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The House Whip Process and the Textbook Congress1 The goal of this paper is to contribute to scholarship about parties and leaders in the U.S. House by exploring the dynamics of majority coalition building during the pre1970s, “textbook” era. By most accounts, this period in congressional history, which stretched from the 1920s to the mid 1960s, was characterized by strong committees, weak party leaders, and cross-partisan coalitions that often featured the “conservative coalition” of Republicans and southern Democrats. According to the best theories of party influence in Congress, the impact of party leaders during the textbook era was relatively muted (the conditional party government thesis of Aldrich and Rohde) or focused almost exclusively on agenda control and keeping divisive items bottled up in committee (the cartel model of Cox and McCubbins). Sweeping generalizations about congressional leadership during any era of congressional history should be viewed with skepticism. For one, the largely descriptive scholarship about House and Senate leaders that was published during the textbook era suggests that, under the right conditions, congressional leaders did influence the coalition building process and that their impact extended beyond simply blocking measures opposed by a majority of the majority party (e.g., Huitt 1961, Ripley, 1967). Further scholarship about House leadership prior to the party-building reforms of the 1970s can help clarify the historical record and also inform how party theories should be refined and extended. If the actions of party leaders were periodically consequential during the process of end-game lobbying in the textbook House, then it follows that leadership influence extended beyond the agenda setting activities emphasized by the cartel model. Along those lines, the conditional party government perspective maintains that the structural reforms of the 1970s (e.g., constraining committee chairs, giving the Speaker control over the Rules Committee) were central to the emergence of strong party leaders in the contemporary House. Evidence of significant leadership effectiveness before those reforms would highlight the importance of non-structural ingredients to party influence. 1
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My main focus in this paper is in several empirical questions. Prior to the 1970s reforms that significantly expanded the resources and prerogatives of the House majority leadership, how significant were the coalition-building challenges faced by party leaders on the floor? On the major issues of the day, were Democrats routinely divided along ideological or sectional lines? As pivotal floor votes neared, for example, were member positions typically set in stone or were large numbers of Democrats undecided or wavering? What tactics did party leaders use to forge winning coalitions? How successful was the majority leadership at retaining the support of potential defectors from the party position? And how and why do answers to these questions vary by issue? Systematically addressing such questions is not easy. Empirical scholarship about congressional leadership is often hindered by the sheer complexity of the topic and the paucity of systematic evidence. Unfortunately, the standard indicators of legislative activity often shed only indirect light on the process of coalition building. The roll call record can show us how often party members support their leaders on the floor and demonstrate that the majority party seldom loses on final passage votes. But high levels of party unity during roll calls may occur for reasons other than leadership influence; for example, because legislators within the party represent similar districts or respond to the same interest groups (Kingdon, 1973). To accurately gauge the impact of leadership behavior, then, evidence is needed about the coalition-building challenges that leaders confront, especially the distribution and intensity of member positions prior to the roll call decision. This paper is part of a broader study of congressional coalition building for which extensive records have been gathered of the whip counts conducted by House Democratic and Republican leaders, 1955-94.2 Whip counts are informal polls that party leaders conduct of rank-and-file preferences within the relevant caucus prior to major floor votes. These data can provide scholars with an accurate and systematic snapshot of the evolving positions of members during the process of end-game lobbying by congressional leaders, 2



See Evans 2004 for an overview of the project. Related papers include Bradbury et al. (2008), Butts et al. (2007), Behringer et al. (2006), and Brown et al. (2005). As of May 2008, records have been accumulated for over 800 whip counts conducted by House party leaders, 1955-94, covering many of the most significant legislative fights on Capitol Hill since World War II. The archival evidence used in this particular paper primarily is from the Carl Albert Collection, The Carl Albert Congressional Research and Studies Center, University of Oklahoma, Norman OK, and The Hale Boggs Congressional Collection, Howard-Tilton Memorial Library, Tulane University, New Orleans, LA.
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thereby opening up the black box of leadership coalition building. Fortunately, given the empirical focus in this paper, included in the broader data set are eighty whip polls conducted by House Democratic leaders between 1955 and 1965, stretching across the final decade of the textbook era. In the pages that follow, I consider four important issue clusters that were repeatedly targeted for House whip activity during the 1950s and 1960s: education, agriculture, taxes, and international trade. The issue areas encompass some of the most visible and significant legislative initiatives of the Eisenhower and Kennedy years, including the Powell amendment and federal aide to education, the Revenue Act of 1962, and major disputes about farm subsidies and reciprocal trade. The four issue areas are singled out because of their general importance, but also because they vary in conceptually important ways. Following the Supreme Court’s 1954 decision in Brown v. Board of Education, federal aid to education became closely linked to civil rights concerns and, as a result, sharply split the majority Democrats along sectional lines. During the 1950s and 1960s, agricultural subsidies and price supports often divided Democrats from Republicans, but in this issue area a complex myriad of overlapping regional and crop-based interests also provided congressional leaders with valuable leverage for gluing together coalitions. The two parties also were in conflict over tax policy during this period, but relative to farm politics, tax issues evoked cleavages that were predominantly ideological. Finally, trade issues were (and remain) politically charged on Capitol Hill, but the defining cleavages crossed party lines. Here, party leaders often found themselves aligned with the White House (regardless of partisan affiliation) against protectionist legislators within both parties. In short, the issue clusters at the heart of this paper differ significantly in the cleavages they evoke and in the environment of interested outsiders (e.g., interest groups, public attention, the role of the administration). Together, they serve as a useful window for exploring majority coalition building in the pre-reform House. The remainder of this paper is structured around seven sections. The first section describes the operations of the House whip system during the textbook era, emphasizing 1955-65. In Sections 2-5, I use whip count and other evidence to describe and analyze leadership coalition building within each issue cluster, beginning with education and proceeding through agriculture, taxes, and then international trade. Section 6 builds on 3



these case studies by analyzing the whip counts responses of members with ideological views near the position of the floor median. The poll behavior of these legislators, I argue, can help further adjudicate between the competing party theories. Section 7 summarizes the implications for scholarship about party leadership and party theories of Congress. 1. Whip Operations in the Pre-Reform House In the contemporary House, Democrats and Republicans have large, elaborate whip systems that poll their members on twenty-five or more substantive issues per year, and on dozens of occasions ask about the likelihood of attendance on the floor.3 In 2002, for example, the House Democratic whip system was comprised of more than 100 members, including six chief deputy whips, 12 deputy whips, 24 regional whips, and 70 at-large whips (Schneider, 2002). The GOP operation was a somewhat smaller, but still included at least 68 members in formal whip positions. Compared to the current setup, the whip systems of the 1950s and 1960s were relatively streamlined. At the beginning of the 87th Congress in 1961, for example, the Democratic whip was Carl Albert of Oklahoma. Hale Boggs of Louisiana was chief deputy whip. In addition to Albert and Boggs, there were eighteen assistant whips, each responsible for a geographic zone that usually included 10 to 15 members. Torbert Macdonald of Massachusetts, for instance, was the assistant whip for zone 1, which included 14 Democrats from Massachusetts, Rohde Island, and Connecticut. While Albert and Boggs were both appointed to their positions by the leadership, the assistant whips were mostly selected by members of their respective zones. The House Republican whip that Congress was Leslie Arends of Illinois.4 Charles Hoeven of Iowa was deputy whip for the GOP. Three regional whips served under Arends and Hoeven, each with geographic responsibilities. Katherine St. George of New York was regional whip for the Eastern Division; Jackson Betts of Ohio was responsible for the “Mid-West” Division; and Catherine May of Washington was regional whip for the Western and Southern Divisions. Distributed across these regions were ten assistant regional whips. 3



These numbers are estimates based on informal conversations with recent House leadership staff. Arends served as House Republican Whip from 1943 until his retirement in 1975. Unfortunately, Arends appears to have purged all of his whip records at the end of each Congress. 4
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For instance, Robert Michel of Illinois, a future whip and minority leader, was assistant whip for the 12 Republicans from Illinois and the two GOP members from Missouri. In contrast to the Democratic zone whips, the Republican leadership appointed all members of the GOP whip operation. During the tenures as whip of Albert and his successor, Hale Boggs, the polling process generally began with a request (often in writing) from the majority leader for a count of member preferences on an upcoming matter. The whip would forward the request to the zone assistants, who then contacted their members. Questions often were worded so that a “yes” reflected the position of the leadership. The responses from individual members were categorized as “yes,” “no,” or “undecided,” and often distinctions were drawn for members leaning one way or the other. Typically, some members were categorized as likely to be absent, ill or otherwise unreachable for the poll, “no comment,” or one of a variety of other idiosyncratic responses. The zone whips usually recorded the positions of individual members on blue pad sheets, which were returned to the whip’s office for tabulation and analysis. Before the vote, the leadership and members of the whip team would meet to discuss the results of the count and plot strategy, targeting wavering legislators for heightened lobbying by the leadership. Indeed, the act of conducting a whip count was itself a signal to rank-and-file members that the leadership and the party cared about the matter and thus constituted a potential mechanism for influence. Even in the absence of a formal count, the whips influenced outcomes by ensuring that a sufficient number of members were present on the floor for a vote and thereby helped the party prevail. On the House floor and just about everyplace else in politics, mobilization matters (Covington, 1987). Interestingly, the best scholarly treatments of congressional party leadership generally portray the whip system of this period as weak and inactive. In his classic study of parties in the post-reform House, Rohde (1991, p. 84) asserts that, “Under Speaker Sam Rayburn, the activities of the whip system were relatively limited. Rayburn preferred to deal with the House through personal allies, so he rarely used the system. Carl Albert, who served as whip from 1955 to 1961, had so little to do that he employed his principal aide for congressional business rather than whip business.” Sinclair (1983, p. 55) quotes a senior staffer who claimed that, “Rayburn ran the whole [whip operation] 5



