
Tun Mrlsoutr Porrrrc,A.r- ScrENcs REvrEw

Volume 3, 1999

Thc Midsouth Political Sciencc Rcvierv
is copyrighted by

TLe ArL.lr.u. Puliti..rl Scislrce A.,o. iilion



Freshtrn Class: Nor/n., and Attiudes afthe "Ne\r Representdtires"

FREsHITAN CLAss:

Nonlrs .r:ru Atrltuors oF THE .NE$ REpREsENTrrrvEs'!

James R. Sirnmons
Univelsit,v of Wlsconsin Oshkosh

Abstract
This study compiLres and contrasts the self-professed o entations of the

incoming class of freshman representatives of the l04th Congless with the
views ofrcpresentalives in the old 103rd Congress. It \\'ill cxamlnc thc \tay in
which rcpresentatives respondcd to a scrics of ten basic questions in a survey
lnstmmcnt that was written by me and administered by lbur stLdenl congres
sional aids as an internship project (see the attached questionnaire in the Ap-
pendix). These finclings will attemp! to identify what. if anythjng. was truly
ideologically, norrnatively or attitudinally distinctjve about lhc ncwly clcctcd
and mostly Republican ficshinan representatives produced by the 1994 mid
term election. The study will also sho$ lhe oontinuity and change in the re-
sponses given to our questiorls as conipared with the findings fiom earlier
studies in the literature that asked the same or similar questions.

Introduction
Much has been reritten about the class offreshnan Republican represen-

tatives elected in 1994. Having come to olfice undei the banner of the ten-

lroint "Contract wilh Anerica" nLrch was expected of thc "Nc\! Rcprcscnta
iives." The public and the media seenled to cxpect that th{r surprising election
resrlts would substantially change the way Washington did business- Ccr
tainl),. the 73 newly elected Republicans saw tbcmsclves as highly distinctivc
in coml'arison with the minority Democrals or cvcn thc more politically expe

denced representatives oftheir own par1v. Pcrspcctives on this group ranged

liom thc sympathetic view that thcy were coinmitted non politicians on a

mission of change to the caiticism by somc pundits that poftrayed them as

extremist. naive and divisive.
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Congrcsslonal analysts have attrihntcd a grcat deal to a lurge incoming
classes of frcshman at crilical histolical polnts in past legislative sessions.

The succcss oi a Presidenl's policy agcnda is said lo have less to do wilh the

iirpfession madc by his popular nrandaic on sitting legislators llian it docs on

the charactcr oi the shift in the composition oi Congress in ternls of the num

ber of switched seat mernben his clcction produces (WeinbaLlor and Judd 1970.

Brad,v and Lynn 1973). Thus drc most successlul Chief Excculivcs are those

who cafried with the into otlice a large. cornniitted lieshman class as FranlJil
Roosevelt. did in 1936 and Lynclon Jounson did in I96,1. N4id tel'ln congres-

sional elections. on lhe othcr hand, halve been vicwcd as a corrective or'iega-
tlve matldaie that rcstores the balance in many ol the marginal congaessional

disl cts $hcrc lcgislators $ele electcd on the presidenl's coattails (HinkleY

1967).
The tinclings fiom thc two recently conductcd surveys shoukl shed somc

light on fie actlial distlnctiveness oI lhe COP ftcshmen in terms of thelr scll
identified altitudes. norms and values. Thcsc t'indings should tevcal thc nlost

salient and contfoversial issues scparating conlempolary I eprc sc nti:ltives. 'fhey

q ill also expose both thc dvnamism and continuity in the evolving political
atmosphere ii1 Congress- Ijinally, thcsc ne$'surveys will allow a reexamina-

tion of sevcral generalizations based on classlc sLrdics based on congres

sioDal sLrrvcys that are now dccades oltl. In short, thc response lo this qucs

tionnairc may serve as a complex blueprint thal confirms some convcntional
wisdom, aiters professional perceptions and anticipates upcoming lcgislative

Specifically. this stucly asks what distingLrished thc Rcpublican newconr

efs prodlrced by thc 1994 nid-term eleclion ftolll ihc representalives of thcir
own party and thc Denocratic otcmbers of the prcvious Congrcss, nlosi of
wholn had seNcd tbr more than onc term. Il also cxamines the attiludes, J'olicy
posilions and valuc orientatiolls ofthese new HoLrsc members in an atrcmpt to

explain their iinpressive p.utisan unity on key roll call voles, their ioyalty to
lhe pi[ty's ]cade.ship, their willingness lo exploit unorthodox legi'rlative pro

cedural tactics and their comntitment 1() va ous instittltioniri relorms within
the Congress (l'lurlcy and Ken 1997. Sinclaif 1997).
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Methods and Approach
Tn the Fall of 1993, e dcternination $'as nradc to undertake a srrrr'ey of

thc U.S. Congress which would be implementcd by my congressional intems.
wc immediately began prcliminary work on thc tifs{ of lu,o survey projccts
thatproduced the datalbrthis paper. A survey instrument \las developed with
fbur basic questiois drawn ffom several seminal studies ollegislative behav

ior as well as six quesllons suggested by thc literature on Congress. univcrsity
colleagues and the participaling student interns (Appendix T). A final ques

tion with four parts was asked in ordcr to gain the necessary social, political
i d demographic infonnalion. Eight of the eleven questions used a ten_point

rather than the more norulal iive point Likerl scale in ordcr to detect any truly
polarizing questions.

