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ABSTRACT 

The objectives of this study were: (1) to evaluate the con

trasting empirical and conceptual approaches to roll call clustering 

advocated by Duncan MacRae, Jr. on the one hand and by Aage Clausen and 

Richard Cheney on the other; and (2), utilizing the policy dimensions 

revealed by the two approaches, to examine the stability of and changes 

in basic voting patterns in the New Mexico House of Representatives 

during the period of 1961-69. During this decade, which was marked by 

a two-phase reapportionment, the House moved from one-party Democratic 

domination to moderate two-party competition. 

For purposes of longitudinal analysis the conceptual approach 

was judged preferable because policy content was clearer, intersession 

correlations higher, and the policy dimensions more durable. This was 

illustrated by the extension of a conceptual social welfare dimension 

across all sessions and by a conceptual economic policy dimension for 

the 1965-69 period. All four empirical dimensions terminated after 

only one intersession period. 

While the main methodological focus was on cluster analysis, 

the study presented a procedure for analyzing policy dimensions across 

time. This included the use of MacRae's technique of p+ value cutting 

points, Clausen's validation procedure, and McQuitty's elementary 

linkage analysis. 

xii 
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In correlating independent variables with legislator scores, 

urban-ruralisra and socioeconomic indicators ranked low. However, con

sistently high correlations for party, region, and ethnicity led to the 

formulation of a three-bloc hypothesis consisting of the Republicans 

and two Democratic blocs. The Rio Grande Democrats represent the area 

settled by Spanish-Americans, while the Border Democrats represent 

areas occupied later by Anglos. 

The Rio Grande bloc produced consistently liberal (high) scores 

on all dimensions, with the Republicans the conservative bloc and the 

Border Democrats a variable center group. On the social welfare dimen

sion cleavage was highest between the Democratic blocs, but on the eco

nomic dimension the division was partisan. These findings were congru

ent with the Clausen and Cheney conclusion that social welfare is more 

closely associated with constituency influence, while economic policy 

was cued to partisan considerations. 

Regardless of bloc, holdover members seldom changed more than 

one position in the score range of zero to five. Intra-party turnover 

change scores of two or more were found mainly among Border Democrats 

and Republicans. Rio Grande freshmen legislators followed closely the 

voting patterns of their predecessors. Partisan turnover produced the 

greatest change in scale scores, averaging over two positions. 

An analysis of mean bloc scores on the social welfare dimension 

indicates a steady polarization of Rio Grande bloc members around the 

liberal dimensional "pole." The Border Democrat bloc was unstable 



xiv 

during both phases of reapportionment, but generally moved closer to the 

Rio Grande group as a result of losing several conservative rural seats 

and obtaining a few high-scoring members from new single-member dis

tricts. The Republicans, although unstable in one reapportionment 

period, consolidated their position as the conservative bloc by adding 

low-scoring members from previous Democratic areas. 

As a caveat, it must be noted that these findings apply to only 

a minority of the universe of roll calls for the period. Cluster gener

ations from the empirical and conceptual approaches indicated that roll 

calls were considerably less scalable than for the U. S. House of Repre

sentatives. This condition must be taken into account in concluding 

that variable pre-reapportionment Democratic cleavage along regional and 

ethnic lines has given way to a three-bloc alignment, with the emergence 

of a sizable post-reapportionment Republican bloc. 

o 



CHAPTER 1 

INTRODUCTION 

Reviews of the field by Eulau and Hinckley (1966), Jewell and 

Patterson (1966), and Meller (1960, 1965) indicate that American 

legislative bodies have received an increasing amount of attention as 

a focus for behavioral study in the past two decades. In their survey 

of research trends in legislative behavior, Jewell and Patterson state 

(p. 530) that "by far the most numerous studies of legislative behavior 

involve aggregate analyses of legislative decision-making." 

A number of fortuitous, interrelated circumstances apparently 

account for this trend. Roll call votes lend themselves to empirical 

studies. They are readily accessible as well as reasonably accurate 

in their "raw" form. Truman (1959, p. 12) has pointed out that roll 

call votes "represent discrete acts the fact of whose occurrence is 

not subject to dispute. They do not' depend for their validity as 

data upon verbal reports of action or upon the impressions of fallible 

observers." 

Because they are quantitative, roll call votes are susceptible 

to manipulation by a variety of increasingly sophisticated statistical 

techniques. This characteristic, coupled with the advent of high 

speed computers, offers the researcher the technological potential to 

1 
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process thousands of roll call votes in minutes. In addition, the 

growing interrelations between political science and other disciplines 

has facilitated the introduction of new concepts in legislative studies, 

such as the concept of dimensionality and the association of environ

mental variables with patterns of voting. 

These innovations may have contributed an element or expedi

ency to some studies. Nevertheless, the development of roll call 

analysis can be attributed in large measure to its applicability to 

questions of central interest to the student of legislative behavior. 

Possibly the most persuasive case for roll call analysis has been made 

by Duncan MacRae, Jr. In his Issues and Parties in Legislative Voting 

(1970, p. 4) MacRae argues that: 

We can delineate the bases of division within a given 
legislative body and within its parties, examine the changes 
of these divisions over time, and relate these bases of divi
sion to party control of the executive and legislative 
branches. In addition, we can discover the ordering of leg
islators in relation to these bases of division and correlate 
their individual positions with party, constituency, and 
biography. The sensitivity of legislators' votes to influences 
measured in these ways can be related to their electoral 
security, their seniority and positions of legislative leader
ship, their party's majority and minority status, and their 
ambitions. Provided that legislators differ sufficiently from 
one another in their votes, and not simply along party lines, 
systematic study of their votes can throw new light on ques
tions of this sort. 

Criticisms of Roll Call Analysis 

The question as to whether roll call research is fulfilling 

this promise can be examined from the perspectives of two groups of 

critics: those who reject the approach as such and those who are 

critical of certain research emphases. Critics who take the former 
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position question whether such a mode of analysis can make useful 

contributions because of what they regard as inherent weaknesses. 

It is sometimes pointed out that roll call analysis fails to 

identify the "real" position of a legislator. Vote analyses are 

partial because they are limited to roll calls with some minimum 

dissidence. Little is said about unanimous or near-unanimous votes, 

a category which constitutes an overwhelming majority of roll calls. 

Moreover, a legislator may actively work for or against a bill in 

committee and behind the scenes, only to change his position on the 

roll call. He may even change his vote after the bill has safely 

passed or been defeated. 

More frequent is the assertion that roll call votes occur only 

after measures have proceeded through a lengthy reshaping. It is 

argued that the resulting measures are a biased sample of potential 

legislation in the sense that many other policy positions have been 

discarded by formal or informal action. By the time that the bill is 

presented on the floor most of the battle is over. 

These objections overlook the primary objer*".ives of roll call 

analysis. The aim is not to explain the entire spectrum of legislative 

behavior nor is it contended that roll call votes are necessarily the 

decisive phase in legislative decision-making. . But, because they are 

recorded public votes, roll calls are often the sole indicators as to 

how legislators respond when presented with a series of alternatives. 

The central importance of the recorded vote has been emphasized by 

Gross (1953, p. 380): 
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Even when the outcome is known by everyone, every 
member knows that what he does will be closely watched by 
his campaign opponents, his supporters, his rivals, and 
the many groups that seek his voting allegiance. The 
bills he introduces, his committee activities, the speeches 
he makes ... - - all these have their place. In many 
cases, they represent a far bigger, though less tangible, 
impact on government than anything he can achieve by floor 
votes. But neither separately nor cumulatively can they 
displace his voting record as the central point of atten
tion on the part of the major contestants in the legisla
tive struggle. 

In brief, the roll call is usually the most public expression 

of a legislator's position. Although it may not be the decisive 

stage in the legislative process, it is certainly the definitive 

stage. And, while a single vote or subset of votes may fail to catch 

the nuances of a legislator's position, only a detailed appraisal of 

his actions on and off the floor can do more. Even so, the meaning 

of a vote most often must be considered within the context of the 

divisions generated by the vote itself. 

A second group of criticisms is concerned primarily with the 

direction and limitations in the kind of research being done. First, 

as they pertain to American government, roll call studies center on 

Congress. The scarcity of studies at the state level can be attributed 

in part to the lack of data in a form adaptable to machine processing. 

A related problem has been the absence of census data for legislative 
c 

districts compared to that available for congressional constituencies. 

Moreover, the prominence of Congress and the easy access to many 

publications specializing in congressional affairs has made federal 
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research more attractive and easier than acquiring background on a 

particular state legislature. 

A second criticism relates to the proliferation of methods 

and measures applied to roll call research. This can be said while 

granting that methods should be attuned to study objectives and while 

acknowledging that present methods may leave a great deal to be 

desired. As Jewell and Patterson have urged (1966, p. 545), "the use 

of the same technique, the same measuring stick, for a variety of 

states and for legislative sessions under a variety of partisan con

ditions would strengthen our comparative analysis of legislative 

systems." 

A third criticism deals with the restriction of most studies 

to one legislative session. Although it is easy to .account for this 

limitation, especially with respect to the problem of resources, 

the single-session approach often seriously hampers the generalizations 

that can be offered. Truman has observed that (1959, pp. 11-12) 

"though study of a single Congress may prove significant clues to 

trends that have occurred over a longer period of time, it does not 

permit firm conclusions about such changes." 

Possibly the most searching criticism of roll call analysis 

concerns the gulf separating its approach from.more general conceptual 

frameworks. In a review of research Jacob and Lipsky (1968, p. 521) 

deliver a telling blow when they assert that: 

What the roll-call studies preeminently possess is 
methodological sophistication, ranging from relatively simple 
indices of block voting to factor analysis and scalogram 
analysis of voting behavior. What they almost uniformly lack 
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is a theoretical framework which would place their findings 
more comfortably into the perspective of other political 
investigations. 

Several factors may possibly account for the problem of re

lating legislative voting studies to the mainstream of political 

science research. Roll call studies concentrate on a terminal point 

in the legislative process, the vote, often to the exclusion of 

other considerations. But also contributing to the problem is the 

inability to integrate successfully into the research design non-

quantifiable variables related to voting behavior. This is also true 

of quantifiable variables for, as Jacob and Lipsky note (p. 521), 

"studies rarely examine a broad range of outside influences on the 

voting behavior of legislators." 

In summary, we conclude that roll call analysis, as it bears 

on the aggregate public records of legislators, is a useful tool of 

political analysis. At the same time, current research suffers from 

lack of attention to a broad variety of legislative bodies, the pro

liferation of methods, and the lack of longitudinal analysis. Although 

these deficiencies will receive attention as this study develops, our 

attention is more immediately focused upon the problem of integrating 

roll call analysis into the larger political framework. 

A Framework for Analysis 

In our attempt to fit roll call analysis more securely into 

the mainstream of research on legislative behavior, we begin with the 

view of the legislature as one of the subsystems in the legislative 
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process. The total system comprising the process includes the parties, 

interest groups, constituencies, governor, and administrative agencies. 

Within this framework the legislator is one of the actors in 

the legislative subsystem. Since legislators may take a number of 

roles not only within the subsystem but also within the legislative 

process, it might appear that legislative roles offer a focal point 

for a beginning analysis. The difficulty with this approach is, as 

Eulau and Hinckley point out (1966, p. 164), "that the representative 

may have a single generalized mode of response ("role behavior") and 

nevertheless respond differently to his constituency on different 

issues." 

A more useful starting point—and one that has been used 

elsewhere--is the concept of the legislator's frame of reference 

(MacRae, 1958). From this perspective it is assumed that the legis

lator receives his voting "cues" from a variety of sources. Despite 

the multiplicity of the influences and their differing intensities 

at various times, the empirical evidence indicates that there are 

uniformities in the relationships between the voting cues and voting 

behavior. 

The investigation of influences on the frame of reference is 

enhanced by the prospect that the cues may take different forms or 

intensities on different kinds of roll calls. This suggests that 

there are cross pressures on the legislator comparable to those found 

by Campbell and others on electoral voting (1960). On occasion, for 

example, the legislator in casting his vote may be torn between his 
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friendship for, the bill sponsor and his advocacy of constituency 

economic interests or perhaps between his future political ambitions 

and his committee membership. 

Nevertheless, a legislator is likely to possess a stable 

frame of reference that he applies with considerable consistency to 

bills that he perceives have a common denominator. The procedural 

deliberateness of the legislative process may in fact promote patterns 

of stability, as MacRae has emphasized (1958, pp. 209-210): 

The decision process in a legislative body may 
perhaps be considered as an extreme type of a process that 
occurs in many other sorts of group decision-making. When 
a problem is presented to a group, calling for action to be 
taken by the group and binding on it, the resolution of the 
problem (if it is successful) normally passes through 
several stages. Solutions are proposed, they are discussed, 
the decision time draws near, and finally the decision is 
made through the institutional procedures of the group. 
Through the successive phases of this process, there de
velops among the members of the group a frame of reference 
by which the individual member becomes able to place himself 
relative to other members of the group. 

Closely associated with the frame of reference is the concept 

of dimensionality. This concept is borrowed from psychology which has 

conceptualized a dimension as a continuum along which the attitudes 

of respondents are distributed from positive to negative polarity. 

By empirical verification it can be determined whether such a contin

uum does in fact contain a common underlying attitude and is therefore 

unidimensional. 

In political science the most complete conceptualization of 

dimensionality has been worked out by MacRae (1958). He has described 

how dimensions can be represented spatially by locating choices 
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(roll calls) ajnd respondents (legislators) along a continuum. Oper

ationally, dimensionality results from the clustering of roll calls 

falling along the continuum because of common legislative frames of 

reference. 

Put another way, responses to roll calls may form stable and 

recurrent patterns that can be discerned by the use of mathematical 

models. We hypothesize that these patterns are associated with under

lying variables or factors. As Anderson (1964b, p. 584) has pointed 

out, however, it is erroneous to view voting patterns in psychological 

terms because "unidimensionality in legislative voting is a complex 

property conditioned by situational and organizational variables." 

The concept of dimensionality provides a tool for making 

sharper analytical distinctions between the kinds of issues that 

divide legislators. To lump all roll calls together provides too 

gross a measure for analysis; to view roll calls one by one denies 

the possibility of generalization. 

Before leaving the discussion of dimensionality, we should 

take note of the ways in which the terms "cluster" and "dimension" 

are used in this study. A cluster (or issue cluster or scale) as used 

here is a grouping of roll calls that meets predetermined statistical 

criteria; conceptually, the cluster may be thought of as containing 

dimensionality to some degree. However, a dimension (or policy 

dimension) is composed of clusters that can be validated as dimen

sional across two or more legislative sessions. 
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With these concepts in mind we are in a position to inquire 

how the various influences bearing on a legislator can be organized 

for study. Eulau and Hinckley (1966, p. 87) make a useful distinction 

in their analysis between "inside" and "outside" models of legisla

tive research. The "inside model" is characterized by a concern with 

"the growth of formal and informal substructures, groups, authority 

relations, and influence patterns within the legislature." 

By contrast, the "outside model" postulates a set of external 

variables. In Eulau and Hinckley's words (p. 87): 

The "outside model" conceives the legislature's and 
legislator's activities as products of forces or influences 
beyond the institutional boundaries of the legislature--the 
electoral constituencies, district parties, pressure groups, 
executive agencies, and those socioeconomic and predispositional 
attributes that legislators import from the "outside." 

Although the "inside model" has received some attention in com

puter simulations of legislative voting (Cherryholmes and Shapiro 1969; 

Matthews and Stimson 1970), the vast bulk of roll call research can be 

classified as "outside model" studies, as Eulau and Hinckley document 

(pp. 114-143). While it does not permit a full interpretation of all 

cues bearing upon the legislator's frame of reference, the "outside 

model" is valuable in providing a framework for assessing and explaining 

the significance of variables arising beyond the legislature proper. 

Thus, for purposes of this study it is employed to examine a subset of 

external variables presumably related to voting behavior. 
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The Value of Longitudinal Analysis 

Although the comparative method, implicitly if not explicitly, 

has been part of political science for a long time, in one sense it has 

only recently been rediscovered. In their suggestions for further 

legislative behavior study, Jewell and Patterson (1966, p. 543) use 

characterizations such as "rare," "almost nonexistent," "uncommon," 

and "scarcely touched," to describe the state of contemporary legisla

tive research in five areas of comparison: "(1) intra-institutional or 

subsystem comparison, (2) interstate or intercommunity comparison, 

.(3) interlevel (national-state-local comparison), (4) cross-national 

comparison, (5) historical comparisons." 

In the manner that we apply it in this paper, longitudinal 

analysis contains aspects of both the intra-institutional and historical 

categories. It is intra-institutional in the sense of utilizing suc

cessive legislative bodies for comparative purposes. It is historical 

in its attempt to compare legislative behavior at various points in 

time. Thus, legislative longitudinal analysis can be defined as the 

comparative study of the legislative subsystem at selected historical 

intervals. 

As a field of study, however, longitudinal analysis is in the 

awkward adolescent position of claiming a great deal on the basis of 

potential but of being short on demonstrated merit. Book length studies 

are rare, and there is a paucity of material in other publications. 

Why then does longitudinal analysis deserve a hearing in the 

face of other research priorities? First, because such studies provide 



the opportunity to delineate the issues or policies that divide 

legislators over time. We can examine the development of a policy, 

trace the cleavages that form around it, and witness its decline. 

In addition to the durable issues, we can also identify issue 

clusters and policy dimensions that, like shooting stars, flare forth 

for brief periods and then disappear. Are such issues and policies 

symptomatic of policies that do not arouse deep-seated cleavages but 

rather are sustained by the politics of the inside legislative model? 

Perhaps of greatest interest to many students is the possibility 

of describing and analyzing over time the stability of and changes in 

voting patterns of legislative blocs as well as selected individual 

members. "At hand is the opportunity to specify the conditions under 

which legislators stabilize in the positions on voting dimensions as 

well as the influences productive of changing positions" (Clausen 

1967, p. 1035). 

Moreover, the application of longitudinal analysis to times of 

great crises, such as the depression era, would provide evidence as to 

whether such periods are accompanied by substantial changes in voting 

patterns and policy dimensions. In suggesting such studies, MacRae 

(1958, p. 211) has also hypothesized that "such a change is expressed 

in legislative bodies more by a change in membership than in an alters 

ation of the perspectives of the previous members." Thus, a basic 

question to be asked (and one that can be applied to stable eras as 

well) is the extent to which change occurs because of shifts in 
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position of holdover members as compared to shifts in voting resulting 

from turnover members, both intra-party and inter-party. 

Also central to longitudinal studies is the extent to which 

roll call patterns are associated with such theoretical correlates of 

voting as party, constituency, and socioeconomic variables. Do such 

variables fluctuate in importance from session to session in terms of 

the strength of their relationships to voting patterns? Are these 

changes more consistently related to some kinds of policy dimensions 

than others? Rieselbach, for example, in his study of isolationist 

tendencies in foreign policy over a period of 20 years, found that the 

strength of party need not be constant over time (1964, p. 579). 

. . . the important point here is that with the passage 
of time the importance of single variables as correlates of 
voting behavior may ebb and flow. Specifically, in this case 
party was of considerably less importance as a determinant of 
foreign aid voting in the 85th Congress than it had been 
20 years earlier. 

Finally, there is the possibility that the findings of a longi

tudinal study can be stated with greater certainty as well as generate 

a greater richness of hypotheses than single-session studies. Studies 

over time may enable us to trace the development and disappearance of 

general policy issues, to examine the conditions which make for 

stability and variability in roll call voting, and to inquire into 

the changing patterns of relationships between variables. 

While no one study can treat adequately all of these lines of 

inquiry, attention to major propositions may substantiate the research 

promise outlined above. Thus, in order to illustrate some of the 
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potential of longitudinal analysis, we turn to a consideration of the 

specific questions with which this study will deal. 

Purpose of Study 

The primary concern of this study is with the application of 

longitudinal analysis to legislative bodies. We begin by investigating 

two methodological approaches that offer promise for promoting longi

tudinal analysis. Furthermore, we apply the two approaches to a roll 

call analysis of the basic voting cleavages in the New Mexico House of 

Representatives through the 1960's. The objectives of the study are 

(1) to evaluate the contrasting empirical and conceptual approaches 

to roll call clustering advocated by Duncan MacRae, Jr. (1965) on 

the one hand and by Aage. Clausen and Richard Cheney (1970) on the other; 

and (2) utilizing the policy dimensions revealed by the two approaches, 

examine the stability of and changes in basic voting patterns in a 

period marked by transition from a one-party legislature to moderate 

minority-party representation. 

If we view the. method of generation of roll call clustering as 

a building block for longitudinal investigation, the contrasts between 

the MacRae and Clausen and Cheney approaches have special relevance for 

this study. MacRae argues for an empirical approach based upon specific 

statistical procedures, while Clausen and Cheney recommend a con

ceptual approach based upon a preliminary selection of roll calls in 

general content areas. Each approach can be evaluated in terms of 

clarity of cluster content, dimensional validation, and usefulness in 
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contributing to an understanding of the substantive objectives of 

roll call analysis. 

As the primary substantive question to be considered, we ask: 

what have been the basic lines of legislative cleavage in the New 

Mexico House during the 1960's, and to what extent have these voting 

patterns been restructured following the reapportionments of 1964 

and 1966? 

With this main question several subsidiary problems are intro

duced such as the identification of those variables which best define 

persistent voting cleavages. Can voting blocs best be defined in 

terms of region, rural-urban divisions, ethnicity, socioeconomic 

indicators or other constituency variables during the one-party period? 

With reapportionment, has party as a variable overshadowed constit

uency factors? 

Thus, the interplay of party and constituency is a theme 

interwoven with changes in voting structure. It extends to an inquiry 

into the changes in legislative frames of reference occurring over 

time. Are such shifts as do occur accompanied by changes in the voting 

behavior of holdover members, or by turnovers in membership on an 

intra-party or inter-party basis? At the same time, we must not lose 

sight of the need to relate stability and change to specific policy, 

dimensions. Do the lines of cleavage vary with the content of policy 

dimensions ? 

Thus, the empirical and conceptual approaches are employed in 

this study to deal with questions concerning the voting behavior of a 
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legislative body. In order to put the study into clearer perspective, 

we next examine the basic institutional features of that body. 

Setting of the Study 

The New Mexico House of Representatives, together with its 

bicameral partner, the Senate, has played a changing role in New Mexico 

politics since statehood. 

A revealing portrait on the shifting institutional position of 

the legislature in the state's political system is provided by Holmes 

(1967) in his authoritative work, Politics in New Mexico. Holmes cites 

three stages of legislative development (pp. 245-246): 

If there were to be applied to New Mexico a scale showing 
the objective weight and importance in politics of legislature, 
party, and governor, it would provide quite different readings 
at different times. In the three decades beginning with 1900, 
party would outweigh the other two; the 1930's would draw a 
mixed result, but with the accruals of advantage going clearly 
to the governorship; the twenty-five years after 1940 would be 
shown to have all but relegated party to the status of an 
electoral instrument. And in the latter period, the scale would 
show the powers of setting policy orientations and decision
making to rest in an uneasy balance between governor and 
legislature. 

Holmes notes a number of factors responsible for the trend toward 

legislative autonomy. The advent of the primary in 1940 decimated the 

influence of the party in recruiting and nominations in some areas of the 

state. Increasingly, legislative candidates have become "self-starters" 

with little obligation to party. The practice of putting legislators 

on the state payroll, stopped by the legislature in 1945, eliminated one 

source of gubernatorial influence. And, even since Holmes completed his 



book, it seems likely that the appointment of party county chairmen to 

state jobs has virtually ceased, thereby further decreasing the 

governor's leverage. 

Increased legislative autonomy also seems related to the fact 

that generally a very large Democratic legislative majority has faced 

a Republican governor 12 out of the last 20 years, beginning with 

Mechem's first victory in 1950. This has given the two houses a 

degree of independence to the extent that the winning Democratic 

governors, have found it difficult to regain a full measure of control. 

That is not to say that the governor is subservient to the 

legislature. Stumpf and Wolf (1969, p. 288) state that "the legisla

tive-executive relationship in New Mexico may be summed up as one of 

balance, with the legislature having achieved a favojrable redress only 

after decades of executive dominance." Holmes (1967, p. 251) distin

guishes between sessions where the party held both the legislative and 

executive branches as compared to a truncated majority. 

If the governor was of the party of the legislative 
majority, then he was the chief spokesman for the party and the 
one chiefly responsible for identifying party policy with the 
product of the legislature. When the governor was not of its 
party, then the legislative majority insisted upon the right 
and capacity to enact and interpret its own version of the 
party's policy . . . 

In his review of the legislature in the mid-1960's, Folmar 

(1967, p. 52) asserts that: "In most respects, the organization and 

procedure of the New Mexico legislature does not differ significantly 

from that in other states of comparable size and population." The most 

important figure in the House is the Speaker, who among his other 

powers appoints the committees and their chairmen. As is the case with 
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many state legislatures, seniority is not rigorously followed in making 

assignments. Bargaining is especially prevalent before a new regular 

session if there is a contest for the Speakership. 

Committees are the focal point for the shaping of most legisla

tion. Their number, which had ranged as high as 29, was reduced to 12 

substantive committees in 1955. However, as Folmar points out (p. 54), 

there is an imbalance in workload with a few committees absorbing the 

greater share of bill introductions. 

Folmar also notes that (p. 53) "committee approval or dis

approval, in most, but not all, instances is tantamount to life or 

death for a piece of legislation." Contrary to the practice in the 

U. S. Congress, the killing of bills by pigeonholing is unusual, at 

least for measures that have generated some interest. Folmar found that 

in the 1965 regular session less than 20 percent of the 670 introductions 

in the House died because of committee inaction. He attributes this low 

percentage partly to the fact that only a simple majority is required 

to remove a bill from committee (p, 54). 

