rules Committee, fo Harold Widdison and Richard

Hummel of the Sociology Department for their instructions on

ii



R g

rescarch methods, and to Faye Nease, my roommate, and Linda Grove,
a neighbor, for countless favors.

A special debt of gratitude is owed to Dr. Thomas Scism for
introducing me to behaviorialism and for his editing of the manu-
script. Mrs. Frances Willis proved to be invaluable in typing the
final draft.

'Finally; appreciation is e#prebsed to my parents for their
supbort and patiegce.

Diana Nichols

Eastern Illinois University
May, 1972
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CIIAPTER ONE
INTRODUCTION

The House sits.:.to sanction the conclusion
of its Comnittees....It legislates in its committecc-
rooms’; not by the decterminations of majorities, but
by the resolutions of specially-commissioned minori-
ties; so that it is not far from the truth to say
that Congress in session is Congress on public exhi-
bition, whilst Congress in its committee-rooms is
Congress at work.

Many political scientists have written about the power and
autonomy of congressional committees. Each of the committees is
viewed as a political subsystem of its larger body--the House of
Representatives or ﬁhe Senate. One standing committee in Congress .
functions in a different capacity than thevothers. It has been
credited with having '""more to say about ghe final legislative

output than any other group on Capitol Hill."2

This subsystem is
the House Committee on Rules.
The Committee was not originally supposed to function as a

legislative committee, but rather as a '"traffic cop'" which would

objectively sift out the relatively important legislation from the

1WOodrow Wilson, Congressional Government (New York:
Meridian Books, 1956), p. 69.

2James A. Robinsoh, The House Rules Committee (New York:
Bobbs -Merrill Company, Inc., 1963), p. 2.




comparatively unimportant and allot priority time and moure favor-
able discussion rules to the more important bills. Ilowever, time
and human nature have  chonged the Committec's primary role. The
"traffic cop'" function has given way to what might be termed a
"roadblock" role, whereby the Conmittee often judges a bill's
Lloor agenda stlatus not by its overall significance but by the way
a majority of the Committee's members react politically to the
purposc or substance of a bill. Conscquently, the Committee does
function as a de facto legislative committee, and a very powerful
one which judges other committees' labors.

The purpose of this thesis is to examine the voting be-
havior of Rules Committee memberé. More specifically, the goal is
tolexpiqre the possible impact of constituency interest on Committee
members' roll-call voting on the House ‘floor.

The second chapter explains the theoretical framework of
this research. We shall introduce a model illustrating the relation-
ship between constituency characteristics and congressmen's voting
behavior. Chapter three will review the literature relevant to this
mo&el; it covers research and research techniques used to study con-
stituyencies and the effects they may have on representatives' roll-
call voting.

phapter'four is divided into three parts: a separate
discussion of the three hypotheses. Each section will define the
terms and operationalize the variables needed for testing the

validity of the particular hypothesis.



The Rules Committee is considered one of the three top
committees in the Ilouse. Chapter five will examine its powcer.

Sixth chapter prescents the findings as they are applicable
to the hypotheses and subhypotheses tested. A final chapter draws
certain conclusious bascd on the results of this study. It will,
in addition, suggest somc arcas-of rescarch that remain to be

explored.



CHAPTER TWO
THEORETICAL ORILENTATION

There have been a number of studies which suggest paradigms
for cxplaining political behavior.l
While the range of influencing factors can be regarded as
infinite, some variables are clearly more important than others.
For example, severe weather may keep alcongressman from voting on
one given day, but over a wide range of non-voting, other factors
are more useful as explanatory tools. Thus, a congressman may
regularly avoid voting because of a narrowly divided constituency,
and he doesn't want to antagonize anyone.
We will select certain variables from this infinity and limit

our discussion to them. Matthews and Prothro have developed a model

which can be adapted to this study.

lThree of the most prominent are: John C. Wahlke, The
Legislative System (New York: John Wiley & Sons, 1962), pp. 3-28;
Warren E. Miller and Donald E. Stokes, '"Constituency Influence in
Congress,' New Perspectives on the Illouse of Representatives, ed.
Robert L. Peabody and Nelson W. Polsby, IT (Chicago: Rand McNally
& Co., 1969), pp. 31-53; Donald R. Matthews and James W. Prothro,
Negroes and the New Southern Politics (New York: Harcourt, Brace &
World, Inc., 1966), pp. 25-29.
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Fipure 1

