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Although much has been written on the critical congressional reforms of the
1970s, few studies have analyzed support for reform systematically. In this article,
we draw upon previously untapped sources of information that make an individual-
level, quantitative analysis possible. We analyze 20 indicators that measure support
for a wide variety of reforms in both chambers. Our results reveal a remarkably
consistent pattern: in virtually every case, junior members and liberals were more
pro-reform than were senior members and conservatives. Also, Republicans were
often more likely than Democrats to back reform. Our findings challenge the view that
the reform movement was essentially a Democratic party phenomenon; liberals and
junior members in both parties—not just Democrats—supported reform.

Introduction

The 1970s stand out in congressional history as an era of reform.
Both the House and the Senate adopted a number of changes intended to
transform internal power relations. For example, the seniority “rule” for
selecting committee chairs was weakened in the House and the Senate,
sunshine laws in both chambers exposed more of the legislative process
to the public, House subcommittees and party leaders gained substantial
new resources, and the Senate revamped its committee system and
allocated additional staff to junior members. Numerous studies attest
to the profound implications of these changes for subsequent congres-
sional politics (see, for example, Davidson 1992, Dodd and Oppenheimer
1981, Rieselbach 1994, Rohde 1991, and Sinclair 1989).
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Given the importance of the 1970s reforms, how should we inter-
pret this era of congressional history? What were the key forces driving
members’ support for, or opposition to, reform? How did these decisions
shape the authority structure of Congress?

Recent accounts tend to emphasize liberals’ policy goals, arguing
that the reform movement was primarily an effort by liberal Democrats
to undermine the power of conservative southern chairs (Rohde 1991).
Rohde claims that junior members’ desire for a larger base of power
reinforced the reform movement at times but that liberal Democrats’
policy goals “provided the major impetus for institutional change” in the
House (1991, 33). Rohde concludes that the reforms facilitated a revival
of Democratic party government. Other recent analyses have also
treated the reform movement—particularly in the House—as principally
a Democratic party phenomenon (e.g., Aldrich 1995, 230-32; Polsby
1981, 29; and Polsby 1986, 114-25, 226). For example, Cox and
McCubbins (1993, 278) conclude that the 1970s reforms were a
“predictable consequence of the shrinkage and liberalization of the
southern wing of the [Democratic] party” and were intended to spread
power “to a substantially larger number of party members.” Similarly,
Stewart (2001, 122) notes that the declining number of southern con-
servative Democrats created strains in Congress that “eventually were
resolved as the Democrats changed how they organized the House for
business.” Wright (2000, 219) notes that the “prevailing explanation”
for the 1970s reforms is the “public policy demands from liberal Demo-
crats.”! As party voting increased in the 1980s and 1990s, many scholars
came to see reform as fundamentally a Democratic party matter.?

A closer examination of the reform period suggests this view is
too limited. Two other groups in particular played key roles in formulating
and supporting specific changes. The first was Republicans, who saw
reform as a means to empower their members. This Republican support
has not always been noted or appreciated. The second important group
was junior members, who lacked access to bases of institutional power.
The distinctive interests of junior members have received little theo-
retical attention, yet their battles with senior members who had long
dominated key power bases had substantial consequences for the content
of reform. Extant theoretical models have highlighted how institutions
can serve the electoral interests of all members (Mayhew 1974; Weingast
and Marshall 1988), the partisan interests of majority party members
(Cox and McCubbins 1993; Rohde 1991), or the policy interests of an
ideological faction or of the median voter (Krehbiel 1991; Remington
and Smith 1998; Rohde 1991; Schickler 2000). We suggest, however,
that power-base dynamics provide another consideration for
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legislators—one potentially commensurate with policy or party—and
thus add a significant cross-current to legislative organization.

We are by no means the first to argue that junior members and
Republicans helped produce these reforms. Initial accounts of the reform
movement emphasized that Republicans were an important constitu-
ency for reform (see, for example, Bibby and Davidson 1972 and
Davidson 1980a). These accounts also cited the importance of the
junior-senior cleavage (Davidson 1980a; Davidson and Oleszek 1977;
Hinckley 1976; Malbin 1975). Although these works noted the role of
liberal Democrats’ policy and partisan goals (e.g., Davidson 1980a),
they did not disentangle the contributions of seniority, ideology, and
party. Therefore, while some political scientists have long believed that
each of these factors played some role in the reform movement, the
factors’ relative importance has not been assessed empirically.