Although the literature suggests that surveying congressional opinion is

highly questionable given the norrlrally low response late. we decided that

hand delivery of the survey insltument and multiple follow ups along with
several different cover letteN and individual visits to congressional offices
might improve the response (ate. The idea of suNeying Senators was aban

doned early in the first round because of thc negligible response (just fbur
respolldents). These same procedures wcre followed in the second survey but
thjs effbd was limited to freshman representatives. We limited the target group

to newly elected members in the second round because of the negative reac

tions that oLu aggressivc survey techliques sometimes produced in the first
effort. All four interns indicated that they were quickly identitled by congres-

sional aides as the "survey people." Such animosity indicated that a study of
the full L0,1th Congress would prove truitless-

The first roLrnd ofthe survey was hand delivered on eight separate occa

sions in the spring of 1994 and the second five times during lhe Spring of
1995. On each occasion a new cover letter asked ior some response by the

representative. These cfibrts produced 182 completed questionnaires fbr the
:133 House members of thc l03rd Congress and 30 for the 86 Freshman mem

beis in the l0,lth. The rcsponse rate was thus 42.1 percent in our first survey

and 33.7 percent jn our second (fournew Democrats i so completcd question

naires). Roughly one tburth of the repl€sertatives surveyed in each case in
fonned us ir'r vadous ways that their "office po1]cy" was tot to respond to

surveys. The lower fesponsc rate in the second survey might plausibly be

accounted for by the reduced numbcr oi follow-ups, thc variable effort

I
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demonstrated by my intcrns or the unique charactc( of thc target group ol
representaiives in thc last survey. It might also rcflccl Ihc heavief workload
and rapid pacc ol thc highly chuged l04th Congrcss.

Analysis of ihc cases in this study indjcarcs no obvious selectioD bias

since the frequcncics fbr age, gender, party and rcgion in the samples in bolh
survevs roughly approxlmate the respective demographics t_or dre whole popu-

lations in cvcry category lsee Appendjx II). We did not finci any cleiu pattenr

fol explainlng which lawmakets responded- nor was any consistent answcr

ollircd hy those representaiives who woulcl not fill out the fornl (Koplein and

VandcHci 199.1). IDformal discusslons with office staffreassurcd us thatcon
grcssmcn wer-e answedng the questionnaire and not their employees (Brock
1995. Hiklebrandt 1995). The nunerous open endcd written cornneits on

the returned forms and the oral crilicisnls ellcitcd by the survey and iis ques

tions also sccmcd to suggest that inost of our respondenls took their task seri

ousLy.

Survey Results
-l'he results mav seem disappoioting fbr observers expecting io llnd highly

polarized positions and behavior in Congress. Although thc comparative sta-

tistics that ibllow indicatc cleaf pa isan difl-ercnces on a number of imporlant
qucstions. they also shorv thal lawmakcrs sharedmany views and were close

to the cenler of thc spectrum ol1 ll-iost qucstions. The analysis that tbllows j ust

scfatches the surtace of the data produced by calculations of the mean re-

sponse by mcmbels oI Cot')gress to the 58 specific poin{s to the eleven basjc

questions in each of lhe two surveys (see Table I).
Nevenheless. lhesc llndings do illustratc the majorlines ofpanisan cleav-

nge in the House during the years undcr investigalion alld indicate sever'al

issucs on which the ncwly eiected fep.cscntarives of 1994 werc dlstincdve ln
fact, thefe were twenlv five cases in which the mean response ofHouse Demo-

crats varied a full point tiom that of Republicans in the first Congress exam-

incd and twenty-fbur cases in which thc responses of the G.o.P Freshmao

chosen in the following nid-tenn election showed al least a one point vari

ance fiom the answers of Republicans rvho held positions jn the l03rd Con-
grcss.

18 Midsouth Paliticdl Science Reriew



Freshman Class: Norms arul Attitudes ofthe "Ne\N Representdtires"

Table l. Partisanship and Issue Respqusc

Comparative Statistics: Mean Ratings

103rd Congress 104th Congress

Democrats Republicans GOPFreshman

Representation
l) Voting

Issue Importance
t) Civil Rights
2) Defense
3) Foreign Policy
4) Educatron
5) Taxation
6) Environment
7) Health
8) Budget
9) Other
l0) Crime
1l) Welfare

Effective Lobbying
1) Testifying
2) Direct Contact
3) Bribery
,1) Grass Roots
5) Contributions
6) Media Effofis

2.8 2.'.7

3.1

5.7
5.6
5.9
7.2
4.8
8.8
8.2

8.8
'1.8

3.8

8.6
4.9
6.6

i.u
8.4

8.2
0.0
'7 .3

5.',l

o,4

5.2
5.2

6.8
6.1

5.9
9.1
'7 .5

8.5
'7.2

6.2
7.8
0.2
'7.6

5.1
6.3

5.',7

'7.8

0.2
'7.3

3.8
6.0
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Significant Change
1) Women 'l.3 5.0 + 4.9
2) Minorities '7.3 5.0 * 5.I
3) Clinton 8.4 'l.O 'F 5.5
4) Scandals 6.3 6.1 7.5
5) Reform 4.9 4.'1 5.9 )F