In its partisan divisions the House has reflected the transi

tion from Republican control in the first two decades of statehood to 

Democratic dominance since the early years of the depression. On a 

regional basis the Spanish-American North was transformed to Democratic 

allegiance by the depression and the New Deal. A slower process on the 

Democratic East Side has seen the advent of presidential and guberna

torial Republicanism, with the Democrats usually retaining the court 

houses. 
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More recently, the legislature has been the scene of a modest 

Republican resurgence. This comeback is due partly to the party's 

growth in urban areas, including the Albuquerque Heights, Las Cruces, 

and Roswell. But in the short run the party owes most to the impact 

of reapportionment, which greatly increased representation, and to the 

creation of single-member districts, which provided Republicans with a 

number of safe districts as well as the prospect of others in the future. 

Prior to reapportionment the Republicans held only seven seats 

in the 1961 House and 11 in the 1963 House, both of which contained 66 

members. These sparse representations were typical of Republican 

strength in the period following 1950, excepting only the years of the 

Eisenhower landslides. 

Republican prospects for the 1965 session became bound up with 

the "inventive evasion" policy (Stumpf and Wolf 1970) of the Democratic-

dominated legislature toward reapportionment. A bill to establish 

weighted voting based on an enlarged 77-member House, containing at 

least one representative per county, was passed in 1963. Although the 

weighted voting principle was struck down, the courts permitted the 

quasi-reapportioned House of 77 to stand. In the 1964 elections the 

Republican strength increased to 18, with eight members elected from 

the suburban Albuquerque Heights. 

Faced with the prospect of court-determined reapportionment for 

the 1966 elections, the legislature established a 70-member House in 

1965 by eliminating some of the grosser one man-one vote inequities. 

Thus, the Republican minority leaped to 25 in the 1967 legislature and 

stabilized at 26 in 1967. 
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In summary, the House has proceeded through the decade by moving 

from a one-party Democratic chamber to a body containing substantial 

minority party representation. As a legislative chamber, the House is 

in the mainstream of state legislative practices with respect to the 

position of the Speaker, role of the committees, and operating pro

cedures. The literature indicates clearly that the House exercises 

considerable independence in decision-making in the sense of an absence 

of party and gubernatorial domination. For roll call purposes this means 

that a variety of influences of the "outside" and "inside" models are 

likely to bear on voting behavior. 

Study Design 

The primary data for this study are roll calls with at least 

ten percent dissidence taken in the New Mexico House during the 1961, 

1963, 1965, 1967, and 1969 regular sessions (New Mexico Legislative 

Council 1961-69). A second source of data is found in the attributes 

of legislators and the districts that they represent. This includes 

both personal data, such as ethnicity and party, as well as socio

economic data on the districts represented. 

The roll calls are analyzed session by session using both the 

MacRae and Clausen approaches to cluster analysis. In each instance 

at least one issue cluster, and usually several, are derived from the 

analysis. The legislators are scaled separately on each cluster and 

scored on a range of 0-5. 



The scores served two purposes. First, those of holdover 

legislators are used to measure intrasession and intersession correla

tions using the Goodman and Kruskal gamma coefficient (1954). The 

matrices developed from these computations are analyzed using McQuitty 

elementary linkage analysis (1957) as well as other procedures in order 

to identify and validate the policy dimensions. 

The dimensions uncovered by the above procedure form the basis 

for examining divisions between categoric voting blocs in the legislature 

and for relating variables of the "outside model" to voting patterns. 

Thus, the second purpose of the cluster scores is to serve as depend

ent variables in these analyses, while party and constituency variables 

are characterized as independent variables. 

The final part of the study is devoted to analyzing the cleavages 

derived from an analysis of the correlation coefficients. Again, 

legislative scale scores serve as the basis for ascertaining the degree 

of cleavage and evaluating stability and change in bloc structure in 

terms of holdover and turnover members. 

The study design is subject to a number of qualifications with 

respect to both method and data. These will be indicated at relevant 

points in the discussion. It should be noted, however, that no claim 

is made that this legislative period is either "normal" or representa

tive of the New Mexico House. Moreover, despite the generation of 

clusters and policy dimensions, we cannot make claims concerning the 

importance or impact of the output as compared to those roll calls that 
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failed to enter the clusters. It is possible that bills considered 

"most significant" by many are not included in the policy dimensions. 

Chapter Previews 

In the following chapter the literature pertaining to develop

ment of roll call analysis is examined as background for the study 

design. Methodological choices subsequently made include partisan 

scaling, dissidence threshold, and the assignment of scale scores. 

The procedure for dimensional validation receives special emphasis, 

and attention is given to the question of statistical significance in 

the study. 

Chapter 3 explores the empirical approach advocated by MacRae 

and applies it to the New Mexico House roll calls for the five general 

sessions. Clusters generated by Yule's coefficient are discussed with 

respect to content and, on an intersession basis, subjected to elementary 

linkage analysis as a criterion for validating dimensions. The problems 

associated with the empirical approach as it relates to longitudinal 

analysis provide the concluding discussion for the chapter. 

The potential of the conceptual approach is assessed in Chap

ter 4, first as seen by advocates Clausen and Cheney, and then by 

application to the New Mexico House. Even though the conceptual ap

proach differs in important essentials from the empirical, it should be 

noted that the procedures for validating the dimensions are identical. 

The chapter closes with an evaluation of the conceptual approach for 

longitudinal studies. 
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In Chapter 5 we turn to the task of identifying correlates of 

the outside model which most clearly portray basic bloc cleavages in the 

House. This is accomplished by selection of applicable correlates and 

computing their levels of statistical association with the policy 

dimensions, both empirical and conceptual. At the conclusion of the 

chapter it is argued that the evidence points toward a three-bloc 

legislature split along partisan, regional, and ethnic lines. 

The problem of legislative stability and change is analyzed in 

Chapter 6', both by looking at the legislature as a whole and at the 

three blocs. The question of change in frames of reference by hold

overs and turnovers is a central consideration, and attention is also 

given to the direction of change. Stability of the three blocs over 

the 1960's is examined and an analysis is made to determine the deriva

tives of the unstable sessions. 

In Chapter 7 the strands of the study are pulled together in 

order to form conclusions both methodological and substantive. Pos

sible directions for future study are offered as well as an evaluation 

of the research potential of longitudinal analysis. 



CHAPTER 2 

METHODOLOGY FOR LONGITUDINAL ANALYSIS 

In terms of a methodological approach that bears upon longi

tudinal analysis, we look for a procedure that will comply with several 

requirements. One criterion is the ability to summarize parsimoniously 

the content of roll call items. Second, we must be able to identify the 

substantive content of summarized roll calls. A further need is the 

ability to quantify the roll call content outcomes in such a way that 

they can be related to other variables. A final requirement is the 

ability to establish a basis for comparison from session to session. 

A Review of the Literature 

The pioneer work in roll call voting is A. Lawrence Lowell's 

The Influence of Party Upon Legislation in England and America in 1901. 

Lowell defined party votes as those roll calls on which at least 90 per

cent of the members of each party were on opposing sides. By computing 

party votes as a percentage of all roll calls (excluding near-unanimous 

votes) in each session, he was able to make comparisons over time as 

well as between sessions. 

Although one may take issue with his high threshold level of 

90 percent, Lowell's procedure did establish a standard of compara

bility that permitted him to conclude that party voting fluctuated 

24 
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widely in the American Congress in contrast to the partisanship of 

Parliament. 

As Shannon (1968) has stressed in his critique of congressional 

roll call voting, Lowell did not attempt to determine whether there 

was more partisanship in Congress on some issue categories than others. 

We have no idea as to whether repeated votes on certain issues con

stituted a large proportion of the roll calls. Finally, his study 

takes into account neither deviations in voting nor the relationships 

of other .influences to voting patterns. 

The half-century following Lowell's 1901 study is, with a few 

exceptions such as Stuart Rice's work (e.g., 1928), devoid of major 

roll call research. But in 1951 the publication of Julius Turner's 

classic Party and Constituency: Pressures on Congress demonstrated new 

emphases in the use of roll call data. Turner selected four sessions 

extending over the period of 1921-1944. He noted that the sessions 

appeared to "reflect the American system under widely varying conditions 

of time, party and group control, and economic and military conditions" 

(p. 15). Like Lowell, Turner used a statistical procedure which lent 

itself in some respects to comparability and replicability, although 

his use of chi square as a measure of differences in group behavior was 

inappropriate (Shannon 1968, pp. 12-17). Unlike Lowell, his statis

tical standards made it quite easy for party to qualify as a major 

influence in statistical voting. 

One of Turner's two major breakthroughs was his attempt to 

classify the roll calls by substantive content. Applying the index 
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of party likeness, he found sharp, consistent partisan cleavages on 

tariff, government action, social and labor, and farm roll calls. 

However, Turner's selection process was impressionistic, making 

replication highly unlikely. 

Turner's second achievement was in associating voting patterns 

with constituency variables. He chose three types of "pressures" for 

study: metropolitan and rural, foreign and native, and sectionalism. 

Thus, he demonstrated that constituency variables may account for 

deviations in party voting as well as in some instances reinforcing 

party loyalty. 

During the period that Turner was at work the first efforts 

were being directed toward the parsimonious summarization of roll calls. 

As early as 1942 Carlson and Harrell had employed factor analysis in a 

study of congressional voting groups. In 1948 Harris published a study 

of U. S. Senate voting using factor analysis on ten roll calls. A 

year later Gage and Shimberg (1949) made the first use of Guttman 

scale analysis in asserting that a group of bills selected by the New 

Republic as a measure of ideology would not scale. 

But it was not until well into the late 1950's that roll call 

analysis began to emerge in strength as published works. Belknap (1958) 

provided a closely-reasoned rationale for the use of scale analysis. 

The Farris study (1958), although almost devoid of methodological 

description, did produce 28 scales from the two sessions of the 

79th Congress. 



However, the major works of this period were authored by Truman 

and MacRae. Although both chose the 81st Congress as the research 

subject, the contrasts in the two studies are striking. Truman, in 

The Congressional Party (1959), selected a number of roll calls that 

he regarded as representative. He then proceeded to identify voting 

clusters through the use of bloc analysis—that is, computing clusters 

by the number of times each congressman agreed with every other 

congressman. 

Truman's approach is open to criticism on the grounds that his 

selection of "representative votes" was subjective and impressionistic. 

It does not provide a guide for defining "representative" in other 

contexts. By lumping together all roll calls without rationale for 

classification, his procedure leaves us unable to identify the sub

stantive content of the roll calls. Along with this deficiency, there 

seems to be no way in which comparability can be established from 

session to session. By eschewing the concept of dimensionality, 

Trtiman sacrifices the sensitivity to policy differentiation that marks 

scale and factor analysis. 

In his Dimensions of Congressional Voting (1958) MacRae took 

a very different approach by classifying roll calls by areas of common 

content. These roll call categories, although selected on a subjective 

basis, took into account previous studies which had demonstrated, for 

example, that domestic and foreign policy proposals could not be scaled 

together. He then validated his intuitive judgments by the use of 

scale analysis, including further checking of non-scalable votes. 
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In comparison to Truman, MacRae demonstrated a much greater 

interest in legislative response to various policy areas by scaling 

legislators across dimensions. He was thereby able to identify dif

ferences in legislators' positions on the various scales and establish 

a basis for correlating the agreement between the scales as well as 

the association between the scales and other variables. 

MacRae's methodological accomplishments were considerable. 

He identified and summarized roll calls in terms of policy content. 

More important, he showed the feasibility of relating legislative 

scale scores to a variety of socioeconomic variables. But lacking 

in the MacRae study was the means to establish comparability of 

scales from one session to another. 

The task of establishing comparability of policy dimensions 

across legislative sessions has not proved to be an easy one. The 

problem arises from the fact that, unlike psychological testing, roll 

call analysis does not provide a means of controlling the items (roll 

calls) on which the respondents (legislators) are tested. This pre

sents difficulties in validating equivalence in dimensional content 

across sessions because bills are rarely presented in the same form 

from session to session. And, as Clausen (1967, p. 1021) has noted, 

"even if the specific character of the legislative items being used in 

the time comparison remains the same, there is no assurance of dimen

sional continuity. There is the very real possibility of a change in 

the policy context within which the legislation is presented." 
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Clausen's solution was to subject the issue clusters or scales 

at two or more points in time to analysis using as criteria the content 

of the scales and their statistical relationships. The analysis was 

partly accomplished by computing correlations between all scales, based 

upon holdover legislators, and then ascertaining whether scales forming 

the presumed dimensions were more highly correlated than with other 

scales. A second strategy was to correlate the scales with other 

relevant variables, such as socioeconomic factors, thereby checking 

whether the statistical patterns held over time. Although Clausen 

applied his model successfully to a longitudinal analysis of five 

Congresses, it remains a lone effort to validate dimensionality. 

Choices in Study Design 

As this brief literature review indicates, the methodological 

choices are not inconsequential for the kind of study that is made and 

its findings. Because the choices can influence the results, the 

methods used in this study are set down in considerable detail. More

over, by explicating assumptions and methods, the basis for replication 

is established. MacRae (1958, p. 309) has emphasized this advantage: 

"The primary advantage of roll-call analysis is that it provides 

objective tests for our hypotheses. If the procedures followed can 

be specified in such a way that any investigator can repeat them, the 

knowledge thus acquired gains a firm foundation." 

In selecting the parameters for this study, we have limited 

ourselves to the five odd-year, sixty-day regular sessions of the New 
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Mexico House. All special sessions as well as the even-year, thirty-

day budget session, which began in 1965, have been excluded. 

The choice of five consecutive sessions is crucial for this 

study. It permits an examination of the overlapping membership from 

session to session, thereby assisting in validating the continuation 

or disappearance of policy dimensions. To select sessions farther 

away from each other in time introduces additional problems because of 

the rapid turnover in legislative membership. 

The question of including both parties on the same scales or 

treating them separately must also be made. Although MacRae has been 

criticized frequently for analyzing partisan groups separately (e.g., 

Wood 1964), the choice is not self-evident. As MacRae has stated 

more recently (1970, p. 191): "For identification of issues, it seems 

worthwhile to find scales for the parties separately. . . For the 

identification of partisanship and of the effects of presidential 

leadership, however, combination of the parties is essential." 

Because our objectives are tied to an analysis of cleavage, 

including party divisions, we choose to place members of both parties 

on the same scales. A second consideration is the fact that there are 

less than a dozen Republicans from which to draw in each of the first 

two sessions, thereby making separate party analyses less palatable. 

A third choice must be made with respect to the minimum dis-

sidence permitted in the selection of roll calls. Although there is 

some variation, the conventional measure is ten percent dissidence. 

That is not to say that more lopsided votes are not important for some 
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purposes. However, MacRae warns (1970, p. 41) that "... roll calls 

with extreme divisions of the vote . . . are less reliable definers of 

issues, and provide less information about issue similarity, than do 

roll calls that divide the legislators in question more evenly." 

Anderson, Watts, and Wilcox (1966, p. 80) conclude that "the 

eventual choice will depend on the amount of conflict that the in

vestigator wants to incorporate in his analysis." In the present study 

there would be little advantage in including votes with less than ten 

percent dissidence because such votes would not reveal further major 

cleavages. On clusters or scales with a large number of roll calls, 

legislator scores would not change because of the use of contrived 

items. On small clusters, inclusion of near-unanimous votes would 

introduce problems that Clausen and Cheney note concerning correlation 

of highly variable items (1970, p. 140). 

The method of legislative scoring on the scales is still another 

decision to be made prior to beginning a study. The choice here is to 

follow a procedure described by MacRae in his Parliament, Parties and 

Society in France, 1946-1958 (1967, pp. 348-353) by taking account of 

the p+ value of the roll calls. The p+ value is the percentage of the 

chamber voting in a "positive" manner, the meaning of which is dependent 

upon the context of the roll calls in the cluster. 

By arranging all roll calls in each cluster in the order of 

descending p+, bills with similar degrees of cleavage can be grouped 

together. Thus, it becomes feasible to organize the roll calls into 
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like groups in. terms of legislator response. For this study responses 

are grouped into six categories in a range of 0-5. 

The disadvantage of this method lies in the inability to dis

tinguish further degrees of voting sensitivity among those with 

"extreme" scores of either 0 or 5. For purposes of this study, how

ever, the range is assumed to provide sufficient differentiation 

between voting orientations. 

The Identification of Issue Clusters 

The first stage of research in this study was to select roll 

calls of the New Mexico House for the odd-year, regular sessions with 

at least ten percent dissidence. As a preliminary step in transcribing 

the data to punched cards, each legislator was assigned a code number. 

The roll calls were then prepared for computer analysis by coding the 

bill number, the numbers of those members either absent or on the losing 

side of the vote, and the vote count. 

These data elements constituted the basis for the edit, which 

included checking for correct code numbers and automatically assigning 

to all members, neither absent nor on the losing side, the position 

(yes or no) of the winning side. The total count of yes and no votes, 

plus absences, was then compared against the vote count entered on the 

punched cards. Failure to balance was an indication of errors in the 

transcription. 

The procedure above served as a check upon the reliability of 

the data base while also preparing it for cluster analysis by computer. 
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The analysis was carried out in two phases to take account of the 

differences in the MacRae and Clausen and Cheney approaches. 

For the MacRae approach, the roll call items in each cluster 

required a minimum Yule's Q-coefficient of .80 with every other item 

in the cluster (1965, pp. 909-926). The cluster with the most items 

in the correlation matrix was identified and its items removed from the 

matrix. A second computer run was then made to find the next largest 

cluster, and so on, until no more clusters of at least five items were 

found. If two clusters tied in the number of items, the cluster with 

the highest average Q-coefficient was selected. 

The Clausen and Cheney approach began with preselected items 

and with the requirement that the items associate at a minimum 

Q-coefficient level of .60 with each other, as well as a minimal 

average of .70 with all items in the cluster. As with the MacRae 

approach, the cluster with the most items was selected in the first 

computer run, although in this case the matrix was limited by the pre

selection procedure. Again, the search for clusters ended with five 

items. 

Although the MacRae and Clausen-Cheney selection concepts and 

correlation levels varied, both approaches employed Yule's Q in a 

fourfold table as the basis for computation of,the coefficients. 

The working of the Q-coefficient can be better understood by 

reference to Tables 1 and 2. In Table 1 it will be noted that 30 

legislators voted yes on both roll calls as indicated by cell a, 
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Table 1. Example of a High Q-Coefficient 

Roll Call #1 
Yes No 

to 
o 

CM 

O 
P3 

Yes 

No 

a30 

10 

Q = .85 

20 

5 voted no on the first roll call and yes on the second as indicated 

by cell b, and so on. By use of Yule's Q formula, Q ='(ad-bc) / 

(ad+bd), we substitute (30x20-5x10) / (30x20+5x10) and obtain a co

efficient of .85. In this case the coefficient would have been high 

enough to comply with the requirements of either approach. 

A high coefficient is largely dependent upon legislators who 

respond consistently to both roll calls; that is, in the fourfold table 

most of the votes should fall in the a and d categories. Suppose, 

Table 2. Example of a Low Q-coefficient 

Roll Call #1 
Yes No 

« 
o CM 
H ̂  
H 
(S 

Yes 

No 

a20 

:10 

'15 

20 

Q = .45 
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as in Table 2,that the number voting yes on both roll calls is reduced 

to the extent that ten votes are shifted from cell a to cell b. Applying 

Yule's Q, a coefficient of only .45 is obtained. This indicates the 

rapidity with which the coefficient drops in value as votes-presumably 

subject to scale error (yes-no and no-yes) increase relative to the 

consistent responses. 

The application of Yule's Q to cluster analysis is a method for 

measuring the relationships between pairs of roll calls. By setting 

various levels of minimum agreement, the analyst can approach the re

sults of conventional scale analysis in terms of reproducibility. 

The exact level will depend upon the amount of "error" that the re

searcher is willing to entertain. 

One merit of Q-analysis is the rapidity with which thousands of 

relationships can be examined by computer as compared to manual scaling 

methods. Moreover, as MacRae has pointed out (1965, p. 913), the 

coefficient has several advantages: it varies between +1.0 and -1.0, 

the items can be reversed, error is weighted, and it depends only on 

the pairwise rankings of legislators. 

Assigning Legislator Scores 

Once the issue clusters have been identified by Q-analysis, we 
» 

can proceed to an examination of the individual roll call items in each 

cluster in order to establish polarity. Polarity refers to the 

"positive" vote of the roll call relative to the other items in the 

cluster. A vote cast "no" may be positive, for example, if the cluster 
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pertains to support of labor and the roll call proposal would restrict 

collective bargaining. 

Polarity was first checked by use of the BMD05S program for 

Guttman scale analysis written as part of the UCLA Biomedical series 

(Dixon 1964). If a roll call had considerable error, it was "reflected" 

by changing yes votes to no and vice versa. Relationships were further 

inspected by examining assumed party polarity; that is, known liberal 

Democrats were more likely to receive relatively high scores on the 

0-5 range than known conservative Republicans. This assumption could 

be made since a number of the roll calls indicated a tendency for 

government to be used as a vehicle for positive socioeconomic purposes, 

increased funding of agency programs, and regulation of business. This 

is similar to the procedure used by Watts in his determination of 

polarity in the Indiana legislature (1967, p. 125). 

With the clusters and polarity established, the roll calls were 

arranged in descending order to p+ values. The rationale is taken 

from conventional scaling procedure, where a difficulty ordering of 

items is assumed. Thus, in attitude testing the scale may be visualized 

as proceeding from "easy" to "hard" questions, with a dropoff in the 

number of affirmative answers at each question. Similarly, on a scale 

or cluster containing roll calls, we may have 90 percent voting yes on 

the "easiest" roll call but an ever-increasing number of no votes as 

the relatively "harder" roll call proposals are posed. 

Because the roll calls are assumed to lie along a continuum, 

it also is necessary as in conventional scale analysis to distinguish 
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one position from another by the use of cutting points. In this study 

the nvimber of cutting points is predetermined by the stipulation of 

six position scores for legislators. Since a possible response 

category is 0, the total range of p+ is divided into five equal 

increments. 

The method of cutting is demonstrated in Figure 1. The p+ range 

extends from 89 to 11, or over 78 points. Each increment is therefore 

Roll Calls P+ Values 

HB 116 89 

HJR 5 86 
_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _  c u t t i n g  p o i n t  a t  7 4  
HB 242 67 
- - - - - - - - - - - - - -  C u t t i n g  p o i n t  a t  5 9  
SB 132 58 

HB 47 56 

HB 429 53 

HB 39 56 
Cutting point at 44 

SJR 6 38 

HB 88 33 

HB 502 33 
- - - - - - - - - - - - - -  C u t t i n g  p o i n t  a t  2 9  
SB 98 27 

SB 385 18 

Figure 1. Example of P+ Value Cutting Points 
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approximately 15 points. Beginning with 89 there are cutting points 

at 74, 59, 44, and 29. P+ scores 89 and 86 compose the first grouping, 

67 is the only item in the second group, and so on. 

The two p+ scores of 89 and 86 constitute a contrived item 

because, like all grouped items, they must be combined into one score. 

This is accomplished by scoring legislator responses according to the 

following method: a positive vote = +, an negative vote = -, and an 

absence = 0. Since an absence is a neutral response, scoring on a 

contrived item is resolved in favor of the predominant response, 

positive or negative. 

Consider that a legislator's response to a contrived item with 

six roll calls is +-0++-. In that case, the entire set is scored as +. 

This technique is sometimes of value in solving the absence problem 

as, for example, if a contrived item consists of two responses, 

0 and But if all responses in a contrived item are O's or equally 

divided between +'s and -'s, then the item is scored as 0. 

The next step in the scoring process was to complete final 

scores for legislators with "perfect" scores—that is, those with 

all +'s, all -'s, or one or more +*s followed by -'s only. In the 

procedure used here, the score consists of the number of +'s the 

respondent receives. The maximum score in every cluster is 5 and the 

minimum is 0 (no +'s). 

What remained was to take account of various "error" patterns 

and, where possible, adjusting the patterns to permit perfect scores. 

A number of rules, which generally follow scaling conventions, accounted 

for most of the adjustments. 



First, a search was made for possible reversals whereby shifting 

two contiguous scores would reveal a perfect score. Thus a ++-+- pat

tern would be changed to ++H—. Second, if there were absences or 

ties, the pattern would determine the disposition. A 00+++ would be 

scored as I-I I-1 I because the legislator had been consistent on the 

"difficult" items. But a +++00 would be scored according to the 

legislature's median score. In order to keep the marginals pure, a 

pattern of 0 was scored as + ; similarly I I I 10 was scored 

as ++++-, 

Error patterns which could not be resolved were scored as "X" 

and dropped from further analysis. These included such conditions as 

two reversals in a pattern and cases where over half of the scores' 

were absences or ties. The scoring revealed relatively few drops. 

Identifying and Validating Dimensions 

The identification and validation of policy dimensions across 

the sessions follows the scoring of legislators on the issue clusters. 

As noted previously, this study employs the Clausen "measurement 

identify model" (1967, pp. 1020-1035). The model consists of three 

criteria: an analysis of content similarity, correlations among issue 

clusters, and correlations of derived policy dimensions with predictor 

variables as a further method of validation. 

In this study we attempt to provide a standard procedure for 

dimensional identification through the use of elementary linkage 

analysis, as discussed in the next section. Thus, content analysis 

and voting correlate analysis are treated as methods of validating 
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policy dimensions. Although these criteria will be discussed in greater 

detail as they are employed in the following chapters, two aspects of 

the model as applied here deserve special attention. 

The problem of applying the model to New Mexico is complicated 

by the high rate of legislator turnover. In his analysis of New Mexico, 

Holmes (1967, pp. 183-185, 231-236) found that in the decade of 1925-35 

only about one in five or six members had previous legislative experience. 

Table 3. Holdovers as Percentage of House Membership, 1963-69 

Holdovers from Total Holdovers as 
Year Previous Session House Percent of Total 

1963 

1965 

1967 

1969 

40 

37 

36 

40 

66 

77 

70 

70 

61 

48 

51 

57 

Since the advent of the direct primary, however, approximately half of 

the membership has consisted of holdovers. Table 3 suggests that 

turnover is somewhat greater during a reapportionment period, with 

1965 suffering particularly. 