out of his back pocket.” Albert had been selected as whip over Boggs. Quipped another staffer quoted by Sinclair, “Boggs’s consolation price was the deputy whip [position]. No staff, no nothing, just a paper job. But Albert didn’t have anything to do, so Boggs had double nothing to do.” In another important book about House party leadership, Sinclair (1995, p. 118) again referred to these quotations and emphasized the relative unimportance of the pre-1970s whip system. According to these scholars, the Democratic Study Group, a caucus of liberal Democratic House members, set up its own whip system during the 1960s because of the inactivity of the formal party operation. Such assertions should be taken with a grain of salt for several reasons. First, evidence gleaned from interviews is particularly valuable when combined with first-hand observation (e.g., Fenno 1978), or when the questions focus on concrete, discrete activities about which the respondent is directly familiar (e.g., Kingdon 1973, Hall 1996). Conversations with even the most knowledgeable observers about general trends in the distant past may not be as reliable. Second, although the size of the whip system was much smaller in the textbook era and the number of whip counts appears to have been much lower, the archival record indicates that there still was a consequential level of whip activity during the 1950s and 1960s. As mentioned, House Democrats conducted eighty whip counts during 1955-65, and if we consider the period 1955-70, that number was almost 140. The distribution of whip counts by year is summarized in Table 1. The average number of polls per year for 1955-65 was about 7.3 and the average over 195570 was 8.6. Although significant variance exists from year to year, there was a fairly steady level of Democratic whip activity throughout the 1950s and 1960s. It also should be emphasized that the House floor was much less busy during this period and that members confronted a far narrower and less complicated array of pressures when casting votes. During 1955-56, there were 149 recorded votes on the House floor. In 2005-06, there were 1,210 floor roll calls. Smith (1989) has documented the transformation of House floor politics that occurred at the end of the textbook era. Prior to implementation of the Legislative Reorganization Act of 1970, recorded votes did not occur in the Committee of the Whole, the parliamentary device through which the House considers amendments. As a result, decisions made during the critical amendment stage of the floor legislative process were conducted by voice vote, division (standing), or 6



teller (members filed down the center aisle in “yes” and “no” lines). Amendments that were adopted during the Committee of the Whole could be reconsidered by roll call just prior to final passage. But during the 1950s and 1960s, roll calls on floor amendments were very rare in the House, reducing the need for whip polls and providing leaders with important leverage for advancing the party program. The reason is straightforward. When the party pushed a member to vote one way but constituency pressure pushed in the opposite direction, the member could skip the roll call (referred to as “taking a walk” by congressional insiders) or even vote with the party while claiming publicly that he or she voted the constituency position. Prior to 1971, there was no public record of individual roll calls to prove otherwise. In other words, although the distribution of preferences within the House parties was relatively heterogeneous and leaders lacked many of the procedural prerogatives granted to them in the contemporary chamber, certain aspects of the floor decision making process and the relatively narrow range of outside pressures served as countervailing factors that facilitated the vote-gathering efforts of party leaders in the textbook House. Yet another indicator of the importance of House whip activity during this era is the correspondence between that activity and the major issues and roll calls of the day. During 1955-65, Congressional Quarterly Weekly Report singled out 114 House roll calls as “key votes,” based on the extent to which a vote was controversial, touched on presidential prerogatives or power, and was likely to affect the lives of ordinary Americans. Of these key votes, 43 (about 38 percent) can be directly or closely related to whip counts conducted by Democratic leaders. The leadership only polls selectively to conserve scarce political capital and to keep members from viewing the whip process as intrusive. They only conduct whip counts when a roll call is central to the party program, there is the possibility of broad-based agreement within the caucus, and the outcome is in doubt. That almost 40 percent of the key roll calls in the House during 1955-65 were subject to whip activity reinforces my argument that the process was potentially consequential. Indeed, archival records indicate that the majority whips also acted on a number of the key votes not subject to a formal counts, by taking attendance checks and ensuring that members were present on the floor at the appropriate time. In my view, the
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standard account of a largely inactive House whip system prior to the 1970s needs to be substantially revised. In the remainder of this paper, the focus shifts from aggregate data about whip activity to the responses of individual members to polled questions, the tactics employed by party leaders to advance their agendas, and the extent to which leaders prevailed on the floor. For purposes of tractability, I focus on the four issue clusters and associated bills, whip counts, and roll calls. Table 2 lists the targeted measures, the contents of the polled questions, and (when a poll links directly to a vote) the associated roll calls. Notice that the questions often ask for a member’s general view about a bill as reported by the committee of jurisdiction. The lack of recorded voting in the Committee of the Whole, combined with the significant deference to committees that was a hallmark of the textbook era, reduced the political stakes of the amendment process relative to recommittal motions and final passage votes.5 Certain of the questions did ask about specific aspects of a measure, usually because the leadership was considering modifications to grease the skids on the floor. Also notice that only one of the eighteen whip counts referenced the rule for structuring floor action. Prior to the 1970s, most rules in the House were relatively open. Except for tax and trade measures, which traditionally were considered under closed rules, floor procedure was less partisan than in the modern House.6 2. Federal Aid to Education Federal aid to education was one of the most controversial domestic policy issues of the 1950s and 1960s.7 Between 1946 and 1955, the Senate periodically passed major education legislation, but the bills were bottled up in the House because of conflict over 5