A Paradigm of Rules Committecce Members
Voting Decisions on I'loor Roll Culls

Comnittecman's
Socio-cconomic
Attributes

Constituency

CharacteristicQ““mﬂﬁﬁh
=

Committeeman's Committceceman's

. Attitudes and >, Roll Call
Institutional __,,—”€7' Cognitions Voting
Characteristics Behavior

According to this model, a Rules Committee member's socio-
economic dttributes, constituency characteristics, and institutional
characteristics are factors which cause his attitudes and cognitions.
These attitudes and cognitions in turn‘cause his voting behavior.

Socio-economic attributes include such variables as age,
education, ocﬁupation, or income. Examples of constituency charac-
teristics are such variables as average age of voters, average number
of years in school, average income, percentage rural and urban, per-
centage Blacks, number of young people in voting group, presence of
major industry, or congressman's electoral margin. Institutional
characteristics refer to such factors as tenure, seniority, committee,
party, leadership demands, state delegation pressures, or demands
from the executive branch.

Within the context of this theoretical orientation to

explaining behavior, this study will attempt to measure the importance



of rural/urban constituency, clectoral margin, party membership,
and idceology as factors affecting behavior.

The model described above suggests that committcemen who
hold similar values and come from like districs will make cheir
voting decisions in similar ways. Moreover, rural and urban
committee members are proue to appose cach other not only becausc
of a difference in chafaétcristics of their respective constituencics
but also becquse of a difference in the problems which arise in rural
and urban districts, and a difference in the means by which these
problems may be solved.

Electoral margin may be associated with subsequent voting
behavior in two ways.

1. 1If public opinion is more influential among legislators
who are insecure because of narrow election victories, the represen-
tatives with low électoral margins will alter their voting positions
in response to fluctuations in public sentiment. Therefore we would
expect to find ﬁo.consistent relationship between electoral margin
and agricultural or urban policy behavior by committeemen.

2. It is the contention of this paper that the committeemen
wao hold low electoral margin seats cannot afford to be unconcerned
about their constituents’ desires nor offend any group of constituents,
and this concern will be reflected in their voting records. Those
lawnmakers with high electoral margins, however, can afford to be less

concerned with their constituents' wishes and can pursue a more



independent course of action.2

In the next chaptgr we shaLl sce that a number of scholars
have described these as more-or-less crucial (or key) cxplanatory
factors.” What Qc, in effecct, sccklto do is control the Comnmittce
infiucncc on behavior. In other words, are these factors dircctly

influential, or are they filtered through and diminished- in import-

ance by the member's perception of his committee's importance?,

7

“Throughout this study we will assume that if constituency
interests arce not revealed in members' voting behavior then the
members are more likely to support their party leaders.



CHAPTER THREE

LITERATURE REVIEW

The major work to date on the Rules Committee is James

Robinson's, The.House Rules Commit%ee.l He examined the previous
conéressional experience and constituency backgrounds of members
of the Conmittee from 1937 to 1962. Correlation of those two
factors with members' voting decisions as reflected in roll-call
votes was made in an effort to determine if an apprenticeship
period, a safe or competitive constituency, and/or urban or rural
residence affected their decisions. Data indicated that rural
districts were more often represented on the Committee than urban
constituencies based on the rural-urban split on the Conmittee
itself, and rural representatives tended to be Republicans. A
majority of the Rules' membership during this period was elected
from safe districts as opposed to competitive ones (based on the
safe-competitive proportion on the Committee) .

Robinson concluded that those factors, while important,

were not overriding. Committeemen demonstrated a concern that

Many sources were read in preparing for this study. -Only
those most helpful in understanding the role of the Rules Committee
in the legislative process, and those useful in analyzing roll-call
votes are presented in this chapter. '



their votes on the floor coincide with the majérit? of votes or at
least with the leadership of their particular party.

There is a considerable amount of research which is both
analytically and methodologically important to congressional studies.
Our principal concern in this chapter will be to examine methods of
analysis, rather than the analysis itself. We will address ourselves
to the conclusions in these studies in the next chapter.