6) Term Linits 3.8 4.1 5.8

Orientation
1) Pafiy Loyatty 5.0 4.9 6.3
2) Interest Groups 5.3 4.2 x 5.3
3) President 5.2 2.2 + 1.3

Institutional Relations
l) Mass Public 3.8 3.8 6.5
2) Home District 6.1 6.9 '1 .'l
3) Electric Media 4.5 4.9 6.5
4) Pa-rty Leaders 5.8 5.5 '7.5

5) Intercst Groups 5.4 5.0 5.6
6) Fed Age.cies 5.7 4.6 + 4.1

Reform Efforts
1) Public Finance 6.'7 5.6 * 4.9
2) End Seniority 4.1 5.2 * '7.7

3) Te.m Limits 2.1 4 .9 + 1 .O

4) Ethics Code 6.7 6.2 8.0

5) Party Discipline 6.0 4.9 * '7.8

6) Ombudsman 5.5 4.4 * 6.2

Value System
1) Ideology 2.8 3.'7 x 3.8
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Government Stance
1) Evangclism 4.5
2) AtTirmative Act 1.2
3) Comp Worth 1 .O

4) Art Expression 1.2
5) Coll Bargaining 6.3
6) Secularism 5.0
7) Gay Rights 6.0
8) Creationism 4.1
9) Womens Rights '7.6

Education Goals
1) Vouchers 2.2
2) Creation Science 1.3

3) National Tests 5.'7

4) Family Values 3.1

5) Piuental Influence 3.0

4.1
5.2
4.1
6.2
4.5
1.2
5.6
4.5
5.8

'/.o

2.6
5.5
6.1

5.9

5.0
3.'7

2.2
5.1

3.7
2.'/
1.9

4.9
3.5

3.8
3.5
5.5
6.0

(26)

R vs. NR

N = (e6) (82)

* = significance (+/- 1.0) D vs. R

Note: 182 of the ,133 House membe.s (two vacancies) in the 103rd Congress
responded to the fl.st suruey. There was one Indcpendent respondent and
another three respondents who did not answer many ofthe demographic ques-
tions in this sample. 28 of the 86 Freshniin eiected in 1994 responded to the
second survey (26 of the 73 new Republicans and 4 of the 13 new Demo-
crats).
Survey Implementation: First - March 27 to May 15, 1994.

Second - March 10 to Mav I l. 1995.
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Critical Political Issues:
Thcrc were few substaniial partisan diflerences in the way represenla-

tives vicwed the inpo ance ofthe issues faciDg Congress. Hcalth, crime ancl

welfarc tbllowecl by education and laxalion were generally scen as dle Dlost

clitical lcgislative issues anlong the eleven oplions provided. Partisanship

showed up only in lhe greatcr weight thal Democrats gave to civil righls and

thc cnvironnenl and Republicans gave to taxation. Thc "other" option pro-
vided by the questionnaife was rdrely used (just l8 cases in round one and

only 3 in tlie second survey wilh no consistent pattern) bul lhe few rcspon

dents who Llsed it gave their self-selectcd issue a rating in lhe six to cight
fange in eilhel of thc founds.

The ficshnlan Republicans u'crc even Inore coDcefited ovcr taxes lhan

their COP coileagues hird been in the previous Congless. Pcrhaps evetl lllo1e

intcresting is the lact that the health care issuc. although still impo ant, had

substanlially declincd while welfare gaincd in significance for thc ncwcomers

of '94. And, despitc the heated fiscal battles thal \\'ould ensuc during the 1995

collglessional session, lhe new Rcpublicans gave the budget only a margln-
t ly hjghcr priority lhan thcir opposition colleagucs in the l03rd Congrcss

had. They were, howevcr, more dislinctivc in thc high ranki[g thcy gave to

both socii wellarc and lhe budgct in contrcst with thc Democrals of that

congress.

Legislative voting Behavior:
There were i so substantial areas of agrccment in the way .cpresenta_

tjvcs responded to the questions deirling with whal notivated their voting be_

havior Most respondents clainied that their concepl oflcpresentation enlpha

sized either thcir own pr-eleLences (Trustee) or the nature of the issue (Po

litico) with an ovenvhelming majority of 77 pelcent prefering lhe lattcr role

Just 3 pelcent oi the feplesentativcs in the first survcy claimed that thcy tbl
iorved constiluent opinion when voting on bills (Bound Deiegate) and none

clained this rclationship with their own distlict's clcctofate in the second (see

'Iable II). The tiny number of "jnstrxcted (leleg.rtcs" in the sample might be

att buted. at lcast in pa , to thc cluestionnaire's wording which tbrced re

spondents to say that they "always" voted according to constituent opinlon in

their districts.

22 Midsouth PoLiticdl Science Reviet^;



Freshtnun Clttss; Notftts dnd Altiludes of the "Nen, Reprcsentdtivc.t"

Both olthe sels of rcprcsentatives suNevedprovcd to be less responsive

to opinion "back homc" than has been indicated by carlier research (Davidson

et a1, 1969). while sonrc of this variation may bc accounted for by lhe ques-

tion. the greatel insularity of the nembers ol thc l03rd Congrcss lnay be a

product of the growing prominence of parly lcadcrship in the "postrefom"
Congless and safety of incumbency (Rohde 1991). Although both this study

and lhe earlicr data suggest thal over scvcn out of ten House menbers ac-

kno\r'lcdge some obligation lo act on their constituenl's expressed pref-crcnccs,

thesc curent findings indicate a signiticanl clecline in support fbr constitu
cncy based voting. And, unlike thc older study, Iollowing thc dictates of con

stituent opinion \\,as piuticul arly weak among the Republicans especially those

in our second survey $1ro ftlt morc shon-qly committed to their own values,

issue positions or ideology than the membcrs ol the previous congress from
eltner parly-

Table 2, Representative's Role Orientation

103rd:
Democrats

Con!titucntOpinion 3.7ol.