We also are not the first to argue that multiple motivations explain
institutional reform (see, for instance, Schickler 2001 and Smith and
Remington 2001). Nevertheless, systematic investigation of the goals
underlying the 1970s reforms provides new insights. First, the consistent
effects of seniority suggest that more theoretical attention ought to be
given to the junior-senior cleavage; we take up this issue in the
conclusion. Second, we find that the coalitions supporting seniority,
sunshine, and committee reform were quite similar in the House and
the Senate. Indeed, we argue that the consistent pattern of results
across chambers supports the hypothesis that changes in the electoral
system as a whole undergirded the reform movement. Our focus on
multiple interests helps to generate a synthesis that incorporates the
changes in both chambers: a coalition of juniors, liberals, and (often)
Republicans drove both chambers to adopt a range of reforms that
empowered rank-and-file members against traditional seniority leaders.
Unlike their counterparts in the Senate, however, House Democrats
adopted a series of additional changes that also empowered party leaders
against the committee chairs. As Democrats became increasingly
homogeneous in the 1980s (see Rohde 1991), party leaders exercised
their new prerogatives more aggressively and the party-building changes
ofthe 1970s assumed increasing importance. Such party-strengthening
changes as the development of restrictive rules eventually allowed
Democratic leaders to gain a measure of control over the unwieldy
process created by the decentralizing reforms put forward by juniors,
liberals, and Republicans. A full understanding of the reform move-
ment requires attention to the dynamics common to the two chambers,
the distinctive party-building track in the House, and the interaction
between decentralization and party-building.
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Our analysis draws on previously untapped quantitative data,
including cosponsorship behavior and roll-call votes as well as data
from two more unorthodox sources: a December 1972 survey of
members conducted by Common Cause, and an unofficial tally of a
key reform vote in the Senate Republican Conference. The Common
Cause survey comes from the organization’s archives at Princeton
University and was a product of the group’s “Open up the System”
campaign of the time. We discuss the survey methods and response
rate in greater detail in the Appendix, but it is worth noting here that
Common Cause sent the survey to all newly or reelected members of
Congress shortly after the 1972 elections and that organization members
were instructed to follow up with individual senators and representatives
who did not initially respond.? We found the GOP conference vote tally
while reviewing coverage of the seniority changes in Congressional
Quarterly Weekly Report (1973a).

Few studies have brought such quantitative data to bear on the
forces behind specific reforms. Those that have done so focus on a
single reform in one chamber, rather than drawing comparisons across
reforms and between the House and the Senate (see Adler 1999 and
Omnstein and Rohde 1974, for example). The primary reason for the
paucity of quantitative analyses is that much of the action took place in
party caucuses, which did not make members’ votes public. By drawing
on a diverse array of data, we are able to provide the first systematic
evidence of the forces behind the reform movement.*

This evidence demonstrates that liberal ideology mattered in the
House, as Rohde argues, as well as in the Senate. Junior members’
power goals, however, also had a consistent and substantial impact on
support for reform in both chambers. On the whole, our findings suggest
that seniority played a role roughly equal to that of liberal ideology. In
both the House and the Senate, liberals and junior members were the
primary constituencies for reform.> Furthermore, we find that, when
one controls for ideology, Republicans tended to support reforms more
strongly than did Democrats. This result is not simply an artifact of the
collinearity between party and ideology; the two forces worked in
opposite directions in several important cases. Our analysis thus provides
quantitative support for the initial notion that liberals, junior members,
and Republicans were each significant constituencies for reform, and
it challenges the emergent conventional wisdom that the reform
movement was fundamentally a Democratic phenomenon.
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The 1970s Reforms

The reform era of the 1970s encompassed a broad array of
changes intended to transform congressional operations. We focus on
changes that fall into three broad categories: seniority, sunshine, and
committee reform. Both the House and the Senate curbed seniority
and increased sunshine, thereby making deliberations more transparent.
Committee reform, by contrast, took different paths in each chamber.
House Democrats empowered subcommittees but rejected a major
effort to reorganize committee jurisdictions and procedures, whereas
the Senate opted for a somewhat different approach, allocating com-
mittee staff to individual members and streamlining the committee
system via the Stevenson reforms.