In short, whereas Clausen could point to about 150 congressmen 

for his holdover base over four Congresses, in New Mexico just eight 

House members served in all of the five regular sessions of the 1960's. 
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This small number hardly suffices as the base upon which to build a 

correlation matrix. 

As an alternative procedure, therefore, we have made individual 

intersession comparisons by analyzing each pair of contiguous sessions 

separately. For example, the 1961 and 1963 sessions are paired using 

the holdovers from the 1961 sessions. This procudure has the advan

tage of increasing the number of holdovers, although at the expense 

of more cumbersome computations than Clausen found necessary. 

A second aspect of the longitudinal model involves the need 

to identify the correlations between clusters that are greatly depend

ent upon concentration of extreme cases near the regression line in a 

bivariate analysis. In essence, this condition produces an artifically 

high correlation, as Clausen has demonstrated (1967)-. His solution was 

to set aside holdovers who occupied the polar positions on the scales. 

A comparable approach in this study is to eliminate from the 

intercluster analysis the holdovers who score either 5's or O's on 

the clusters compared. The scores obtained by this method were 

consistent with Clausen's computations. The low coefficients revealed 

a consistently more percipitate drop than the high coefficients in 

the matrix. 

Elementary Linkage Analysis 

The method used here to identify statistical associations in 

the correlation matrices is McQuitty's elementary linkage analysis (1957). 

McQuitty's technique provides a means of associating groups of like 
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clusters and thereby establishes the initial base from which further 

dimensional validation can proceed. To paraphrase McQuitty (p. 213), 

a potential policy dimension is defined as a category of issue clusters 

such that every cluster in the category has its highest coefficient 

within the cluster grouping. 

The rules for applying elementary linkage analysis can be 

illustrated briefly by reference to Table 4. First, the highest 

coefficient in each column is underlined. Second, a search is made for 

Table 4. Example of Matrix for Linkage Analysis 

A B C D E F 

A X .44 .59 .23 .36 .61 

B .44 X .71 .84 •
 

ro
 

00
 

.54 

C .59 .71 X .77 .65 .18 

D .23 .84 .77 X .64 .32 

E .36 .28 .65 .64 X .60 

F .61 .54 .18 .32 .60 X 

the highest coefficient. In this case, it is .-84 which associates 

items B and D as a cluster grouping. Since B and D share their highest 

relationship with each other, they form a reciprocal. 

Third, rows B and D are scanned to locate other items which 

share their highest coefficient with BD. Item C with a coefficient 



of .77 is identified in searching row D and becomes a cousin of BD. A 

further search of row C locates E as a cousin of C. 

Fourth, since this search exhausts the possibilities for BDCE, 

a new search of the remaining items is made. This identifies recip

rocal AF, which closes the analysis. Thus, as noted by the diagram in 

Figure 2, two reciprocal pairs (B and D, A and F) are located. If 

B and D were clusters for consecutive sessions, they might constitute 

a policy dimension depending upon additional criteria. 

.84 .77 .65 .61 
B C :> D C <£ E A > F 

Figure 2. Example of Elementary Linkage Analysis 

Elementary linkage analysis ranks among the simplest of the 

techniques available for dealing with matrices. It is employed here 

because it associates cluster groupings in a manner easy to understand 

and depict in a schematic. It should be stressed that it provides a 

guide only for sorting out relationships; it is not viewed as providing 

indisputable evidence of either the presence or absence of a policy 

dimension. 

One of McQuitty's later and more complex techniques was also 

applied to several sessions, but it revealed no change in the cluster 



groupings at the higher coefficient rankings. The McQuitty techniques 

are noted by MacRae in his discussion of methods for dealing with 

matrix relationships (1970, pp. 51-89). However, the only use of 

elementary linkage analysis in roll call studies is a brief reference 

by Vanderslik (1967, pp. 173-174). 

Statistical Measures 

The question of the selection of appropriate statistical 

measures for describing the association between independent and 

dependent variables has received relatively little attention in 

political science. This is especially true for non-parametric variables 

which, as in this study, are often encountered. Thus even a recent 

text such as Statistics in Political and Behavioral Science (Palumbo 

1969) gives only 30 pages to nominal and ordinal statistics. 

Basic to the discussion of statistical measures are the fol

lowing definitions (Senders 1958, p. 51): 

If all you can say is that one object is different 
from another, you have a nominal scale. 

If you can say that one object is bigger or better 
or more of anything than another, you have an ordinal scale. 

If you can say that one object is so many units 
(inches, degrees, etc.) more than another, you have an inter
val scale. 

If you can say that one object is so many times as 
big or bright or tall or heavy as another, you have a ratio 
scale. 

In this study party and region are examples of nominal scales, 

and the urban-rural variable is ordinal. Family income would qualify 
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as an interval.scale, although here it is applied as an ordinal scale 

to provide comparable coefficients. A ratio scale will not be 

encountered, however. 

One point of view takes the position that "certain assumptions 

of both descriptive and inference statistics can be violated without 

unduly altering the conclusions; and strict adherence to measurement 

scales may lead to an extensive waste of information" (Labovitz 1967, 

p. 151). Thus it can be argued rather forcefully that the greater 

sensitivity of the Pearson product-moment correlation coefficient 

justifies the assumption of equal scale intervals. More recently, 

techniques have evolved for applying linear regression analysis to 

nominal scales. 

The position taken here is that statistical techniques should 

not outrun the quality of the data. Thus, as a measure for the varia

tions between scale positions, the ordinal measure is used. The 

assumption is made that we cannot tell with certainty whether the 

intervals are equal but that order does exist. 

Freeman (1965, p. 79) asserts that "the problem here is the 

degree to which an individual's relative position or rank in one 

ordinal scale is predictable from his rank in another." If the rankings 

between scales are the same, there is perfect agreement; if the rankings 

are reversed, there is perfect inversion. Therefore, "the degree of 

association, or the degree of predictability, between two ordinal scales 

is dependent on the amount of agreement or inversion in the order of 

the scales" (p. 79). 
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The coefficient employed to measure ordinal associations is 

Goodman and Kruskal's gamma, which they symbolize as G (1954, pp. 732-

764). Its particular advantage for this study is that it is applicable 

to ties in rankings of legislators on the same scale. 

The coefficient G varies between perfect agreement, 1.00, and 

perfect inversion, -1.00. Thus, its formula is expressed as the number 

of agreements less the number of inversions divided by the sum of the 

number of agreements and inversions, or G = fa - fi / fa + fi. 

By reference to Table 5 we can apply the formula to a hypo

thetical example in which we inquire into the association between 

Table 5. Matrix Example Applying Goodman and Kruskal's Gamma 

Ranking on Welfare Scale 
Score 3 Score 2 Score 1 

Score 3 5 3 1 
Ranking 
on Score 2 2 5 6 

Economics 
Scale Score 14 8 7 

welfare and economics scales. Using legislators' scale scores, in 

Freeman's words (1965, p. 85), "To compute fa we multiply the fre

quency in each cell by the sum of the frequencies in all cells that 

lie both below and to the right of it," after which the products are 

added together. 

The computations for fi are the same except that the sum of 

the frequencies in the cells is both below and to the left of the 
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multiplier cell. By substitution we obtain: 

fi = (5) (7) + 2 (8+7) + 3 (6+7) + 5 (5+6+8+7) = 234; 

and fa = (5) (4) + 6 (4+8) + 3 (2+4) + 1 (2+5+4+8) = 129; 

= 234 - 129 = 105 = , 
b 234 + 129 363 * y 

A common problem in many social science studies is measurement 

of nominal scales in association with ordinal scales. Possibly most 

often used is lambda which, as Freeman points out (1965, p. 108), is 

usually justified on the basis "that one cannot talk about an ordered 

relationship between two variables when one of them possesses no order." 

Freeman, who disputes this assumption, has developed a coefficient based 

upon relative ranking. "The basic notion here is that a nominal scale 

and an ordinal scale are related to the degree that individuals in each 

one of the classes on the nominal scale tend to be ranked consistently 

higher or lower than persons in the other classes" (p. 110). 

The coefficient, known as Freeman's theta, is therefore based 

upon predicting order on the ordinal variable from classification on 

the nominal variable. The formula for computing theta is obtained by 

summing for each pair of nominal classes the frequency below minus the 

frequency above divided by the total number of comparisons. 

In our example, Table 6, we use the formula to determine the 

degree of association between the roll call rankings of two groups of 

legislators on an education scale. To obtain the frequency below (fb), 
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Roll Call Ranking 
Legislative on Education Scale 

Group Rank 1 Rank 2 Rank 3 

"A" 10 2 D 

"B" 3 19 

the frequency above (fa) and the total number of comparisons (t£) we 

compute: 

For fb on Rank 3 
Rank 2 
Rank 1 

For fa on Rank 3 
Rank 2 
Rank 1 

For t2'. 

(10) (1+9) - 100 
(2) (9) 
(0) (0) 

(1) (0) 
(2) (3) 
(0) (4) 

= 18 
0 

118 

0 
6 
0 
6 

(12) (13) = 156 

Thus theta is equal to ^ = ~ *711 = «71. 

For these legislators, we find that scores on the education 

scale can be predicted on the basis of their group allegiances in .71 

of the cases. 

Significance Tests 

Within political science there is little literature that is 

helpful in establishing the conditions under which tests of signifi

cance should be applied in roll call analyses. However, we share the 

view of Morrison and Henkel (1969, p. 132) that significance tests 
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"are not legitimately used for any purpose other than that of assessing 

the sampling error of a statistic designed to describe a particular 

population ou the basis of a probability sample." 

In this study that criterion is not established because we 

are dealing with the entire population of possible roll calls for the 

legislative sessions considered. Moreover, the population of 180 

legislators consists of the total universe of members serving in the 

five sessions. 

These conditions appear analogous to the example cited by 

Kruskal (1968, p. 245): 

Another difficulty arises in the use of significance 
tests (or any other procedures of probalistic inference) when 
the data consist of a complete census for the relevant popu
lation. For example, suppose that per capita income and per 
capita dollars spent on new automobiles are examined for the 
fifty states of the United States in 1964. The formal cor
relation coefficient may readily be computed and may have 
utility as a descriptive summary, but it would be highly 
questionable. 

This view is similar to the position taken by Sprague in Voting 

Patterns of the U. S. Supreme Court (1968). He remarks that the data 

he studied (judicial votes) were not a sample but "in fact constitutes 

all cases meeting the defining criteria: i.e., the universe, is avail

able for study" (p. 51). Fiellin, in a study of the New York State 

Democratic delegation to the 85th Congress, states that tests of 

significance are not used "because of the doubtful applicability of 

probability tests when the groups being compared have not been randomly 

selected" (1970, p. 317). 
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It should be mentioned that other assumptions are sometimes 

made to justify the use of significance tests. Morrison and Henkel 

(1969) note that it is sometimes argued that an infinite conceptual 

population is the population universe despite the fact that the particu

lar study exhausts the specified population. This and related justifi

cations must make "the assumption that the particular result observed 

was somehow randomly selected from some large set of possible results. 

On what basis this assumption is warranted except on the desire of the 

researcher to apply the statistical inference model is not clear" 

(p. 134). 

Finally, the use of significance tests as a basis for judging 

substantive significance is questionable. Morrison and Henkel find 

that this approach often leads to the erroneous assumption that "sub

stantive significance is in direct proportion to the strength of a 

relationship or the size of a difference found when testing a typical 

null hypothesis" (p. 136). 

Summary 

The review of literature has revealed methodological progress 

in identifying and summarizing roll call content, quantifying roll 

call relationships, and establishing a basis for comparability over 

time. Past research guided such choices for this study as the selection 

of contiguous sessions, inclusion of both parties on the same scales, 

the minimum dissidence level of ten percent, and the method of scoring. 



The prpcedures outlined included the requirements for the 

MacRae and Clausen-Cheney approaches, the rationale of the Yule's 

Q-coefficient, and the assignment of specific scale scores to in

dividual legislators. Attention has been given to identifying and 

validating policy dimensions as well as demonstrating the statistical 

measures to be employed herein. In addition, it was found that 

significance tests cannot be appropriately applied in this study. 

In the following chapters we turn to specific applications of 

the methodological procedures considered above. 



CHAPTER 3 

CLUSTER ANALYSIS: 
THE MACRAE EMPIRICAL APPROACH 

In contrasting the MacRae and Clausen-Cheney approaches, it 

should be emphasized that the authors share some common assumptions. 

There is agreement on cluster analysis as a valuable tool for specified 

objectives of roll call analysis. MacRae acknowledges that cluster 

analysis "makes fewer assumptions than factor analysis, stays closer to 

the data, and requires little mathematical preparation to learn" 

(1970, p. 286). In a comparative analysis, Clausen (1964) contends 

that, contrary to previous assumptions, cluster analysis produces items 

of more general content than does factor analysis. 

Moreover, the authors agree on the utilization of Yule's Q as 

the specific computing technique for cluster generation. Thus, in a 

field marked by a wide array of approaches and assumptions, the authors 

are in agreement on some basic premises. 

Nevertheless, their disagreement is fundamental on the approach 

to selection of roll call items for clusters. MacRae has advocated an 

empirical approach based upon objective statistical computations. 

Clausen and Cheney have decried this approach in part because (1970, 

p. 139) "one is all too often faced with roll call groupings which are 

a substantive potpourri." 

Their disagreement extends to the threshold level of item 

acceptance into a cluster. MacRae establishes a correlation level 

52 
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of .80 based on the Yule's Q-coefficient, while Clausen and Cheney set 

an average of .70 for the cluster with a minimum standard of .60 for 

individual item pairings. The significance of the minimum acceptable 

correlations in this instance can be stated in Clausen and Cheney's 

claim (1970), to be reviewed later, that a high correlational threshold 

creates greater dimensional complexity and serious validation problems. 

The Case for an Empirical Approach 

MacRae sees several advantages in a method of cumulative scaling 

that can be applied independently of subjective selection criteria. A 

difficulty of previous roll call studies was that the investigator 

(1965, p. 911) "may fail to group issues as the legislator did, or even 

ignore certain issues ... he may overlook certain bloc divisions that 

were not easily identifiable by common issue content" ..." 

MacRae thereby points out the most prevalent weakness in seeking 

dimensionality, subjectiveness on the part of the researcher in se

lecting roll call domains. Essentially, there is a tendency for the 

investigator to bias the results by selecting roll calls that fit his 

preconceived notions of voting behavior. Conceptualism lacks objec

tivity and spoils the promise of comparability. 

These problems can be avoided by an empirical approach. But 

at the same time MacRae recognizes that he may face the charge of brute 

empiricism such as the "assemblage of a meaningless collection of roll 

calls for which the legislators in question had scalable votes" (p. 911). 

To deal with this problem MacRae suggests two tests. First, 

"issues will be recognized here from the content of the roll calls 
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involved" (p. 912). He notes that more than one issue may appear in 

a cluster as well as the possibility that an issue may emerge in two 

or more clusters. Second, "blocs will be recognized from character

istics of the groups of legislators separated by a cluster of roll 

calls" (p. 912). Thus, it is assumed that clusters produce frames 

of reference identifiable in terms of legislators' attributes. 

MacRae has demonstrated his approach by applying it to the 

House of Representatives in the 84th Congress (pp. 915-917). He found 

that four of the five clusters derived from the Q-matrix analysis 

possessed rather clear content: foreign aid, agriculture, reciprocal 

trade, and pay of postal employees. A fifth, the smallest, dealt with 

housing and atomic power. 

In the same article MacRae found similar content clarity in 

reanalyzing data for the 81st Congress used in his Dimensions of 

Congressional Voting (1958). He noted that "certain issues are 

represented by very similar scales, completely distinct from others, 

in both studies" (p. 917). At the same time, the distribution of roll 

calls in the clusters differed somewhat between the studies. The 

previous welfare and race relations scales were merged into a more 

general domestic scale for the Democrats. For the Republicans the two 

scales were divided among three empirically-derived clusters. 

MacRae detected further clues to conceptual clarity by employing 

gamma as an index of association between clusters. He found that the 

highest correlation coefficients generally prevailed between clusters 
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that shared similar issue content. As a final step, MacRae used the 

clusters to illustrate legislative divisions, particularly the extent 

of the North-South split in the Democratic party. 

In the analysis below we attempt a further test of MacRae's 

empirical approach. All clusters derived from the roll calls of the 

five regular sessions of the New Mexico House are examined for dimen

sionality. This is accomplished, first, by identifying cluster content. 

Second, using elementary linkage analysis, clusters are associated on 

the basis of gamma correlations. Finally, the dimensions are tested 

for validity using associations with outside model variables. 

It should be noted that Appendix A contains a complete itemiza

tion of the roll calls contained in each cluster. This includes bill 

number, the official legislative roll call description, and the p+ 

value for each roll call. All clusters are identified by year and a 

dash number, such as 61-1. For MacRae clusters, the dash number also 

indicates the sequence in which the cluster was generated. 

Appendix B contains the correlation coefficients as computed 

between the MacRae clusters and selected outside model variables. The 

reason for the selection of party, region, and ethnicity as outside 

variables will become apparent in later chapters. 

Clusters for the 1961 and 1963 Sessions 

Only one cluster was derived from the 1961 New Mexico House 

session. This cluster was substantial, however, containing ten items. 

Its content was relatively clear in that most of the bills pertained to 
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concerns of labor, both organized and unorganized. We have therefore 

termed this cluster "labor." 

The largest of the six 1963 clusters, consisting of 13 items, 

is more difficult to interpret. High p+ values are found in connection 

with such items as salary increases for district judges. A middle p+ 

sector includes three labor issues, while a variety of roll calls are 

found at lower p+ values. The cluster, 63-1, will be labeled "regula

tion of general welfare" because of the mixed content. 

Cluster 63-2, containing ten items, is generally concerned with 

funding of the courts, regulation of elections, and personnel matters. 

With some hesitation it will be named the "governmental funding and 

personnel selection" cluster. Cluster 63-3 contains matters pertaining 

to governmental organization and administration. Because attempts to 

regulate appear as a major legislative objective, this cluster is 

termed "regulation of governmental structure." 

Cluster 63-4 contains a majority of labor roll calls, in

cluding minimum wage and the hotly-contested "right to work" bill. It 

can stand simply as "labor." But 63-5 is more difficult to define 

because it deals with a variety of issues. It will be viewed as 

"regulation of general welfare." Finally, the smallest cluster, 63-6, 

consisting of five items, also includes a variety of items from water 

districts to boys camps. It is also described as "regulation of 

general welfare." 



The 1961-63 Dimensions 

The 1961 and 1963 clusters, as related by gamma coefficients, 

are spelled out in Table 7. The highest gamma coefficient in the 

matrix is .77, which exists between the intrasession clusters 63-4 

and 63-5. This gives rise to the question as to whether 63-5 should 

be considered a "shadow" of 63-4 or perhaps vice versa in view of 

their identical number of items. As MacRae notes, a "shadow" may 

occur on intrasession clusters when "multiple clusters are found that 

overlap in content and rank the legislators quite similarly" (1970, 

p. 69). 

Table 7. Empirical Cluster Q-Matrix, 1961-63* 

61-1 63-1 63-2 63-3 63-4 63-5 63-6 

61-1 X 61 29 12 73 73 56 

63-1 61 X 49 32 69 55 33 

63-2 29 49 X 16 45 63 24 

63-3 12 32 16 X 31 10 9 

63-4 73 69 45 31 X 77 34 

63-5 73 55 63 10 77 X 33 

63-6 56 33 24 9 34 33 X 

^Decimal points omitted. 

The problem of dealing with "shadow" clusters is therefore one 

of defining what are "like" and "unlike" intrasession clusters. Such 
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clusters with high correlations that are defined as "unlike" will fore

stall linkage of intersession correlations and thereby reduce the 

possibility of uncovering policy dimensions. Thus, the approach taken 

is not trivial. 

What criteria can be applied to define shadow or like clusters? 

First, roll calls in the cluster can be examined for similar content. 

Second, the clusters can be compared on the basis of their statistical 

associations with such outside variables as party, region, and ethnicity. 

Roughly similar correlations would tend to confirm that the clusters 

are alike. Finally, the clusters can be compared, again roughly, as to 

their associations with other clusters in the matrix. It is clear that 

each of the criteria has a subjective aspect and that different investi

gators might reach different conclusions. 

We previously named the 63-4 cluster, "labor," and the 63-5 

cluster, "regulation of general welfare." Although this indicates a 

disparity in content, statistical criteria give a different picture. 

For region, respectively, the correlations are .72 and .73, while for 

ethnicity they are .64 and .75. Perhaps the strongest evidence of the 

"shadow" phenomenon is that both clusters have an identical score of 

.73 with the 61-1 labor cluster, which possesses the next highest 

coefficient in the matrix. 

On that basis 63-5 is declared a shadow of 63-4 because of the 

presumably greater labor content of 63-4, thus permitting the latter 

to join with 61-1 as a labor policy dimension. Although this is the 
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only dimension, emerging from the matrix, it is interesting to note 

the 63-1 regulation of general welfare cluster, also containing labor 

content, is relatively highly related to the policy dimension. The 

question as to whether 63-1 and 63-4 have a shadow relationship would 

be crucial except that on both coefficient and content 63-4 is definitely 

preferred as a partner for 63-1. Figure 3 outlines the matrix relation

ships, with the shadow relationships denoted by a broken line. 

.73 
61-1 <-

.56 

63-6 

.77 
63-4 < -•> 63-5 

A 
.69 

.49 
63-1 63-2 

|.32 
63-3 

Figure 3. Elementary Linkage 
Analysis for Empirical 
Q-Matrix, 1961-63 

The 1965 Session Clusters 

Five clusters were generated from the computer analysis of the 

1965 Q-matrix. The largest cluster of 12 items, "65-1, contains a wide 

variety of items. Several bills refer to the election process, others 

to appropriations and taxation, and some to regulation. This cluster 

probably deserves a "regulation of general welfare" definition. 
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Cluster 65-2 also contains a number of apparently diverse items, 

including a controversial resolution calling for a federal constitutional 

convention. It is also defined as "regulation of general welfare." 

Cluster 65-3 includes two roll calls that are amendments to items in the 

65-2 cluster: distribution of municipal sales tax and game and fish 

postings. Because funding is involved on a majority of the bills, we 

term this a "governmental funding" cluster. 

Cluster 65-4 contains bills that regulate the private sector: 

insurance, retail sales agreements, and sweepstakes. These and other 

roll calls lead us to define the cluster as "financial regulation." 

Cluster 65-5 focuses on governmental structure at the high p+ values, but 

the other two roll calls are essentially regulatory. It is therefore 

called "governmental structure and regulation." 

The 1963-65 Dimensions 

In examining the Q-matrix in Table 8, we are again confronted 

with the question of shadow clusters. Cluster 65-2, regulation of 

general welfare, finds an apparent shadow in its very high association 

of .90 with 65-4, financial regulation and funding. Although it is 

difficult to visualize a shadow relationship on the basis of content, 

65-2 and 65-4 have strikingly similar party coefficients of .05 and .02, 

region coefficients of .62 and .58, and ethnicity coefficients of .52 

and .54. Since their correlations with other clusters are also rather 

similar, it would appear that 65-4 is indeed a shadow. 



Table 8. Empirical Cluster Q-Matrix, 1963-65* 

63-1 63-2 63-3 63-4 63-5 63-6 65-1 65-2 65-3 65-4 65-5 

63-1 X 49 32 69 55 33 37 53 69 53 16 

63-2 49 X 16 45 63 24 47 35 75 21 2 

63-3 32 16 X 31 10 9 30 26 39 13 21 

63-4 69 45 31 X 77 34 48 55 68 46 62 

63-5 55 63 10 77 X 33 39 56 70 33 37 

63-6 33 24 9 34 33 X 15 18 10 1.6 29 

65-1 37 47 30 48 39 15 X 21 48 5 25 

65-2 53 35 26 55 56 18 21 X 46 90 6 

65-3 69 75 39 68 70 10 48 46 X 36 28 

65-4 53 21 13 46 33 16 5 90 . 36 X 0 

65-5 16 2 21 62 37 29 25 6 28 0 X 

*Decimal points omitted. 

We have already identified 63-5 as a shadow of 63-4 in the 

1961-63 analysis. However, the 63-1 cluster, regulation of general 

welfare, must now be compared with 63-4, labor, because of their shared 

coefficient of .69. On the content criterion the two clusters appear 

different but their respective theta coefficients for region are .61 

and .72, and for ethnicity .60 and .64. Since their correlations with 
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other clusters are also comparable, the shadow phenomenon is again at 

work. Although 63-1 contains more items, we declare it the shadow of 

63-4 in view of the latter's established dimensional relationship with 

63-1 and generally higher cluster associations. 

Using elementary linkage analysis, and excluding the shadow 

clusters, we find as shown in Figure 4 that 63-2, governmental funding 

.75 
63-2 -=> 65-3 

• .39 

63-3 63-1 

63-6 

Figure 4. Elementary Linkage Analysis for Empirical Q-Matrix, 
1963-65 

and personnel selection, and 65-3, governmental funding, form an inter-

session correlation at a level of .75. These clusters appear to share 

a common content. On ethnicity the coefficients are .83 and .79, 

although on region the span is wider at .90 and .63. In general, the 

evidence points to a policy dimension on governmental funding across 

the 63-65 sessions. 
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Clusters 63-4 and 65-5 also form a reciprocal across the two 

sessions. However, the labor content of 63-4 finds little parallel in 

the 65-5 governmental structure and regulation cluster, which does not 

include labor items. In addition, the correlation coefficient is rather 

low compared to several others in the Q-matrix. Although on ethnicity 

the scores are close at .64 and .57, on region the scores are very far 

apart at .72 and .16. Taking all these facts into consideration, we 

reject the continuation of the labor dimension into 1965. 

The 1967 Session Clusters 

Cluster 67-1 includes 15 items with such a strong labor emphasis 

that its "labor" designation is assured. Cluster 67-2, with ten roll 

calls,-emphasizes bills of party concern: elections, a "Little Hatch 

Act," and legislative compensation. It can therefore be labeled a 

"party" cluster. The third cluster, 67-3, is also defined as "labor" 

because of a pronounced emphasis on such matters as unemployment 

benefits, union matters and even a "Societies, Associations, and 

Organization" bill which had antiunion implications. 