Own Position 23.2
Variable '73.1

N = (82)

Republicans Indepondent
2.lEc O.OVo

18.8 100.0
'79.1 0.0
(e6) (l)

l04rh:
GOP Freshman
0.jEt,
3 8.,1

61.6
(26)

The numbcr oltrustees among the freshman is surprising since the con-
ventional wisdom suggests thal merlbem elccted tiom marginal, highly com

petitivc districts should be particr.llarly scnsitive to constitLrency opinion
(Sullivan and Uslaner 1978). As illogical as the unresponsive role may seem,

the independence ofrepublican newcomers may make sense in light ofunex
poctcd victories- Mary of lhese congressmen were associated with we.k or
moribund party organizations. Their willingness to run for publlc office in
unp.omising circumslances grew out oltheir ideological convictions or policy
commltments as well as obligations to party leaders, co-workers orlocai elites.

Ideology aside. their mosl prudent initial stratcgy would be to demonslrate

competencc by pushing the issues that they fan on and by acquiring reelection
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resources lhrough the slature and assignmerrts lhat only thelr parq/ s lcadcr
slip in Washingtoi can plovide.

Interest Group Orientation:
Thele seened to be a consensus on what consilllrtcs ctlcctive congres

siond lobbying. Direct co|rtilcts and grass roots campaigns were generally
seen as lhe niost efiectivc intcrcst group tactics while bfibefy and othel illegal
dctivities wele pelccivcd es thc least- There rvas also br-oac1 agreenerll on lhe
positive impact ol rnedia public relations eflorls md lesdfying at congres-
sional hcerings. The rniijor area of disagreemenl appeared on the question of
$hat inrlact campaign contribu{ions had on legislative efforls with the ficsh-
mcn saving that they are sonewhirt influential $hile thc Republicans of thc
103rd Congress had tended !o lhink thcy wcrc not. with thc cxception of their
higher average rating lbr thc rolc olcampai!!n contlibutions. the responses of
these lcprcscntatives seem to conllrnl the relalive rankings of the pcrccivcd
effectivcncss lobbying techniques lbund in previous sludies (Milbrath 1963,

Schlozman ancl Tierney 1986).
The greatest dillelences bet$ccn thc Dcmocrats anLl the two Republican

Elfoups appeared on thc qucstions involving their- orienladons to theif p ty,

irtelest gaoufis and the Presiclenl. Allhough both Democlatic xnd Republican

reprcscntatives indicaled neu|]a]ity toward party loyalty in the llrst survev,

thc nc$cr Republicans expressed a strong allcglance to their pafiy's legisla-
ti\.c positions. Tlis finding corltlrms the conclusion lhat contacis of junior
congressrnen are much heavicr within their own parly lhan is the case of sc

nior lllen siDce newcomcrs have had less time lo clevelop a \\'idel clrcle of
allegiiuces and intbrmants (Kingdon 1973). This positivc association \!ith
theirpafi]'s lcadcrs may also reliecl lhe efforts ofSpcakcr Gingerich to mobi-
lize prospcctivc candi,:lates unclel the banner ol his Contract before the elec-

tion as well as his slrbsequent Iewards to these ncw mcrnbers once elecled in
the folm of choicc committee assignments and tbsleling their inclusion in
inner-party circlcs during alebales ovel the Rcpublican congressional agendt.

On thc othef hand. the fteshnan Rcpublicans were closer to the Denlo-
crals in thcir rclative neutlality toward group intcrcsts while the Republicans

in the first sulvcy Ieaned toward a negative orientation on the queslioll of
group fi,rcilitatiol'r. Oncc again Kingdon's analysis seenN rclcvant here since
junior Republicans would havc had less time lo interact with lobbyists and
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develop the more negativc rcactions to them expressed by lheir nore senior
counterpirts. The djflcrcnce might also reflect dre dissatisfactior of expeli-
enced Republicans \.vho had a \.vatched organized inlercsls give the bulk oI
their campaign contrjbutions to the Democrals over the decades when thal
party held the majority in Congress. The freshman GOP members shared nei-
ther'the lengthy contacts with inierest gfoup booste$ nor this campaigll fi-
nance history with their senior colleagues.

Neveftheless- the greatest parlisan ciash iDvolved thc qucstion of presi

dcntial support. Democlats averaged neutrality on this question while both
sets ol Republicans were highly adversely disposcd to the idea that support
tbr the President's positions on legislation usually promotes the public inter
est. Liberal conglessman undcrmined thepresident's suppolt since their agenda
was more traditlonal one than that ofthe "New Democrat" in the White House.
The ncgative reaction ofboth sets of Republicans is predictable in e system of
divided govemment lvhen a member of the opposition pafty holds the otTice

ofPresident. On the other hand, the extremity ot'Republican disdain for Clinton
expressed by the low scores gives a strong indicalion of the depth ofhostility
that produccd two separate government shutdowns and an unsuccessful im-
peachment bid.