For each institutional change, we analyze the most direct indicators
of support for reform. Reform meant many things in Congress in the
1970s, so no single roll-call vote or survey item can capture it entirely.
To paint an accurate portrait, our measures range as widely as possible
while still remaining true to the original concept. The result is a large
number of dependent variables that are each meant to capture the
same underlying construct.

Seniority

The first major changes in the seniority system were adopted on
January 21, 1971. House Democrats changed party rules to specify
that the Democratic Committee on Committees could nominate
committee chairs by relying on criteria other than seniority; party rules
were also amended to allow any ten party members to demand a caucus
vote on an individual nomination. Acting that same day, House Repub-
licans voted to allow their Committee on Committees to use criteria
other than seniority to select ranking committee members. These new
rules also specified that each nominee for ranking member would be
subject to a secret ballot vote in the GOP conference. Two years later,
the Democrats expanded their reforms, providing for an automatic
caucus vote on each chair and specifying that the vote would be by
secret ballot if one-fifth of the membership so requested. Finally, in
January 1975 came the most dramatic challenge to seniority: Democrats
voted to overthrow three senior chairs and replace them with more
junior committee members (Crook and Hibbing 1985; Hinckley 1976).

Since all of these activities occurred in party caucuses, the
Common Cause survey provides the first available direct indicator of
support for changes in seniority. Common Cause asked members, “Will
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you support in your party caucus an end to the seniority system by
requiring an automatic, public vote on each individual committee
chairmanship?” and invited responses of “yes,” “no,” or “undecided.”
One hundred forty-seven members answered “yes,” and 54 members
answered “no.” Fifty-six members volunteered that they supported
secret ballot votes on chairs, rather than public votes. We coded such
responses as “yes.” In addition, 143 members did not respond (see the
Appendix for details on the coding).®

Although Senate Democrats and Republicans did not overthrow
any sitting chairs or ranking members, they too served notice that seniority
was no longer “automatic.” In 1973, Senate Republicans adopted a
rule allowing the Republicans on each committee to vote on their ranking
member; the rule specifically freed members to rely on criteria other
than seniority. Each ranking member was then subject to a recorded
vote in the full conference. Senate Democrats also reformed their chair
selection process in 1975, providing for a secret ballot vote on each
chair if one-fifth of conference members requested it.

As in the House, the Senate seniority changes occurred in party
conference meetings and were not subject to recorded votes. We found,
however, several reasonable indicators of support for these changes.
The clearest roll-call votes on seniority reform took place in 1970 during
debate on the Legislative Reorganization Act. Charles Mathias (R-
MD) sponsored an amendment specifying that the majority party would
elect each chair and that this selection would not be by seniority alone.
Robert Packwood (R-OR) sponsored a similar amendment, empowering
the majority party members on each committee to elect that committee’s
chair. The Mathias amendment was defeated 44 to 23 and the Packwood
amendment 46 to 22.7 Floor debate suggests that many members
opposed the proposals, in part, because they believed that seniority
reform should be left up to the party conferences rather than the full
chamber. Nonetheless, we examined these roll calls. A better and timelier
indicator of Republicans’ support for seniority reform is available from
Congressional Quarterly Weekly Report (1973). As noted above,
the GOP conference voted on January 9, 1973, to make ranking
committee members subject to election by committee Republicans and
then ratification by the full conference. Opponents of the reform spon-
sored a motion to recommit (and thus kill) the proposal, but this motion
failed on a 20-16 vote. Although conference votes are generally not
made public, COWR reported, and we analyze, an “unofficial tally” of
how each senator voted on recommittal.
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Sunshine