With 67-4 we again resort to the "regulation of general wel

fare" nomenclature because of the general context of the roll calls. 

Similarly, 67-5 is labeled "regulation of general welfare" because of 

a wide variety of subjects without apparent common content. Finally, 

the smallest cluster, 67-6, also is termed "regulation of general 

welfare" because of ambiguous content. 



The 1965-67 Dimensions 

In examining the Q-matrix in Table 9, cluster 65-4 can be dis

carded as a shadow of 65-2 on the basis of our previous analysis. 

Table 9. Empirical Cluster Q-Matrix, 1965-67* 

65-1 65-2 65-3 65-4 65-5 67-1 67-2 67-2 67-4 67-5 67-6 

65-1 X 21 48 5 25 80 65 41 52 23 31 

65-2 21 X 46 90 6 15 -14 18 44 24 11 

65-3 48 46 X 36 28 61 31 43 72 37 30 

65-4 5 90 36 X 0 1 

m
 

C
M
 
1 22 44 34 12 

65-5 25 6 28 0 X 20 14 -10 30 3 17 

67-1 80 15 61 1 20 X 35 42 49 6 45 

67-2 65 -14 31 -25 14 35 X 26 20 -30 30 

67-3 41 18 43 22 -10 42 26 X 52 6 46 

67-4 52 44 72 44 30 49 20 52 X 6 41 

67-5 23 24 37 34 3 6 -30 6 6 X -11 

67-6 31 11 30 12 17 45 30 46 41 -11 X 

*Decimal points omitted. 

o 

However, 65-1, regulation of general welfare, and 67-1, labor, form an 

apparent dimension at the .80 level. The issue content of both clusters 

contains some items pertaining to labor and elections but differ on 
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other items. Both have very high associations with party, .93 and .83, 

and are relatively low on region, .23 and .35, although mixed on 

ethnicity, .50 and .74. Their associations with other clusters gen

erally follow the same patterns. Thus, while a dimension may appear 

possible on statistical grounds, applying a descriptive name to content 

is more difficult. Because of roll call heterogeneity, we reject the 

joining of these two clusters as a dimension. 

.80 
65-1 -£=-

• .65 

67-2 

67-1 

.90 
65-4 

.72 
65-3 <= 67-4 

A .30  ̂ A 
.37 7 n .52 

67-5 65-5 
67-3 

A 
.46 

67-6 
65-2 

Figure 5. Elementary Linkage Analysis for Empirical Q-Matrix, 1965-67 

A second reciprocal continues the 65-3 governmetal funding dimen

sion and joins with it 67-4, regulation of general welfare, at a co

efficient of .72. It may be that this dimension is misnamed; in any case, 

the content of 67-4 is definitely regulatory. Some regulations may be 

observed in 65-3 but very little in 63-2. Thus, the dimension does not 
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appear to have carried into 1967. As Figure 5 indicates, there are no 

other dimensional candidates for this iritersession period. 

The 1969 Session Clusters 

The 1969 session has the most clusters, nine, as well as the two 

with the most items. Cluster 69-1 is composed of 21 roll calls. Since 

approximately half are devoted to election matters, this can appro

priately be called an "election" scale. Cluster 69-2, the second 

largest, consists of 16 items. It is termed a "labor" cluster because 

the majority of the bills seem to reflect some labor-management conflict. 

While these two clusters are relatively easy to name on the 

basis of content, the next three clusters—69-3, 69-4, and 69-5—appear 

to contain much more diverse roll call proposals. For example, 69-3 

includes roll calls on Indian liquor exemptions, kaleidoscope players, 

cultural properties, and veterans' credit under the state retirement 

act. Thus, we resort to "regulation of general welfare" as the descrip

tion for all three clusters. 

The remainder of the clusters for 1969 are all composed of the 

minimum of five items. Cluster 69-6 appears to be related to electoral 

voting on three roll calls and is termed "elections." With 69-7, 

however, we return to the "regulation of general welfare" description. 

Labor-management conflicts appear to dominate 69-8, providing a "labor" 

definition. Finally, "financial regulation" is applied to the last 

cluster, 69-9. 



The 1967-69 Dimensions 

Our search of the Table 10 Q-matrix reveals that the highest 

correlation at .80 joins two intrasession clusters, 69-2, labor and 

69-6, elections. It would appear that 69-6 could be treated as a 

Table 10. Empirical Cluster Q-Matrix, 1967-69* 

67 67 67 67 67a 67 69 69 69 69 69 69 69 69 69 
-1 -2 -3 -4 -5 -6 -1 -2 -3 -4 -5 -6 -7 -8 -9 

67-1 X 35 42 49 -6 45 59 70 55 31 46 78 31 21 30 

67-2 35 X 26 20 30 30 49 26 53 34 36 71 0 21 39 

67-3 42 26 X 52 -6 46 35 57 47 18 24 60 28 30 45 

67-4 49 20 52 X -6 41 34 57 30 18 22 . 76 65 29 41 

67-5a -6 30 -6 -6 X 11 32 17 40 33 55 46 -2 25 47 

67-6 45 30 46 41 11 X 34 56 37 37 -6 43 40 18 27 

69-1 59 49 35 34 32 34 X 56 56 70 56 78 32 30 43 

69-2 70 26 57 57 17 56 56 X 48 34 31 80 62 35 40 

69-3 55 53 47 30 40 37 56 48 X 56 24 59 31 40 42 

69-4 31 34 18 18 33 37 70 34 56 X 41 64 7 41 55 

69-5 46 36 24 22 55 -6 56 31 24 41 X 47 9 29 32 

69-6 78 71 60 76 46 43 78 80 59 64 47 X 55 48 48 

69-7 31 0 28 65 -2 40 32 62 31 7 9 55 X 29 28 

69-8 21 21 30 29 25 18 30 35 40 41 29 48 29 X 32 

69-9 30 39 45 41 47 27 43 40 42 55 32 48 28 32 X 

•Decimal points omitted. aCluster coefficients reflected. 
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shadow of 69-2. If we inspect the matrix further, however, we find 

that 69-6 shares a .78 coefficient with both 69-1 elections, and 

67-1, labor. Thus, despite the slightly higher coefficient with 

69-2, the 69-6 cluster seems to be a shadow of 69-1 in content, and it 

is so considered at this point. 

There is still another intrasession coefficient to be considered. 

Cluster 69-4, regulation of general welfare, is associated with 69-1, 

elections, at a coefficient of .70. However, two of the 69-4 roll calls 

involve election considerations. The theta party coefficient is .98 

for 69-1 and .94 for 69-4, on region .28 and .26, and .56 and .39 on 

ethnicity. On this basis the 69-4 cluster is also considered a shadow 

of 69-1. 

Given these revisions, we next examine the intersession associa

tion at the .70 level between 67-1, labor, and 69-2, labor. The two 

clusters have associations, respectively, with party at .83 and .68, with 

region at .35 and .39, and with ethnicity at .74 and .88. Thus, 67-1 

and 69-2 create a policy dimension. 

Clusters 67-4 and 69-7, both of which are defined as regulation 

of general welfare, join at the .65 level. They have party coefficients, 

respectively, of .54 and .48, on region of .58 and .48, and on ethnicity 

of ,.92 and .90. Judged on this basis, as well,as their matrix associa

tions, we establish a policy dimension on regulation. To find a more 

specific name to apply to this dimension is difficult. Only one item, 

polygraphy testing, appears in both clusters. As indicated in Figure 6, 

this dimension stands alone without attracting other similar clusters. 
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Figure 6. Elementary Linkage Analysis for Empirical Q-Matrix, 1967-69 

A Critique of the MacRae Approach 

For our labors we have identified and validated four policy 

dimensions over the four intersession matrices in the period of 1961-69. 

The four include clusters 61-1 and 63-4, termed a labor dimension; 

clusters 63-2 and 65-3, a governmental funding dimension (hereafter 

termed simply "funding"); clusters 67-1 and 69-2, a second labor 

dimension; and finally 67-4 and 69-7, regulation of general welfare 

(abbreviated to "regulation" hereafter). None of the dimensions ex

tend over more than one intersession period. 

How these findings may be interpreted in the light of what is 

known about the New Mexico legislative system will be given attention 

in later chapters. What is at immediate issue here is the question: 
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do the claims that MacRae has made for his approach appear to be borne 

out by the analysis above? 

MacRae has argued that his method is "more empirical and less 

dependent on preliminary hypotheses ..." and can be employed if we 

accept the view "that the structure of legislative votes is a datum for 

the investigator to discover, not to create" (1965, p. 911). The 

premise is attractive. The investigator rids himself of bias and 

troublesome decisions in selecting roll calls. He can proceed on his 

way with a rigorous, objective procedure. 

But if we assume that the focus of interest is in defining 

voting cleavages over time through stable policy dimensions, MacRae1s 

approach may be questioned on several grounds. First, statistical 

associations are frequently ambiguous or contradictory. We have ob

served several instances in which intrasessions clusters have not 

produced a definite champion on the basis of gamma coefficients, 

particularly in the 1963 and 1969 sessions. The coefficients also call 

attention to the tendency for intrasession correlations to be higher 

than intersession correlations. Whether this is an artifact of the 

method cannot definitely be established in this study. However, 

resort to the associations between leading clusters and outside 

variables may also produce conflicting interpretations. Observe above 

the associations computed for 63-2 and 65-3, 63-4 and 65-5, 65-1 and 

67-1, and 67-1 and 69-2. 

The nature of content is a particularly persistent and vexing 

question. Here Clausen and Cheney's criticism (1970) of the tendency 
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of objectivelyrdefined clusters to produce a "substantive potpourri" 

appears well taken. In the analysis above we have frequently been hard 

put to provide a description of content for many of the clusters. The 

familiar but vague "regulation of general welfare" has been put to use 

in 12 of the 27 clusters, although with the feeling that it satisfies 

neither reader nor investigator. 

MacRae recognizes that his empirical clusters may contain more 

than one issue, although in the examples he uses this problem is not 

critical. He is able to apply such familiar terminology as "urban," 

"foreign aid," "domestic," and "housing." By the very use of such 

terminology, however, he demonstrates that, to make the cluster genera

tion meaningful, we must relate it to theoretically relevant policy 

concepts. 

Without some content focus, in fact, we have nothing more than 

a miscellaneous assortment of roll calls that might be labeled "X." 

It will be recalled that MacRae has anticipated this objection in noting 

that "empiricism cannot be unbounded ..." (1965, p. 911). Thus, he 

invokes both content and statistical associations as criteria to be 

employed in identifying and verifying dimensionality. 

That his approach falls short can be seen from the problems 

involved in distinguishing "like" from "unlike" clusters with respect 

to the "shadow" clusters. Since their continued presence in the matrix 

would preclude the possibility of identifying intersession associations, 

it was necessary to dispose of them according to the same criteria 
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employed for policy dimensions. It is possible, however, that on a 

judgment based solely on content many investigators would conclude that 

the shadow clusters were indeed more unlike than like despite their 

high correlation levels. 

We are led to conclude that, more frequently than not, the 

statistical associations have been mixed, or have led to one conclusion 

while content has led to another. The criteria, in short, do not 

dispose of the problem of dimensionality. The conclusion emerges that 

the MacRae approach only postpones the subjective aspect of the analysis 

until after the clusters have been generated. 

Moreover, we are not certain whether the inability to establish 

policy dimensions past one intersession period reflects a tendency for 

dimensions to converge and diverge, as Clausen and Cheney suggest 

(1970, p. 139), or whether the roll call data preclude the possibility 

of persistent dimensionality. Additional evidence on the latter point 

will be forthcoming as we proceed to an analysis of the Clausen-Cheney 

conceptual approach. 

Measuring Roll Call Scalability 

Although there are apparent shortcomings in the empirical 

approach, it may have value as a measure of the level of roli call 

scalability—and therefore of cleavage—in a legislative system. The 

assumption is that scalable clusters are a function of the degree to 

which cleavage persists on roll call votes, thereby stabilizing the 

legislators' frames of reference. As Truman (1959, p. 330) has 
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observed, "votes that will not scale will not produce sizable blocs 

with any degree of cohesion." 

The cluster generations obtained above can be compared to 

MacRae's 1965 study in which he emphasizes the importance of the pro

portion of roll calls entering the leading cluster as a key to under

standing legislative cleavage. MacRae found much more instability and 

diversity in the cleavages among the congressional Republicans than the 

Democrats. This is reflected in Table 11 which reveals a consistently 

Table 11. Roll Calls Entering Leading Empirically-derived Cluster, 
U. S. House and New Mexico House* 

Legislative Session 
Percent of Roll 
Calls in Cluster 

Total Roll Calls 
in Universe 

80th Congress, Republican 14 73 
82nd Congress, Republican 26 138 
84th Congress, Republican 8 102 

80th Congress, Democrat 29 103 
82nd Congress, Democrat 28 139 
84th Congress, Democrat 22 85 

New Mexico House, 1961 9 107 
New Mexico House, 1963 8 129 
New Mexico House, 1965 9 140 
New Mexico House, 1967 10 146 
New Mexico House, 1969 10 207 

^Congressional data derived from MacRae (1965). 

lower percentage of roll calls in the leading Republican cluster. In 

short, the North-South split structures Democratic frames of reference, 
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while the Republicans are inclined toward specific issue orientations, 

resulting in small leading scale clusters. 

Despite MacRae's separation of the parties, this type of analysis 

has meaning for analyses that treat the two parties together. Also, in 

this study the first two sessions are essentially one-party. As Table 11 

indicates, the leading cluster in the New Mexico House for each session 

is clearly more comparable to the Republicans than the Democrats. This 

means that blocs are not effective over a broad range of legislative 

issues in New Mexico. Moreover, the percentage has been quite consistent 

over the five sessions of the decade. 

The percentage of roll calls entering all empirically-derived 

clusters provides another measure of the extent of legislative cleavage. 

Extrapolating from MacRae's study, we find in Table 12 that his empirically-

derived clusters for Republicans in the 81st Congress attracted 47 percent 

of the total roll call universe. For the Democrats the percentage was 

a much higher 63 percent in the same Congress. 

Table 12. Total Roll Calls Entering All Empirically-derived Clusters, 
U. S. House and New Mexico House* 

Legislative Session 
Percent of all Roll 
Calls Entering Scales 

Total Roll Calls 
in Universe 

81st Congress, Republican 47 181 
81st Congress, Democrat 63 176 

New Mexico House, 1961 9 107 
New Mexico House, 1963 37 129 
New Mexico House, 1965 28 140 
New Mexico House, 1967 34 146 
New Mexico House, 1969 37 207 

•Congressional data derived from MacRae (1965). 
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In comparison, the highest percentage in the New Mexico House 

was 37 in 1963 and 1969. Even if we grant some difference in the method 

of computation, the variation is substantial. It indicates that the 

voting patterns in the Congress, at least for the one session, are much 

more scalable than in the New Mexico House. Thus, the MacRae approach 

may be useful as a general index in assessing the extent to which a 

legislature is characterized by cleavages extending over a wide variety 

of issues. 

In examining the New Mexico House sessions in Table 12, the 

most striking statistic is the very low percentage of scalable roll 

calls for the 1961 session. How can such variations in scalability be 

explained? In his study of scalability in Congress, Anderson (1964b) 

examined the voting patterns of the two parties in the context of 

"full" majorities, characterized by party control of both the executive 

and legislature, and a "truncated" majority, which occurs when the 

majority legislative party faces an executive of the opposite party. 

Using data from MacRae's 1958 study, Anderson found that on 

several issues scalarity increased for the party in control of Congress. 

In addition, he corroborated Truman's observation (1959) that presi

dential leadership stabilized the voting structure. His evidence was 

based upon the greater percentage of scalable votes \<Jien a party main

tained a full as opposed to a truncated majority. 

Inasmuch as Anderson suggests that scalability may vary with 

the type of legislative majority, New Mexico is of interest because all 
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possible types, are present in the five sessions. As shown in Table 13, 

the low of nine percent is found in the 1961 session under conditions 

of a truncated one-party House. A startling rise to 37 percent occurs 

in 1963 when, under continued Democratic one-party control, a governor 

of the same allegiance comes to power. 

Although this might seem to presage an even higher level of 

scalability under two-party competition, the percentage falls to 28 

in 1965. Finally, under a truncated two-party system with a continued 

Democratic majority, scalability moves back up to 37 percent in 1969. 

Table 13. Relationship of Type of Legislative Majority to Scalable 
Roll Calls 

Scalable Roll Calls Type of 
Legislative Session as Percent of Universe Legislative Majority 

New Mexico House, 1961 9 Truncated one-party 
New Mexico House, 1963 37 Full one-party 
New Mexico House, 1965 28 Full two-party 
New Mexico House, 1967 34 Truncated two-party 
New Mexico House, 1969 37 Truncated two-party 

The evidence points to the conclusion that scalability under a 

truncated one-party system is very low. But when one of the situational 

variables changes--either to full majority or two-party competition— 

scalability improves markedly. It is possible, however, that the 

relationship may be more complex than we have indicated. We refer to 

the 1965 session where, despite rising two-party competition and a 
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second-term governor fresh from an impressive electoral victory, 

scalability is lower than for any other session in the 1963-69 period. 

McCally's statistical study (1966) of legislative support for 

gubernatorial programs in 26 states provides insight into the relation

ships between variables as well as illustrating the complexities. 

According to McCally, a gubernatorial party finds extra legislative 

seats a disadvantage beyond a threshold of approximately 55 percent. 

If this is true, then the reduced Democratic majority should have 

worked to the governor's advantage. 

On the other hand, McCally found (p. 939) that "the guber

natorial election does not affect the support or success of the 

governor to a very great degree." Rather, legislative support was 

greatest for an incumbent governor during sessions preceding primary 

elections in which the governor was a candidate. The author's 

hypothesis that the incumbent governor's supply of rewards and punish

ments diminishes in a post-election session seems to fit the facts for 

the New Mexico 1965 general session. 

But we cannot push the data too far. McCally's measures are 

different from those used here; furthermore, administration support 

is not identical to scalability. However, the study of scalable-

related variables could be further explored in New Mexico by analysis 

of sessions farther back in time as well as attention to the Senate. 

The legislatures of the 1950's, in particular, offer a variety of 

truncated and full party majorities. 



CHAPTER 4 

CLUSTER ANALYSIS: 
THE CLAUSEN AND CHENEY CONCEPTUAL APPROACH 

As a contrast to MacRae's empirical approach to cluster 

analysis item selection, Clausen and Cheney (1970, p. 139) emphasize 

the advantages of beginning the selection process with "preliminary 

conceptual definitions of policy domains." What the authors have in 

mind is the selection of roll calls for cluster analysis by defining 

content areas rather broadly in terms of such domains as welfare, 

civil rights and liberties, social welfare, and economic policy. 

Although guidelines are provided for distinguishing between, for 

example, welfare and economic policy, it is clear that Clausen and 

Cheney see the domains as so general that they are to some extent 

self-defining. 

The Case for a Conceptual Approach 

In their study of the U. S. House and Senate the authors 

claim that this approach permits comparisons between the two chambers 

on major policy dimensions as well as an analysis of the comparative 

pressures of party and constituency. The study of major dimensions 

provides a basis for ascertaining whether congressional policy 

orientations are encompassed within relatively few frames of reference. 

78 
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Finally, the a.uthors assert that policy domains may possibly be em

ployed to determine whether such distinctions penetrate into electoral 

behavior. 

But what is of most interest here is the potential of the 

Clausen and Cheney (1970) approach for longitudinal analysis. As 

they note (p. 152): "A policy orientation leading to subjective 

divisions of items into policy domains provides the basis for compara

tive and longitudinal studies." 

In applying the conceptual approach to a comparison of the 

social welfare and economic policy areas, they find that such dimensions 

do indeed exist, although with some qualifications, in both houses of 

Congress over the period of the 83rd through the 88th Congresses. More

over, they note that there are differences between the two domains with 

respect to outside model relationships. Economic policy is more closely 

associated with party, while welfare policy is revealed as more highly 

correlated with constituency characteristics. 

As discussed previously, the conceptual approach carries along 

with it a different view of coefficient threshold level for entrance 

into a cluster. Whereas the empirical approach required a minimum 

Q-correlation level of .80, Clausen and Cheney permit a level as low 

as .60 provided the overall average is .70. Their justification is 

represented as a compromise between two dangers (p. 140): 

If the correlation criteria are set too high, a number 
of clusters may be identified which are so highly correlated 
that the measures constructed on them can not be differentiated 
in their relationships to other variables. If the correlation 
criteria are set too low, homogeneity is reduced and inter
pretation becomes more difficult. 
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Applying the Conceptual Approach 

In applying the conceptual approach to the New Mexico House, 

the statistical levels described above are used. And, in order to 

utilize the same conceptual definitions, the Clausen-Cheney inter

pretations of the welfare and economic policy dimensions are also 

employed. 

In selecting the preliminary universe of items for the social 

welfare policy domain, the authors make the following observation 

(p. 141): 

In general, legislation on the welfare dimension in
volves a relatively direct intercession of the government on 
behalf of the individual, cushioning him against the jolts 
administered by the economy, assisting him in coping with more 
powerful economic elements, and aiding him in getting the 
equal chance that the ideal of equal opportunity demands. 

On the other hand, the impact of economic policy is rather less 

direct because (p. 141) ". . . it is more concerned with the provisions 

to be made by the government for maintaining the economy on an even 

keel, supporting its development in particular areas, and defining the 

public interest in relation to private economic interests." 

In addition to these two areas, two other policy areas that 

appear germane to New Mexico are proposed: (1) governmental structure 

and administration and (2) elections. The operation and funding of 

state and local government in New Mexico is a relatively large segment 

of the economy and in itself accounts for a considerable share of the 

deliberations of the legislators. Measures dealing with these matters 
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may have consequences for various regions, classes of localities, and 

constituency groups in the state. 

For example, efforts to establish employment practices strictly 

on the basis of merit may be viewed as discriminatory by educationally-

disadvantaged groups. A bill to centralize state agency personnel in 

Santa Fe will involve the transfer of jobs from smaller localities. 

The organization of state highway department districts can affect the 

disposition of road funds between regions of the state. 

Other bills which may have an impact on various constituencies 

include the organization and investment policies of boards controlling 

state permanent funds, the method of district court funding, the 

transfer of functions of government between agencies, and the manner 

of appointment of members of state boards. These examples suggest that 

governmental structure and administration issue clusters may yield 

distinctive policy dimensions. We would also anticipate that constit

uency variables would associate highly with this policy area, although 

direct evidence from other studies is lacking. 

While governmental structure and administration may be related 

to constituency, the literature indicates that roll calls relating to 

elections are very often partisan questions. For example, LeBlanc 

(1969), in his study of voting in 26 state senates concluded that 

legislative organization and election administration most frequently 

were party issues. 

Thus, we might view the four policy domains along a constituency-

party continuum. Governmental structure and administration would seem 

to be most closely related to constituency variables. Next would appear 
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the Clausen-Cheney conceptualized welfare policy dimension, followed 

by the economic policy dimension which is more closely related to party 

on the basis of the Clausen-Cheney analysis. Finally, at the party 

pole would appear the elections dimension with its heavy emphasis on 

partisan cleavage. 

In connection with the discussion of the clusters and their 

associated roll calls, it should be noted that Appendix C contains a 

listing of the bill numbers, official legislative descriptions, and 

p+ values for all roll calls. All clusters are identified by year and 

a dash number, such as 61-1. Appendix D contains the correlation co

efficients computed between the Clausen-Cheney clusters and selected 

outside model variables. 

Clusters for the 1961 and 1963 Sessions 

Eleven items comprise the 61-1 social welfare cluster. These 

are items, such as unemployment compensation, mining safety, minimum 

wage, and fair employment practices, that have divided American labor 

and management throughout this century. The 61-2 economic cluster, on 

the other hand, appears more ambiguously defined since it includes 

some items of interest to certain groups such as ranchers, while other 

items, such as the withholding tax, apply to the public at large. 

Economic cluster 61-3 appears related to a different set of issues, 

particularly state lands. Thus, unlike the Clausen and Cheney study 

of Congress, we do not begin with a dominant economic cluster accounting 

for a large proportion of the domain's roll calls. Instead we have two 

clusters, each composed of only the minimal five roll calls. 
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Two clusters were generated in the structure and administration 

of government domain. The 61-4 scale is concerned with regulation of 

personnel employed by the state, while the emphasis in 61-5 is on 

selection procedure for employment. In both clusters there is some 

content pertaining to government organization. Also of interest is 

the fact that no clusters were generated relating to elections content. 

The largest 1963 cluster is 63-1, consisting of 16 items. Most 

of these are again labor-related but others include financing of 

education and the administration of welfare programs. Once again there 

are two economic clusters, one of eight and the other of six items. 

Cluster 63-2 is built around the liquor "fair trade" issue which was a 

center of controversy throughout the 1960's. The 63-3 economic cluster 

is less issue-oriented but contains several regulatory measures. 

The 1963 session contains three clusters pertaining to govern

mental structure and administration. Cluster 63-4 contains a core of 

items relating to the courts and their funding—a political subsystem 

of considerable importance in its own right in New Mexico. The second 

and third clusters, 63-5 and 63-6, both contain a variety of items that 

are difficult to define in content. 