One method of examining constituency impact.on congressionél
behavior is to correlate characteristics of the constituents--census
d;ta such as population . density, ethnic background, occupation, wealth
--with roll-call votes. Duncan MacRae, Jr. compared House roll-call
voting patterns in the 8lst Congress with the percentage of district
population engaged in farming and professional or managerial occupa-
tions.2 He concluded, among other things, that members' votes corre-
sponded most closely to interest groups in their constituencies on
agricultural matters, in which party, regional and ideological influ-
ences have less impact than in the case of other issues.

Lewis A. Froman, Jr. correlated the voting of nonsouthern
representatives in 1961 with socio-economic status (percentage of
owner-occupied dwelling units), race (percentage of nonwhite popu-

lation), population density (average population per square mile) ,

2 . . ) o
Duncan MacRae, Jr., Dimensions of Congressional Voting

(Los Angeles: University of California Press, 1958).
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and place of residence (percentage urban).3 Northern Democrats
tended to represent districts with a smaller percentage of owner-
occupied dwellings, higher percentages of nonwhite population and
urban residents, and a higher average population density than
Republicans. Constituency characteristics, in other words, tended
to reinforce patterns in roll-cgll voting according to party lines.
Usiﬁg Congressional Quarterly scores for roll-call support of
President Kennedy on domestic issues, Froman found that support
tended to be higher in both parties in districts with greater
population density, higher percentages of nonwhites and urban
residents, and lower percentages of owner-occupied dwellings.

W. Wayne Shannon found constituency differences reinforcing

4

party differences. He attempted to explain deviations from party
positions on roll calls by examining characteristics of the constit-
uencies. Scores for voting scales on a variety of issues in 86th
and 87th Congresses were compared with selected constituency factors
--urban population, pefcentage of blue-collar workers, and median

income for the northern Republicans and Democrats, and median income

and percentage nonwhite population for southern Democrats.

3Lewis A. Froman, Jr., Congressmen and Their Constituencies
(Chicago: Rand McNally, 1963). '

4W. Wayne Shannon, Party, Constituency and Congressional
Voting (Baton Rouge: Louisiana State University Press, 1968).
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Shannon concluded that urban-rural constituency differences
did not account for intraparty voting differences. Detailed analysis
of socio-economic-differences indicated that these factors do not aid
in explanation of dissent from parfy positions (however, party differ-
ences were greategt in the case of representatives from safe districts).

Warren E. Miller and Donald E. Stokes correlated congressional
actions and attitudes with constituent opinién expressed in interviews
following the 1958 elections.5 A representative sample of one hundred
sixteen House districts made-up the survey. Incumbent congressman,
his opponent (if any), and a sample of constituents were interviewed
to determine their basic attitudes on federal government action in
three areas: social welfare, U. S. involvement in foreign affairs,
and civil rights for Blacks. District.opinion and representative's
roll-call votes were ranked on those issues. Considerable agreement
existed on social welfare, a high level of agreement on civil rights,
and no significqnt relationship on foreign policy.

Furthermore, Miller and Stokes identified the paths through
which constituency opinion influences congressional voting. Apparently
the importance of small increments of votes in elections, the role of
informed local leaders in influencing other voters, and the threat
that an opponent will publicize unpopular actions tended to bring

the representative's roll-call votes into agreement with the basic

5Miller and Stokes.
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attitu&cs of his constituents. This harmony was achicved by votecrs
selécﬁing a man whose own attitudes were already similar to theirs,
and by representatives being guided by their perceptions of constit-
uent opinion.

It should be noted that Miller and Stokes developed their
constituency data from interviews, while the data developed by
MacRae, Froman, and Shannon came from the aggregate data in the U. S.
Census.

Julius Turner used Rice indices of cohesion and likeness in
stisdying Ehel 1691, 19813 1957 and, 194k sestions of Bhe Houges "
Anaiysis of the rgll-call votes fqr those years showed Republicans
being generally less divided along urban-rural lines than Democrats.
Overall, the political party of a member was‘more closely associated
with voting behavior than any other factor. Tendencies of congress-
men to vote with their party or to cross party lines were associated
with the similarity or dissimilarity between party policy and presumed

interests of constituencies.