The motion to recommit is guaranteed to the minority party under House rules and is made after the Committee of the Whole has “risen” and just prior to the vote on final passage. If the motion to recommit passes and includes no “instructions,” then the measure is defeated. If the motion passes with instructions (essentially an amendment to the base bill), then the legislation is modified to be consistent with the instructions and the chamber proceeds to the question of final passage. Especially in the presence of a closed or modified closed rule (common on tax and trade matters during the textbook era), the motion to recommit may be the minority party’s only amending opportunity on the floor. 6 However, the conservative-dominated Rules panel periodically generated controversy by refusing to report a rule or otherwise slowing down the legislative process on liberal measures. 7 Unless otherwise noted, background information about the legislative cases discussed in this paper is drawn from relevant stories in the on-line version of Congressional Quarterly Almanac, 1955-65.
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subsidizing religious schools, concerns about states rights, and (after the Supreme Court’s 1954 decision) disagreements about whether federal funds should be provided to segregated school systems. In 1955, the Eisenhower administration and Democratic leaders on Capitol Hill endorsed federal assistance to elementary and secondary schools, with Democrats generally favoring higher levels of aid. The House Education and Labor Committee reported a school assistance bill in July 1955 after defeating an amendment from Adam Clayton Powell, D-NY, that would have denied funds to segregated schools. Proponents of the underlying bill argued that including the Powell amendment would cause southern Democrats to coalesce with most Republicans in opposition, effectively killing the measure. House Rules Committee Chair Howard Smith, D-VA, was adamantly opposed to the legislation, and the Rules panel failed to clear the education bill for floor action for a full year. After much prodding from Speaker Sam Rayburn, TX, and other Democratic leaders, the committee finally reported a rule in June 1956. Prior to consideration by the full House, Democratic leaders publicly claimed that they had the votes to defeat the Powell amendment. On July 5, however, after days of heated debate and parliamentary maneuvering, the Powell amendment was adopted by a roll call of 225-192. Southern Democrats and many northerners (who believed passage of the amendment would kill the bill) voted “no.” But other northern Democrats voted for the Powell amendment, largely because of the intensity of their preferences for civil rights. Republicans, many of whom represented constituents sympathetic to desegregation, supported the amendment by a margin of three to one. Later that day, the bill as amended failed on a roll call of 194224, with southern Democrats and a majority of Republicans voting “no” on final passage. These two roll calls have probably been the subject of systematic analysis by more prominent political scientists than any other votes in congressional history. Some background about this scholarship is helpful for placing the role of the leadership in perspective. In a series of now classic studies, Riker (e.g., 1965, 1982) used the school construction fight as an illustration of a voting cycle and of sophisticated voting, both key
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concepts in the traditional canon of positive political theory.8 He relied on a 1957 roll call on a similar education measure that lacked the Powell amendment to estimate how the southerners would have voted in 1956 on school aid minus the anti-segregation rider. Interestingly, many of them supported school aid in 1957, leading Riker to assert that a clean education bill would have defeated the status quo in 1956. Since the roll call record in 1956 demonstrates that a majority of members preferred the bill as amended to the clean education measure, and a majority also preferred existing law to the bill as amended, Riker concluded that there was a voting cycle: a clean education bill was majority preferred to existing law, the bill with the Powell amendment beat the clean bill, and exiting law was majority-preferred to school construction with the Powell proviso. At various points, Riker also asserted that certain of the Republican votes in favor of the Powell amendment were sophisticated, that is, they only supported the amendment because the knew it would kill the underlying bill. Over the years, Riker’s interpretation of these events – including the consequences for leadership influence – has drawn criticism. Krehbiel and Rivers (1990), for instance, provide compelling evidence that the Republicans who voted for the Powell amendment but against the school construction bill on final passage did so for ideological reasons. Their votes were sincere, rather than sophisticated. Gilmour (2001) and Mackie (2003) also argue persuasively that Riker’s use of the 1957 vote to estimate how members would have voted on a clean bill during 1956 was flawed because he did not consider the preferences of pro-civil rights Republicans who would not have voted for an education bill in 1956 absent the Powell amendment (they voted “yes” in 1956 but “no” in 1957). Interestingly, the floor debate in 1957 reveals that, regardless of whether an antisegregation proviso was included in the school construction bill that year, civil rights supporters fully intended to offer the Powell amendment to an upcoming appropriations bill for education. Even without the Powell amendment, by summer 1957 Southerners
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The case also surfaced in Riker’s collaborative research with Denzau and Shepsle (Denzau, Riker, and Shepsle, 1985), as well as in works as disparate as Brady and Sinclair (1984), Enelow (1981), Ordeshook (1986), Krehbiel and Rivers (1990), Poole and Rosenthal (1997), and Stewart (2001). Munger and Fenno (1962) and Fenno (1962) provide a highly useful descriptive account.
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had good reason to believe that their schools would be denied any funds associated with a school construction measure. In addition, in 1957 Republican concerns about excess federal spending had risen relative to the previous year, probably accounting for some of the GOP switches from “yes” to “no” on school construction. In other words, the votes that members cast in 1957 may not reveal very much about member preferences for or against a clean education bill the year before. More important, as Table 2 indicates, the House Democratic leadership polled its members about school construction on January 4, 1956, asking whether they favored the measure as reported by the Committee on Education and Labor (without the Powell amendment). The second row of Table 3 summarizes the results: 142 Democrats responded as “yes” to the whip count, including 29 of the 91 representatives (31.9 percent) from the deep South.9 Another twelve Democrats, including nine southerners, were leaning yes. Even if we subtract Republican members who (based on their 1957 votes) Gilmour and Mackie assert would have preferred no bill at all to one without an anti-segregation rider, it appears that the unamended version of the Education and Labor measure would have passed in 1956.10 The whips clearly thought so and recognized that
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For some issues, multiple lists of the results are compiled in the day or two before the relevant roll call. The main change from earlier to later drafts typically is a reduction in the number of nonresponders. But there also is politically interesting movement out of the undecided category and some shifts between the leaning categories to “yes” or “no.” In such situations, it is not straightforward how multiple responses should be aggregated into a single position. The vast majority of observations are not complicated in this fashion, but position changes over multiple drafts do occur for a nontrivial minority. In this paper, the decision rule employed when there are multiple drafts of a whip count is to maximize the level of response ambiguity. If a Member is “undecided” on one draft and “leaning yes” on the second, then the response is coded as “undecided;” “leaning yes” on one and “yes” on the other, then it is coded as “leaning yes,” and so on. If there is a tie in terms of distance from undecided (e.g. shifts from “no” to “yes” or “leaning no” to “leaning yes”), then the response furthest from the leadership is chosen. This coding rule is adopted because it appears to minimize the potential distortions to the analysis. There are some instances where members are “leaning no” or “no” on some drafts of a count and “undecided” on others – such positions are coded as “undecided.” As a result, this decision rule may understate somewhat the degree of movement toward the leadership’s position. But for the count results analyzed in this paper, such instances are extremely rare and this approach for reconciling multiple drafts does not distort the findings or substantive generalizations. 10 Of course, some legislators may misstate their positions on whip counts. Based on interviews that I have conducted with participants in the process, including two former House Speakers, there is good reason to question whether such behavior confounds the whip count record. For one, the whip process is a repeated game and members develop reputations for veracity over time. If a lawmaker repeatedly exaggerates his or her opposition to party matters, perhaps as a tactic to secure parochial concessions, and then routinely caves on the vote, the whips will cease to view that member’s responses as credible. Moreover, if a member favors a bill but responds as undecided or perhaps against as part of efforts to secure leverage on other matters, that response in a sense becomes the member’s position. For the leadership, the question being
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incorporation of the Powell language would fundamentally alter the positions of southern members. At the bottom of a chart summarizing the poll results by zone, Albert’s staff wrote, “Adoption of the Powell amendment by the House would alter these figures materially because Southern Members would then vote against the bill.”11 The archival record, in other words, lends support to Riker’s assertion that the Powell amendment killed school construction, at least in 1956. The Democratic leadership was fully aware of the potential damage to their agenda from adoption of the proposal, but was unable to keep Powell from offering it on the floor, and also unable to convince northern Democratic supporters of the education bill to cast strategic votes against Powell. The result clearly was a major defeat for the leadership. Gridlock on school construction continued during the next four Congresses. In 1957, a major education bill was killed on the floor when Rules Chair Smith successfully motioned to strike the enacting clause. And in 1960, federal aid to education was defeated when the Rules Committee refused to authorize a House-Senate conference on the measure. The hopes of school aid proponents grew with the election of Democrat John Kennedy in 1960. In May 1961, the Education and Labor Committee reported a bill providing funds for school construction and teacher salaries. This time, Adam Clayton Powell, now chair of the panel, helped keep the measure free of anti-segregation language. Still, Smith and other conservatives on the Rules Committee refused to clear the measure for floor action. In response, Democratic congressional leaders and the Kennedy administration attempted to craft a compromise measure, first producing a package with $325 million allocated annually for three years. In mid-August, the leadership conducted a whip count on their proposal, and the results are summarized in the third row of Table 3: 128 members responded in support of the party position, another 49 were undecided or leaning one way or the other, there were 54 “no” responses, and 31 were in the “other” category (nonresponsive, likely to be absent, and so polled becomes merged with the other matter for the purposes of dealing with this lawmaker. Finally, it is important to keep in mind that party leaders in Congress often know a lot about the political leanings within the districts of rank-and-file members. They are very informed consumers of whip count reports about evolving positions within their caucus. 11 Poll on H.R. 7535 - School Construction Bill, Carl Albert Collection, Legislative Files, Box 26, Folder 39, The Carl Albert Congressional Research and Studies Center, University of Oklahoma, Norman OK.
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on). Not surprisingly, the opposition came largely from southern members. The results of the whip count convinced Democratic leaders that a three-year measure could not pass the House. They quickly scaled back their proposal to provide funding for only a single year. On August 30, acting for the leadership, Powell attempted to bring the new bill to the floor via “Calendar Wednesday,” a seldom-used procedure for bypassing the Rules Committee. Powell’s effort failed on a 170-242 vote. Once again, most southern Democrats joined all but six Republicans to kill the measure, handing the majority leadership a significant defeat. The impasse over federal aid to education did not end until spring 1965, with the adoption of the landmark Elementary and Secondary Education Act. Three factors were primarily responsible for the change. First, as part of the Johnson landslide of 1964, 295 Democrats were elected to the House, significantly increasing the number of pro-aid legislators in the chamber. Second, the new liberal majority took noteworthy steps to reduce the ability of the Rules Committee to block party initiatives.12 Third, the Johnson administration structured its education program so that funds were allocated to school districts based on student characteristics, rather than as across-the-board aid, permitting private schools to share in certain of the new services and thereby reducing opposition to the measure. The Education and Labor Committee reported a general school aid bill on March 2 and it passed the House without major amendments on March 26, 263-153. The Senate passed the bill without change on April 9 and the President signed it two days later. Prior to House action, Democratic leaders (by then, Hale Boggs had replaced Albert as whip, following the 1961 death of Speaker Rayburn, the ascension of then Majority Leader John McCormack to Speaker, and Albert’s shift to majority leader) polled their members on the education bill, asking for their positions on the measure as reported. Before the process of end-game lobbying began, 178 Democrats were firmly behind the party program; 75 expressed some degree of ambivalence; and only 25 were against the bill. To provide additional information about the challenges confronting the leadership at the beginning of the process of endgame lobbying, Table 3 (and the tables 12



The chamber reinstated the “21-day” rule enabling the Speaker to bring a bill to the floor 21 days after the committee of jurisdiction formally requested a rule from the Rules Committee. In addition, House rules were altered so that the Rules panel could not unilaterally keep a measure from going to conference.
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that follow) also includes columns for GOP support (the number of Republican votes for the Democratic position on the relevant roll call); the number of additional votes that the leadership needs to “pick up” to prevail (fifty percent plus one of voting members minus the sum of “yes” responders on the whip count and GOP support on the vote); the number of votes that the leadership actually picked up; and finally whether or not the party prevailed on the targeted roll call. “NA” entries indicate that the whip count could not be directly associated with a roll call vote, making infeasible the calculation of GOP support and necessary and actual pickup. On the 1965 education bill, notice that the “yes” responders on the whip count plus the number of Republican “yes” votes on the roll call provided the Democratic leadership with more than enough votes to prevail on the floor. Although Democratic leaders were able to grow their coalition by fifty votes between the whip count and the final passage roll call, the coalition-building process on the floor apparently was not integral to passage of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act. Instead, the party prevailed because of the size of its majority, strategic bill drafting by the Johnson administration, and perhaps the limitations to the power of the Rules Committee implemented earlier in the year. Overall, federal aid to education may be the paradigmatic example of the limits of Democratic Party leadership during the textbook Congress. Deeply divided along sectional lines for a decade because of the linkages that existed between education issues and civil rights, the leadership was only able to prevail when the size of its caucus neared 300 members, and with the help of some politically adept bill drafting at the other end of Pennsylvania Avenue. 3. Agriculture According to the standard view, agriculture policy provides a preeminent example of interest group driven, distributive politics. Farm policy derives from logrolls and mutual reciprocity across producer groups, most legislative decisions are made within the House and Senate Agriculture Committees in close consultation with the farm lobby, and most disagreements are not partisan. Periodically, however, significant differences arise between Democrats and Republicans about the broad contours of U.S. agricultural policy, with GOP members generally seeking to make the program more flexible and reliant on 14



market incentives and Democrats placing greater emphasis on the economic well being of farmers. The 1995 “Freedom to Farm” act is one example of the intense partisanship that can erupt on agricultural matters (see Hurwitz, Moiles, and Rohde, 2001). Such partisanship was also fairly common on farm bills during the 1950s and early 1960s. Following World War II, American agriculture was transformed by technological innovations, increased mechanization, and the more efficient use of fertilizers. But because of the rigid price supports that were in place at the time, the consequences of this transformation also included plummeting crop prices and large surpluses. To alleviate the overproduction, Eisenhower and the Republican-controlled Congress enacted legislation in 1954 that established more flexible price supports for five key commodities; wheat, corn, cotton, rice, and peanuts.13 Still, farm prices continued to drop. In 1955, the Democrats became the majority party in the House and Senate. Early in the year, the House Agriculture Committee reported legislation that would have shifted price supports back to 90 percent of parity for the major agricultural commodities and also increased price supports for dairy products. The measure sharply divided House members along party lines, with GOP Whip Les Arends asserting, “Political considerations, not economic, bring this [bill] before us…. We have here…what may be called a political conspiracy simply for political power…the farmer is the victim. The sole objective of this bill is to try to embarrass the Eisenhower Administration.”14 Anticipating a tough floor fight and a close vote on passage, Democratic leaders polled their members on two questions about the bill in mid March: (1) “Will you vote for the legislation to support the basic agricultural commodities at 90% of parity as promised for in the Democratic platform?” (2) Will you vote to increase the minimum support price on dairy products above the present minimum support price of 75% of parity?”15 The results are summarized in the second row of Table 4. On the first, question, 171 members supported the leadership position, while on question 2 there were 108 leadership loyalists. For both questions, there were only 25 solid “no’s.” Still, the Democratic majority that Congress was not large (232 Democrats pitted against 203 Republicans) and the leadership took steps to expand its supporting coalition. 13