The 1961-63 Dimensions 

The correlation matrix of gamma coefficients for the 1961-63 

summary is spelled out in Table 14 and diagrammed in Figure 7. The 

highest coefficient is the .85 association between governmental 

structure and administration clusters 61-4 and 63-5. The two clusters 

are concerned with regulatory matters, particularly with respect to 
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Table 14. Conceptual Cluster Q-Matrix, 1961-63* 

61-1 61-2 61-3a 61-43 61-5 63-1 63-2 63-3 63-4 63-5a 63-i 

61-1 X 38 39 36 43 81 18 48 52 41 23 

61-2 38 X 18 43 44 32 -2 14 35 57 26 

61-33 39 18 X 26 33 53 7 55 25 19 46 

61-4a 36 43 26 X 52 27 13 58 -4 85 16 

61-5 43 44 33 52 X 39 8 32 57 58 18 

63-1 81 32 53 27 49 X 2 16 34 33 8 

63-2 18 -2 7 13 8 2 X -2 41 '42 42 

63-3 48 14 55 58 32 16 -2 X 25 23 47 

63-4 52 35 25 -4 57 34 41 25 X 35 21 

63-5a 41 57 19 85 58 33 42 23 35, X 54 

63-6a 23 26 46 16 18 8 42 47 21 54 X 

*Decimal points omitted. Cluster coefficients reflected. 

administration by state agencies. The theta coefficients, respectively, 

are .09 and .24 on region and on ethnicity .07 and .05. Neither 

cluster, then, produces a distinctive frame of reference on either 

region or ethnicity. The correlations with other clusters are very 

mixed. Although there appears sufficient evidence to support a 

governmental structure and administration dimension, inspection of the 

61-4 cluster scores reveals that the scores for legislators are limited 
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.81 
61-1 ^ 63-1 

.55 
6 1 - 3  ̂ ^  6 3 - 3  

Figure 7. Elementary Linkage Analysis for Conceptual 
Q-Matrix, 1961-63 

to the 3-5 range. A clue to this condition is the relatively high 

minimal marginal reproducibility (NMR) score of .66,. although other 

clusters possess high MMR's with a broader range as indicated by 

Appendices A and C. In any case, 61-4 is eliminated as a dimensional 

candidate. 

The next highest association of .81 occurs between welfare 

clusters 61-1 and 63-1. The similarity in content is very evident and 

leaves little doubt that we are dealing with homogeneous items. The 

region coefficient is only moderately close at .53 and .69, but the 

ethnicity scores of .79 and .71 and the comparison of matrix scores 

tends to confirm the existence of a welfare dimension. 

The presence of a second governmental structure and administra

tion dimension, consisting of 61-5 and 63-4, is in doubt because of the 

63-4 

J ' "  
61-5 _ 

.58 

'/ 
63-2 

61-2 
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63-5 
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relatively low coefficient of .57. The theta scores on region are close 

at .61 and .70 respectively, but there is evidence of disparity on 

ethnicity at .54 and ,88._ We therefore reject it as a policy dimension. 

The 1965 Session Clusters 

The welfare scale, 65-1, is about equally divided between labor 

and education items, with two roll calls concerned with Department of 

Public Welfare bonds. For the third straight session there are two 

economic clusters. For the most part 65-2 is concerned with regulation 

including such state-wide matters as municipal sales tax distribution, 

importation of meat, and state land sales to non-residents. A majority 

of the 65-3 roll calls relate to liquor, gaming, and racing, suggesting 

that a frame of reference involving morality may have been at work. 

With 65-4 an elections cluster is introduced for the first time. 

The bills in this cluster are clearly of party interest. This session 

was, of course, the first to follow the partial reapportionment in 

the 1964 elections. The government structure and administration scale, 

65-5, generated for this session appears to stress structural revisions. 

The 1963-65 Dimensions 

The highest 1963-65 matrix coefficient in Table 15 joins the 

two welfare clusters 63-1 and 65-1 at the .69 level. The two clusters 

share common content, with regional coefficients of .69 and .55 and 

ethnicity coefficients of .71 and .58. This extends the welfare policy 

domain over three sessions. 



Table 15. Conceptual Cluster Q-Matrix, 1963-65* 

63-1 63-2 63-3 63-4 63-5a 63-6a 65-1 65-2 65-3 65-4 65-5a 

63-1 X 2 16 34 33 8 69 54 57 -1 33 

63-2 2 X -2 41 42 42 5 19 12 -5 9 

63-3 16 -2 X 25 23 47 28 43 17 -14 53 

63-4 34 41 25 X 35 21 51 30 53 -26 30 

63-5a 33 42 23 35 X 54 20 -8 37 -7 14 

63-6a . 8 42 47 21 54 X 24 -7 -17 11 29 

65-1 69 5 28 51 20 24 X 54 51 9 19 

65-2 54 19 43 30 -8 -7 54 X 37 46 -27 

65-3 57 12 17 53 37 -17 51 37 X 0 20 

65-4 -1 -5 -14 -26 -7 11 9 46 0 X -44 

65-5a 33 9 53 30 14 29 19 -27 20 -44 X 

^Decimal points omitted. aCluster coefficients reflected. 

But as Figure 8 indicates, many of the remaining clusters are 

cousins of the welfare dimension. The next highest reciprocal 

association, occurring between 63-5 and 63-6 is intrasessional, 

indicating a shadow relationship. The third reciprocal, which exists 

between 63-3 and 65-5, relates clusters with economic and govern

mental structure and administration content. 
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.54 

63-4 65-4 

.54 
63-5 ^ 63-6 

\4̂  
63-2 

.53 
63-3 ^ 65-5 

Figure 8. Elementary Linkage Analysis for Conceptual 
Q-Matrix, 1963-65 

The 1967 Session Clusters 

Roll calls in the 1967 universe generated a cluster of ten 

items for welfare scale 67-1. Labor, education, housing, and public 

welfare were subjects of the cluster content. For the first time in 

the analysis an economic cluster, 67-2, consisted of a sizable number 

of items. The majority of the 15 roll calls involved-economic regu

lation. However, several related specifically to tax matters. A 

second economic cluster, 67-6, involved regulation of particular 

economic areas, while a third, 67-7, seemed to stress aspects of 

economic development. 

Governmental structure and administration cluster 67-5 in

cluded a wide variety of items in that domain, ranging from committees 

for a new constitution and executive reorganization to a definition of 

duties of conservation officers. In the same policy, area 67-8 contained 

three items relating to the legislature itself. 
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Elections clusters were uncovered in 67-3 and 67-4. On the 

basis of content one is hard-pressed to state why the roll calls fell 

I 
into clusters of five items rather than one large grouping composed of 

all ten. 

The 1965-67 Dimensions 

The 1965-67 matrix presented in Table 16 and outlined in 

Figure 9 offers the possibility of four policy dimensions. First we 

Table 16. Conceptual Cluster Q-Matrix 1965-67* 

65-1 65-2 65-3 65-4 65-5 67-1 67-2 67-3 67-4 67-53 67-6a 67-7 67- i  

65-1 X 54 51 9 -19 70 46 58 15 -15 36 47 19 

65-2 54 X 37 46 27 48 75 76 44 10 62 30 43 

65-3 51 37 X 0 -20 30 29 30 -11 -7 14 22 -10 

65-4 9 46 0 X 44 15 42 46 56 35 66 8 31 

65-5 -19 27 -20 44 X 18 44 32 64 59 47 -7 36 

67-1 70 48 30 15 18 X 58 54 21 -4 38 52 31 

67-2 46 75 29 42 44 58 X 67 42 30 48 41 39 

67-3 58 76 30 46 32 54 67 X -5 4 62 23 9 

67-4 15 44 -11 56 64 21 42 -5 X 29 42 -29 43 

67-5a -15 10 -7 35 59 -4 30 4 29 X 36 3 27 

67-6a 36 62 14 66 47 38 48 62 42 36 X 44 49 

67-7 47 30 22 8 -7 52 41 23 -29 3 44 X -4 

67-8 19 43 -10 31 36 31 39 9 43 27 49 -4 X 

*Decimal points omitted. aCluster coefficients reflected. 
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Figure 9. Elementary Linkage Analysis for Conceptual 
Q-Matrix, 1965-67 

note the presence once again of the welfare dimension in the 65-1 and 

67-1 clusters at the .70 level. The clusters have party coefficients 

of .66 and .62, regional coefficients of .55 and .31, and ethnicity 

coefficients of .58 and .62. This establishes the presence of a welfare 

dimension over four sessions. 

At a higher level of .76 are found an economic cluster, 65-2, 

and an elections cluster, 67-3. Although the possibility of a dimen

sion is rejected because of content, we also find that 65-2 has an 

association of .76 with economic cluster 67-2. That 65-2 and 67-2 

form a dimension may be in some doubt in looking at their respective 

theta coefficients for party of .94 and .75; on the other hand, their 

region coefficients are .27 and .37, and for ethnicity, .69 and .63. 

In addition, their relationships with other clusters are generally com

parable. Thus, an economic dimension seems to be present for the 

first time. 
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The two remaining cluster associations for consideration 

present identical problems in dimensional analysis. The 65-4 elections 

and 67-6 economic clusters associate at the rather low level of .66. 

Similarly, an association of .64 is found between the 65-5 governmental 

structure and administration and 67-4 elections clusters. 

The 65-4 and 67-6 clusters possess similar theta coefficients 

for ethnicity of .06 and .00 and for region of .07 and .06. They are 

dissimilar on party, however, at .98 and .42. The 65-5 and 67-4 

clusters share high coefficients of .80 and .89 for party. On the 

other hand, the associations for region are .29 and .48, and for 

ethnicity, .01 and .46. 

Both pairs of dimensional candidates thereby reveal respectable 

associations with other variables. Furthermore, an inspection of 

Table 16 indicates comparable correlations with other clusters. Yet, 

the low gamma correlations argue against dimensionality in both 

instances. Furthermore, disparity in content is indicated by the 

clear emphasis on election matters in 65-4 and 67-4. Rejection of 

dimensional associations seems justified, therefore, in both cases. 

The 1969 Session Clusters 

The 1969 session is marked by the generation of eight clusters: 

three on welfare, three on economic, and two on governmental structure 

and administration. Elections clusters are missing, which is somewhat 

surprising in view of their generation in the other two sessions 

following reapportionment. 
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The largest welfare cluster 69-1 with 12 items contains a base 

of labor measures but also includes educational finance, urban renewal, 

and welfare items. Welfare cluster 69-4 is almost completely concerned 

with educational matters, while 69-5, although more general in scope, 

deals with two items on university controversies. 

The largest cluster for the 1969 session is economic cluster 

69-2 with 19 items. These roll calls, however, do not appear to be 

sharply focused in content. Like some of the empirical clusters,they 

might be broadly termed "regulatory." The base for the economic 69-6 

cluster is composed of tax measures. The 69-7 cluster is almost 

entirely devoted to that perennial subject of New Mexico legislation, 

the regulation of liquor traffic. 

Governmental structure and administration cluster 69-3 contains 

a core of bills related to state employee retirement but generally is 

diffuse in content. Cluster 69-8 must also be considered general in 

content. 

The 1967-69 Dimensions 

In examining the intersession matrix correlation in Table 17 

and Figure 10, we find the highest coefficient at .87 joins welfare 

cluster 69-1 with economic cluster 69-6, followed directly at the 

.86 level by the association of welfare cluster 69-1 with 67-1. The 

two welfare clusters possess coefficients on party of .62 and .76, 

on region of .31 and .29, and on ethnicity of .62 and .80. Although 



Table 17. Conceptual Cluster Q-Matrix, 1967-69* 

67 67 67 67 673 67 9 67 67 69 69 69 69 69a 69 
.„a 
69 69' 

-1 -2 -3 -4 -5 -6 -7 -8 -1 -2 -3 -4 -5 -6 -7 -8 

67-1 X 58 54 21 -4 38 52 31 86 57 57 78 22 79 29 14 

67-2 58 X 67 42 30 48 41 39 68 53 68 65 24 74 14 11 

67-3 54 67 X -5 4 62 23 9 62 60 57 69 29 52 32 -8 

67-4 21 42 -5 X 29 43 • -29 43 43 54 35 -8 -2 4 -7 19 

67-5a -4 30 4 29 X 36 3 27 27 26 49 1 36 16 56 60 

67-6a 38 48 62 42 36 X 44 49 46 49 41 68 23 60 23 58 

67-7 52 41 23 -29 3 44 X -4 36 45 28 43 42 39 56 32 

67-8 31 39 9 43 27 49 -4 X 46 68 47 15 20 13 10 -5 

69-1 86 68 62 43 27 46 36 46 X 53 39 65 34 87 33 2 

69-2 57 53 60 54 26 49 45 68 53 X 52 56 21 67 28 • -10 

69-3 57 68 57 35 49 41 28 47 39 52 X 52 39 67 22 21 

69-4 78 65 69 -8 1 68 43 15 65 56 52 X 40 70 44 14 

69-5a 22 24 29 -2 36 23 42 20 34 21 39 40 X 24 15 70 

69-6 79 74 52 4 16 60 39 13 87 67 67 70 24 X 44 12 

69-7a 29 14 32 -7 56 23 56 10 33 28 22 44 15 44 X 24 

69-8a 14 11 -8 19 60 58 32 -5 2 1 o
 

21 14 70 12 24 X 

*Decimal points omitted. aCluster coefficients reflected. 
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their correlations with other clusters are mixed, there appears to be 

sufficient evidence here to extend the welfare policy dimension 

through 1969. 

Figure 10 also shows that economic cluster 69-6 is associated 

with another economic cluster, 67-2, at a relatively high level of .74. 

In addition, their party coefficients are .75 and .79, region .37 

and .43, and ethnicity .63 and .81. Again, their correlations with 

other clusters are mixed, but content and relationships with outside 

correlates leads to the conclusion that the economic policy domain is 

also extended to 1969. 

67-1 

A 

69-4 

t 

67-6 

.78 

.86 

.87 
69-1 69-6 
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67-2 
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69-3 

67-3 

.70 
69-8 69-5 

^ .60 

67-5 

.68 
67-8 •<= 69-2 

t 

67-4 

.54 

.56 
69-7 <= => 67-7 

Figure 10. Elementary Linkage Analysis for Conceptual Q-Matrix, 
1967-69 
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The association between 69-5 and 69-8 exists between two intra-

session clusters and can be disregarded, while 67-8 and 69-2 lack 

common content. And, although economic clusters 67-7 and 69-7 are 

associated, the gamma level of .56 is too low for serious consideration, 

especially in view of the small number of items in each cluster. 

A Critique of the Conceptual Approach 

In applying the Clausen and Cheney conceptual approach, a 

preliminary selection of roll calls was made for four policy domains: 

social welfare, economic policy, governmental structure and administra

tion, and elections. The most striking finding was the establishment 

of a social welfare policy dimension extending across the entire decade. 

As in the Clausen and Cheney congressional study, a major social 

welfare cluster in each session was clearly defined. Only in the 1969 

session were minor clusters found. The two, 69-4 and 69-5, contained 

six items each as compared to 13 for 69-1. 

Like the social welfare domain, economic policy was patterned 

after the Clausen and Cheney interpretation. In contrast to social 

welfare, economic policy was marked by consistent fragmentation of 

content. In the 1961 session there were two clusters of five items 

each, in 1963 two clusters of eight and six items, and in 1965 two 
e 

clusters of eight and seven items. The lack of a dominant cluster in 

each of these sessions would seem to indicate fluctuations in the 

frames of reference. 
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It was not until 1967 that a sizable major cluster of 15 items 

was generated, followed by two minor clusters of seven items each. In 

1969 a leading cluster of 19 items was produced as well as minor clusters 

of 11 and six items. But it was the 69-6 cluster of 11 items that 

joined with 65-2 and 67-2 to form a policy dimension over the 1965-69 

period. 

How do we account for the seeming instability of the economic 

policy domain? First, note should be taken of the relatively strong 

association of party with economic policy, a characteristic stressed 

by Clausen and Cheney. This association suggests that economic policy 

has produced definitive clusters only with the emergence of some party 

competition in the later part of the decade. 

Second, it may be that the Clausen and Cheney conceptualization 

of economic policy finds fewer parallels at the state level than does 

welfare policy. Consider that congressional welfare policy, consisting 

of such issues as education, labor, public housing, and pension plans, 

finds familiar echoes in New Mexico's welfare frame of reference. But 

the main thrust of national economic policy, as contained in such 

measures as economic planning, atomic energy, and public power, is not 

as evident at the state level. 

Finally, there is the possibility that inconsistencies in the 

preliminary selection of roll calls may account for fluctuations in the 

economic roll call patterns. Perhaps another investigator might have 

selected items producing a better fit with the conceptual content. 
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In retrospect, the governmental structure and administration 

domain seems to lack conceptual clarity. Although a number of clusters 

were generated, no policy dimensions were developed. Also revealing 

was the total failure to sustain the hypothesis that the policy domain 

was associated with constituency variables. In fact, as an inspection 

of Appendix D reveals, the coefficients associated with party, region 

and ethnicity fluctuated wildly from one cluster to another. Party 

actually achieved most of the higher coefficients, including a 1.00 

theta relationship with cluster 63-5. 

Like governmental structure, the elections policy area failed 

to produce a policy dimension. Here, however, we have a very clear 

content area that lends itself to comparison over time and between 

legislatures. Although the elections domain proved to be transient in 

the New Mexico House, it seems likely that the lack of dimensionality 

can be attributed to the lack of sufficient partisanship. This 

hypothesis, however, can best be sharpened by further comparative 

analysis. 

Analysis of the four policy domains points up the fact that the 

roll call analyst must keep clearly in mind the policy content that he 

chooses to investigate. This does not mean that a set of rigorously-

defined criteria need be applied, although the content core should be 

spelled out. One strategy is to divide into two subsets the roll calls 

that presumably meet the content qualifications. The first subset 

consists of those items that best define content meaning. After these 
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are processed, those that scale on the largest cluster form the base for 

processing the other, more ambiguous, subset. 

The preliminary selection of roll calls, then, may present 

difficulties in applying the conceptual approach. Once the assignments 

have been made to policy domains, however, the analysis is relatively 

straight-forward. As contrasted with the empirical approach, perhaps 

the most striking difference is the improvement in content clarity. 

Although the conceptual approach may generate multi-clusters in a policy 

area, the problems of identification are much less severe than in the 

empirical approach. 

This can be demonstrated in two ways. First, the shadow cluster 

phenomenon was much less of a problem in the conceptual approach, 

especially for the larger cluster. Second was the tendency in the 

conceptual approach for clusters to find their highest correlations 

across sessions rather than within sessions as was so- often the case 

with the empirical approach. This tendency greatly simplified the 

elementary linkage analysis and reduced the number of subjective 

decisions with respect to dimensionality. 

Clausen and Cheney have contended that the empirical approach 

results in clusters that converge and diverge through time, seriously 

hampering the prospect of dimensionality. Their criticism obtains 

substantiation in a comparison of the conceptual social welfare dimen

sion with the empirical labor dimension in the period of 1961-65. 

As Table 18 indicates, eight of the 11 items found in social 

welfare cluster 61-1 are also found in labor cluster 61-1 which 
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Table 18. Comparison of Item Content for Social Welfare and Labor 
Clusters, 1961. 

Social Welfare 61-1 Items Labor Cluster 

S128 Public assistance, illegitimate children 61-1 
S19 Minimum wage 
H407 Workmen's compensation 61-1 
H237 Fair employment practices 61-1 
H56 Mining safety 61-1 
S315 Wages and hours, tipped employees 61-1 
H425 Unemployment compensation 
HJM3 Congress, social security 61-1 
H331 Unemployment compensation, disqualification 
H56-1 Mining safety 61-1 
HJM23 Congress, migratory laborers 61-1 

contains ten items. Table 19 presents evidence that this high rate of 

congruence is not sustained in the 1963 session. Although 14 empirically-

generated items are found among the 15 items in the social welfare 

cluster, they are spread among three of MacRae's scales: eight of the 

13 items in 63-1, four of six in 63-4, and two of six in 63-5. This 

divergence recalls the problems encountered in Chapter 3 -in ascertaining 

which empirical 1963 cluster could best be validated with labor cluster 

61-1. 

As Table 20 demonstrates, in the 1965 session the divergence 

continued: four items were found in empirical cluster 65-3, one in 65-1, 

and one in 65-2. With the 1965 session, it will be recalled, it became 

impossible to continue the labor dimension. 

\ 



Table 19. Comparison of Item Content for Social Welfare and Labor 
Clusters, 1963. 

Social Welfare 63-1 Items Labor Cluster 

HJR16 Legislative council study, domestic relations 63-1 
H163 Public works contract 63-1 
S55-4 Emergency school surtax act 63-1 
H192 Equal employment opportunities 63-1 
H45 Public works minimum wage act 63-1 
HI74-1 Minimum wage act 63-4 
S55-1 Emergency school surtax act 63-1 
H350 Unemployment benefits increase 63-1 
H349 Child labor law 63-1 
HJR21 Right to work 63-4 
H174 Minimum wage act 63-4 
H49-1 Public employees, collective bargaining 63-4 
S84 County welfare review board 63-5 
SJR23 Public employees, collective bargaining 
H49 Public employees, collective bargaining 63-5 

We grant that it was not MacRae's intent to trace a welfare 

policy dimension or any other dimension that might be designated con

ceptually. But at the same time, the analysis above demonstrates the 

tendency for items that are related statistically to break off into more 

specialized clusters under the empirical approach. As shown in the 1963 

session in Table 19, it is apparent that the items are related. Yet 

the empirical generation has separated then into groupings that cor

relate more highly with each other than with intersession clusters. 

For those whose primary interest is in longitudinal analysis, 

the lesson seems to be that the prospects for longitudinal continuity 

are enhanced by the conceptual approach. This has been demonstrated by 

the multi-session dimensions derived from the conceptual approach as 
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Table 20. Comparison of Item Content for Social Welfare and Labor 
Clusters, 1965. 

Social Welfare 65-1 Items Labor Cluster 

H167-1 Minimum wage 
H364 University, board of education, financial 65 -3 

budgets 
HJR14 Right to work, constitutional amendment 65' -3 
H420 Severance tax branch, dept. of public welfare 65' -3 
H420-1 Severence tax branch, dept. of public welfare 
H314 Teacher salary deductions, dues 65' -2 
H150 Fair housing act 65' -3 
H181 Public employees collective bargaining 65' -1 
S91 Teachers' activities 

contrasted with the abbreviated dimensions established through 

empirically-generated clusters. The empirical approach, by undertaking 

the policy definition process after the cluster generation, succeeds 

only in postponing the subjective aspect of the dimensional process and, 

indeed, complicates it by presenting items that are difficult to 

interpret. This is not to say that the empirical approach is entirely 

without merit. It may yield clusters that portray cleavages not 

discernible by any other approach and may prove useful for other 

approaches. But where the emphasis, as here, is on tracing the dimen

sionality of clusters on a longitudinal basis, it is difficult to see 
/ 

how the empirical approach can be usefully employed. 

One other advantage of the conceptual approach can be pointed 

out. Because it deals with subdivisions of the total roll call universe 
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for a legislative session, it is not necessary to compare every roll 

call for that session with every other roll call. Assuming that the 

roll call analyst does not have dozens of policy domains in mind, the 

result is a substantial reduction in computer time for the conceptual 

approach as compared with the empirical. 

A Postscript on Roll Call Scalability 

In the last chapter we noted that roll call scalability for 

empirical clusters was perceptibly less for the New Mexico House than 

for Congress. The same phenomenon also holds true for the generation 

of conceptual clusters. As a proportion of the conceptual roll call 

universe in the U. S. House, scalable roll calls entering into the 

primary social welfare dimension was .91; for economic policy, the 

proportion, although not specified, was apparently above .56 (Clausen 

1970, p. 7). 

For the New Mexico House, however, the proportion over the five 

sessions was .39 for social welfare and .40 for the economic policy 

dimension. This again indicates the lack of scalability in roll call 

voting in the New Mexico House as compared with the U. S. Congress. 



CHAPTER 5 

IDENTIFYING CORRELATES OF LEGISLATIVE CLEAVAGE 

Beyond the objective of examining the potential of two contrast

ing approaches for longitudinal analysis, this study undertakes to 

utilize the policy dimensions revealed by the two approaches in the 

study of voting patterns in the New Mexico House. Substantively, we 

ask what have been the basic legislative cleavages in the House during 

the 1960's. Have these cleavages been stable throughout the period 

or have changes occurred, especially during the reapportionment phase? 

And, are all policy dimensions marked by the same lines of division or 

do they vary over time and by type of policy? 

In this chapter our objective is to identify those correlates of 

roll call voting that best portray dimensional cleavages. Thus, we 

begin with a discussion of the relationships between independent and 

dependent variables as well as the problems of selecting independent 

variables. With procedures and assumptions in mind, we then analyze 

each selected variable in order to establish the level of its asso

ciation with the policy dimensions. Finally, through the identifica

tion of high association correlates, we attempt to define the basic 

cleavages in dimensional voting patterns. 

103 
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Measuring Associations: 
Dependent and Independent Variables 

In establishing policy dimensions in the previous two chapters, 

association between clusters was measured by comparing the degree to 

which the scores of holdovers were in agreement. In this chapter 

association is measured by agreement between the attributes of legisla

tors, or the districts they represent, and scale score rankings on the 

clusters forming policy dimensions. 

Legislator attributes are regarded as the independent variables, 

while the legislator scores are assumed to be the dependent variables. 

The nature of this relationship deserves discussion in part because the 

conceptual interpretation affects the study and also because it has 

received little attention in comparable studies. 

Rieselbach (1966), for example, uses some measures similar to 

those that will be applied here—that is, region and ethnicity. 

Certainly region could not have changed during the period studied and 

it is doubtful if perceptible change could be found for ethnicity in 

constituency population shifts. Rieselbach is silent, however, on his 

methodology concerning these measures, although referring to his 

doctoral dissertation completed several years previously. Marwell 

(1967) also makes use of party and constituency variables without 

specifying his conceptual assumptions. 

As a first point we might take note of the terms "independent" 

and "dependent" variables. To avoid confusion, a distinction must be 

made between the independent variable as "active" and "assigned" 
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(Kerlinger 1965, pp. 38-43). In experimental research the independent 

variable, to differing degrees, is active in that it can be manipulated 

by the researcher. But in other research, including roll call analysis, 

the independent variables cannot be manipulated. Such variables, in

cluding race, party, and socioeconomic status, are already assigned. 

Kerlinger states that (p. 42) "subjects comes to our studies with these 

variables (characteristics) ready-made." 