Significant Changes:
It was not srrprising to I'ind that Democrats rated the incrcasing number

of womcn and minority reprcsentatives as more important than did Republi-
cans who gave these compositional changes in the House only an avcrage
rating. Nor was it unqxpected to find that Democratic congressmen also saw

norc significance in a Democratic administration in the White House. Repre-
sentatives of both partics gave less weight to scandals and saw little signifi-
cance in either the congresslonal pay raise and refonn or-state telm limits
effofis. This bipartisan indifference to reform and bad pubiicity may explain
why House Democrats were unable to enact congressional campaign legisla-
tion or structural changes favorable to their party while they still had a major-
jty. In this regard, it is significant that liberalism maltered mole than party
when explaining support for retbrm (VandeHei 199,1).

The incoming Rcpublicans, however', were much more distinctive in their
response to the topic ofwhat changes had lnlluenced congressional behavior
than the RepublicaDs of the previous Congress. For example, the '94 GOP
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respondents wcrc almost indilferent to the impact of a Plesident of the olher
partJ'. This finding. combined rvith the higher ratings lhey ga!'e to bolh party
ioyalty and drcir party s leadership on olher lopics, suggests ihat the newcom
ers hopcd fbr a congressional agenda fiat would not be dominatcd by Bill
Clinton. Furthcrmorc, although political scandals were seen as signitlcant ln
the 103rd Cong.css, they were especidly salient for this ficlhinan class.

Morcovcr', state term limits eflorts, the pay raise and canrpajgn rcfbrm were

only rated as inportant by |he Republican newcomcrs. Thus it should have

come as no surpdse that issues oflclbrm and lcgislative govelndnce becane
nlore prominenl during the 104th Congrcss.

Institutional Relations:
Despite polls showirlg public cynicism. distrust and dissatisfaction with

Congress. this expected perception did not showup in either surve;,,. Respon-
dcnts simply did not shue thc u'idcspread view that there has been a signiil
cant breakdown in civiljty and coopefative relations betwecn Congrcss and

many oI lhe social and political institulions in iis erivjronnlcnt. Represenla

tives in the flrst round did say lhul lhey werc ftwarc ol the tact lhal lheir reltl-
tions with the mass public had detcrioratcd but the Republican newcomcrs

thought thal they had a solid rciatjonship !vilh the electoratc. Congress mem-

bers genernlly indjcatcd that ftey fell lhat thclr rclatlonship with lheir own

districts had gottcn bctter Furlhelmore, lhey cxprcssecl no recognilion of an!
adve$e changc in rclations wirh other kcy institutions ranging tiom intcrcst
gloups !o rhc clcctronic media.

Thc freshnen surplisiDgly claimed posilive inslitulional rclations neally
across the board with espccially high marks lor drcir association wilh theil
party's leadership and thcir home disldct. This fincling may indicate that thc

ncw legislators werc unable to assess how rclations had changed because ihc,v

had so newly anived on the scene. It may also .eflect the optinism of tlrst
tcrmcrs who hadn't yet becnjaded by negativc petsonal expetiences. The only
exception in lhis optimistrc perspective was their negative perception ottheil
relationship wilh the vadous dgencies of the l'ederal govemment. Pcrhaps

this pefception rcflects thc anti bureaucracy orientation that thc ncwcr Re

publjcans brought with lhcm to Washington as well as iheir perccptlon that

\r'ith the Contract lhey had becn given al1 electoral mandale to foll back gov

emnent regulation (Gillespie and Schellhas i99'l).
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Congressional Reform Efforts:
The survcy questions rclatcd Io thc various cflbrts to rcform Congrcss

did seem to ditlcrentiate represcntativcs. ln thc l0lrd Congress therc were
clear partisan diticrcnces on cvcry froposal tbr institutional refom except the
congressional ethical code- Dcmocrats favorcd rcfbrm measures such as pub
lic campaign linance, an ombudsman and grcatcr partv discjpline while op-
posing terms limits and ending the seniority system. The Republlcans of the
l03rd Congress, on the other hand, wele largely indilferent to nearly all of
these reformist ideas. The only najor reformadon effort they favored beyond
their positjve response io the ethics option was lhe modest approval rating
rh.) cJ\c ro go!cnmcnr prn\i,:^1 ol.rml,tig| money

The Republican class of '94, on the other hand, had a clearly pronounced
change agenda. They were not only more enthusiastic than the prcvious
congress had been over ihe prospects for an ethics code but they broke ranks
with their predecessoG on every other rclolm measure. Not unexpectedly,
they were clearly distinctivc in compadson wlth the other Republican con-
gress nembers in their advocacy fbr ending seniority, imposing term limits
and enhancing party discipline They actually rated pafiy discipline higherthan
the Democrats had. The fieshmen even liked the idea of creating an onbuds
man to pefbnn the constitucnt scrvicc functions (although it is difficul! to be

completely cerrain since roughly 20 percent ot' all the respondcnts in both
suNeys either lefl this line blank or wrote in a question mark indicating thcy
were unfamiiiar with this particular reforn). Only public campaign finance
produced a mid point aesponse.