The only major product excluded from the Eisenhower reforms was tobacco. As quoted in, "Farm Price Supports." CQ Electronic Library, CQ Almanac Online Edition, 1955. 15 “Price Support Legislation,” Carl Albert Collection, Legislative Files, Box 26, Folder 21. 14
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On Friday morning, April 29, just days before floor action began, Majority Whip Albert met with Speaker Rayburn, deputy whip Hale Boggs, several of the zone whips, and Agriculture Committee Chair Harold Cooley, D-NC, to discuss the impending floor fight. Participants emphasized the importance of the measure to the national Democratic Party. According to notes from the session, Mr. Albert opened the meeting by saying that the Administration planned to try to beat [the farm bill] in a very political and partisan way and that it was very important that they get enough Democrats together to pass the bill and thereby offset the Republican political talk on the issue. Mr. Albert turned the meeting over to Mr. Cooley who reminded the group that the 90% program had been made a part of the Democratic platform at the 1952 Democratic Convention where he had been present. He went on to state that when Eisenhower was elected he said he would continue the price support program and that Mr. Halleck had come up with a compromise by way of the 82½% support program which passed the Congress last year…. Mr. Benson [Secretary of Agriculture] favored a 75% program and didn’t like the compromise…. The Speaker said that those who had voted for the flexible price support program last year had voted against the party and that the party was at stake this year on the bill coming before Congress next week…. The members suggested we get a list to the Speaker of those people whose votes were doubtful and that he contact them the early part of the week. Also suggested that Mr. McCormack meet with the New England group.16 Democratic leaders were particularly concerned about possible defections from within zone 1, the New England delegation, where members were worried about the impact of price supports on food costs. Of the ten members of zone 1, four were “no” on question one and five were “undecided.” Only Majority Leader McCormack was a firm “yes.” Following the Friday morning session, Albert did send McCormack a short memo: “Harold Cooley and the Speaker and I met on Friday with the Assistant Whips,” 16
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he wrote,” “and we thought you might be able to do some good if you got the New England group together and talked with them on the price support program.”17 Albert also gave Rayburn a list of fifteen Democratic members (all from outside zone 1) that “Harold [Agriculture Chair Cooley] and I think you could influence favorably on the 90% price support bill.”18 Seven of the members on Rayburn’s list had answered “no” on the first question, one was “leaning no,” six were “undecided,” and one, James Delaney of New York, was “leaning yes.” Anticipating close votes on the measure, Albert repeatedly contacted the zone whips, urging them to ensure that members supporting the leadership position would be present on the floor for the key roll calls. After incorporating a minor committee amendment, the farm bill narrowly passed the House on May 5 by a margin of 206-201. Over 86 percent of Democrats voted for the measure while about 90 percent of Republicans were opposed. Of the fifteen members on Speaker Rayburn’s lobby list, three voted with the leadership, 12 voted against (including the notoriously unreliable Delaney), and Frances Walter of Pennsylvania, who answered “no” on the whip count, was the only Democrat (other than the Speaker, who seldom votes) not to participate in the roll call. Five of the Democrats on Rayburn’s list voted with their party against the GOP motion to recommit (kill) the measure. As feared, every member of the New England delegation except the Majority Leader voted “no” on final passage, but McCormack was able to convince three of them, including zone whip Macdonald, to support the party on the motion to recommit. Since shifts of just three votes on final passage or seven on recommittal would have defeated the measure, it is likely that the collective efforts of the leadership were pivotal here. As Table 4 indicates (if we use the first polled question as the benchmark), Democratic leaders needed to pick up 12 additional Democratic votes to prevail on the floor. They secured 14. The remaining rows of Table 4 indicate that leadership lobbying continued to be consequential, if not always successful, for the other agriculture items in our sample. An amended version of the 1955 price support measure cleared both chambers the following year, but was vetoed by President Eisenhower in April 1956. As a result, Democratic 17 18
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leaders crafted a scaled-back version that dropped major provisions opposed by the White House. Excluded from the new bill, however, was a key Eisenhower proposal to enable the Secretary of Agriculture to pay farmers in 1956 up to fifty percent of the amount they would receive from the Soil Bank program during 1957. Democratic leaders expected that the test vote on the floor would be a Republican attempt to add the Eisenhower language to the legislation. In the days before floor action, they polled House Democrats about whether they favored the advance payment provision. As indicated in the fourth row of Table 4, 142 answered in support of the leadership position (against the amendment), 52 were undecided or leaning, six were likely defectors, and 32 did not respond. On May 3, Albert Morano, R-CT, moved to recommit the legislation with instructions that the advance payment provision be added to it. Democratic leaders prevailed on the roll call, 184-211. Only four Republicans voted with them against the motion to recommit, so with a base of just 142 supporters on the whip count, the Democratic leadership needed to pick up 52 votes to win. Their actual pickup was 65 members. Compared to Eisenhower, the Kennedy administration’s basic posture on agriculture placed less emphasis on market forces and more on federal management of the farm economy. Legislation embodying the Kennedy program, including severe new production controls for feed grains, was reported by the House Agriculture Committee on May 16, 1962. In additional to all GOP members of the panel, three southern Democrats voted “no,” largely because they feared the new feed grains controls would increase costs for livestock, dairy, and poultry producers in their states. As ranking Republican Charles Hoeven, Iowa, observed, “This close vote simply means the bill is in for real trouble when it gets to the House floor.”19 Democratic leaders conducted a whip count, asking members for their position on the bill, and the results are summarized in the fifth row of Table 4. As the process of end-game lobbying proceeded in earnest, they could count on an initial base of 106 solid supporters within the Caucus. Over 100 members expressed some level of indecision on the matter and 33 were firmly opposed to the committee bill. The Secretary of
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Agriculture predicted that the outcome might depend on a single vote. The beginning of floor debate was pushed back a day to allow the leadership additional time to secure support. Minority Leader Charles Halleck, IN, observed that Democratic leaders were exerting enormous pressure on rank-and-file members to support the administration. On the floor, Agriculture Chairman Cooley accepted a number of amendments to the feed grains section, attempting to broaden the supporting coalition. The key vote came on June 21, when the Republican motion to recommit passed, 215-205, effectively killing the bill. With only one Republican voting with them on the motion, the Kennedy administration and House leadership needed to pick up an additional 103 Democratic votes to win. They came very close, securing 98, but still fell five votes short. A compromise bill was quickly drafted and passed the House in July and Kennedy signed an amended version of that legislation at the end of September. The following year, congressional action on farm issues centered on the problems associated with particular commodities, especially cotton and feed grains. An administration-backed cotton bill cleared the House on December 4, 1963 on a 216-182 roll call. It was the first major measure passed by the chamber after the assassination of John Kennedy and Speaker John McCormack exerted significant pressure on wavering urban Democrats to toe the party line and vote “yes.” Early in the year, the chamber had passed another bill, 204-195, largely along party lines, that provided the Secretary of Agriculture with enhanced discretion over managing the feed grains program. Both measures were subject to Democratic whip counts prior to floor action. As indicated in Table 4, there were 115 initial supporters on the feed grains measure and 123 on the cotton bill. Only one Republican voted with the Democrats on feed grains, the necessary pickup for the leadership was a full 86 votes, and they secured 92, drawing supporters about equally from the “undecided” and “other” columns. Interestingly, while the leadership lost the vote of just one Democrat who responded “yes” on the poll, half of the twelve members who were “no” switched positions and voted with their party on final passage. On the cotton measure, 34 Republicans supported the Democratic leadership position, so McCormack and his allies needed to pick up an additional 43 votes to carry the day on the floor. Even though the number of nonresponders on the count was low, they still managed to pick up 59 votes. 19



If, as I have maintained, education issues illustrate the limits of leadership in the textbook House, then agricultural policy making illustrates the possibilities. For the six polled questions in Table 4, all of the associated roll calls were highly partisan and the necessary pickup for the leadership ranged from 12 to 103 votes. Still, Democratic leaders prevailed on five of the six polled questions and four of the five roll calls. On the one clear loss, the 1962 omnibus farm bill, the leadership still managed to grow its coalition by almost 100 members following the whip count and fell just five votes short. What were the sources of leadership success in this issue area? For one, the transformation of the farm economy and the plight of producer groups created significant momentum on Capitol Hill to pass legislation throughout the 1950s and early 1960s. The serious differences that did emerge between competing constituent groups were more conducive to logrolling and compromise than were the deep sectional and ideological cleavages that characterized federal aid to education until the mid-1960s. On agriculture, the majority leadership was able to broker the necessary agreements, retain the support of wavering members, and otherwise manage the floor process so as to advance the party program through the House. 4. Taxes In certain ways, tax issues constitute a more difficult test for coalition-building efficacy by the majority leadership. Although the prevalence and popularity of special interest loopholes create opportunities for leaders to use distributive incentives to forge coalitions, agricultural bills are far more conducive to logrolling. Tax issues also fall within the jurisdiction of the Committee on Ways and Means, which during the textbook era was a major power center that often operated independently of the Democratic leadership. From 1957 to 1973, the chairman of the panel was Wilbur Mills, D-AK, a legendary figure widely regarded as the most effective chairman in the chamber. Mills regularly conducted his own polls of Democratic preferences on committee legislation that rivaled formal party whip counts in their accuracy and strategic importance. Hale Boggs, majority whip beginning in 1962, it should be noted, was also an influential member of the Committee on Ways and Means.
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In his classic study of the committee during this period, Manley (1970, p. 243-44) captured the relationship that existed between Mills and the Democratic leadership: The Chairman, primarily, and then the Committee carry the primary burden for passing Committee bills, but the party leaders are involved on controversial bills and provide important ancillary assistance to Mills…. Information on how the Democrats in the House will vote comes together in leadership meetings attended by Mills, the Democratic leadership, executive branch [officials]. … Responses collected by Mills, the results of the Whip poll conducted by House Democratic Whip Hale Boggs and his assistants, plus the executive branch counts are pooled and compared. Calls are made to individual House members who are not “right” on the vote and, at times, Speaker McCormack and Mills get on the phone together with a wavering member. On the famous Kennedy tax cuts of 1963-64, for example, Ways and Means staff polled the Democratic Caucus about the key roll call, the GOP motion to recommit, using the same zone structure they employed when making committee assignments (at the time, Ways and Means Democrats also served as their party’s “committee on committees”). The results were provided to Mills and only then to Democratic leaders. Interestingly, there was no formal whip count by the leadership on the Kennedy tax cut (Ripley, 1965). Still, Manley emphasized that the majority leadership played a consequential coalitionbuilding role on most major tax bills of the period. Three such cases are summarized in Table 5; the Revenue Act of 1955, a major revision of the tax code in 1962, and a 1964 extension of excise taxes. Each one was the subject of one or more Democratic whip counts. In his January 1955 State of the Union message, President Eisenhower asked the Democratically controlled Congress to pass legislation to extend existing corporation and excise taxes for a year. He explicitly requested no major tax cuts. In February, after working closely with Speaker Rayburn, the Ways and Means Committee reported a bill that extended the aforementioned taxes, but also included a $20 income tax reduction for individuals, aimed at helping low-income Americans. Nine of the ten committee Republicans opposed the measure, categorizing it as irresponsible fiscal management. 21