The reform movement also sought to open up congressional
deliberations to increased public scrutiny. The first key victory for this
sunshine movement occurred in 1970, when the House ended secret
votes on floor amendments. The “recorded teller rule” enabled 20
members to force a recorded vote on any floor amendment. This rule
was the most important modification promoted by a bipartisan coalition
seeking to strengthen the Legislative Reorganization Act of 1970;
indeed, the recorded teller change is generally regarded as the LRA’s
premier legacy (see, for example, Kravitz 1990). Since the recorded
teller amendment passed on a voice vote (senior members dropped
their opposition when its passage appeared certain), there are no roll-
call data on its approval. Cosponsorship of the amendment provides a
reasonable proxy measure, however (182 members were cosponsors).
We also examine a 1974 roll call on a proposal to scale back the
recorded teller change. Facing numerous embarrassing amendments
from Republicans, beleaguered Democratic leaders tried to increase
the number of members required to generate a recorded vote on an
amendment from 20 to 40. This effort to scale back the earlier reform
was tabled (and thus killed) in a 252146 vote.?

We also examine the March 1973 vote by the House to require all
committee meetings to be held in public (a committee could vote to
close a meeting, but only under limited circumstances). Common Cause
asked members their position on committee openness: “Will you vote in
your party caucus to require all Congressional committees to vote and
meet in open session except in cases of national security and personal
privacy?” Interestingly, the March 1973 House roll-call vote on open
meetings was more lopsided than the survey response, suggesting that
many members dropped their opposition when the popular reform
became inevitable.” Thus, the Common Cause item arguably provides
a better measure of support for open meetings than does the roll call.
Nonetheless, we examine both dependent variables.

The Senate narrowly rejected similar open committee rules later
in 1973, only to embrace them in 1975. In March 1973, the Senate
voted (47-38) to reject a proposal sponsored by William Roth (R-DE)
that would have required a public vote by a committee before it could
close a meeting. Two years later, following the successful Ervin com-
mittee hearings on Watergate, Roth’s proposal was adopted unanimously.
The one contested vote concerned a Rules Committee substitute that
would have allowed individual committees to set their own open meeting
policies. The substitute was rejected by a healthy 77—16 margin. This
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second roll call supplements the more closely contested 1973 vote. In
addition, we examine cosponsorship of the open meetings resolution in
1975 and of a resolution to require open conference committee meetings,
which was folded into the open meetings resolution that was eventually
adopted. ! Thirty-six senators cosponsored the open meetings resolution
and 22 cosponsored the conference meetings resolution. !!

Committee Reform

A third major thrust of the reform movement was committee
reorganization. In the House, the bipartisan Select Committee on
Committees (also known as the Bolling Committee, after its leader,
Democrat Richard Bolling of Missouri) failed in its bold effort to revamp
committee jurisdictions and procedures.!? The Democratic Caucus’s
Hansen Committee on Organization, Study, and Review put forward a
much less ambitious alternative that did little to modify jurisdictions or
committee procedures but did expand committee staffing and empower
the Speaker to refer bills to multiple committees.!® In October 1974,
the House voted 203 to 165 to substitute the Hansen Committee proposal
for the Bolling plan. We analyze the vote on this substitution, coding a
pro-Bolling vote as pro-reform and a pro-Hansen vote as antireform. !4

The effort for committee reorganization was more successful in
the Senate. The Stevenson Committee reforms of 1977 created a new
Energy Committee, eliminated three minor committees, rearranged the
jurisdictions of several others, restricted the number of committees and
subcommittees on which a member could serve, and limited the number
of chairs a member could hold (Davidson 1980b). The new rules also
mandated staff allocations in proportion to the size of each party’s
committee delegation and specifically guaranteed the minority party at
least one-third of staff funds on each committee. We first analyze co-
sponsorship of the resolution to create the Stevenson Committee itself.
This analysis helps illuminate the origins of the reform effort. Second,
we analyze the votes on those amendments that primarily concerned
internal power distribution.'> One amendment, sponsored by Dick Clark
(D-I1A), forbade full committee chairs from heading more than two
subcommittees; the amendment passed on a voice vote, but only after a
47-42 vote to defeat a motion to table. We analyze the motion to table. We
also examine two amendments that were defeated but that targeted
committee leaders: a Clark amendment to require committees to establish
legislative subcommittees (tabled 63—20)'¢ and an amendment by Gaylord
Nelson (D-WI) to require the rotation of committee chairs (tabled 62—26).
The Stevenson reforms were ultimately approved, 89—1.
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Committee revamping in the Senate also entailed a 1975 change
granting each individual senator three staff assistants who would help
with committee work. Prior to 1975, committee chairs and ranking
minority members controlled the lion’s share of committee staff. The
1975 staffing change was also the subject of several roll-call votes.
The first key vote concerned Rules and Administration Committee
Chairman Howard Cannon’s (D-NV) motion to table the staffing reso-
lution. This bid to kill the reform was rejected (55-40), paving the way
for passage. A second key vote concerned an amendment sponsored
by Alan Cranston (D-CA) and William Brock (R-TN) to provide even
more funding for staffing than allotted by the original proposal by Mike
Gravel (D-AK). This amendment was narrowly rejected, 49—47. The
Senate then approved the resolution on a 63-35 vote.