6Julius Turner, Party and Constituency: .Pressures on Congress
(Baltimore: The Johns Hopkins Press, 1951). Cohesion is defined as
the extent to which the distribution of votes on a legislative roll
call deviates from the distribution that would be expected if all
influences operated randomly. The index of likeness measures the
difference between two groups in their response to a roll call.
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David Truman, like Turncr, found party membership to be
the most reliable indicator of conéressional voting behavior.7
He studied both congressional parties and their leaders' roll-call
votes on the fléor of the House aﬂd Sénate during the 8lst Congress,
usiﬁg the technique of voting bloc analysis. This consists of count-
ing the number of agreements in.cach House between each party member
and_every other party member on a series of ;elected roll-call votes,
ordered on the basis of their index of party cohesion. Blocs were
compared with the personal characteristics of members and their con-
stituencies, majority and minority party status, leadership influence,
state delegation, and regional cohesion. One of Truman's major points
was that although the Republican party had a higher party cohesion
score in the House, their leaders werelmore divided than were their
Democratic counterparts.

Another cexamination of party and constituency influence on

legislative voting behavior is David Mayhew's, Party Loyalty Among
8

Congressmen.” Representatives were classified as either "farm"

congressmen, ''city" congressmen, '"labor'" congressmen, or '"Western'
congressmen according to the principal characteristic of their

district. They were then categorized into '"interested" and relatively

7David B. Truman, The Congressional Party: A Case Study
(New York: Wiley, 1959).

8David R. Mayhew, Party Loyalty Among Congressmen (Cambridge:
Harvard University Press, 1966).
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"indifferent" céngressmen on the basis of their roll-call vqting
behévior on bills which could be categorized along the same four
dimensions.

Mayhew used the Rice index of likene;s as a measure of. the
similarity between two voting blocs such as Democratic "farm" and
"nonfarm'" congressmen. Rice index of cohesion was used to measure
the degree of unity exhibited by any one voting bloc. Democrats
from "interested" districts maintained higher cohesion than Demo-
crats from "indifferent" districts. The reverse was true for
Republicans; members from "indifferenth districts demonstrated

greater unity than members from "interested" districts.



CHAPTER FOUR
HYPOTHESES

This research will explore three hypotheses concerning Rules
Committee members and the effect their constituencies may have on

members' roll-call voting on the House floor.l

Hypothesis 1

Lewis Froman, Jr. suggested that because constituents vary,’
the impact of issues upon constituents varies. Therefore, "congress-
men from different types of constituencies are likely to vote différ-
ently on matters of public policy, and those from similar constitu-
encies are likely to vote in similar ways."2 Note ‘that Froman's
study did not control for committee membership. Does Rules Committee
membership weaken his conclusion about the relationship between con-
stituency and congressman?

Hypothesis I. If an issue is seen to affect substantial

interests in a Rules Committee member's constituency, then he will

support those interests.

11y analyzing the relationships between variables, it is
expected that no single test of a hypothesis will show that two
concepts are unrelated; but will only indicate that certain opera-
tional definitions are not associated with each other. Several
negative tests, utilizing a variety of operational definitions
for the same concepts, would be required before concluding that
there is no relationship between or among the concepts.

2Froman, Re 85,

15
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The measure of "substantial interests' to be used is the
prcdominance_of rural or urban interests in a congressional dis-~
trict. Then "Rules Committee member's constituency" is character-
ized as either rural or urban. An indicator of "supﬁort“ is the
floor roll calls on selected rural and urban issues for the 90th
and 91lst Congresses in which members' votés show if they are pro
or con on an issue.3

Division of constituencies into rural and urban was accom-
plished according to Robinson's definition of "rural districts."
Th;t is, rural districts are those having four or more counties,
"unless a large metropolitan area obviously dominates several out-
lying counties!J' All other districts are treated as urban. This
technique produces eight rural and seven urban districts on the
Committee. Congressmen from these districts will be known as
"rural Committee members' or "urban Committee members'" depending
on their particular population distribution.

Rural members include Democrats Colmer, Sisk,5 Young, Matsu-

naga, and Anderson; Republicans Martin, Quillen, and Latta.. Urban

3 .