The day before the motion to report, the leadership began polling Democratic members, asking them, “Do you favor the $20 tax credit as proposed by the leadership?” As summarized in the second row of Table 5, 166 Democrats responded in the affirmative, 26 expressed a degree of indecision, eight were against the leadership, and 32 expected to be absent, refused comment, or could not be reached. The key roll call turned out to be the GOP motion to recommit with instructions to delete the income tax cut. Five Republicans voted against their party on the motion, meaning that Democratic leaders needed to pick up another 37 Democratic votes to win. They picked up 39 and the GOP motion lost, 205-210. Minutes later the bill passed the House on a 242-175 roll call. The Senate refused to accept the tax credit, however, and on March 30, 1955 the House adopted a version of the legislation similar to Eisenhower’s original request, which the President signed later that day. Still, the House leadership was successful at initially advancing its program through the chamber. The Revenue Act of 1962, the first major revision of the tax code in almost a decade, was far more consequential, and a close examination of the archival record indicates that leadership lobbying was pivotal to its passage. A centerpiece of the Kennedy domestic agenda, the legislation was intended to stimulate U.S. economic growth via a wide range of disparate adjustments to the tax code. In January 1962, the Ways and Means Committee conducted a two-week markup of the measure. After revising the draft, the markup continued again in February for another two weeks. Concerned that opposition to the bill might be enough to preclude the closed rule that was traditional on tax legislation, Chairman Mills further modified his bill, rolling back somewhat the investment tax credit. The committee reported the legislation to the full chamber in March. Republicans opposed it, arguing that the measure would increase the deficit and was rife with special-interest loopholes. The bill was considered on the floor on March 29 subject to the usual closed rule. It passed the chamber that day, 219-196, with only one Republican voting “yes.” Once again, Table 5 presents the strategic context confronting the Democratic leadership and the Kennedy administration as the roll call neared. According to the whip count, 100 members supported the party position, 117 were undecided or leaning, 20 were against the bill, and 24 did not provide a position or could not be reached. With 22



only a single GOP vote for the bill, the leadership clearly faced a significant coalitionbuilding challenge. Working in their favor, however, was the small number of unambiguous opponents within the Caucus. As a result, their main task was to transform most of the undecided members into supporters of the legislation. The morning of the vote, Kennedy emphasized the need to pass the tax measure in a press conference. Throughout the day, the White House legislative liaison staff worked the corridors of the House in what the Washington Post called, “the most intensive campaign since the Rules Committee fight last year.”20 By all accounts, Speaker McCormack and other Democratic leaders in the House played a significant role in the victory, convincing recalcitrant Democrats to vote with the party. As the floor debate drew to a close, for example, Boggs’s staff learned that some midwestern members were wavering. Boggs personally brought one of the potential defectors to McCormack’s office. Kennedy was telephoned and together the President and the Speaker convinced the member to stay with the party.21 Leadership lobbying was also instrumental in avoiding potential losses in the large New York delegation (only four “yes” on the poll but 19-3 on the vote) and in southern textiles states such as North Carolina (mostly undecided on the whip count but 10-1 on the vote).22 The Senate passed an amended version of the bill later in September, and following successful conference action Kennedy signed it in October. The third tax case in Table 5 is legislation to extend the excise tax, considered by the House during the first half of 1964. President Johnson asked for the extension in his budget message of January 1964 and the Ways and Means Committee reported the measure in June after successfully deflecting repeated attempts by panel Republicans to roll back the tax. The leadership asked Democrats about their preference on the bill just days before floor action on June 17. As the table indicates, 200 members answered “yes” on the whip count, ten were “undecided” or “leaning,” 14 were “no,” and 29 could not be categorized. The bill passed by voice vote, so we cannot gauge Republican support with



20



Richard L. Lyons, “Tax Revision Bill Passed the House,” Washington Post, March 30, 1962, A2. The example is from Ripley (1965), 573. 22 Ripley (1965) also mentions that the leadership targeted these areas for intensive lobbying. 21



23



precision.23 If the outcome had been close or in doubt, however, a member probably would have moved for a recorded vote on passage. On this measure, the demands of the Johnson administration, the careful work of Ways and Means Democrats, and the modest reach of the legislation, rather than endgame lobbying by the leadership, were primarily responsible for the bill’s easy passage. Indeed, Senate action and conference committee deliberations were completed in just two weeks and the President signed the bill before the end of the month. In short, the three tax items provide mixed evidence of consequential coalition building by House Democratic leaders. The 1955 bill was a priority of the Speaker and the leadership clearly helped eek out a narrow, albeit temporary, victory for the party. Leadership lobbying and persuasion were critical to passage of the 1962 tax bill, although Wilbur Mills and other Ways and Means Democrats did much of the work and made many of the key strategic decisions. More generally, party leaders in this issue area were particularly deferential to the committee of jurisdiction and its influential chairman during the 1950s and 1960s. As Manley (1970, p. 243), observed, “The role of the Democratic party leadership in helping Ways and Means pass its bills – and this is the proper way to phrase the leaders’ job – depends almost entirely upon the nature of the voting line-up in the House, which in turn depends on the nature of the majority formed in the Committee.” 5. International Trade Reciprocal trade was a major topic of congressional debate throughout the 1950s and early 1960s. As a result of perceptions that Smoot-Hawley had contributed to the Depression, along with the daunting complexity of setting tariffs through legislation, the Congress in 1934 enacted the Reciprocal Trade Act, which delegated responsibility for trade policy to the executive branch and shifted the U.S. firmly away from protectionism and toward free trade. During the 1930s and 1940s, the Act was repeatedly extended via legislation that often divided members along party lines. Traditionally, the Republicans 23



Before final passage, the House defeated a Republican motion to recommit with instructions by a roll call of 185-207. The recommittal instructions were much narrower than the polled question, however, and we cannot accurately link the whip count to that roll call. Still, only 392 members cast votes on the motion to recommit and 200 Democrats had answered “yes” on the whip count, providing further evidence that extensive vote-gathering by the leadership was unnecessary for this particular bill to pass.
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were the party of isolation and protectionism, while Democrats were more likely to view tariffs as mostly a source of revenue. Beginning in the 1940s and continuing during the early 1950s, however, a burgeoning internationalist, free trade, wing emerged in the Republican Party, with Eisenhower as the most prominent member. On the other side of the aisle, as a result of unemployment and industry-specific concerns within their districts about foreign competition, many Democratic members shifted in the opposite direction toward protection. Trade votes were partisan during the 1950s and 1960s, but the main fault lines often were between the executive branch and free-trade members of the bipartisan leadership, on the one hand, and individual members from both parties concerned about the impact of foreign competition on their districts, on the other. Table 6 provides summary information about the four trade bills (and six whip counts) upon which the Democratic leadership polled during 1955-65. Two of the measures, the 1955 extension of the Reciprocal Trade Act and the 1962 Trade Expansion Act were particularly important. It should be emphasized, however, that the GOP support and Democratic pickup data are somewhat misleading for this issue area. On trade issues, vote-gathering efforts often were collaborations between the relevant administration, top congressional leaders, and allied constituencies and interest groups. The high levels of GOP support in Table 6 were not “pre-ordained,” and instead resulted from lobbying efforts that really were inseparable from the whipping that occurred within the Democratic Caucus. Although the 1955 trade bill passed the House by a wide margin, for example, Speaker Rayburn and other Democratic leaders were pivotal to the outcome. In January 1955, Eisenhower formally requested that Congress extend the Reciprocal Trade Act for three years (it had been extended in 1954, but only for a year). The extension was of sufficient importance to the Democratic leadership that Speaker Rayburn numbered the relevant legislation, “H.R. 1.” After extensive hearings, the Committee on Ways and Means, which also has jurisdiction over trade matters, reported the bill with amendments to the full House in mid February. The force of the opposition was already apparent in committee. Early in 1955, for example, the textile industry switched its stance on trade to protectionism and by all accounts a massive quantity of mail was send to House members from textile districts. One member from Alabama 25