In psychological terms, the distinction can be seen in the 

concepts of stimulus and response variables. The most familiar idea 

here is the stimulus-response concept by which the stimulus variable 

can be manipulated to evoke a response. A less familiar idea is the 

response-response concept by which no causal inferences are made. 

In both cases a functional relationship can be involved. In the 

stimulus-response situation the researcher is interested in controlling 

or changing behavior. In the response-response situation the variables 

are not open to manipulation. The researcher is therefore interested 

in predicting the dependent variable on the basis of the independent 

variable. 

Key (1966, pp. 106-107) warned that "in the absence of an 

experimental technique to control the variables entering into a given 

set of situations, it is better to speak of relationship or association 

than of cause." He also noted that . . even the most plausible sort 

of correlation may become implausible when field inquiry supplements 

work with the calculator." In effect, it is possible to end up with 
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spurious correlations even though the findings may produce high 

statistical associations. In this sense longitudinal analysis may be 

of some assistance since the likelihood of a spurious association is 

reduced if the correlation remains constant over several legislative 

sessions. 

The only way, however, in which correlations can be meaning

fully related to causality is the following (Campbell and Stanley, 

1963, p. 64): 

If a zero correlation is obtained, the credibility of 
the hypothesis is lessened. If a high correlation occurs, the 
credibility of the hypothesis is strengthened in that it has 
survived a chance of disconfirmation . . . The absence of such 
a correlation can rule out many simple, general, causal hypoth
eses ... In this sense, the relatively inexpensive correla
tional approach can provide a preliminary survey of hypotheses, 
and those which survive 'this can then be checked through the 
more expensive experimental manipulation. 

The Outside Model: 
Selecting Variables 

Previously, we stated our intention to examine those influences 

on the legislator's frame of reference that arise from beyond the 

legislative institution itself. We termed these influences, after 

Eulau and Hinckley, the "outside model" in contrast to the "inside 

model," which emphasizes the legislative social system. 

Just as the outside model includes only one set of the variables 

that influence the legislator's frame of reference, in this study 

(because of resource limitations) it is possible to specify only a 

subset of all the potential variables in the outside model. 
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But which variables? Vanderslik, in probing for an answer, 

observed that (1967, p. 110) "there is little literature to guide 

hypothesis formulations in this area. Social characteristics have 

been related to partisan voting, but much less carefully to issue 

orientations." 

Characteristically, research involving the outside model has 

divided influences into two parts: party and constituency. Although 

we deal at greater length with party later as an independent variable, 

two points should be made here. First, we have a one-party Democratic 

House for the first two sessions, 1961 and 1963. Therefore, party is 

presumed to be effective for the last three House sessions only. 

Second, there is the problem of the relationship of party to constitu

ency. Turner (1951) and MacRae (1958) saw party as an independent 

variable with constituency providing an explanation of variance from 

partisan voting. But, as Eulau and Hinckley (1966, p, 124) point out, 

it may be more useful to conceive of party "as inextricably marked with 

the constituency variable." As Sorauf documents (1963) in his study 

of legislative politics in Pennsylvania, constituency and party in

fluence each other at every stage from candidate recruitment to roll 

call voting. Thus, we treat party statistically in the same way as 

other constituency variables. 

In studying constituency it is well to heed Eulau and Hinckley's 

caveat (1966, p. 170) that "constituency is only one of the sources of 
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legislative input at the representative's focus of attention--and to 

assume that it is the most important is to preclude what has to be 

concluded empirically." Thus the exact nature of constituency in

fluences on the legislator's voting patterns may be in some doubt, but 

it includes the recruiting and nominating process, the pressures of 

various groups of constituents, and the legislator's perceptions of the 

demands of the constituency. In essence, the requirement that variables 

be quantifiable is complicated by the need to select representative 

variables. 

In this study we have pursued the strategy of selecting constit

uency variables suggested by the literature on New Mexico politics or, 

in a few cases, by studies in other states. These variables include 

regional divisions, urban-rural differentiation, ethnicity, population 

trend, family income, and Spanish surname. Ethnicity and Spanish 

surname, which will be distinguished below, are unique in their applica

tion to New Mexico. Region, of course, is always unique to a particular 

setting. 

A limitation in the selection of variables involves the problems 

of matching census tracts to legislative districts. Prior to the 

1965 session legislators represented entire counties in the House. 

Since that time new districts have been created that make a shambles 

of attempts to use 1960 census data on a district basis. 

A possibly significant variable excluded from the study is the 

level of electoral party competition. Because past research has 
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produced contradictory findings (Cherryholmes and Shapiro 1969, 

pp. 27-29), a longitudinal analysis of the relationship of district 

party competition to roll call voting might be worthwhile. Such an 

assessment, however, is a major undertaking in itself in both resources 

and scope. 

Personal and background characteristics of legislators are 

also excluded, although the relationship of such variables to voting 

behavior deserves further examination on a longitudinal basis. Again, 

a systematic investigation of representative variables requires 

resources beyond those available in this study. 

Party as a Variable 

Studies are virtually unanimous in citing the importance of 

party as an influence in roll call voting. Jewell (1969, p. 107) 

concludes that "... most studies of roll calls have shown that voting 

alignments are more closely, correlated with party than with any other 

measurable characteristics." In his study Turner (1951) found party a 

"significant factor" on approximately 90 percent of the roll calls. 

MacRae (1958) saw party as so influential that he analyzed Republicans 

and Democrats separately to isolate constituency influences. Despite 

efforts to screen out party votes, Marwell (1967, p. 393) discovered 

that his factors correlated highest with party, "the most important 

single structural element of American political life." 

All this is not to say that party is the source of partisan 

voting or necessarily "explains" the vote as such. It may be that 
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constituency or other differences set apart the two parties. The states 

cited as examples of strong two-party systems may have divisive splits 

along a number of lines: geographical, urban-rural, ethnic, religious, 

and occupational. Often these are mutually reinforcing. 

Even without these characteristics one would not expect purely 

random voting behavior in a chamber where the minority has at least a 

modicum of representation. Given party only as a symbol of formal 

allegiance based upon electoral tradition, it is likely that at least 

some hint of partisan voting patterns would be detected. Usually, party 

is a much more complex phenomenon, covering a multitude of variables 

such as party leadership and interpersonal relations. 

It was observed previously that partisanship in New Mexico has 

been obscured by heavy Democratic majorities for moat offices since the 

New Deal period. Jewell, who has used as his measure party control of 

the two legislative houses and the governorship, classifies New Mexico 

among the "limited two-party" states for the period 1947-62 (1962, 

p. 11). 

Students of New Mexico politics place legislative partisanship 

in the same category. Wiley, in his study of the politics of the 

public school system, states emphatically that party lines in the 

legislature "are not significant and have not been since 1932" (1968, 

p. 209). In his analysis of the legislature, Holmes (1967) has traced 

the decline of partisanship to its lowest ebb in the decade of the 

1950's. 
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Although our main focus is the influence of party and other 

variables on policy dimensions, it is of some interest to pursue a part 

of the statistical base constructed by Holmes and extend it for more 

recent sessions. Holmes has summarized party cohesion using the Rice 

index for periods from 1912, as shorn in Table 21. For the latest 

period, 1951-63, the average indices of cohesion for the Democrats and 

Republicans are 42 and 57, respectively. 

Table 21. Party Cohesion in the New Mexico House: 
Majority of Both Parties Opposed* 

House Session(s) Democratic Republican 

1912-27 63 . 68 

1929-31 51 57 

1933-41 48 58 

1943-59 50 56 

1951-63 42 57 

1965 47 47 

1967 43 59 

1969 52 52 

*Cohesion indices for 1912-63 derived from Holmes 
(1967,.p. 281) and for 1965-69 from New Mexico 
Legislative Council journals (1965-69). 
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In the period since reapportionment, 1965-69, there have been 

fluctuations in cohesion in both parties, with the Republican 12-point 

spurt to 59 in 1967 particularly impressive. If this can be attrib

uted to a Republican in the governor's chair, then we must also note a 

decline in cohesion in 1969 during the governor's second term. 

For the three sessions, the trends are less than dramatic. The 

average index of cohesion for Republicans was 52 and for Democrats, 47. 

This would indicate that reapportionment has changed the level of party 

cohesion very little, although raising the Democratic and lowering the 

Republican index somewhat. 

Recent trends in roll call behavior in the New Mexico House 

can also be compared with indices in other state legislatures. 

Table 22 presents three roll call measurements centering on partisan 

legislative voting from selected state legislatures. 

Rhode Island, with its pronounced party voting, comes close 

to perfection for those who advocate discipline in the legislative 

party. Many states of the northeast, such as New Hampshire, would rank 

comparatively high in partisanship but follow Rhode Island at some 

distance. Although state houses are shown in order of the percentage 

of votes on which the parties are opposed, Kansas' index is inflated 

because of the 20 percent dissidence restriction. Based upon Grumm's 

analysis (1965), party cohesion is probably a more accurate reflection 

of the Kansas ranking. 

New Mexico is listed twice to reflect differences in roll 

call behavior before and after reapportionment. Although there 
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Table 22. Roll Call Voting in Selected State Houses: Majority of 
Both Parties Opposed* 

State House 
Total Percent 

Such 
Percent Each Party 

has 60 Index 
Average Index 
of Cohesion 

and Years Roll Calls of Cohesion D R 

Rhode Island 
(1931,37,51) 

96 88 99 98 

Kansas 
(1953,55,57) 

73 — 49 29 

New Hampshire 
(1931,37,51) 

68 18 58 52 

New Mexico 
(1965,67,69) 

44 13 47 52 

Ohio 
(1935,49,55,57) 

40 13 57 55 

Colorado 
(1941,47) 

38 66 — — 

New Mexico 
(1951,53,57,63) 

20 — 42 57 

*New Mexico data for 1951-63 derived from Holmes (1967, pp. 316-317). 
New Mexico data for 1965-69 obtained from official legislative 
journals. All other data cited from Jewell and Patterson (1966, 
pp. 420-421). Rhode Island and New Mexico (1951-63) roll calls 
include all non-unanimous votes. Kansas excludes roll calls with 
less than 20 percent dissidence. All other entries are based upon 
votes with at least 10 percent dissidence. 

appears to be a marked increase in the percentage of roll calls on which 

the party majorities are opposed, we must caution that interpretation 

is risky. The 1951-63 percentage is computed on non-unanimous roll 

calls, whereas the 1965-67 percentage is based upon votes with at 

least ten percent dissidence. Thus, the 1951-63 percentage might be 
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considerably higher if computed on the more limited base. It should be 

noted, however, that the effect of this discrepancy on the index of 

cohesion is negligible because most party votes require at least 

ten percent dissidence. 

It is perhaps surprising that recent New Mexico voting be

havior ranks with Ohio in all categories. Even if it is granted that 

we are comparing the Ohio of an earlier, non-reapportioned period, this 

would still seem to indicate that New Mexico's partisanship under 

conditions of moderate competition is close to the mainstream of roll 

call behavior in state legislatures. 

Our primary interest, however, is in the relationship between 

party and the policy dimensions. As in all following sets of gamma and 

theta calculations, coefficients above .70 are regarded as "high," 

.50 to .69 as "moderate," and less than .50 as "low." In terms of 

interpretation, a theta party coefficient of .65, for example, can 

be taken to mean that legislative scores can be predicted on the 

basis of party allegiance in 65 percent of the cases for the dimension 

under discussion. 

In Table 23 the party relationship with the welfare policy 

dimension proceeds upward from a low of .37 in 1963 to moderately high 

coefficients of .66 and .62 in 1965 and 1967, culminating in a high 

coefficient of .76 in 1969. Thus, a considerable rise in partisan 

cleavage is observable for these years. The economic policy dimen

sion, on the other hand, is in the high category for each of the 1965-69 

sessions and appears closely related to partisanship. 
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The pattern squares with Clausen and Cheney's finding (1970) 

that party had consistently higher correlations with the economic 

policy dimensions in the U. S. Congress as compared with welfare. 

They attributed this division to cleavages over the role of govern

ment in the economy on such general issues as (p. 141): "governmental 

ownership and regulation of economic enterprise, government spending 

versus private incentives to economic stability and growth, tight 

versus easy credit policy, and the private versus the public develop

ment of natural resources." 

Table 23: Party Associations with Policy Dimensions, 
1961-69* 

Policy Dimension 
Democrat-
Republican 

Welfare 61-1 •B « 

Welfare 63-1 .37 
Welfare 65-1 - .66 
Welfare 67-1 .62 
Welfare 69-1 .76 

Economic 65-2 .94 
Economic 67-2 . .75 
Economic 69-6 .79 

Labor 61-1 
Labor 63-4 .40 

Funding 63-2 .48 
Funding 65-3 .58 

Labor 67-1 .83 
Labor 69-2 .92 

Regulation 67-4 .54 
Regulation 69-7 .48 

*Theta coefficients. 
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Although the specific issues in New Mexico may differ, we find 

a greater willingness for Democrats to regulate business and industry, 

to commit public funds to state projects, and generally less hesitation 

to use government for any number of purposes. Thus, the findings here 

seem to parallel those found by Clausen and Cheney at the national 

level. 

The shorter empirical dimensions reveal only low or moderate 

coefficients for funding and regulation. But on the 1967-69 labor roll 

calls it is clear that party is germane to issues involving right to 

work, minimum wage, human rights, unemployment compensation, and certain 

tax issues. 

Region as a Variable 

Region is the most favored explanation of voting behavior at 

the congressional level when party cleavages fail to develop. A 

number of studies have remarked on the regional alignments within the 

parties on a variety of issues, with foreign policy especially 

favored (Grassmuck 1951; Westerfield 1955; and Rieselbach 1966). On 

domestic issues several studies have pointed to the North-South 

ruptures within the national Democratic party as well as the less 

pronounced but still visible regional split among the Republicans 

(Turner 1951; MacRae 1958; Marwell 1967; and Clausen and Cheney 1970). 

Although it would seem that regional divisions might account 

for voting predispositions on certain classes of issues in many 

states, there is little research to indicate how extensive such 

cleavages might be. However, in a study of the one-party Florida 
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Senate, Parsons (1962, p. 613) found a North-South split of such a 

magnitude that it was characterized by "divisions on controversial 

roll calls about half the time, significantly more often than 

Democratic-Republican cleavage has characterized roll call divisions 

in recent sessions of the two-party United States Congress." 

As Truman remarks (1959, p. 78), "geographic cleavage in a 

legislative party is a symptom whose origins are multiple and complex 

and are not readily susceptible to isolation and rating except in 

general terms." Marwell has speculated (1967, p. 396) that "region 

tends to act as a sort of collective variable, adding the effects of 

a variety of influences all distributed geographically." This con

firms the impression that regionalism is legislature-specific in the 

divisions that it creates. 

Marwell also provides evidence for the hypothesis that region

alism has its major impact not between but rather within the parties 

(pp. 395-396). Therefore, region deserves an examination not only in 

its relationships to the various dimensional relationships but also as 

an intra-party variable. 

In New Mexico the two regions usually identified as distinctive 

politically are Little Texas of the Southeast and the Spanish-American 

North. The Southeast counties of Curry, Roosevelt and Lea border on 

Texas while DeBaca, Chaves and Eddy adjoin on the west. The definition 

of the Hispanic North is less explicit. Holmes cites the eleven 

counties of Hispanic settlement, but Bernalillo County (Albuquerque) in 

particular has had a heavy influx from outstate migration. Like 
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Wolf (1969), we shall therefore restrict the North to the eight 

counties of Guadalupe, Mora, Rio Arriba, Sandoval, San Miguel, Santa 

Fe, Socorro, and Taos. 

After specifying these two regions, the question arises as to 

how the remainder of the state can be classified. For the moment, we 

treat Bernalillo County with thirty percent of the state's population 

as a unique region. The remainder of the state is excluded pending the 

outcome of this analysis, which is presented in Table 24. 

The welfare dimension shows high cleavage on the East Side-

Spanish North split for the first three sessions. Why this tapers off 

to moderate association in the last two sessions is a question that 

must be postponed until later. Similarly, the East Side-Albuquerque 

cleavage drifts off after reapportionment. The explanation for this 

change appears to be the voting of the enlarged Albuquerque Republican 

delegation beginning in 1965. Since they would be likely to vote 

against many of the social welfare measures that their Democratic 

predecessors had promoted, Albuquerque roll call patterns would 

become increasingly like the East Side. 

If we view region as a kind of collective constituency variable, 

then the Clausen and Cheney thesis that welfare is more highly related 

than economic policy to constituency holds for 1965 and 1967. However, 

economic cluster 69-6 possesses a coefficient of .77 for the East 

Side-Spanish North relationship as compared to only a .53 coefficient 

for welfare cluster 69-1. 
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Table 24. Regional Associations with Policy Dimensions, 1961-69* 

Policy Dimension 
East Side-
Spanish North 

East Side-
Albuquerque 

Spanish North-
Albuquerque 

Welfare 61-1 .70 .79 .05 
Welfare 63-1 .97 .95 .05 
Welfare 65-1 .78 .59 .28 
Welfare 67-1 .56 .34 .03 
Welfare 69-1 .53 .13 .33 

Economic 65-2 .48 .10 .31 
Economic 67-2 .49 .19 .54 
Economic 69-6 .77 .33 .35 

Labor 61-1 .88 .73 .13 
Labor 63-4 .88 .83 .38 

Funding 63-2 .99 .76 .84 
Funding 65-3 .82 .67 .40 

Labor 67-1 .71 .03 .54 
Labor 69-2 .73 .31 .22 

Regulation 67-4 .94 .44 .51 
Regulation 69-7 .88 .33 .37 

*Theta coefficients. 

The empirically-derived dimensions all contain a very high and 

consistent association on the East Side-Spanish North split. In 

addition, the labor and funding dimensions indicate high cleavage for 

the East Side-Albuquerque relationship. Again, this disappears with 

reapportionment as Albuquerque becomes divided in its party allegiances. 
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In summary, region on the basis of the East Side-Spanish North 

cleavage eclipses party as an explanation for voting divisions on all 

except the economic dimension, again supporting the Clausen-Cheney 

thesis that party is more closely associated with economic policy. 

In addition, the coefficients support the observation of Holmes 

(1967, pp. 281-282) that "Democrats, whether as majority or minority, 

have always had difficulty in bridging the gap between the northern-

Hispanic, and southern-conservative wings of the party." 

Urban-Ruralism as a Variable 

Turner's Party and Constituency: Pressures on Congress (1951) 

gave the greatest impetus to urban-rural differentiation as an impor

tant constituency factor. Turner claimed that a metropolitanism-

ruralism variable could be demonstrated by the tendency of members of 

similar districts to vote together regardless of partisan affiliation. 

His contention has received mixed support in state roll call 

studies. The Florida Senate research by Parsons (1962) indicated that 

regionalism was reinforced by the rural nature of the northern part 

of the state as contrasted to the growing urban sector in the south. 

In his study of the one-party Oklahoma House, Patterson (1962) found 

that differences among urban, semi-rural and rural legislators varied 

according to the scale involved. But in general "rural-urban explana

tions were not very satisfactory for these scales" (p. 193) except 

for the public morals scale where a marked urban-rural split was noted. 

In an examination of bills presumed to involve rural bias in 

the Colorado legislature over the period of 1902-60, Gomez (1963) 
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concluded that unified blocs of urban and rural legislators did not 

exist. Nevertheless, Gomez found evidence that rural legislators, 

who constituted a majority over the period, protected and enhanced 

their constituency interests in such areas as taxation, public school 

financing, and reapportionment. 

Perhaps the strongest assaults on the validity of urban-rural 

conflict as a meaningful variable have been made by Derge and Friedman. 

Derge's study (1958) of alignments in the Illinois and Missouri 

legislators showed that metropolitan legislators seldom voted together 

and that only in a few instances was there an urban-rural division on 

roll calls. Friedman (1961) designed a study of the Tennessee legis

lator aimed at differentiating between urban and rural views. Although 

his issue of daylight saving time would seem to contain the ingredients 

for conflict, he found that other variables were more important. 

Friedman also pointed out that migration to the cities, improved 

communications, and other factors were likely to obscure the urban-

rural distinction even further in the future. 

Despite this evidence, it is possible that in New Mexico the 

urban-rural variable may have significance for certain policy orienta

tions or be influential under special conditions. Moreover, Wiley 

(1968) in a recent study finds that there exists a "rigid stratification 

of cross-purposes in the conflict between rural and urban sectors of 

the state" (p. 273). Writing about the pre-reapportionment period, 

Wiley asserts that "while at an earlier period the city leaders were 
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able to gain some favorable legislation, this ability has consistently 

waned" (p. 272). Wiley's conclusion contrasts sharply with Stumpf 

and Wolf's opinion that there has been no urban-rural legislative 

split (1969, p. 288). 

Establishing a quantitative measure for an urban-rural variable 

presents difficulties in New Mexico. Neither the densely-populated 

Eastern industrial areas nor the quarter or half section farms of the 

Middle West are found. And, even if relevant socioeconomic data were 

available in the 1960 census, it would be categorized by county rather 

than legislative district. 

We therefore turn to a three-part metropolitan, urban-rural 

category used by Wolf for electoral analysis (1968). The metropolitan 

category consists of Bernalillo County, which includes Albuquerque. 

Urban refers to the three largely urban counties of Chaves, Dona Ana, 

and Santa Fe, each of which contains a city of at least 30,000. The 

remainder of the state, which is primarily small town and ranch, is 

defined as rural. 

In order to utilize this scheme, all legislators are classified 

by their county regardless of the composition of their legislative 

district or personal residence. This does not do much violence to 

reality, since all legislators from Bernalillo .County represent a 

metropolitan area and each of the urban counties has a dominant city. 

The theta coefficients for Table 25 are markedly lower than 

found previously for party and region. In fact, coefficients above 

.50 are rare. An inspection of the theta scores indicates that all 
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Table 25. Urban-Rural Associations with Policy Dimensions, 1961-69* 

Urban- Urban- Rural-
Policy Dimensions Rural Metro Metro 

Welfare 61-1 .28 .12 .44 
Welfare 61-3 .03 .51 .56 
Welfare 61-5 .15 .13 .23 
Welfare 61-7 .07 .17 .12 
Welfare 61-9 .01 .04 .04 

Economic 65-2 .01 .02 .07 
Economic 67-2 .05 .32 .36 
Economic 69-6 .05 .16 .09 

Labor 61-1 .13 .32 .44 
Labor 63-4 .12 .67 .61 

Funding 63-2 .00 .17 .17 
Funding 65-3 .13 .25 .30 

Labor 67-1 .09 .17 .25 
Labor 69-2 .02 .17 .16 

Regulation 67-4 .05 .21 .16 
Regulation 69-7 .12 .04 .13 

*Theta coefficients. 

such coefficients occurred before reapportionment and involved the 

metropolitan area against either the urban or rural category. These 

were essentially conflicts of the at-large, primarily Democratic 

Albuquerque delegation against out-state groups on labor or social 

welfare matters. At that, the conflicts were neither deep-seated nor 

broad in scope. After reapportionment, with the advent of single-

member districts in Albuquerque, cleavage is reduced almost to the 
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vanishing point. Thus, if there exists an urban-rural conflict in New 

Mexico, the measurements used here are too gross to catch the nuances. 

Ethnicity as a Variable 

Just as he pioneered in the use of other variables, Turner 

(1951) was among the first to treat the ethnic factor. He devised a 

foreign-native factor on the basis of the foreign-born population of 

the constituencies and found that it had a much greater impact in the 

Democratic than in the Republican party. Indeed, foreign-native 

influence ranked somewhat ahead of sectionalism and urban-rural conflict 

among Democrats. 

Turner's findings are not surprising if we recall that very 

often fundamental inter-party cleavages are the reflection of basic 

class and/or ethnic differences in party composition. To cite just one 

example, Goldman's research (1968, p. 21) on the 1964 Massachusetts 

House of Representatives revealed that 45 percent of the Democratic 

members were of Irish background as compared with only seven percent 

of the Republicans. On the other hand, 45 percent of the Republican 

members were classified as "Yankee" as against just one percent of 

the Democrats. 

For political purposes, New Mexico's important ethnic division 

lies between Spanish-American and Anglo, although the Indian population 

is usually recognized as a separate entity. Although both "Spanish-

American" and "Anglo" are imprecise terms, they do serve to differen

tiate between groups with differing cultural and linguistic backgrounds. 
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Gonzalez (1969, p. xiii) sees three somewhat different groups as 

Spanish-American: "the descendants of the Spanish Colonials; the 

Mexican-Americansj whose ancesters came more recently from Mexico; and 

the Mexican nationals, of whom there are relatively few at the present 

time." The term "Anglo," on the other hand, is even more imprecise 

since it includes everyone not in the above groups. 

Although the Spanish-Americans have been represented in both 

parties, the vast majority of their number sent to the legislature in 

the 1960's have been Democrats. Of the 190 House members for whom we 

collected data, 52 were identified as Spanish-American on the basis of 

surname or known ethnic background. Of these, only five were 

Republicans. Since a total of 51 Republicans served in the House at 

some time during the decade, only ten percent were Spanish-American. 

But of the 139 Democrats, Spanish-Americans accounted for 34 percent. 

In this measure of ethnicity we shall consider a legislative 

district Spanish-American if it has elected a Spanish-American to the 

legislature during the legislative life of the district. In some 

cases this will mean that a district will have three definitions for 

the five sessions covered because of the two-phase reapportionment. 

For at-large districts, the position number will be employed. 

Since Spanish-American legislators are heavily Democratic and 

dominate the Spanish North representation in the House, we would 

expect the associations between ethnicity and policy dimensions to be 

relatively high. This is borne out by Table 26 which shows a high 

percentage of the theta coefficients over .70 and the remainder all 

over .50. 
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Table 26. Ethnicity Associations with Policy 
Dimensions, 1961-69* 

Policy Dimensions Spanish-American/Anglo 

Welfare 61-1 .79 
Welfare 63-1 .71 
Welfare 65-1 .58 
Welfare 67-1 .62 
Welfare 69-1 .80 

Economic 65-2 .69 
Economic 67-2 .63 
Economic 69-6 .81 

Labor 61-1 .71 
Labor 63-4 .64 

Funding 63-2 .83 
Funding 65-3 .79 

Labor 67-1 .74 
Labor 69-2 .88 

Regulation 67-4 .92 
Regulation 69-7 .90 

*Theta coefficients. 