Freshman suppon fbrparty loyaity and other reforms that undermine the
seniority system seem inconsistent. This may simply reflect an attitude com-
mon to all inconing membefs who expect that hard work and loyalty should
quickly overcome lhe privileges acquired by their seniors- It might have bccn
interesting to test this hypothesis by comparing these freshman with those
fiom the 103rd Congress but there was no way to do that with this anonymous
survcy instrument. Still, this seeming contradiction might not apply in rhc
104th Congress because fhe Republican leadership acted as if it had little in
vestment in maintaining the seniority nol.lll. In fact, Newi Gingerich clispensed

with several senior Republicans who were in line for chairmanships on kcy
committees for more junior members who were mofe consistent party loyal-
ists. Indeed, organizational innovation, ma.jorlty party discipline and rcsur-
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gcnt lcadcrship sccm cntircly characteristic of recent congresses (Davidson
1992).

Government's Function:
The widespreacl vierv ihat sees the recently elected Republicans as dght

wing extreiisls is l]ot ba]me out when exan)ining their sclt-prcclaimcd placc
nrenl on the ideoiogical conlinuum (scc Tablc III). Although partisan difltr
ences on political valucs clcarly exist, all represeniatives prolessed views that
tcndcd to clustcr close to the center of the political spectrun. 'l'he Democlats
arc clcarly a congressional pi y of noderation and the Republicans are in-
dccd conscNativc but not far right. Contrary to expeclalions, the GOP fiesh-
nlen were only narginally more extrerre in theif self-professed conscrvatjve
icieology when conpiled with the Republicans survcvcd jn thc previous con
gress. Although rDore of lhc ncwcomers were rvilling to stake out a posilion
on thc 1ar right of the spectnrn, nearly half ciained only a conse ;ative seif-
ldcntification and there were also siightly lnore moderates among thcm as

well. ln any case, lhe dala hardly allo$ tbr e dcsignation ofthc licshman as a

ciliss oI zealots.

Table 3. Ideolosical Orienlation
103rd:
Democrats

Left 1.3E,
I-iberai 15.l
Modcrate 43.6
Conservative 16.0
Right 0.0
Other Ll

N = (94)

Republicans
0.jVo
0.0
35.,1

63.4
1.2

0.0

lndependent
100.0%
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
(t)

l0,hh:
GOP Freshnian

o.ov.
0.0
38.,1

46.2
15.4
0.0
(26)

Greater contrasts did appear when our focus shifted tiom the
rcpresentative's overall belief system to spccific questions about his or her

orjcntation ro identified groups, social issues and questions about conven-

tional morality. As might have been expected the Democratic replesentatives
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inclicatecl they favorcd a positive govefiinient agenda by taking a rclailvely
pronotional stance to\r'ard issucs or groups associated with liberalism rang-
ing from aflilmatlve action to women s rights. Republicans in the tirst survcy
$ere eilher less encouraging, ncuiral or slighliy discouraging in their vic$ of
the appropriate govcmmcnt stance on these lopics. The fleshman Rcpubli-
cans, on the other hand. arc highly distinctive in their nore hostile stance on
nearly all lhese questions. Thcy rcsponded in a highly negative way to lopics
ranging from gay rights and secularism to collective bargaining and compa
rable wo h. Funhermore, they also exprcsscd theia greater social conserva
tism by the neutrality with respect to their prctcrred govemment stance to
ward evangelism, crealionisn and artistic exprcsslon.

Educational Goals:
:l here was also partisan conflict over federal educiition policy on issues

like school choice and parental involvcmcnt jn classroom curicular decisions.
Democrats opposed all ofihe educational refbrms exceptnaiional testing while
Republicans favored everything but the change to a more biblically oriented
curriculum. These findings don'l show the congressional Democrats to be
opponents ofeducational change nor do they portlay Republicans as reform-
ists since all oI the proposed reform qucstions used in the survey had been
proposals initiated by former President Reagan. Many of them have also been
endorsed by President Clinton. The Democratic cducational agenda is un-
doubtedly suggested by the previous responses to question nine involving the
preferred stance of public institLltions toward collective bargaining and artis-
llc expresslon.

Because these questions provide the foundation for the national conser
vative educational agenda, the new reprcscntatjves predictably respondedmuch
like other Republicans. Even here, howcver. the newcomeas broke raiks on
one issue with their opposition to national testing. perhaps indicating their
preference for standards established by state legislatures or school district
boards and for local control of publlc schools. Nevertheless, the freshman
wcle noi more supportive ofeither school vouchers or parcntal influence. The
only evidence of any gr€ater newcomer adhcrcnce to eiTorts to promote con-
ventional morality and religious values in the schools might be found in their
less negative evaluation of "Crcation Science." These minor dillercnces on
educational issues may have produced little intlapa y cleavage because House

Midsouth Political Science ReierN 29



Jtntes R. Stnmttn.s

Republicans sinlply did noI mekc it a pfiority in their efforts to reslore lhe
"Anerican Drcanf' (N,Ioorc 1995).