claimed the he received 5,000 letters about the bill in a little over a month (Bauer, Pool, and Dexter, 1963).24 The key battle was over the procedure for structuring floor action. The Ways and Means Committee requested a closed rule for the bill, as was customary for tax and trade matters. Although the Rules Committee endorsed their request, 8-3, most of the members testifying before the panel opposed the trade bill. When the proposed rule was brought before the House on February 27, opponents of the legislation successfully defeated the motion on the previous question, 178-207, which according to House rules allowed them to offer an alternative rule for consideration by the full chamber. They quickly proposed an open rule, which would have led to a succession of weakening amendments. Rayburn went to the floor and made a rare speech before the House asking members to oppose the open rule. The whips heavily lobbied rank-and-file members against the proposed procedure. The Democratic leadership narrowly prevailed, 191-193, after which the closed rule proposed by the Rules Committee passed by a single vote, 193-192. The following morning, Rayburn had breakfast with the newly elected freshmen, at one point advising them, “If you want to get along [in the House] go along [with the leadership].”25 Later that day, the leadership narrowly defeated the Republican motion to recommit on the trade bill, 191-206, and then the bill was adopted by a deceptively wide margin, 295110. When floor action began, there was significant concern among Democratic leaders about rank-and-file support for their position. As Table 6 indicates, only 135 Democrats took positions in favor of the bill as reported on the whip count. Forty-one members expressed some degree of indecision, 32 were “no,” and 23 could not be categorized. The leadership recognized that their main tests likely would be on floor procedure and on the GOP motion to recommit. On a tally sheet that listed positions aggregated by zone, for example, the whip staff commented that the number of “yes” responses, “includes at least seven who will vote against [the] closed rule and at least 16 who will vote for recommittal…. It should be noted that our question was not phrased so as to indicate the full strength of those who will vote against the close rule or those who 24
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will vote for recommittal.”26 Still, it is instructive to consider how the members in each response category voted on the key roll calls, especially final passage, and these data are provided in Table 7. Consider the roll call most closely associated with the polled question, final passage. Of the 135 “yes” responders, 130 voted for the bill, three voted against it, and two did not vote. The “leaning yes” responders also broke seven to one for the leadership. The “undecideds” overwhelmingly supported the measure, as did two of the three members who were “leaning no.” The “other” category also broke disproportionately toward the Democratic leadership. Only the members responding “no” on the whip count mostly voted against the measure. But even in this category, nine members (28.1 percent) switched positions and voted with Rayburn and the administration. In combination with the Speaker’s recovery from the initial procedural loss on the previous question motion on the rule, the relationship between whip count positions and final passage votes provides fairly strong evidence of consequential lobbying by Democratic leaders on the 1955 trade bill. The measure passed the Senate in amended form and was signed by the President in June. The 1955 extension of the Reciprocal Trade Act was for three years, and in 1958 presidential and congressional attention once again turned to the matter. On January 30, Eisenhower requested that the trade program be extended for five years. On February 19, Rayburn made a public statement that failure to pass legislation extending the Reciprocal Trade Act would be contrary to the national interest. But the 1957-58 recession reinforced the skepticism about free trade apparent during the 1955 floor fight. The Ways and Means Committee held hearings and then markup throughout the spring, but whip counts conducted during late February and early May indicated significant softness within the Democratic Caucus on extension. The February poll asked Democrats whether they were in favor of extending the trade act; only 136 responded “yes” and at least six of the “yes” responders stated that they would not favor a five-year extension. The May question was far more specific, asking about Eisenhower’s five-year request, a provision granting the executive branch
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the authority to reduce duties by 25 percent within that time period, and a possible closed rule for the measure on the floor. There were only 90 “yes” responders, 98 Democrats against, and 31 expressing some degree of indecision. As a result, on May 6, the Ways and Means Committee temporarily suspended deliberations and the next day Rayburn called for modifications in the President’s plan. On May 21, the committee reported a five-year extension, but with an amendment allowing Congress (by a two-thirds vote of each chamber) to reverse presidential decisions contrary to the recommendations of the Federal Tariff Commission. On May 28, the House adopted by voice vote a modified closed rule that allowed for one GOP substitute and the usual motion to recommit. The bill passed the House by a wide margin (317-98) on June 11. In the Senate, the extension was cut to three years, the House accepted the change in conference, and Eisenhower signed the measure on August 20. In this case, the main impact of the House whip process appears to have been informational. The two counts convinced Rayburn and Ways and Means Democrats about the need to roll back Eisenhower’s original request. The next two whip counts in Table 6 relate to the Trade Expansion Act of 1962, a major adjustment to U.S. trade policy and easily one of the most significant legislative achievements of the Kennedy administration. The legislation substantially increased the President’s authority to negotiate tariff reductions. After a month-long markup, the committee reported a bill on June 4 that largely reflected the administration’s original request. Prior to floor action, the Democratic leadership conducted two whip counts on the bill; one on the Republican motion to recommit and one on the bill as reported. The recommittal motion, offered by Noah Mason, R-IL, would have struck the Ways and Means language and replaced it with a simple one-year extension of the Reciprocal Trade Act. As Table 6 indicates, 176 Democrats were with their party on the Mason motion, that is, “no” on recommittal, while 24 were off the party reservation and 48 were leaning or undecided. On the bill as reported, only 147 Democrats firmly supported the party position on the whip count, 13 were against, 68 were leaning or undecided, and 35 did not respond to the count or could not be otherwised categorized. In the end, the Democrats’ base (“yes” responders on the whip counts) plus the number of GOP votes for their position on the roll call provided enough support for the majority leadership to 28



prevail on the floor. But as with the other trade items in Table 6, GOP preferences were also in flux and the broader lobbying effort on the measure targeted members of both political parties. The result was not settled prior to the process of endgame lobbying. Ripley (1965, 573) summarizes some of the vote gathering that occurred prior to the major floor votes. During the week of June 25, 1962, the whip poll began to show that the Republican motion to recommit the trade bill with instructions to continue the reciprocal trade agreements program for another year might attract as many as 80 Democratic votes. Frantic activity on the part of the President, Chairman Mills of the Ways and Means Committee, Secretaries Goldberg and Hodges and Undersecretaries Wirtz and Price, the Speaker, Majority Leader, Whip, and others on Tuesday and Wednesday of that week reduced the eventual Democratic losses on the recommittal motion on Thursday to 44. On June 28, the Mason motion lost, 171-253, and the bill passed the House, 298-125. Based on the whip count results, the majority leadership was able to increase its support among Democrats on recommittal from 176 to 210 and on final passage from 147 to 218. On the crucial Mason motion, 19 of 23 Democrats who had been leaning toward their party on the count stayed on the reservation on the roll call, as did 11 of the 15 undecideds and even five of the ten members who had been leaning the other way. The Senate passed the bill with amendments on September 19. After both chambers adopted the conference report for the measure, Kennedy signed it on October 11. The final trade measure upon which the House Democratic leadership polled during 1955-65 was legislation that enabled the U.S. to meets its obligations associated with the International Coffee Agreement of 1962. Attempts to pass the legislation had failed in 1964 and in 1965 the Johnson administration made passage a top priority. The Senate moved first, passing the bill on February 2. In the House, the Ways and Means Committee added an amendment restricting U.S. contributions for administrative costs to no more than $150,000 annually and reported the bill to the full chamber on April 19. Prior to floor action, the leadership conducted a whip count on the measure as reported. There were 167 “yes” responses and only three “no’s,” but 68 members were undecided or leaning and 56 did not respond or could not be categorized. By the time of the roll 29



call, the whips were able to pick up an additional 85 Democratic votes and prevailed by a margin of 390-97, a remarkable turnaround from their defeat on similar legislation the previous year. The 1965 whip count and roll call indicate little movement among the “yes” and “no” responders, but once again the undecided and leaning Democrats broke disproportionately toward their leadership. When we consider the four major trade bills that were the subject of House Democratic whip counts, 1955-65, then, the leadership prevailed on each one even though the floor context immediately prior to the relevant votes generally was quite volatile (the number of “undecideds” tended to be large and GOP support was uncertain). The narrative history of these measures, combined with whip count records and other archival materials, strongly suggests that the coalition building activities of the Democratic leadership were consequential, especially during the 1955 renewal of the Reciprocal Trade Act. But relative to the agriculture, tax, and (to some extent) education cases featured in this study, the cleavages that structured trade politics tended to be crosspartisan and the two party leaderships often did not square off against one another on the floor. In the end, GOP support for the Democratic position was usually significant, attenuating somewhat, the coalition-building challenges that confronted the House majority leadership. 6. Whip Counts and the Floor Median The case analysis of Sections 2-5 provides considerable evidence that leadership lobbying mattered on the House floor during the textbook era. Before concluding the paper, in this section I take a more systematic look at the poll behavior of centrist legislators – members with preferences near the chamber median – because of the pivotal role these members play in the leading theories of lawmaking. Characteristics of their whip count behavior provide further guidance about how party theories should be developed. The scholarly dispute about party influence in Congress is well known and already has been referenced, but a few additional details will help motivate the analysis in this section. Krehbiel (1998) presents a spatial model of lawmaking without consequential party organizations. As is standard with spatial models, legislators are assumed to have 30



preferences that can be represented as ideal points along one or more underlying dimensions of evaluation, typically the liberal-conservative continuum. Legislative alternatives and the status quo (existing law or some other reversion point) are also represented as points along the evaluation dimension. By assumption, legislators prefer the alternative that is spatially most proximate to their ideal points and cast their votes accordingly. If the focus is on a legislature with the internal rules and structures of the U.S. House of Representatives, then the outcomes of chamber decision making should approximate the ideal point of the floor median, the only alternative that cannot be successfully amended. Party organizations and leaders are not outcome consequential. The cartel model of Cox and McCubbins (and here I am mostly referring to the version in their 2005 book) is rooted in the same spatial logic as Krehbiel’s theory, but includes a majority leadership with agenda-setting powers. If the leadership places a bill on the agenda, then the outcome of the House legislative process will tend to approximate the preferences of the chamber median a la the “weak parties” model. But if a majority of the majority caucus prefers the status quo of existing law to the position of the floor median, then the leadership will close the gates and keep the bill off the agenda. Although the bills that pass reflect centrist preferences within the chamber, the majority leadership influences policy outcomes by blocking changes that would make a majority of the majority party worse off. In other work, Cox and McCubbins argue that, under the right conditions, the majority leadership may be able to push through legislation that diverges from the chamber median (positive agenda power), but the emphasis of the cartel model clearly is on controlling the agenda (negative agenda power).27 The conditional party government argument advanced by Aldrich and Rohde also shares much of the basic spatial logic of the other theories, including member ideal points that are exogenously determined, a single underlying dimension of evaluation (typically, although not always), and preferences over alternatives based on spatial proximity. However, according to this model, when preferences within the majority party are homogeneous and the distance between the two party medians is large, rank-and-file members of the majority caucus will take steps to strengthen their leaders, enabling them 27
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to regularly pass bills that diverge from the position of the floor median toward the majority party program. The case analysis of Sections 2-5 describes many instances of consequential leadership activity that might be interpreted as empirical support for existing party theories of Congress. These cases, however, are from a period in congressional history when the conditions in conditional party government were seldom met, and they feature meaningful leadership behavior that extends beyond the agenda setting powers of the cartel model. Moreover, as I argue in this section, none of the leading theories of lawmaking account for key aspects of the whip count data, primarily because the theories share a similar logical structure, especially the premise that member preferences are fixed and exogenously determined. A simple thought experiment will help clarify matters. Suppose that the majority leadership has allowed a bill to be placed on the House agenda. The measure has been marked up in committee, perhaps amended in the Committee of the Whole, and now awaits a roll call on final passage. Following the floor amendment process and immediately prior to the final passage vote, the leadership conducts a whip count, asking majority party members whether they will vote “yes” on final House passage. No significant modifications are made to the legislation between the time of the whip count and the roll call on final passage. The bill clears the House. Under this scenario, would we expect large numbers of centrist legislators with preferences near the position of the floor median to have responded as “undecided” on the whip poll? The answer to the question varies, depending on which theory of lawmaking is under consideration. If we embrace the central premises of the spatial model, and we assume that leadership influence is absent from the legislative process or is exercised primarily at the agenda setting stage, then the expectation is that bills passing the House should fully reflect the preferences of the floor median. Not partially – but fully. The assertion follows directly from the “weak parties” and party agenda setter models. As a result, if the aforementioned whip count concerns final passage of a measure that is indeed adopted by the chamber without intervening changes, then members with preferences located near the floor median should have been disproportionately less likely to respond as undecided on the poll. Instead, the underlying spatial logic implies that undecided 32