Specifically, the welfare dimension association with ethnicity 

averages out to a mean of .70 for the five sessions. If we recall that 

the Clausen and Cheney definition of social welfare policy emphasizes 

(1970, p. 141) "a relatively direct intercession of the government on 

behalf of the individual," then we can view the Spanish-American 

versus Anglo cleavage in two ways. First, in gross terms it can be 

viewed as a conflict between the have-nots and haves. 
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But reinforcing the split is an apparent philosophical dif

ference. This can be interpreted as an individualistic approach to 

socioeconomic problems on the part of the Anglo as opposed to Spanish-

American acceptance of governmental assistance without moralistic 

overtones. The Spanish-American attitude may be interpreted as placing 

the government in the role formerly occupied by the patron. This is 

a possible reason for the partisan transformation from Republican to 

Democratic during the depression of the 1930's. Thus, "during the 

depression the U. S. Government fulfilled the patron role more 

effectively than at any other time ... In May of 1935, it was estimated 

that 60 percent of the population was receiving some form of government 

aid" (Mead 1955, p. 172). Furthermore, dependence upon governmental 

assistance does not cast a moral stigma upon the recipient. Therefore, 

"relief-work in the depression was not thought of as 'being different.' 

No one was shamed. No one was 'going to the dogs.'" (p. 164). 

It should be noted that, by applying Table 26, a mean of .71 is 

obtained for the association between economic policy and ethnicity, 

1965-69. This indicates that the cleavage between Spanish-American and 

Anglo extends to other policy dimensions as well. In designating 

ethnicity as a constituency variable, therefore, we find little support 

for the Clausen and Cheney contention that welfare is more highly 

correlated with constituency. 

Compared with the conceptual dimensions, the empirically-

derived dimensions in Table 26 display somewhat higher coefficients in 
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their relationships with ethnicity, just as they did with regional 

relationships. This tends to bear out MacRae's contention (1965) that 

a primary virtue of the empirical approach is that it highlights the 

divisions between factions. 

In this study the highest theta coefficients are located in 

the regulation dimension. An inspection of the specific issues, as 

well as those in the other empirical dimensions, indicates that voting 

usually revolved around the issue of the economic protection of the 

individual through governmental action. 

Socioeconomic Indicators as Variables 

In general, socioeconomic indicators have not presented strong 

associations with roll call voting patterns. Vanderslilc (1967), who 

correlated a wide assortment of census indicators with congressional 

policy dimensions, found that the measures he chose as variables were 

usually weakly related to the dimensions. 

This does not entirely destroy the case for applying such 

indicators. As Vanderslilc points out, it may be that the problem 

lies in the measure selected rather than in the theoretical assumption 

of relationship. Moreover, as Clausen and Cheney demonstrate (1970), 

such correlates can be useful in discerning the relative influence of 

constituency on voting patterns. 

In this study three socioeconomic indicators are selected: 

population trend, family income, and Spanish surname. Population 

trend is based on the assumption that population growth is related to 

the state of the economy, with areas experiencing the greatest 
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increases also, receiving the greatest economic growth. The validity 

of population trend as a variable finds some support in Grumm's findings 

on Kansas roll calls. He detected a "growth-decline factor" that was 

associated with both variations in population and economic prosperity 

(1963, p. 347). 

Family income is hypothesized as a meaningful correlate because 

it would appear to associate highly with social welfare and labor 

policy dimensions. Spanish surname by county is in a sense a less 

direct measure of ethnicity than that presented above. Both family 

income and Spanish surname are quantified by percentage rankings based 

upon estimates prepared by the Bureau of Business Research at the 

University of New Mexico (1970). 

Table 27 presents gamma coefficients which indicate that the 

relationships are very weak. The stronger correlations occur in the 

years of at-large representation before reapportionment, which may 

follow from the fact that the measures are based upon county. Even 

in this period, however, they do not present a convincing picture of 

factional cleavage. In addition, the scores are so low as to be 

meaningless in comparing constituency influence with the welfare and 

economic dimensions. 
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Table 27. Socioeconomic Associations with Policy Dimensions, 1961-69* 

Population Family Spanish 
Policy Dimension Trend Income Surname 

Welfare 61-1 .38 .30 .39 
Welfare 63-1 .52 .33 .46 
Welfare 65-1 .47 .19 .37 
Welfare 67-1 .23 .10 .33 
Welfare 69-1 .15 .30 .35 

Economic 65-2 .21 .07 .22 
Economic 67-2 .07 .11 .32 
Economic 69-6 .39 .29 .38 

Labor 61-1 .45 .37 .45 
Labor 63-1 .50 .23 .40 

Funding 63-2 .38 .48 .60 
Funding 65-3 .48 • 31 .38 

Labor 67-1 .07 .22 .41 
Labor 69-2 .25 .26 .36 

Regulation 67-4 .31 .28 .51 
Regulation 69-7 .35 .42 .35 

*Gamma coefficients. 

Legislative Cleavage: A Three-Bloc Interpretation 

In the sections above, by correlating the independent variables 

with each of the policy dimensions, it has become evident that the 

coefficients of three variables--party, region, and ethnicity--stand out 

as relatively high. Viewed another way, it can be stated that these 

three variables provide a way of describing fundamental cleavage in 

the New Mexico House. Although the potential list of correlates of 

legislative voting has by no means been exhausted, the consistency of 
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the three variables in their relationships to dimensions, both 

empirical and conceptual, provides convincing proof of their ability 

to polarize legislative frames of reference. 

However, we are confronted with the problem of how best to 

utilize these variables in creating analytical categories that in turn 

can serve as the basis for further analyses. For example, should we 

assume that the primary cleavage is party and make further breakdowns 

on the basis of ethnicity or region, or perhaps both? How do we 

classify the legislative districts that are neither in the Spanish 

North nor in Little Texas? Is Albuquerque (Bernalillo County) a 

satisfactory unit of analysis since single member districts were 

created? 

One approach to this problem is provided by Russell (1937). 

In an article entitled "State Regionalism in New Mexico," the author 

divides the state into Spanish-American and Anglo regions on the basis 

of a number of distinctions: ethnicity, areas of settlement, culture, 

attitude toward acquisitiveness, and political attitudes. In brief, 

"the basis of the entire situation lies in the ethnic and cultural 

differences between the two dominant groups within the state" (p. 271). 

Russell's study provides guidelines for dividing the state 

along lines that combine the regional and ethnic variables. As 

Figure 11 illustrates, the Spanish-American region includes the counties 

of original Spanish settlement: Rio Arriba, Taos, Mora, Sandoval, 

Santa Fe, San Miguel, Valencia, Torrance, Guadalupe, and Socorro. 
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Figure 11. Russell Definition of Regionalism in New Mexico* 

^Adapted from Russell (1937, p. 269). 
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Bernalillo, hoyever, is divided between the two regions, as are 

McKinley, Catron, Dona Ana, and Harding. 

In order to make the dichotomy complete, we assign Bernalillo, 

McKinley, Catron, and Dona Ana counties to the Spanish-American region, 

while Harding is assigned to the Anglos. The two crucial choices here 

are Bernalillo and Dona Ana counties because of population. The 

assignments are justified on the basis of large Spanish-American 

enclaves and, as we shall note later, the alignment of their Democratic 

legislative voting responses with the counties of the Spanish North. 

This behavior, however, is more characteristic of Bernalillo County 

than of Dona Ana, which appears as a transition area between the 

Spanish North and the East Side. Los Alamos, not in existence at the 

time of the Russell study, is assigned to the Spanish region. 

In effect, we have two blocs which are extensions of the Spanish 

North and East Side factions. Since the enlarged Spanish North faction 

is composed of counties that border on the Rio Grande for the most part, 

we term it the Rio Grande bloc. The enlarged East Side bloc, which now 

includes counties on the Western border as well, is called the Border 

bloc. 

Although the Russell dichotomy takes account of region and 

ethnicity, the partisan variable is missing. It will be recalled from 

our analysis above that for such variables as region the overall cor

relation coefficients declined significantly as the Republican numbers 

increased. Thus in order to take account of partisanship we add a 

third bloc, the Republicans. 
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This establishes three blocs: the Rio Grande Democrats, the 

Border Danocrats, and the Republicans. We make the further assumption 

that the blocs can be represented on an ideological continuum, with 

the Rio Grande Democrats at the liberal pole, the Republicans at the 

conservative pole, and the Border Democrats occupying the middle. 

While this assumption will be documented in the following chapter, its 

application here permits us to treat the blocs on an ordinal scale. 

Table 28 demonstrates convincingly that a high degree, of 

cleavage exists between the blocs over the five sessions and over a 

variety of policy dimensions. The lowest overall gamma coefficient 

is .66 for the 63-1 welfare dimension and the 69-7 regulation dimension. 

This is relatively good in view of the fact that we do not expect the 

three blocs to be entirely separate from each other on the scale 

scores, providing a coefficient of 1.00. For this to happen, we would 

require a scale where all Rio Grande Democrats occupy scale positions 

5 and 4, for example, while the Border Democrats are found at scale 

positions 3 and 2 and the Republicans at 1 and 0. 

An inspection of the inter-bloc coefficients indicates that 

there are several instances where the coefficients either approach 1.00 

or are in the high .90's. For the most part, these high gammas exist 

between the Rio Grande Democrats and Republicans, indicating a high 

degree of cleavage between these two blocs. For the 1965-69 period, 

in fact, cleavage is at least .90 on every dimension. Therefore, we 

can predict with considerable assurance a high or low score given the 
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Table 28. Bloc Cleavage on all Policy Dimensions, 1961-69* 

Rio Grande 
Democrats-

Policy Dimension Border Democrats 

Rio Grande 
Democrats-
Republicans 

Border 
Democrats-
Republicans 

Overall 
Bloc 

Cleavage 

Welfare 61-1 .81 .59 .03 .66 
Welfare 63-1 .90 .78 .05 .71 
Welfare 65-1 .91 .99 .41 .82 
Welfare 67-1 .71 .95 .46 .73 
Welfare 69-1 .84 .98 .56 .82 

Economic 65-2 .76 1.00 1.00 .90 
Economic 67-2 .49 .99 .89 .82 
Economic 69-6 .96 .99 .75 .91 

Labor 61-1 .89 .74 .21 .72 
Labor 63-4 .79 .62 .36 .69 

Funding 63-2 .92 .96 .08 .77 
Funding 65-3 .91 .97 .24 .78 

Labor 67-1 .79 1.00 .90 .92 
Labor 69-2 .82 .95 .46 .79 

Regulation 67-4 .83 .95 .35 .75 
Regulation 69-7 .90 .90 .01 .66 

*Gamma coefficients. 

identity of either a Republican or Rio Grande Democrat. A legislature 

consisting of only these two blocs would provide a high degree of 

party competition. 

However, the existence of the third bloc, the Border Democrats, 

complicates the analysis and thereby provides much of the justification 

for the deliberations in the next chapter. As can be noted from an 

inspection of Table 28, the voting behavior of the Border Democrats is 
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much more variable and often inclined toward alignment with the 

Republicans rather than their Rio Grande brethren. For example, the 

tendency for the Border bloc to vote with the Republicans on social 

welfare is apparent for all five sessions. 

On the other hand, the economic policy dimension shows consider

ably greater variation. Here the Border Democrats display 1.00 

cleavage with the Republicans in 1965 and .96 cleavage with the Rio 

Grande Democrats in 1969. Overall, the economic policy dimension 

displays the greatest overall cleavage, followed by the 1967-69 labor 

dimension. 

Summary 

In this chapter we have attempted to ascertain which correlates 

of roll call voting produce the greatest cleavage and provide an 

interpretation of bloc voting based upon the statistical evidence. This 

has been accomplished by identifying outside model variables associated 

with the legislators, or their districts, and correlating these in

dependent variables with the dependent variables, legislator's roll 

call scores on the dimensional scales. 

In selecting the outside model variables the literature revealed 

party to be the most influential, although it is a variable interwoven 
« 

with constituency as well as with characteristics of the inside model. 

On the policy dimensions partisanship since reapportionment has been 

moderate to high on the social welfare dimension and high on the 
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economic policy dimension. The empirical dimensions present a mixed 

pattern. 

Of the constituency variables selected, congressional studies 

consider that region is surpassed only by party as an influence on 

legislator's frames of reference. Although state studies have been 

less conclusive, statistical evidence supports previous claims of a 

pronounced East Side-Spanish North cleavage in the Democratic Party. 

All of the empirical dimensions revealed region as highly associated, 

while coefficients for social welfare and economic policy were mainly 

moderate to high. 

By contrast, urban-rural conflict is of little importance in 

the New Mexico House. Even moderate correlational associations have 

been rare. However, ethnicity competes with region in its high 

relationship with the policy dimensions. The welfare and economic 

dimensions were both moderate to high, and the empirical dimensions 

were almost all high in their coefficients. Apparently Spanish-

American and Anglo frames of reference have differed considerably, a 

behavioral pattern that has not abated with reapportionment. 

Like urban-rural conflict, the socioeconomic variables were 

almost uniformly low, reaching a moderate association in only three 

cases. Whatever linkage may exist between such variables and roll 

call voting is not detected by this type of analysis. 

Thus, three independent variables—party, region, and eth-

nicity--were identified as descriptive of lines of fundamental 

cleavage in the New Mexico House. Applying Russell's analysis of two 
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political cultures in the state, two Democratic blocs were articulated 

based upon region and ethnicity. To these two blocs, the Rio Grande 

and Border Democrats, was added a third, the Republicans, to take 

account of partisanship. 

A further statistical analysis based upon the three blocs in

dicates the presence of substantial overall cleavage on every dimension. 

The Border Democrats act as the transitional bloc between the more 

highly-polarized Rio Grande Democrats and Republicans. On the social 

welfare dimension they have aligned themselves more c? ̂ sely with the 

Republicans than with the Rio Grande bloc. On the other hand, the 

role of the Border Democrats on economic policy has proved to be more 

variable. It is on this dimension, too, that the greatest three-way 

pleavage has occurred since the reapportionment process began. 



CHAPTER 6 

MEASURING STABILITY AND CHANGE IN LEGISLATIVE RESPONSE 

In the previous chapter a three-bloc structure of voting 

emerged from the analysis of the relationship of independent variables 

to dimensional voting patterns. It was found that pre-reapportionment 

Democratic cleavage along regional and ethnic lines has given way to 

a three-bloc alignment with the emergence of a sizable post-

reapportionment Republican faction. 

Longitudinal analysis permits us to carry this study further by 

tracing variability in overall and bloc voting patterns for the decade. 

Specifically, we ask to what extent variability can be accounted for by 

changes in the responses of holdover members as compared to changes in 

the voting responses of new legislators. The new members, or turnovers, 

can be further subdivided on the basis of whether the turnovers are 

intra-party or inter-party. Moreover, the direction of change on the 

basis of- turnovers can also be assessed, particularly with respect to 

partisanship. 

Establishing Comparable Scale Scores 

One of the most vexing problems of longitudinal analysis is the 

establishment of comparable scale scores for a dimension over time. How 

do we insure that scale score 3, for example, provides the same measure

ment in Session B as it did in Session A? 

139 
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A common approach to this problem is to examine the scores of 

holdover members. Holdovers are presumed to be the most stable group 

of legislative voters because they have safer seats than turnovers and 

are more likely to have solidified their frames of reference. 

Table 29 presents the dimensional variations in roll call voting 

for sets of holdovers in each of the intersession periods. (In this 

and the following tables the number of members will vary according to 

individual scalability.) Stability is quite evident in the case of the 

social welfare holdovers. The percentage of variance is no greater than 

.2 for any session. The empirical single dimensions share a mixed 

pattern of stability, varying from regulations1s .1 to labor's .7, both 

in the 1967-69 period. 

The economic dimension displays the most variability, however, 

judged by the mean score changes of .8 and 1.5. The scores indicate 

that the holdovers moved up the economic policy scale.almost an entire 

position on the average, only to retreat downward one and a half 

positions in the following session. 

Such a sharp rise and fall in aggregate scores raises serious 

questions about the comparability of economic policy scores, even though 

they have been validated on the basis of content and statistical correla

tion. The problem may lie in the initial selection of roll call items 

by the investigator or the method of scaling by contrived items. On 

the other hand, we can point to the stability of the.social welfare 

dimension which did not succumb to either of these hazards. 



141 

Table 29. Variability in Dimensional Mean Scores of Holdovers, 1961-69 

First Mean Second Mean Score 
Dimension N Session Score Session Score Variability 

Social Welfare 61-63 (38) 1961 3.1 1963 3.1 0.0 
Social Welfare 63-65 (34) 1963 2.9 1965 2.9 0.0 
Social Welfare 65-67 (34) 1965 3.0 1967 3.2 0.2 
Social Welfare 67-69 (40) 1967 3.3 1969 3.1 0.2 

Economic Policy 65-67 (35) 1965 2.6 1967 3.4 0.8 
Economic Policy 67-69 (39) 1967 3.4 1969 1.9 1.5 

Labor 61-63 (36) 1961 2.5 1963 2.1 0.4 

Funding 63-65 (36) 1963 2.2 1965 2.5 0.3 

Labor 67-69 (40) 1967 3.0 1969 2.3 0.7 

Regulation 67-69 (40) 1967 2.5 1969 2.4 0.1 

It seems more likely that such a wholesale shift in scores can 

be explained in one of two ways: either the legislature has moved 

collectively in a liberal (upward) or conservative (downward) direction, 

or the roll call domain in one of the two sessions is biased in one 

direction, 

Clausen and Cheney, who encountered a similar problem in their 

study, reject the possibility of a general ideological shift by holdover 

members (1970, p. 149). Rather, they attribute the marked difference 

in scores between Congresses to a bias in the roll calls composing one 

of the policy dimensions. "All we can say is that it seems more 

probable that there is sampling error in the item selection than that, in 

this particular case, 178 members of the House and 41 members of the 
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Senate have moved collectively in a conservative or liberal direction" 

(p. 149, emphasis in the original). 

In this study, then, we follow Clausen and Cheney in making 

the assumption that the disparity in scores can be attributed to a 

bias in roll call scores. At the same time, however, it may be; worth 

a minor digression to ask how such a problem could arise when the two 

clusters yield the relatively high gamma coefficient of .75. 

As the matrix in Table 30 reveals, the slope is generally from 

upper left to lower right, a condition which produces high positive 

gamma correlations. A closer inspection indicates that the general 

trend in scores is upward. For example, in the first row one member 

has moved from a score of 4 to 5, while four members have moved from 

3 to 5. 

Inspection will also reveal that, while the direction of change 

is usually consistent, the degree of change in score is less predictable. 

Consider legislators with a score of 3 on cluster 65-2. Four of these 

legislators scored 4 on the 67-2 cluster, while seven scored 4 and 

one scored 3. Or, to take a more extreme example, of the six 

legislators with a score of 1 on the 65-2 cluster, one scored 3, two 

scored 2, and one scored 1, and two scored 0 on the 67-2 cluster. 

The inspection indicates that high association does not mean 

high prediction in all cases, thereby illustrating a possible flaw 

in the gamma coefficient. Levy, in his discussion of gamma, arrives 

at the same conclusion (1968, pp. 157-161). Although Levy presents a 
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Table 30. Conceptual Economic Policy Matrix, 
1965-67 

Economic Policy Cluster 
65-2 Holdover Scores 

5 4 3 2 1 0 
Economic 5 - 0 1 4 0 0 0 

Policy 4 - 1 3 7 2 0 0 

Cluster 3 - 0 0 1 1 1 1 

67-2 2 - 0 0 0 0 2 1 

Holdover 1 - 0 0 0 1 1 1 

Scores 0 - 0 0 0 0 2 0 

modification to the gamma formula, recomputation of cluster coefficients 

is beyond the resources of this study. Thus, we indicate here that the 

possibility of a lack of sensitivity to a general shift in scores must 

be kept in mind by the roll call analyst who employs the gamma co

efficient. 

In returning to the mainstream of our analysis, the assumption 

of bias in roll call content leads first to adjustment of legislator 

scores. Clausen and Cheney met this problem by adjusting the scores 

of all Congressmen to the scores of members who had served during the 

entire period (1970, p. 149). This course is not open here because 

holdovers also display great variability. 

As an alternative, therefore, all 1967 scores are shifted 

downward one position except for the 5-5 and 0-0 polarities. This 
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expedient has the effect of producing an average holdover score for 

1967 of 2.6, thereby reducing variability for the 1965-67 period to 

.0 and for 1967-69 to .7. Thus, while the adjustment can be viewed as 

an unhappy solution to the problem of comparability for the economic 

dimension, it permits relative comparisons with the social welfare 

dimension and indicates the general direction of change for holdover 

and turnover categories. 

Roll Call Voting Change: 
Holdovers Versus Turnovers 

How does change occur in voting patterns? Can it be seen 

through shifts in the positions of holdover members or does it occur 

primarily through the infusion of new members? 

Froman (1963) and Anderson (1964a) investigated this problem 

across congressional sessions by examining differences in voting 

patterns for districts served by one incumbent as against districts 

served by two or more representatives. In both studies the evidence 

pointed to the conclusion that there is more stability in voting patterns 

when the district is served by one legislator rather than two or more. 

However, both studies failed to touch on the question of the 

effect of partisan change on voting patterns. Watts, in his study of 

the Indiana legislature, pursued this question and found the least 

change in stability with holdover members, more change on an intra-

party basis, and the most change when a legislator was replaced by a 

member of the opposite party (1967, pp. 153-191). 
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Like Watts, we will use the categories of holdover, intra-

party turnover, and inter-party turnover based on the legislative seat. 

Since the reapportionment sessions are included in the analysis, turn

overs in the single-member districts were matched by number with the 

previous at-large seats. In addition, reapportioned holdover members 

were assigned regardless of changes in their districts. 

There were 22 holdovers in the 1965 session who changed from 

county-wide representation to single-member districts. Their average 

score change on the social welfare dimension was .82, which is only 

slightly higher than the average holdover rate of .64 for all sessions 

on that dimension. Thus, as an initial finding it can be reported that 

the frames of reference of holdovers on the most durable policy dimen

sion were very little changed by redistricting. 

This finding of little change among reapportioned holdovers is 

contrary to the expectations of many advocates of reapportionment. 

Although much of the explicit argument in favor of reapportionment was 

based upon the ideal of equality at the polling place, many proponents 

assumed a major—and liberal--transformation of legislative output. 

They believed that the transformation would occur by a change in the 

behavior of remaining incumbents as well as through the replacement 

of conservatives serving in malapportioned districts. 

While other roll call studies have not examined the voting 

records of reapportioned holdovers, the finding here is corroborated 

in other research from a much different perspective. We refer to the 
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oft-cited studies by Jacob (1964), Dye (1965), and Hofferbert (1966), 

who indicate that malapportionment is not related to legislative 

policies. Rather, variations in policies appear to be accounted for 

by socioeconomic variables. Thus, it might be anticipated that 

holdovers, by retaining a portion of their previous constituency, 

would not often find it necessary to change their frames of reference. 

Table 31 presents the change in scores for each dimension on 

the basis of holdovers, intra-party turnovers, and inter-party turn

overs. It should be stressed that the scores reflect individual 

changes in score by legislative seat whereas in Table 29 change was 

computed on the mean score. 

/ 
The results follow closely the findings of Froman, Anderson, 

and Watts. The range for holdover change on the social welfare dimen

sion was .51 to .74, with an average of .64. This is much lower than 

the intra-party turnover range of .90 to 1.94, which averages 1.44. 

Turnover change on party ranges from 1.75 to 2.38, averaging 2.06. In 

each social welfare category there was some fluctuation from session 

to session. 

Economic policy demonstrates much more variation from session 

to session, although the data must be regarded with caution. . However, 

the same general tendencies are apparent for each" of the categories. 

The empirical dimensions display uniform consistency for holdover 

change scores. 
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Table 31. Average Changes in Scores of Individual Legislators 
by Dimension, 1961-65 

Intra-party Inter-party 
Dimension Holdovers Turnovers Turnovers 

Social Welfare, 1961-63 .51 (38) 1 .94 (16) 2 .38 ( 9) 
Social Welfare, 1963-65 .74 (34) .90 (ID 1 .75 ( 4) 
Social Welfare, 1965-67 .71 (34 1 .10 (19) 1 .91 (11) 
Social Welfare, 1967-69 .58 (37) 1 .40 (14) 2 .20 (10) 
Average, All Sessions .64 1 .34 2 .06 

Q 
Economic Policy, 1965-67a .60 (35) .84 (19) 1 .78 ( 9) 
Economic Policy, 1967-69 1.15 (39) 1 .38 (13) 2 .45 (12) 
Average, All Sessions .88 1 .11 2 .12 

Labor, 1961-63 .75 (36) 1 .94 (16) 2 .22 ( 9) 

Funding, 1963-65 .70 (33) 1 .10 (11) 1 .25 ( 4) 

Labor, 1967-69 .67 (42) 1 .00 (16) 2 .33 (12) 

Regulation, 1967-69 .79 (39) 1 .14 (14) 2 .20 (10) 

Weighted scores for 1967 session. 

The findings point strongly to the conclusion that a holdover 

legislator's frame of reference is unlikely to shift as much as one 

position on a policy dimension with a range 0 to 5. In fact, the 

average social welfare change for holdovers at .64 is comparable to 

the Clausen and Cheney finding that incumbent scores changed little 

more than a tenth measured over their range (1970, p. 149). 
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Roll Call Voting Change: 
Dimensional Variations 

Following Clausen and Cheney, a ratio of change was computed 

between holdover members and intra-party turnovers and also between 

holdovers and inter-party turnovers. The ratios obtained, as shown in 

Table 32, can be compared with the Clausen and Cheney findings. 