Summary and Conclusion
The findings of thjs study indicate at least S lnuch continuit_! as therc is

chaDge resulting liom thc clection oi the "Class of 1994." Although the GOP
freshnren stand out in terms oi their enthLrsiasm lol refom and thcir grcater

adhercncc to ccftain aspects of the conser\'alive social agenda. ln nrost other
weys thcy resemble lhe Republicans of lhc l03rd Congress. Both sets oI
Rcpublicans share many basic pliotilres or at lcast lhcy took proximate stands

on ovcr half of the nultiple questions that providcd the basis for this stud).
When they clid seem lo diffef. it was generally in terms of clegree Iatlier than

in kind since the renge of divcrgence beiween Republicans was grcaIcr than

two scale points on only eiliht questions. Thus, while thc ncwcomers have

contributcd to the growing conservatism and consistcncy within lhe congrcs-

sional Republican Patty- they are not inarked extremists compared with olher
congressnen in lenns their ovcrall perspectives on values, repLesentation.ls
sue imponance and goals.

It is primarily on the issues oI instilutional change, social relations and

the appropfiate govemrnent stancc toward specific subjecls like gay ghts

and religious beliel that truly distinguishes those recently elected. Althougll
not as extreme cs drel popular image, the fieshmen were morc conscNative
on issues surch as religlosity, conventional morality and family values-'fhe
strenglh of these vie\r's is reinforced by their com1nitntcnt to their- own posi-

tions o!er thosc indicate.l by opinion in their homc dlstricts. Moreover, theia

markedly positive orienlalion to nlost retbrm elforts as well as their more

optilnistic view of their relations with varioLrs non Elovernmental political ec

tofs sccms to indicate lhat lhe ncu er Republicans did indeed see lhcmselves

as changc agents wilh a popular mandate. This aclivist orientatioll sccms en

tirely consistent with the confrontational senti]nents ofa Republican congles

sional lcadeNhip wlich had itselfcmerged tiom another large class ofconser
valivc House freshnan in 1978- (Rohde l99l).

Thc absence a morc dramatic cleavage between "new" and "old" Repub

licans may not be all that sLu?rising. Many of the newcomers camc tiom va

cant seats o.Rcpubllcan stlongholds in thc Midwest andWest (Kapitan 1994)-

The views ofthe new ones from the South may roughly reflect the values held
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by the conseNalive Democrats who prevjously hcld thosc seats. One might
also expect less disagreenlcnt bctwccn Rcpublicans givcn thc llcdge nade by
over J00 ol the party's candjdatc s ln thc I994 mid tcrm clcction who signed
thc Contract with Amcrica- Thus. most of thc GC)P ncwcomcrs wcrc main-
slream candidatcs who won in opcn or conrpctitlvc dislricls whilc the tew
extremists tb[nd in thc second survcy arc most ]ikcly amateur ldcologues
who unexpectedly upsct cstablished Democratic incumbents (Fowler 1996).
Rather that representing a new breed- the newcon]er's role ofientation and
more consistent conservatisrl simply continues lhe seculartrend tow?[d greatel
ideological homogeneity and p.ulisanship in both lhe congressional parries
that extends back at least to at least fie late 1970s (Dodd and Oppenheirner
t991).

AI least as iinportant as thcir diflbrcnccs and commonalitics wiih olher
Republicans on specific questions is the fact that the eleciion of the class of
1994 rnade the Republicans the majo ty pinty in Congress. It is lhis majority
stalus and not the "hard" conservatislrl of the newcomeas on the issues that
made it possible fof their congressional party to accomplish things that many
ol thc othcr morc cstablishcd Rcpublicans had desired all along- Thcse pros-
pects were clearly enhanced by the gfeater willingness of the "new represen
lalives" lo be party loyalists and to enthusiastically support legislative cru
sades aimed at organizational innovations that might accelerate passage of
their agenda. On the other hand, thcse policy opportunitics may well be un-
dercut il their tieshman cnthusiasm wanes as the newcomers adjust to litc in
the House and when some of the more vulnerable or extremist junior repre
senlatives lose their re election bids.
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Appendix I.

Congressional Questionnaire

Please take some ofyour valuable time to answer the following question-
naire. These ten survey questions have been selected to protide an under-
standing of some of the classic questions about congressional behavior.
Congressional interns sponsored by the Political Science Department of
the University of lvisconsin-C)shkosh will deliver the questionnaire and
pick il up oncc )ou hare completed it.

l Which of thc fbllowing statenents best descdbcs that way you vote on
mosl issues? (choose one)

a. I always vote accordirg to colstituent opinion in my distlict
cvcn if I disagree with it.

_ b. I normally vole for my own position based upon my experi
enre. knowl(J!( or fJrl)

c. My vote on any given policy varies depending upon the

specitic set of circumslances.

2. Rate thc importance of the following issues in congress during this

session.
(0=none to l0=high)

a. Civil Righls

b. Delensc

_ e. Taxation 
- 

i- Other

f. Environment

c. Foreign Policy g. Health

d. Educatlon h. Budget

l4 Midtt)uth Palirical S. ierrt. Rcvrdr

(Issue?

_j- Crime

k. Welfue
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3. How eftective are the following rypes of interest group lobbying in
congrgss?

(O=counterploductive t )

- 
a. testifying at committee

hearings

- 
b- information and

personal contacts

_ c. bribery and
other illegal tactics

; itt: 
the impofiance ofrhe foilowing changes on congressional

(0=none ro 1o=high)

_ a. mote women in the
congress

- 
b. more minorities in

congress

- 
c. a Democrat in the

Executive

5. To wh-at extent do the following statements reflect your own views?
(0=nor ar all to lo=exacrly)

_ a. I am loy-al to my political party and unswervingly support
most ofits policy positions in the Congress.