lawmakers should be concentrated near the cutting point that is equidistant between the final version of the bill and the status quo of existing law. For an illustration of my argument, see Figure 1. The members near the cutting point face a tough choice between two alternatives roughly the same distance from their most preferred outcome, potentially leading to indecision. But the floor median – who according to the “weak parties” and agenda setter models is getting exactly the legislation she most prefers – should be if anything less likely than the typical legislator to respond as “undecided” on the final passage whip count. For the right set of polled questions and roll calls, then, the whip count responses of centrist legislators can illuminate the explanatory power of the competing theories of lawmaking. Again, it is critical that we focus solely on whip counts about final passage on measures that actually cleared the chamber without significant intervening modifications. None of the theories predict that amendments, procedural motions, or bills that fail will necessarily reflect the floor median position – only bills that pass. And the leadership needs to have conducted a poll that explicitly asked for member views about the full content of the measure that cleared the chamber. Questions about particular titles, contingencies, or parts of the legislation are not sufficient here. Fortunately, the scenario of my thought experiment is not all that contrived. Among the eighteen whip counts analyzed in this paper, eight meet the necessary requirements and are listed in the first column of Table 8.28 These items range across all of the issue clusters. The remaining columns in the table summarize the results of a two-sample test of proportions evaluating whether we can reject the null hypothesis that members with ideological views near the chamber median are no more or less likely to be “undecided” on the relevant whip count than are other members of the House. To identify which members have ideological views near the chamber median, I rely on first-dimension DW-NOMINATE values.29 The case analysis suggests that certain of the issues referenced in Table 8 might be multidimensional (e.g., agriculture 28



Certain of the items in Table 8 were amended between the time of the whip count on passage and final action in the chamber, but an exhaustive analysis of the relevant legislative history indicated that the intervening modifications were sufficiently minor that the polled questions essentially covered the full contents of the measure adopted by the chamber. Further details about the selection of items in Table 8 can be secured from the author. 29 DW-NOMINATE scores with bootstrapped standard errors were downloaded from http://voteview.com.
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and trade). Still, as we have seen, the items divided lawmakers along liberal-conservative lines and partisan/ideological cleavages were apparent on most of the associated roll calls. Indeed, first-dimension NOMINATE has structured party differences in the roll call record for more than a century. As a result, NOMINATE data can help us approximate the subset of members near the effective floor median in a systematic fashion. To identify them, all House members during the appropriate Congress were rank-ordered by their first-dimension DW-NOMINATE values and then (based on the ordering) divided into nine groups of 48-49 legislators, with members of the fifth, or median, ideological group treated as the collective floor median for the purposes of analysis. Obviously, the number of Democrats varied somewhat across groups, constituting almost all of the members in the more liberal groups and a very small proportion in the most conservative ones. But because my interest is in the behavior of legislators located near the floor median, group placements are based on the ideological rank ordering of the entire chamber. Increasing or decreasing the number of groups does not appreciably alter the results in Table 8. The second column of the table reports the proportion of the median group that was undecided or leaning on the relevant whip counts. The third column indicates the proportion of undecideds and leaners for members not in the median group. And the final column shows the difference between the two proportions. For each difference, the level of statistical significance is in parentheses. Notice first that the median group is not disproportionately less likely to be undecided on the final passage polls, which is contrary to expectations if the outcome of the House legislative process actually reflected centrist preferences in the full chamber. For three of the items (the 1963 Cotton bill, the 1955 Trade bill, and the 1965 Coffee Agreement), the proportion of undecideds is slightly lower for the legislators near the floor median, but the differences are very small and nowhere near statistically significant.30 For the other five measures, the median group is actually more likely to be undecided than are other members of the chamber. The differences here are fairly large 30



Although the roll-call record indicated that the three bills partially divided members along liberalconservative lines, it may be that an alternative ideological grouping based on roll call indexes more directly linked to agriculture or trade policy might produce different results. I will explore the possibility in future research.
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(e.g., .216 for the Revenue bill of 1962) and in three cases achieve statistical significance. Overall, then, the evidence indicates that members with ideological views located near the floor median are not less likely to be undecided about final passage roll calls. Indeed, for the most part they are more likely to be undecided than are other legislators.31 Along with the case analysis of Sections 2-5, then, the results reported in Table 8 are inconsistent with the basic spatial model without consequential parties and also to some extent with models positing parties that primarily exert influence at the agendasetting stage. Of course, an alternative explanation is that chamber centrists were often “undecided” about final passage because the bills diverged from their preferences toward the majority party position a la conditional party government. Perhaps the status quos were located to the ideological right of the floor median, the bills were somewhat to the left, and the preferences of centrist legislators were somewhere in the middle near the relevant cutting point. Cross-pressured between two alternatives roughly the same distance from their ideal points, not surprisingly the centrists often were undecided about final passage just days before the vote. However, there also are good reasons not to fully embrace the standard conditional party government explanation. For one, the spatial representation of conditional party government posits member preferences that are fixed and determined exogenously to the legislative process, including leadership lobbying on the floor. How can the conditional party government argument help us understand the process through which members form preferences when preferences are treated as exogenous? More generally, should party influence even be conceptualized and measured in terms of some deviation from the preferences of the floor median toward median preferences within the majority party? What precisely is the median preference on the floor when 50-100 members of the majority party are “undecided” on major roll calls just days before the votes occurs? The bottom line? If we are to understand leadership influence, the effective preferences of lawmakers should not be treated as exogenous to the legislative process. 31



Although the research is ongoing, the disproportionate incidence of “undecideds” among chamber centrists on final passage polls appears to characterize the broader time series of whip count data, 1955-94. Indeed, in comparison with the textbook era, it may be especially characteristic of whip count behavior in the more partisan, polarized House of the 1980s, with obvious implications for the explanatory power of competing theories of lawmaking.
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One important mode through which party leaders affect coalition building is by influencing the process through which rank-and file lawmakers form preferences and take positions. Leaders seek to influence preference formation so that the median position, when it congeals, is as close as possible to their party’s program. House whip operations during the textbook era – and also during other periods, for that matter – can be better accounted for by a dynamic version of the conditional party government argument, perhaps structured along the following lines. To begin with, the distribution of member preferences or positions should not be treated as exogenous to the process of party influence. Instead, the leadership gauges the evolving positions of rankand-file members prior to floor action, focusing its attention primarily on items important to the party’s name brand and for which there is at least the possibility of intra-party unity. Depending on the preference context, the leadership then uses a menu of tactics – retreat, compromise over legislative substance, the insertion or removal of issue dimensions, side payments, persuasion, and so on – as part of efforts to build a winning coalition. The likelihood that the majority party will prevail depends on the size of its base (e.g., the number of “yes” responders on a whip count), the extent to which opposition is entrenched (e.g., the number and intensity of “no” responses on a poll) or positions are in flux (e.g., the presence of a lot of “undecideds”), the feasibility of altering the dimensional structure of deliberation or significantly increasing support via incremental modifications, and the availability of side payments. Obviously, the size of the majority caucus is also a factor. Still, most of these considerations will vary by issue area and our theories of party influence need to integrate such issue-specific variation. 7. Conclusion The historical analysis of this paper has a number of implications for the empirical understanding of congressional parties and for partisan theories of Congress. First, contrary to some accounts, the House whip system of the 1950s and 1960s was not largely inactive. Democratic and Republican whip operations during the period were certainly smaller than in the contemporary House, but they still were well institutionalized and shared the same basic structure and purpose as the current setup.
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The number of whip counts varied by year, but overall, polling by the majority leadership was fairly frequent and typically targeted the major issues of the day. Second, the coalition-building challenges that confronted House Democratic leaders on their legislative priorities often were substantial, even daunting. Within the education cluster, the number of “yes” responders on the whip counts for the 1956 and 1961 school construction bills was 142 and 128, respectively, and until the mid 1960s the Democratic Caucus was deeply divided on education matters because of the linkages with civil rights. Within the agriculture and tax clusters, the leadership typically needed to pick up sixty or more Democratic votes after the whip count in order to prevail. The preference context on trade matters also tended to be fluid. Third, across the four issue clusters examined in this paper, there is considerable evidence of coalition-building efficacy by the House Democratic leadership. The House floor, it should be emphasized, is not easy terrain for leadership influence under the best of circumstances. Floor whipping occurs near the end of the House legislative process at a stage when member actions are at their most visible. Still, a decade or more before the party-building reforms of the 1970s, and at a time when the distribution of preferences within the majority caucus was fairly heterogeneous by contemporary standards, the majority leadership regularly had a significant impact on outcomes through its endgame lobbying activities. Fourth, the ability of the Democratic leadership to advance the party agenda on the House floor varied significantly by issue area and bill. On federal aid to education, deep sectional divisions over school desegregation led to gridlock until 1965, when the large size of the Democratic Caucus and structural changes to the party’s education program enabled passage of groundbreaking legislation. On agricultural issues, in contrast, the intra-party cleavages were less intensive and the distributive character of the policy area facilitated majority building by the Democratic leadership. On the Revenue Acts of 1955 and 1962, the Democratic leadership needed to pick up the support of 37 and 107 additional Democrats, respectively, and because of extensive vote gathering efforts during the floor end game they succeeded. On trade matters, the story is more complicated. As a result of relatively high levels of GOP support for the Democratic position, the number of Democrats answering “yes” on the whip count was enough for 37