Members paired for or announced for a roll call are treated
as supporting it while those paired against or announced against are
opposed to it.

4Robinson, P 10
5
Although only two counties are included in Sisk's district,

he is identified here as a rural member because he also serves on
the Agriculture Committee.
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constitucencies are represented by Democrats Madden, Delancy, Bolling,
0'Ncill, and Pcpper; Republicans Smith and Anderson .0

The final step necessary to examine the hypothesis is sclect-
ing thosc roll calls which affect rural and urban activities. Roll
calls are included if they are on matters considered to be of épecial
concern to the designated interested representatives on the Rules
Comunittec. Any of those roll calls on which ninety percent or more
of the House voted on the same side of the question are éxcluded.
When two or more roll callé for the same bill show all members voting
identically, only one of those roll calls is selected for analysis.

Votes were collected from the 1967, 1968, 1969, and 1970 editions of

the Congressional Quarterly Almanac.

Agricultural roll calls cover farm support programs, cotton
import quota reduction, agricultural fair-trading practices for com-
modities, farm loan interest rates, peanut acreage allotment, fruit
market, and potato market. Roll calls which affect urban life include
urban renewal projects, public housing programs, and urban mass trans-
portation systems.

Obviously, not all of the agricultural issues discussed affect
every rural Committeeman equally since a particular farm program may

be more relevant to his constituents. One of the '"givens" in the body

6Anderson (I1.) is classified as an urban member although he
has more than four counties in his district. The proximity of Chicago
to the district, and the location of the second largest Illinois city
in his district accounts for the classification.
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of knowlcdge about congressional voting, however, is that a con-
gressman will vote for another representative's bill in hopes of
getting additional support from him for his own legislation. 1f
this norm applies to the llouse membership in general then it is
probably even more true of a particular subsystem--the Rules
: P |

Committee membership.

Two subhypotheses are generated from the main hypothesis.

Subhypothesis I. Rural Committeemen are more likely to

support agricultural programs than are urban members.

Subhypothesis IL. Urban Committeemen are more likely to

support programs designed for the cities than are rural members.
Measurement of these concepts is possible by applying the
definitions discussed in the hypothesis. Then the decision as to
which group is more likely to vote for rural or urban programs is
based on the number of times each member supports his bloc's issue.

Data will be expressed in terms of mean percentages of support.

Tof course, in the case where one farm program is forced to
compete with another for funds or attention, then a member's loyalty
would be to the program which would have the greatest effect on the
people ''back home." To make this determination requires a more de-
tailed study of the constituencies than is undertaken in the present
analysis. These comments apply equally to urban roll calls. A
cursory inspection of the data in this study suggests very strongly
that this occurrence is quite rare insofar as Rules Committee members
are concerned.
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If the mcan percentage is higher for rural than urban
Committcemen on farm issues, then the first subhypothesis will have
been validated. But if the mean percentage is greater for urban
than rural members then this may be an indicator of the invalidity
of the assumption. A similar analytical assumption holds for the
sccond hypothesis.

For the hypotﬁesis to be valid, both subhypotheses must hold
true. If only one secondary proposition holds true then the major
hypothesis will have been only partially validated. Moreover, if
both subhypotheses remain in doubt then the hypothesis too will not
have been proven (although it may be validated by a more refined
construction of variables).

How significant are the differences between the voting-blocs
on each issue? Turner recommended the use of Rice's index of like-
ness as the best.measurement of party difference on a set of issues.8
This index will be adapted to rural and urban blocs rather than party
affiliation. Tﬁen, the index of likeness will measure the similarity
between rural and urban members on agricultural roll calls, and urban
and rural members on city-oriented roll calls. In other words, it
will show the quantitative difference in support between the two

groups on each set of issues.

8Turner, p. 36.
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Ilypothesis IT

Docs the fact that some congressmen are in grecater danger of
losing office since they come from competitive districts affecct their
voting in Congress? I1f éongrcssmcn arc influenced by their constit-
ucnts, then a natural corollary is that a congressman from a2 highly
competitive district will be even more attentive.? Again, we scck
to determine if Rules Committee membership exerts an independent
influence on a congressman's attention to his constituents.

llypothesis II. The more competitive the district, the more

likely Conmitteemen will support constituency interests.