To sum up, we examine the following indicators of support for
reform in the House:

Seniority

1. The Common Cause survey item on seniority

Sunshine
2. Cosponsorship of the recorded teller amendment in 1970
3. The 1974 roll call on raising the threshold required for a
recorded vote
4. The Common Cause survey item on open committees
5. The 1973 roll call on final passage of open committee meetings

Committee Reforms
6. The 1974 roll call on substituting the Hansen resolution for
the Bolling committee reorganization proposal

In the Senate, we analyze:
Seniority
1. The Mathias antiseniority amendment of 1970
2. The Packwood antiseniority amendment of 1970
3. Republicans’ votes on the change in party rules concerning
seniority in 1973

Sunshine

4. The 1973 roll call on open committee meetings (the Roth
Amendment)

5. The 1975 roll call on open committee meetings (the Rules
Committee substitute)

6. Cosponsorship of the open meetings resolution, 1975

7. Cosponsorship of the open conference committees resolution,
1975
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Committees: Stevenson Reforms
8. Cosponsorship of the resolution to create the Stevenson
Committee, 1975
9. The 1977 roll call on tabling Clark’s amendment limiting the
number of chairs that members could hold
10. The 1977 roll call on tabling the Clark amendment requiring
legislative subcommittees
11. The 1977 roll call on tabling the Nelson amendment for rotation
of committee chairs

Committees: Staffing

12. The 1975 roll call on tabling the Gravel staffing resolution
13. The 1975 roll call on passage of the Gravel resolution

14. The 1975 roll call on the Cranston-Brock staffing amendment

Our analysis does not subsume all of the diverse institutional
changes adopted in the 1970s. We do not examine the Democrats’
subcommittee bill of rights because there are no data on support for
that reform.!” We also do not analyze House Democrats’ party-building
reforms (except insofar as the attack on seniority can be viewed as a
party-building change). Again, the reason is a lack of data. In the
discussion section, however, we consider how these party-building
changes relate to the reforms we examine.'® Finally, we do not examine
those innovations that were primarily inspired by legislative-executive
conflict, such as the Budget Act of 1974 and the War Powers Resolution.
Although important, these changes were qualitatively different from
reforms that primarily targeted internal power relations (see Fisher
1995 and Wander 1984)."° Nonetheless, we do examine the available
indicators of support for reform in each of the remaining areas, which
together constitute the lion’s share of the period’s changes. We believe this
varied assortment of indicators provides a rich representation of reform.

Hypotheses

The literature on the reform movement generates three main
hypotheses concerning changes in the seniority rule, sunshine rules,
staffing, and committee reorganization.

Hypothesis 1: Liberals were more likely to support reform
than were conservatives.