the party to prevail on the floor. But due to the fluidity of preferences about international trade within both party caucuses, even here the narrative history of the relevant floor flights indicates that the leadership made a difference. Fifth, the leading party theories of Congress can only take us so far toward explaining the role of leaders in Congress. According to one version of the cartel model, party influence primarily is agenda control, especially when the majority caucus is divided on the major issues of the day. The conditional party government theory maintains that, when the congressional parties are internally unified and there is a wide programmatic gulf between them, rank-and-file members will strengthen their leaders’ prerogatives, enabling them to secure noncentrist outcomes closer to the majority party position. The results in this paper, however, indicate that the leaders of a divided Democratic Caucus were able to exert significant influence during floor fights in the years preceding the party-building reforms of the 1970s. Moreover, the large proportion of centrist lawmakers responding as “undecided” on final passage whip counts does not resonate very well with theories that predict outcomes near the position of the floor median. As a result, spatial models without strong parties, or models that feature parties that only exert influence via agenda setting, cannot account for the nature and impact of the leadership’s vote-gathering efforts. Agenda control is certainly an important aspect of leadership influence on Capitol Hill and should be integrated into party theories. But my analysis suggests that a dynamic version of the conditional party government argument may be more useful for understanding leadership behavior on the floor. Finally, as party theories of Congress are refined and extended, we need to develop a more nuanced sense of what constitutes member preferences in the legislative process. Social choice theorists define “preference” as an ordering of concrete alternatives rather than as a point on an ideological scale or left-right continuum. The best observational research about roll call decision making demonstrates persuasively that legislators confront a range of potentially competing preference orderings as they go about their work (Kingdon, 1973; Fenno, 1985). These discrete orderings emanate from overlapping subsets of constituents, from the constellation of interest groups, from a legislator’s own views about good public policy, from party leaders, and so forth. The 38



roll calls that members cast result from a complex cognitive aggregation of these potentially competing preference orders. In other words, the preferences that members form over concrete alternatives during the legislative process are induced preferences. Much of what constitutes party influence, we have seen, concerns the formation of preferences, and appropriate conceptualizations and empirical tests of party influence should address the movement of member positions over time – in the textbook era and during other periods in congressional history.
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Figure 1. Spatial location of undecided legislators on final passage votes in the House
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Table 1. House Democratic whip counts, 1955-70 Congress



Number of Whip Counts



84th (1955-56) 85th (1957-58) 86th (1959-60) 87th (1961-62) 88th (1963-64) 89th (1965-66) 90th (1967-68) 91st (1969-70)



20 8 5 15 18 27 25 20
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Table 2. Whip count cases and associated roll calls, 1955-65 A. Education H.R. 7535, School Construction, January 1956 H.R. 8890, Education Bill, August 1961 H.R. 2362, Elementary and Secondary Education Act, March 1965



Do you favor H.R. 7535, a bill to authorize Federal assistance to the states and local communities in financing an expanded program of school construction so as to eliminate the national shortage of classrooms, as reported by the Committee on Education and Labor? Do you support the package from the Education and Labor Committee? Position on the bill



NA



Will you vote for legislation to support the basic agricultural commodities at 90 percent of parity as provided for in the Democratic Platform? Will you vote to increase the minimum support price on dairy products above the present minimum support price of 75 percent parity? Are you in favor of authorizing Secretary of Agriculture Benson to pay to farmers in 1956 50 percent of the amount they will earn in 1957 under the proposed soil bank act? Position on the bill



House passage



NA House passage



B. Agriculture H.R. 12, Farm Price Supports, March 1955 H.R. 12, Farm Price Supports, March 1955 H.R. 10875, Farm Bill, May 1956 H.R. 11222, Food and Agriculture Act, 1962 H.R. 4997, Feed Grains, 1963 H.R. 6196, Cotton Bill, November, 1963



Position on the bill Will you vote for the 1963 Cotton Bill?



House passage Motion to recommit Motion to recommit House passage House passage



C. Taxes H.R. 4259, Revenue Act, February 1955



Do you favor the $20 tax credit as proposed by the leadership?



Motion to recommit



H.R. 10650, Revenue Act, 1962 H.R. 11376, Excise Rate Extension Act, June 1964



Position on the bill



House passage Motion to recommit



Position on the bill



D. Trade H.R. 1, Reciprocal Trade Act, February 1955 H.R. 10368, Reciprocal Trade Act, February 1958 President’s Reciprocal Trade Program, May 1958



H.R. 11970, Trade Expansion Act, 1962 H.R. 11970, Trade Expansion Act, 1962 S. 701, International Coffee Agreement



Do you favor H.R. 1 as reported out of committee? Are you in favor of extending the Reciprocal Trade Act? Will you or will you not vote for the President’s Reciprocal Trade Program for a five-year period with authority to reduce duties by 25 percent within that period of time without amendments and under a closed rule? If not, what will you support? Position on motion to recommit Position on bill Will you support, S.701 –International Coffee Agreement?



House passage NA NA



Motion to recommit House passage House passage
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Table 3. Coalition-building success, education Item



Yes



LY/U/LN



No



Other



Necessary Pickup NA



Actual Pickup NA



Outcome



20



GOP Support NA



School construction, 1956



142



43



24



Education Bill, 1961



128



49



54



31



NA



NA



NA



Loss



Elementary and Secondary Ed, 1965



178



75



16



25



35



-4



50



Win



Loss



Note: In Tables 3-6, the second through fifth columns denote whip count responses by Democrats. The third column includes leaning yes, undecided, and leaning no responses. The sixth column denotes GOP support for the Democratic leadership position on the relevant roll call. Necessary pickup is the number of additional votes the Democratic leadership needs to prevail. Actual pickup is the number they secured. Outcome denotes whether the Democratic leadership won or loss. When necessary, whip count and roll call results are recoded so that “yes” is always the position of the Democratic leadership.



Table 4. Coalition-building success, agriculture Item



Yes



LY/U/LN



No



Other



Necessary Pickup 12



Actual Pickup 14*



Outcome



5



GOP Support 21



Farm Price Supports (General), 1955 Farm Price Supports (Dairy), 1955 Soil Bank, 1956



171



31



25



108



71



25



28



21



75



77*



Win



142



52



6



32



4



52



65



Win



Farm Bill, 1962



106



101



33



22



1



103



98



Loss



Feed Grains, 1963



115



53



13



76



1



86



92



Win



Cotton Bill, 1963



123



87



38



9



34



43



59



Win



Win



* Separate votes on the price support and dairy provisions did not occur, so the roll-call data used for both items are from final passage vote on the entire package.
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Table 5. Coalition-building success, taxes Item



Yes



LY/U/LN



No



Other



Necessary Pickup 37



Actual Pickup 39



Outcome



32



GOP Support 5



Revenue Act, 1955



166



26



8



Revenue Act, 1962



100



117



20



24



1



107



118



Win



Excise Rate Extension, 1964



200



10



14



29



NA



NA



NA



Win



Necessary Pickup -41



Actual Pickup 51



Outcome



Win



Table 6. Coalition-building success, trade Item



Yes



LY/U/LN



No



Other



Reciprocal Trade Act, 1955



135



41



32



23



GOP Support 109



Reciprocal Trade Act, 1958



136



45



21



31



NA



NA



NA



Win



President’s Reciprocal Trade Program, 1958 Trade Expansion Act, Motion to Recommit, 1962 Trade Expansion Act, passage, 1962 International Coffee Agreement, 1965



90



31



98



12



NA



NA



NA



Win



176



48



24



14



43



-7



34



Win



147



68



13



35



80



-15



71



Win



167



68



3



56



50



-18



83



Win



Win
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Table 7. Whip count responses and roll calls for House Democrats, Reciprocal Trade Act Amendments, 1955 Whip Count on Bill Yes



Previous question 95-33-7



Open Rule



Closed Rule 102-26-7



Motion to Recommit 21-112-2



House Passage 130-3-2



22-105-8



Leaning Yes



5-3



2-6



6-2



5-3



7-1



Undecided



7-22-1



19-10-1



9-20-1



17-13



25-4-1



Leaning No



0-3



2-1



1-2



2-1



2-1



No



4-28



27-5



3-29



26-6



9-23



9-13-1



11-11-1



12-10-1



12-11



18-4-1



178-207



191-193



193-192



191-206



295-110



Other Outcome



NOTE: Cell entries are the roll call result for the relevant category: “yes” – “no” – “not voting.” In contrast to the other rows, the results in the bottom row are for the entire chamber, including Republicans.
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Table 8. Proportion undecided near the floor median in comparison with other Democrats, whip counts on House passage Bill



Median group



Other Democrats



Difference (significance level*)



Education 1965



.370



.235



.135 (.055)



Feed Grains 1963



.342



.180



.162 (.022)



Cotton 1963



.316



.344



-.028 (.734)



Revenue Bill 1962



.595



.379



.216 (.009)



Excise Tax 1964



.081



.032



.049 (.160)



Trade Bill 1955



.167



.179



-.012 (.883)



Trade Bill 1962



.286



.195



.090 (.188)



Coffee Agreement 1965



.217



.219



-.001 (.985)



* P>|z|
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