In defining 'the more competitive the district'" is meant the
percentage of eléctoral victory for a Rules member averaged over the
last five elections (1962, 1964, 1966, 1968, and 1970) as recorded

in Richard Scammon's America Votes and the 1970 edition of Congres -

sional Quarterly Weekly Report. Electoral victories or margins are

classifiecd into high and low categories by rural-urban membership.
Rural members with high margins include Colmer, Young, Anderson
(Tennessee) , and Quillen; those with low are Latta, Sisk, Matsunaga,
and Martin. Urban members with high margins include O'Neill, Pepper,

and Smith; those with low are Anderson (Illinois), Delaney, Bolling,

and Madden.

9Duncan.MacRae, Jr., "The Relation Between Roll Call Votes
and Constituencies," Legislative Behavior, cd. John C. Wahlke and
Heinz Eulau (Glencoe, I1.: The Free Press, 1959), 197.
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"Support constituency interests' denotes a rural or urban
Committeeman's floor roll-call vote in favor of agricultural or city
legislation. (Sece Hypothesis I above for description of issues and
roll-call selection.)

With Hypothesis 11 thus defined, it will be operationalized
by applying thesce definitions td two subhypotheses.

Sublhiypothesis I. Rural Committeemen with low clectoral mar-

gins arec more likely to support agricultural programs than are rural
members with high electoral victories.

Subhypothesis II1. Urban Committeemen with low electoral mar-

gins are more likely to support city programs than are urban members
with high electoral victories.

These assumptions will be tested by calculating the mean
percentages for rural members of high and low electoral margins and
urban members of high and low margiﬁs. Then the significance of these
relationships will be tested by the index of likeness. It will‘meagure
the similarity between rural Committeemen of high and low margins on
farm roll calls, and urban Committeemen of high and low margins on.
city roll calls.

If the mean percentage for rural members with low electoral
margins on agricultural roll calls is greater than that for those with
high margins, then Subhypothesis I will be valid. .But if the mean
percentage for rural Committeemen with high electoral margins on farm
roll calls is greater than that for those with.low margins, then the
validity of the proposition will be questionaBle. A similar line of

reasoning will hold for the second hypothesis.



22

The central hypothesis will have been proven if both subhypo-
thescs are validi If only one subhypothesis is valid then the hypo-
thesis will be only partially true. HHowever, if both subhypotheses
arce found to be.invalid then the hypothesis should be rejected.

Hypothesis IIX

Charles O. Jones in '"The Agriculture Committee and the Problem
of Representation" found that, "If a measure is seen to have little or
no direct effect on interests in a representative's legal constituency,

then he will tend more readily to look to his political party for a

cue when he acts in regard to this measure."lo

When a program does not affect a Rules Committee members'
constituency directly, he is more likely to vote with his party. Froman
hypothesized the following.

The more competitive the district, the more likely con-
stituency preferences will be reflected in legislative
roll-call votes. This proposition follows from the
idea that representatives from competitive districts,
because of the greater heterogeneity of their consti-
tuents, are more likely than representatives from safe
districts to find the interests of some of their con-
stituents to conflict with party pressures. Because
their electoral margins are close, these representa-
tives may feel compelled to submit to these pressures
and hence will be less likely to vote with their party.

Combining the second hypothesis with Jones and Froman's
comments, a new hypothesis can be formulated:

Hypothesis III. The more competitive the district, the less

likely it is that the representative will vote with his party.

OCharles 0. Jones, "The Agriculture Committee and the
Problem of Representation,'" New Perspectives on the House of
Representatives, ed. Robert L. Peabody and Nelson W. Polsby, II
(Chicago: Rand McNally & Co., 1969), 172.

11Froman, p. 85.
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"Vote with his party' means that a Committeeman's vote
agrees with his' lcadership's position.
To tcst this hypothesis, two subhypotheses are examined.

Subhypothesis I. Rural Committec members with high clectoral

margins arc more likecly to support their party lcaders on agricultural
issuecs thon arc rural members with low margins.

Subhypothesis II. Urban Conmittec members with high electoral

margins arc more likely to support their party leaders on city issues
- than are urban members with low margins.