Each of these reforms attacked entrenched committee leaders,
who tended to be conservative southerners (Rohde 1991; Sinclair 1989).
This hypothesis obviously applies to the seniority rule, but it applies to
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the sunshine reforms as well. Members believed that committee chairs
gained power from secrecy: when voting behavior was hidden,
constituent pressures were weaker, which in turn helped committee
leaders pressure liberal members to buck constituent sentiment (Kravitz
1990; Zelizer 2000).2° The Senate committee reorganization and staffing
changes also might have benefited liberals: each undermined the place
of chairs, in the reorganization case by limiting the number of committee
leadership positions that chairs could hold and in the staffing case by
dispersing control over resources. Conservative committee leaders
became increasingly vulnerable to such liberal attacks in the late 1960s
and 1970s, as the number of southern Democrats declined in the after-
math of the Voting Rights Act of 1965 (Rohde 1991; Zelizer 1999).
We rely primarily on first-dimension D-NOMINATE scores to
measure ideology (Poole and Rosenthal 1997). First-dimension scores
are generally thought to measure an economic left-right continuum. Nega-
tive scores indicate liberal policy views.?! Because of the high correlation
between party and ideology (generally in the .70 range), we also analyze
each dependent variable separately for Republicans and Democrats.

Hypothesis 2: Democrats were more likely to support reform
than were Republicans.

Scholars have not only emphasized that reformers were liberals
but also that they were Democrats (Rohde 1991; Sheppard 1985).
Although the correlation between ideology and party makes disentan-
gling these effects somewhat difficult, party remains a potentially distinct
independent variable. Since all majority party Democrats share a
common party label and thus may benefit from rules that foster effective
party government (Cox and McCubbins 1993), Democrats could have
been a particularly important constituency for reforms. An alternative
hypothesis comes from Omnstein and Rohde (1978, 282-83): as an
“embattled minority,” Republicans may have benefited from changes
that promised to spread influence and to make the legislative process
more “unwieldy and unpredictable” for the majority party (see also
Bibby and Davidson 1972). Nevertheless, the prevailing view currently
is that Democrats were the primary constituency for reform (Cox and
McCubbins 1993, 278; Polsby 1986; Rohde 1991; Wright 2000, 219).
We measure party with a dummy variable for Democrats.

Hypothesis 3: Junior members were more likely to support
reform than were senior members.

In a sense, junior members had a stake in reform for the same
reason as liberals: committee chairs frustrated their ambitions. One
possibility is that the junior-senior cleavage was simply (or at least
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mostly) a reflection of a deeper ideological struggle. But there are
reasons to believe junior status exerted a significant, independent effect.
Junior members entered a Congress where seniority brought numerous
perquisites, including committee chairs, ranking member positions, and
staff resources. By reducing reliance on seniority in selecting committee
leaders, undermining chairs, and dispersing staff resources, juniors could
enhance their power. All juniors would benefit from an authority structure
that depended less on seniority.

Considerable qualitative evidence suggests that junior members’
power-base interests motivated these reforms, as reformers repeat-
edly emphasized the need to redistribute power to newer members.
For example, Republican reformer Charles Whalen (1982, 22) of Ohio
observed, “for junior members, procedural revamping offered the
opportunity to...construct a leadership bus with more seats.”? In the
Senate, Adlai Stevenson (D-IL) characterized the battle over reform
as “a contest of power. . . . The juniors are no longer on their knees.
We’re not asking, we’re demanding. We’re organizing and using power”
(Congressional Quarterly Weekly Report 1975b, 2717). Packwood
echoed these thoughts during the staffing fight, declaring, “this is a
battle between the haves and the have-nots” (Congressional Record
1975, 17860) and adding that junior senators simply wanted “an equal
shot with the senior senators” (Congressional Quarterly Weekly
Report 1975a, 1236). It is noteworthy that junior senators crossed party
lines to push reform. In 1972, Republican Mathias and Democrat
Stevenson chaired informal hearings that highlighted the need for
seniority and sunshine reforms (Congressional Quarterly Weekly
Report 1973b, 501-04). A few years later, juniors organized a bipartisan
group of senators elected since 1968. Co-chaired by Republican William
Brock and Democrat Lloyd Bentsen (TX), the group pushed for the
1975 staffing change and the Stevenson committee reforms (Malbin
1975). For quantitative analysis, we operationalize seniority as the number
of continuous two-year terms of service in the chamber.