_ b. My role toward interest g.oups is to help to lacilitate
them in achieving their legitimate ilterests.

_ c. The public interest is best advanced by support for the
Prcsident on most of key votes before Congress_

Midsouth Political Science Reyiew 3i

_ d. organizing grass roots
ptessuaes

_ e. providing ciunpaign con-
ttibutions

_ t- use ofpublicity and me_
dia elTorts

_ d. attention given scan
dals and ethics

_ e. the pay ralse and cam
pargn reform

_ f. state effons to impose
telm limits
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6. How havc relations in lenns of cooperation, civility and trLlst with the

various political pa icipants listed below changed during your stay in

congress?
(0=severelv dcclined lo l0=dramaticallv imDIaYg4)

_ b. my hone district 
- 

e. intercst groups

c. electronic media f. federal agencies

7. Rate the following rcform efforts aimed at imploving congressional

pcrfbrmance-
(0= extremely negative to lO=extremely positive)

- 
a. the mass public _ d. pa y leadership

t,

_ a. public campalgn
finance

b. end the seniority
system

c. congressional telrn
linxts

- 
d. a congressional code of

ethics

_ e. leadership and pafiy
discipline

- 
t'. constituent service

ombudsman

8. How would you identify your owD political value system? (choose one)

- 
a. Lett c. Modemte f. Right

- 
b. Liberal e. ConseNative 

- 
g. Other

(-)

r

I
jr'
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9. What stance should public libraries. schools, universirics and other
fcdcnlly supporred institutions take toward the topics listcd below?

(O=activelv discoufage. 5=neutral. 10=activelv promote)

_ r. Religious E,,rngeiism f. Sccular Humanism

b. Atfirmative Action 8. Gay Rights

10. Should congress tal(e action to promote the lbllowing national educa
tional goals?

(0=ncver to 1o=exheme)

_ a. A voucher systcm that allowed parents a choice of the school
to send thei children.

b. Curricular changes that requirc teaching of both evolution
and biblical creationism.

_ c. Nalional testing to detemine the quality of students, schools.
materials and tcachers.

d. Efforts toward l'amily values such as conventional morality,
abstincnce and prayer

_ e. Grcater parental inlluence over the scientific and literary
cuniculum used in schools.

c. Comparable Wo.th

d. Artistic Exoression

e. Collcctive Bargaining

h. Crcation Science

_ i. Women's Rights

Fcmale
Democrat Independent

11. Describe

a. Gender:
b. Party:
c. Region:
d. Age: under 30

your-own personal prolile. (choose one)

Male
_ Rcpubliccn

_ West _ Midwest South East
30-39 40 49

50-59 _ 60+
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Appendix II.

103rd CongressDemogrrphics

Sample Actual
Gendcr (7. Fcmalc) u.9 11.0

Party (7. Rcpublican) ,15.0 ,+0.6

Region (7. Westem) 25.'/ 24.E

-Age (Average Years) 51.0 -51.7
ldeology (Values/ACU) 3.2 ,13.0

104th Frcshman

Samplc Acrua1

13.3 12.u

86.7 84.9
30.8 31.,1

45.3 14.4
i.'7 78.0

Sample Survey Letter

Dear Representative

Three months ago my congrcssional intcms dclivcred to you a qucs
tionnftire dealing with the behavior of Congress. These are impoftant theo
retical questions in the Political Science field that will allow substantial
revision of generalizations nbout the Legislative Branch that are based on
studies that are now decades old. As an elected legjslator, you arc in a

unique position to help providc studcnts and taculty with an insider's
understanding of how tho legislative process works. The response to my
prcvious maiilng and the efforts of my interns, however, has lallenjust a

few responses short ol publishable or slatistically significant results.
I am writing you a second time in an effoit to encourage you tojoin

your rnany colleagues who have rctumed the completed form. I iuily under
stand that you i:Lre overworked in your political responsibilities. that you get

nurnerous similar requests that press on your lime and that many offices
such as your own have adopted a policy ofnot responding to any questjon
naires. I can appreciate this reluclance to expend precious effort sincc I
myself fiil out on average three or forll surveys a semester in addition to my
own professional duties. Thus, I can only hope that the educational signili-
cance of this survey may cause you to reconsider youi earlier decision not
to respond.
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As I said in the previous letter, you are absolutely guaranteed anonym

ity. If thcre are any questions in the suNey that you don't feel comfortablc

with, just ignore them and complete the quesiions that you do think you can

answer. I would even be intercsted in your open ended rcactions lo eithcr

lhe individu:rl questions or the survey instrument generally- You can havc

copies of the publications that will be based on this research by indicating

your interest on the questionnaire or call me aboul the study before its

findings ine published [ (41,1) 42,1-7165 or (414) 233 1936]

I value your understanding of congressional operations greatly. Please

share them with the sludents and scholars in Political Science. My intems

will soon be leaving their staff positions so lhat this will be my last cllance

at asking for your help. Consequently, I am enclosing a business reply

envelope for yoru convenience. I can ol y hope thal lhis tlnal plea will
ultimately make the diffelence in producing enoLigh rcspondents to make

this potentially inportant study meaningful. Thank you in advance for your

coopetatlon.

Sincerely,
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