Leaders of the Democratic party in 90th and 91st Congrecsses
were Carl Albert-Oklahoma, majority leader, and Hale Boggs-Louisiana,
ma jority whip. For fhe Republicans, the leadership during this period
was Gerald Ford-Michigan, minority leader, and Leslie Arends-Illinois,
minority whip. (See Hypotheses I and II for definitions of other
terms.)

In analyzing members and leaderships' votes, roll calls were
selected from the original forty-six on which both leaders of a pafty
agreed, or if one leader was absent then the vote of the other leader
wés used to indicate a party's position. Both parties' positions are
known for thirty-five roll calls. On seven extra roll calls the
Democratic (but not the Republican) stand can be ascertained. Three
additional roll calls are useful in gayging rural and urban Repub-
licans' agreement with their leadership. In all, forty-two roll calls

will be compared for the Democrats and thirty-eight for the Republicans.
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Roll calls will be analyzed by calculating the percentage
of times Commmitteemen agreed with their leadership. If the per-
centage of agreement for rural Coamittee members with high electoral
margins is higher on agricultural issuces than it is for rural members
with low margins, then the first subhypothesis will have some valid-~
ity. But if the pecrcentage is higher for rural members with low
margins then the proposition's concepts (as operatioﬁally defined)
arc not valid. A similar generalization applies to the second hypo-
thesis.

Thus, both subhypotheses will have to hold true for the main
hypothesis to be proven. If oﬁly one subhypothesis is true then the
hypothesis will have been partiaily validated. And if both assump-
tiéns é:e proven incorrect, then the original proposition will have

to be rejected.



CHAPTER FIVE
RULES COMMITTEE IN PERSPECTIVE

Rules Committee has existed as a standing committee since
1880; its principal responsibility lies in ifs power to schedule
business to be considered by the full House and to suggest rules
to govern such consideration (such as the amount of time budgeted
for debate on bills and the number of amendments that can be offered
from the floor on each bill). Beginning in 1892 Committee reports
were designated matters of ''special and high privilege" with only
a motion to adjourn and no other dilatory motions in order during
their considerations.

Committee assumption of its authority received a boost in
the 1930's. Chairman John J. O'Connor and his colleagues came to
'believe that the Committee should play a definite role in the
writing of legislation, and that issuing rules should become a
secondary function outweighed by susbstantive control of measures.
A bipartisan conservative coalition of southern Democrats and
Republicans on the Committee were successful in‘blocking several
of Franklin Roosevelt's proposals including the Wage and Hour bill.

The power of the Committee continued to be felt in succeed-
ing sessions. This was accomplished primarily by members refusing

to relinquish their right of independent judgment.

25



26

Combining his influence as the unofficial leader of the
southern delegation and head of-Rules, Howard W. Smith was able to
block, delay, and weaken legislation he opposcd, both in the Conmit-
tee room and on the floor. Liberals gained another vote and incrcased
their majority to nine when Smith left the Committce. Sincce then,
the Spcaker has been given stronger support from the Committee, although
the members still occasionally stecal the legislative show in their
role of indcpendent representatives.

Committec on Rules has jurisdiction over the rules, joint
rules, order of business of the Housec, recess, and final adjournments
of Congress. 1Its primary jurisdiction is over proposals to make or
change rules of procedure; for the creation of committees and author-
izing and/or directing them to make investigations.

What makeé this fifteen-member subsystem's power appear so
awesome? It commands the power to perform the following functions:

1. Give or withhold hearings for rules.

2. Give or withhold rules.

3. Trade a change in a bill for a rule.

4. Permit or forbid amendments and set the length of debate.

5. Take advantage of time constraints near the end of a
session.

6. Arbitrate differences between legislative committees.

7. Initiate action in the absence of legislative committee

decisions.
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Some of the decisions made by the Committee include what
bills will be considered in the louse, and when. A controversial
bill gets onto the llouse agenda when its legislative committee
chairman writes a letter to the Rules Committee requesting a hearing
to obtain a rule so the bill can be considered on the floor. The
power to decide whether the bill should be considered by the llouse
at all rests with the Rules Committee. Lven if its decision is
affirmative, it still may specify the length of time a bill will be
dcbated, what motions may be made, and whether <ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>