Results
House

Table 1 describes each dependent variable for the House and
includes the distribution of support overall and within each party.
Interestingly, the effect of party at this bivariate level is mixed.
Democrats were slightly more likely than Republicans to cosponsor
the 1970 recorded teller change and to support open committees in the
Common Cause survey, but slightly less likely to support seniority reform
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TABLE 2
Logit Analyses of 1970s House Reforms
Common Cause Survey Items Roll-Call Votes
Cosponsorship Open Open  Tabling RTA  Hansen
of RTA Seniority Committees Committees Rollback  Substitute
Number of Terms —.15% —.11%* —.09%* -.01 —.12% -.07%*
(.03) (.03) (.03) (.01 (.03) (.03)
NOMINATE-1 —.32%* —.26%* —.14%* —.16* .02 - 17%*
(.02) (.07) (.05) (.03) (.03) (.03)
Democrat —.49%* —.34* .02 —.08%* —.41%* -.57*
(.08) (.07) (.05) (.03) (.06) (.06)
2 x Log-likelihood  431.0 192.1 194.4 135.0 402.1 427.4
x» 154.9%* 69.0*  41.7* 62.4% 121.1% 77.2%
P.R.E. 41 .37 .24 .37 .36 .25
% correctly predicted 76.7 85.2 84.5 93.5 75.1 69.2
N 432 256 278 398 398 367
A prob (Mrep -M,,,) —21* .09* -.20% -.01 44* .34*
(.05) (.05) (.05) (.01) (.04) (.05)

Notes: Table entries are the effect of each variable on the probability of support for
reform, with standard errors in parentheses. Dependent variables are coded so that 1 is a
pro-reform vote and 0 is an antireform vote. For number of terms and NOMINATE-1, table
entries represent the effect of a one-standard-deviation increase from the variable’s mean
on the predicted probability of a “pro-reform” position, with all other variables held at
their sample means. For party, the first difference represents the effect of a change from
Republican to Democrat, with all other variables held at their sample means. The last row
of the table presents the change in probability of a pro-reform position when moving from
the median Democrat to the median Republican, with seniority held at its sample mean.
*p < .05 (two-tailed).

and to vote for passage of the open committees change. Meanwhile,
Republicans were far more likely than Democrats to oppose the
attempted increase in the threshold for recorded teller votes, although
this should not be surprising since Democratic leaders sponsored this
bid to roll back the 1970 reform.?* Similarly, Republicans were more
likely to favor the Bolling plan over the Hansen substitute, which, after
all, had been framed by a Democratic Caucus committee.

Table 2 contains predicted probabilities derived from logit models
of these same House votes.”* We model each dependent variable as a
function of seniority, ideology, and party. The table entries represent
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the effect of each variable on the predicted probability of support for
reform. Specifically, these entries capture the effect of a one-standard-
deviation shift in seniority and ideology, as well as a shift from Republican
to Democrat, with all other variables held at their means.

The results make two main points. First, the contribution of seniority
and ideology is consistent across dependent variables. Both variables
have a statistically significant impact in nearly every case. The signs
are also in the expected direction: greater conservatism and a longer
tenure in the House each made a member less likely to support reform.
Excepting one instance in which ideology has a weak effect, the prob-
ability of supporting reform drops at least .14 for a one-standard-
deviation shift to the right. Also ignoring seniority’s single anomalous
result (the highly lopsided roll call on open committees), we find that a
one-standard-deviation increase in terms served has a slightly weaker
but still notable effect on the remaining five dependent variables.

Second, party itself has an unexpected effect. The effect is
strongly significant and quite large, but its generally negative sign
suggests that, controlling for seniority and ideology, Democrats were
less likely than Republicans to support reform. This result runs counter
to many accounts of this period.>> Nevertheless, it is consistent with
the Ornstein and Rohde (1978) hypothesis described earlier. The
substantive magnitude of partisanship is somewhat variable. It is weak
for the open committee survey item (.02) and roll-call vote (—.08) but is
much stronger for the seniority survey question (—.34), second recorded
teller vote (—41), and Hansen substitute (—.57). These estimates are
not necessarily comparable to those for seniority and ideology, how-
ever, because a change from Republican to Democrat is roughly two
standard deviations on the party variable. If anything, these estimates
overstate the strength of the party effect.

Indeed, in interpreting the coefficients, it is important to keep in
mind that ideology and party typically work in opposing directions.?®
Republicans and liberals were mo