Because the holdover/intra-party ratio can be interpreted as a 

reflection of the strength of constituency influences, it might be 

assumed that the smaller, presumably more homogeneous New Mexico 

districts would provide clearer voting clues than the congressional 

district. This logic is in line with Clausen and Cheney's observation 

that the "U. S. House member can respond to relatively clear constituency 

voting cues" compared to the U. S. Senator (p. 150).. 

But the findings here for the social welfare dimension show that 

the legislative districts impose less restraints on their representa

tives than do congressional districts. Whereas a holdover/intra-party 

ratio of 1.5 was found in the U. S. House, the ratio in the New Mexico 

House was 2.3. 

While a low holdover/intra-party ratio is evidence of strong 

constituency influence on the turnover member, a high holdover/inter-

party ratio is construed as evidence of the pull of party. In this 

case the U. S. House ratio of 4.0 compared to 3.1 for the New Mexico 

House indicates a somewhat stronger binding of the congressman to his 

party on social welfare. This finding tends to support previous evidence 

that party in New Mexico is less likely to shape frames of reference. 
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Table 32. Ratios of Mean Change Scores, U. S. House and New Mexico 
House* 

Holdover/Intra- Holdover/Inter-
Dimension Party Turnovers Party Turnovers 

u. S. House, Social Welfare 1.5 4.0 
u.  s .  Senate , Social Welfare 1.9 6.0 
N. M. Hous e, Social Welfare, 1961-69 2.3 3.1 

u.  S. House, Economic 1.5 8,0 
u. S. Senate , Economic 1.5 5.8 
N. M. House, Economic, 1965-693  1.3 2.4 

N. M. House, Labor, 1961-63 2.6 2.9 

N. M. Hous e, Funding, 1963-65 1.6 1.8 

N. M. House, Labor, 1967-69 1.5 3.5 

N. M. House, Regulation, 1967-69 1.4 2.8 

*U. S. House data derived from Clausen and Cheney (1970, p. 149). 

a * 

Weighted scores for 1967 session. 

Actually, the New Mexico House holdover/intra-party turnover 

ratio is closer to the U. S. Senate ratio of 1.9, which Clausen and 

Cheney suggest can be attributed to a more heterogeneous constituency 

together with an inability to perceive constituency wishes. But the 

holdover/inter-party ratio is much less than for the Senate, rein

forcing the contention that party plays a minimal role. 

As far as social welfare is concerned, the findings lead to 

the puzzling conclusion that the New Mexico freshman legislator is less 

conditioned by either constituency or party than the new Washington 
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Congressman. Either less pressure is brought to bear upon the New 

Mexico legislator in these two forms, or influences of the inside model 

may play a greater part in molding frames of reference. 

The latter possibility receives some support from Price and 

Bell (1970), who have noted a number of formal and informal devices 

which serve to socialize freshman legislators into the California 

Assembly. They conclude that the "friendship and camaraderie which 

developed among these group members of course were not only important 

in providing cues for freshmen about the unwritten norms, but they 

may well have influenced to a degree his roll call votes" (p. 178). 

Price and Bell emphasize that socialization can occur rapidly 

in the relatively small Assembly of 80. Since the body is only 

slightly larger than the New Mexico House, this suggests similarities 

between the two bodies. In fact, the process may be even more rapid 

and thorough in the cozy atmosphere of Santa Fe as compared to 

Sacramento. 

Legislative socialization, of course, cannot be linked so 

neatly with roll call behavior without much more evidence than is 

presently available. Other alternatives can be considered, including 

the hypothesis that New Mexico freshmen (and freshmen legislators 

elsewhere) rely more on inside model cues than do their congressional 

counterparts because of lack of political experience. In any case, the 

finding does emphasize the need for further research on socialization 

and its relationship to voting behavior. 
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Also included in Table 32 are ratios for the economic and 

empirically-derived dimensions. The New Mexico House economic dimen

sion, although based on questionable data, produces a partisan ratio 

that seems significantly smaller than the U. S. House. The empirical 

dimensions, of course, are not directly comparable to the conceptual 

dimensions. Yet, they uniformly present low holdover/inter-party 

ratios, corroborating our other findings in that area. The labor 

61-63 ratios are similar to the conceptual welfare ratios, reflecting 

the fact that they share canmon content on several items. The 

remainder of the empirical dimensions hold low holdover/intra-party 

ratios that are in line with those computed for the U. S. House. 

Roll Call Voting: 
" v — T h e  D i r e c t i o n  o f  C h a n g e  

Thus far we have discussed the extent of change for holdovers 

and turnovers without reference to the direction of change. Has there 

been a systematic trend toward the liberal or conservative scale pole 

in the 1960's? Do holdovers and turnovers differ in their movement up 

and down the scales? In particular, how consistent are partisan 

turnovers with shifts in scale position? 

A movement up the scale is toward the positive pole, or 5 scale 

position. Conversely, a movement down the scale is toward the negative 

pole, or 0 scale position. In broad ideological terms, the positive 

pole represents a liberal position on social welfare, indicating a 

willingness to use government in the service of the economically and 
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socially disadvantaged. The negative pole, of course, represents the 

opposing position. 

Thus, a change score is a movement toward the positive 

pole, and a change score a movement in the opposite direction. At 

the same time, it must again be emphasized that the scales are ordinal, 

casting doubt on the differences between scale positions as well as 

the definition of the zero point. 

Utilizing social welfare as the yardstick because of its 

application to all sessions, we first observe from Table 33 the 

stability of the holdover members. About half show no change, while 

28 shift one position plus and minus. The symmetry extends to those 

changing two or more positions, with eight at each extremity. 

An examination of those seats with most change may be revealing 

for the New Mexico political system. Only three holdovers shifted as 

much as three positions during the decade on the social welfare 

dimension. One Democrat, Alvis of rural Union County, moved down the 

scale from 3 to 0 in the 1963-65 period. However, the other two 

holdovers were aspirants for state-wide office. Mayfield of Dona Ana 

moved from 1 to 4 in the 1963-65 period at a time when, as chairman 

of the Appropriations Committee, he was prominently mentioned as a 

future Democratic gubernatorial candidate. Although he did not make 

the 1966 race, he ran unsuccessfully for governor in the 1968 primary. 

A second legislator, Mattson of Bernalillo County, moved from 1 to 4 



153 

Table 33. Direction of Change in Scale Position by 
Legislative Seat on Social Welfare Dimension, 
1961-69 

Direction of Change Intra-Party Inter-Party 
in Scale Position Holdovers Turnovers Turnovers 

-5 

-4 12 

-3 12 3 

-2 7 5 11 

-1 28 7 2 

0 74 21 5 

+1 28 8 3 

+2 6 7 2 

+3 2 3 4 

+4 3 1 

+5 11 

in the 1965-67 period. Mattson, a Republican, announced early in 1968 

that he would run for Congress but ultimately failed to file as a 

candidate. 

Both of these cases may indicate a desire to move toward a 

more liberal position, although for different reasons. Mayfield, as 

a conservative from southern Dona Ana County, may have been constructing 

an appeal in the primary to the numerous and more liberal Democrats to 
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the north. Mattson may have been looking forward to the general 

election when he would need Democratic help for his election. 

The intra-party turnovers, at a score change of 2 or more, 

show some tendency toward liberal voting, with 14 turnovers at +2 or 

more compared to only eight at -2 or more. Of this group, one intra-

party turnover resulted in a +5 change, three in a +4 change, and one 

in a -4 change. The shift to +5 occurred in the 1967-69 period when 

Parker, a long-time Democratic East Side legislator from Roosevelt 

County, was replaced. In the same sessions a +4 change occurred when 

McNeill of East Side Lea County was replaced by Daniels, who went on 

to become a vigorous, although losing contender, for the 1970 Demo

cratic gubernatorial nomination. 

The other three marked changes were between Anglos and Spanish-

Americans. Democratic Spanish-Americans Baca and Gonzales replaced 

Bartee and Culbertson, respectively, in Socorro and San Miguel Counties 

for +4 changes. Conversely, Republican Sedillo was replaced by Black 

in Sierra County with a subsequent -4 change. 

That the three fluctuations involving ethnicity all occurred 

during the 1961-63 session may be an indication of the effect of 

reapportionment and the single member district. This supposition is 

given some weight by the fact that nine of 13 turnovers in 1961-63 

had change scores of 2 or more as compared with only five of 14 in 

1967-69. 
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A plausible hypothesis would be that the replacement of at-

large by single member districts has produced greater homogeneity in 

intra-party turnovers. This results in less variability in turnover 

change scores, partly as a result of separating Anglo and Spanish-

Americans by the new districts. This hypothesis would require 

analysis of the composition of the old and new districts as well as 

research into the 1940's and 1950's to establish whether such intra-

party shifts occurred with regularity in the earlier period. 

The partisan turnovers in Table 33 above show a tendency to 

move in a minus direction at a rate which coincidentally approximates 

the upward trend of intra-party turnovers. The greatest inter-party 

variability was found in 1967-69 in a +5 shift from Republican Dunne 

to Democrat Malry. A similar but downward -4 shift in the 1965-67 

period was the replacement of Democrat Stewart by Republican Jordan. 

The shifts occurred in two of the handful of competitive 

party districts in Bernalillo County's (Albuquerque) eighteen districts. 

Since only two of the other districts have experienced a change in 

partisanship in the post-reapportionment period of 1965-69 (both with 

a change score of 2 or 3), the potential for change through party 

turnover would appear to be great. And, assuming that Bernalillo 

County is the site of much of the most rapid social change in the 

state, the finding offers fragmentary evidence for Anderson's hypoth

esis (1964a, p. 429) that such areas "will evidence the most variability 

in the ideological positions assumed by their representatives." 
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Two otfcer shifts at the 4 level should be noted, one for 

1961-63 and the other for 1963-65. In the former period a change of 

+4 was recorded in sparsely-populated Catron County as Republican 

Allred was replaced by Democrat Parsons. In the latter period Democrat 

Baca of Socorro (already noted above as an intra-party turnover) was 

replaced by Republican Torres with a -4 change. 

The above cases suggest the presence of a strong tendency for 

Democrat-to-Republican turnovers to move down the scale toward conserva

tism and for Republican-to-Democrat turnovers to move up the scale. 

Table 34 indicates that partisanship and scale change are strongly 

related on the social welfare dimension. In the Democrat-to-Republican 

column, 15 partisan turnovers resulted in greater conservatism, four 

in no change, and three resulted in greater liberal voting. Two of 

the three liberal changes occurred in Bernalillo County in the 1961-63 

period of at-large representation x^ith filing by position. Republican 

attorney Prentice replaced Democratic businessman Bandoni for a +3 

change; at the same time future Governor Cargo, then also an attorney 

and the only other Republican in the nine-man delegation, replaced 

another Democratic businessman, Rutherford, for a change of +1. The 

other +1 change occurred in East Side Chaves County in 1965 when 

Republican Coll replaced Goodell, the latter a Democratic House leader. 

In the Republican-to-Democrat column in Table 34 the single 

instance of more conservative voting occurred in the 1961-63 period 

when Spanish-American Lovato was replaced by Anglo Alvis of Union 

County for a change of -2. 
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As a final point if inquiry, we examine the trend as well as 

the direction of partisan shifts during the decade. Has there been a 

change in the consistency with which Republican inter-party turnovers 

vote more conservatively and Democrats more liberally than the 

legislators they replace? 

Table 34. Direction of Partisan Change in Scale 
Position by Legislative Seat on Social 
Welfare Dimension, 1961-69 

Direction of Change 
in Scale Position 

Democrat 
to 

Republican 

Republican 
to 

Democrat 

-5 

-4 2 

-3 3 

-2 10 1 

-1 2 

0 4 1 

+1 2 1 

+2 2 

+3 1 3 

+4 1 

+5 1 
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As a measure of variability in partisan change, the 1961-63 

social welfare and labor dimensions are selected for the pre-

reapportionment period, and the 1967-69 social welfare, labor, and 

regulation dimensions for the post-reapportionment period. As Table 35 

reveals, in the 1961-63 period a total of six out of 20 inter-party 

turnovers voted inconsistently in terms of the ideological direction 

anticipated. In the 1967-69 period the total was five out of 22. 

The results indicate that no clear trend in partisan change variability 

has occurred since reapportionment. But the extent of the direction 

Table 35. Trend in Direction of Partisan Change in Scale Position by 
Legislative Seat on Selected Dimensions, 1961-69 

Direction of Change 
in Scale Position 

Selected 
Dimensions, 1961-63 
Democrat Republican 

to to 
Republican Democrat 

Selected 
Dimensions, 1967-69 
Democrat Republican 

to to 
Republican Democrat 

-5 2 

-4 

-3 3 1 4 

-2 3 1 4 

-1 1 

0 1 3 

+1 2 2 4 1 

+2 1 1 3 

+3 2 2 7 

+4 1 

+5 1 
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of inconsistent change seems to be less. Whereas a change score of 

3 was recorded for three inter-party turnovers in 1961-63, in the later 

period only one partisan turnover had a change score as much as 2. 

Variations in Bloc Voting Patterns 

With an overall view of variability of voting patterns for the 

New Mexico House during the 1960's, we turn to a consideration of 

voting patterns in the three blocs. As a basis for analysis, the 

social welfare dimension is selected because of its applicability to 

all sessions. 

In examining social welfare position changes in Table 36 over 

the period of the study, we are struck by the very low rate of change 

for the Rio Grande Democrats. The holdover rate of change is only 

.39 percent as contrasted to .81 for the Border Democrats and .71 for 

the Republicans. But more surprising is the fact that turnover 

variability in the Rio Grande bloc is .78, which is slightly lower 

than the holdover rate for the Border Democrats and slightly higher 

than the Republicans. In brief, voting is so consistent in the Rio 

Grande bloc that an intra-bloc turnover can be made with no more change 

in score than occurs for holdovers in the other two blocs. 

A comparison of inter-party change scores for the two Demo

cratic blocs is also revealing, using total partisan turnover totals 

for the decade. When turnovers involving the Rio Grande and Republican 

blocs took place, the average turnover score was 2.46. For turnovers 

between the Border Democrats and Republicans, the average change rate 
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was 1.50. These turnover change rates indicate a movement of approxi

mately one position more on the 0-5 scale when Rio Grande Democrats 

are involved as compared with the Border bloc. 

Moreover, variability differences between the blocs seems to 

be increasing since reapportionment. For the 1965-67 and 1967-69 

sessions, the rate of change for Rio Grande turnovers has declined to 

.45, whereas variability for the Border Democrats and Republicans has 

edged up to 2.43 and 2.50, respectively. 

Table 36. Change in Scale Position on Social Welfare 
Dimension by Bloc, 1961-69 

Rio Grande Border 
Category Democrats "Democrats Republicans 

Bloc holdovers .39 (56) .81 (59) .71 (31) 

Bloc turnovers .78 (37) 2.13 (15) 2.38 ( 8) 

How can this marked disparity in variability in voting behavior 

be accounted for? We would argue that the rate of variability is a 

reflection of profound differences in political culture between the 

Rio Grande and Border Democrats. 

Judah (1961) has provided a partial explanation of these dif

ferences in his study of two mythical counties based upon empirical 

evidence: a northern, Spanish-American county (Coronado) and an East-

Side, Anglo county (Texhoma). Coronado County is typical of the Rio 
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Grande Democratic bloc. Politics is personal, with the bottom of the 

ticket of more concern to the voters than the top. The introduction 

of the direct primary, accomplished in 1940, "has complicated rather 

than destroyed or even seriously weakened ..." party organizational 

control (p. 4). A ticket is put together on the basis of organizational 

considerations, including geography aitd patronage. 

The legislative candidates are by no means the most important 

selections, since patronage is seldom involved. However, the important 

point is .that the candidates are virtually always known quantities, 

men who have served in the organization and are selected for their 

ability to deliver votes for the ticket as a whole. Therefore, "the 

socio-economic status of Coronado's candidates for the state legisla

ture reflects that of their constituencies. The occupations are varied 

and represent to a degree unusual in American legislative bodies the 

economy of the area . . ." (p. 9). 

Mythical Coronado County presents a picture of sponsored 

nominations of reliable candidates by tight-knit organizations. In 

bold contrast, Border-county Texhoma displays a free-wheeling nominating 

process with little intervention by the party leadership, which itself 

is likely to be a paper tiger. Candidates for the legislature are self-

starting, rather than sponsored, with very few presenting themselves 

for nomination. As a one-party, relatively wealthy county, politics 

is of small concern to the great majority while patronage is of in

cidental importance. 
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The repruitment and nominating processes appear to coincide 

with the voting behavior described above. The Rio Grande bloc is 

characterized by institutionalized pathways to legislative office, with 

very stable patterns of voting for holdovers and turnovers alike. 

But where recruitment and nominations are unstructured, greater 

variability in voting can be anticipated on the part of holdovers and 

intra-party turnovers. 

This explanation is also consistent with Holmes' observation 

that, except for matters of specific local interest, East Side (that 

is, Border) Democrats may often act with individual discretion (1967, 

pp. 227-228). But legislators from the North (the Rio Grande bloc) 

are subject to a closer monitoring of their activities by the party 

organizations. 

The distinction here, in terms of representational role types 

presented in The Legislative System (Wahlke and others 1962), is 

between the trustee and the delegate. The trustee comes close to being 

a free agent, able to follow his personal judgment with minimum con

sideration for other influences. The delegate, on the other hand, is 

subject to considerable pressure from constituent sources, perhaps 

to the extent of following their instructions on at least some kinds 

of issues. 

Although there are difficulties in designating legislators as 

pure types, as Francis has shown (1965), it seems plausible to ascribe 

a trustee role to most Border Democrats and a delegate role to Rio 
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Grande Democrats. The trustee role would also appear to be character

istic of the Republicans, inasmuch as their change scores follow the 

Border Democrats rather closely. 

Post-reapportionment change scores of Albuquerque Republicans 

and Democrats were also computed to determine whether they differed 

from their respective blocs. The Republicans, representing a largely 

suburban population, possessed a holdover change rate of .82 and a 

turnover rate of 2.31 for the 1965-69 period. Both rates are consist

ent with those for the entire Republican bloc as shown in Table 36. 

It might be assumed that in a more complex and diverse 

community with a much less effective party organization, Albuquerque 

Democrats would be subject to more competing demands and therefore 

more likely to fluctuate in voting responses than the remainder of the 

Rio Grande bloc. But the data shows otherwise. In the 1965-69 period, 

using the social welfare dimension, Albuquerque Democrats showed no 

change among nine incumbents, while the rate of change for turnovers 

amounted to a mere .25. 

A partial explanation may be contained in the observation by 

Gonzalez (1969) that Albuquerque is characterized by a sprawling 

pattern of settlement. "Its lower socio-economic sections resemble 

poor rural villages more than they do urban slums" (p. 132). Thus, 

the impact of urbanization, Southwestern-style, may be much less 

significant than in the more densely populated cities to the East. 
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Nevertheless, this does not explain why Albuquerque Democrats, 

who are predominately but certainly not entirely Spanish-American, 

would vote more cohesively than the remainder of the bloc. We 

therefore advance the hypothesis that Albuquerque Democrats constitute 

a sub-bloc who receive information and voting cues from each other. 

While other Rio Grande Democrats are unlikely to meet frequently out

side of legislative sessions, members of the Albuquerque group are 

thrown together by political and social events occurring within the 

metropolitan area. It seems possible that they possess character

istics similar to those of congressional Democrats from New York, as 

identified by Fiellin in his study (1970, p. 320): 

They develop their own structure, leadership, rou
tines, and typical activities on the basis of members' needs, 
group objectives, and circumstances prevailing in the legisla
ture. They then become in various ways informal operating 
units of their institutions and have important effects on 
their members' attitudes and behavior. 

On thje state level Patterson's research (1959) of inter

personal relations in the Wisconsin Assembly may be instructive. 

Using sociometric techniques, Patterson noted that the Democrats were 

marked by a division between a clique from Milwaukee County (the 

"Unholy Six") and the rest of the state. 

The studies by Fiellin and Patterson suggest the need to explore 

by other research techniques the tentative hypothesis advanced above 

with respect to the Albuquerque Democrats. Such research might also 

take note of the contrasting tendency for Albuquerque Republicans to 
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vote in the same patterns as their partisan brethren elsewhere in the 

state. 

Stability and Change in Legislative Blocs 

We have shown above that the holdover mean scores on the social 

welfare scale were very stable for all sessions, varying only .2 for 

any session. It has also been demonstrated that turnover score changes 

for Border Democrats can fluctuate rather widely. 

In this section we attempt to apply these findings to patterns 

of stability and change in the voting behavior of the three blocs. Has 

the voting behavior of the blocs changed over the decade? To what 

extent are holdover and turnover change scores associated with stability 

and change? 

Table 37, which is limited to social welfare as the only dimen

sion covering all sessions, presents several interesting observations. 

First, there has been a gradual rise in the mean scores of the Rio 

Grande Democrats for all but one session. Nowhere, however, has the 

change amounted to more than .4 for an intersession period. Second, 

the Border Democrats have had a more precipitous rise, especially 

between 1963 and 1967 when the mean score rose from 1.9 to 3.2. Third, 

the Republicans have been subject to fluctuation in their scores. But 

unlike the Border Democrats, the range between their high and low 

scores for the entire period is only .7 compared to 1.5 for the Border 

bloc. 
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Table 37. Mean Scores of Blocs on Social Welfare 
Dimension, 1961-69 

Session 
Rio Grande 
Democrats 

Border 
Democrats Republicans 

1961 4.1 2.0 2.3 

1963 4.3 1.9 2.0 

1965 4.6 2.4 1.6 

1967 4.5 3.2 2.2 

1969 4.8 3.4 2.0 

The measure of bloc instability utilized here is a change of 

.5 or more in the mean score of the bloc in any intersession period. 

This does not seem unreasonable, since it amounts to a ten percent 

movement up or down the five position scale. In applying the measure 

in Table 37, we note that the Border Democrats can be considered un

stable for the 1963-67 period, while the Republicans have been unstable 

in the 1965-67 period. 

In order to account for instability in the Border Democrat bloc 

for 1963-65, several categories of legislator disposition have been 

created as shown in Table 38. It should be noted first that in line 

with our expectations holdovers have been stable with mean scores of 

2.1 and 2.3. A total of four members were lost to reapportionment 

and one to the Republicans; all five had very low mean scores. Mean

while, nine new members from single-member districts joined the bloc 
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Table 38. Aggregate Change Scores of Border Democrats, 1963-65 

1963 1965 

Category Number 
Total 
Score 

Mean 
Score Numb er 

Total 
Score 

Mean 
Score 

Holdovers 18 38 2.1 17 39 2.3 

Reapportionment 
losses 

4 6 1.5 - - -

Lost to Republicans 1 1 1.0 - - -

New single-
member districts 

- - - 9 24 2.7 

Totals 23 45 1.9 26 63 2.4 

in 1965 with a relatively high mean score of 2.7. To maintain a 

perspective on this trend, however, it should be noted that two 

members score 5 each for a total of 10 of the 24 points accumulated 

by the new members. 

These findings, then, strongly suggest that, for the 1963-65 

period, reapportionment deleted several low-scoring districts and 

created a number of single-member districts, a few of which yielded 

bloc members with high scores. 

By inspecting Table 39, we can ascertain whether the trend 

continued into the 1965-67 period. Here holdovers move up from 2.5 

to 2.9, an impressive increase for an incumbent group. Further losses 

in the second phase of reapportionment cut three members with a low 

mean score of 1.7. Five members with relatively high mean scores 
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Table 39. Aggregate Change Scores of Border Democrats, 1965-67 

1965 1967 

Category Number 
Total 
Score 

Mean 
Score Number 

Total 
Score 

Mean 
Score 

Holdovers 14 35 2.5 15 43 2.9 

Reapportionment losses 3 5 1.7 - - -

Lost to Republicans 5 15 3.0 - - -

Gained from Republicans - - - 1 4 4.0 

Bloc turnovers _4 _8 2.0 _4 16 4.0 

Totals 26 63 2.4 20 63 3.2 

of 3.0 were lost to the Republicans, and one was gained with a score 

of 4.0. Four bloc turnovers registered an impressive gain, with an 

increase from 2.0 to 4.0. 

We therefore conclude that reapportionment was the major cause 

of the upward scale shift of the Border Democrats. First, a number of 

low-scorers were lost simply by consolidation of sparsely-populated 

districts in both periods. Second, the turnovers acquired by creation 

of single-member districts created an upward trend in 1965. Finally 

intra-party replacements, plus an unexplained upward shift by holdovers, 

produced most of the gain in the 1965-67 period. 

If continued, this upward trend would suggest a consolidation of 

voting patterns with the Rio Grande Democrats. But the 1967-69 mean 

scores, which produced a mean change of +.2, may indicate that change 
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has levelled off at the same time that the Border Democrats edge 

steadily toward virtual unanimity near a score of 5.0. 

The other case of instability involves the Republicans for the 

1965-67 period. As shown in Table 40, holdover change is most startling 

with a rise from 1.6 to 2.6 over the two sessions. Five members were 

Table 40. Aggregate Change Scores of Republicans, 1965-67 

1965 1967 

Category Number 
Total 
Score 

Mean 
Score Number 

Total 
Score 

Mean 
Score 

Holdovers 8 13 1.6 8 21 2.6 

Reapportionment losses 4 4 1.0 - - -

Lost to Democrats 1 1 1.0 - - -

Bloc turnovers 4 9 2.3 4 5 1.3 

Gained from Democrats 10 22 2.2 

Totals 17 27 1.6 22 48 2.2 

lost, four to reapportionment and one to the Democrats, with a very low 

mean score of 1.0. Bloc turnovers dropped from 2.3 to 1.3 in the two 

sessions, while ten new members gained from the Democrats held to the 

1967 mean score of 2.2 

As with the Border Democrats, no single explanation for in

stability emerges. Holdovers accounted for much of the increase in 

mean score, but at the same time several very low scorers were lost 
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to reapportionment. This resulting upward trend was partly offset by 

lower turnover scores in 1967. 

The fact that unstable periods for both Border Democrats and 

Republicans occurred during the reapportionment period seems indicative 

of a transitional period. Both blocs dropped a number of members with 

low scores. These were primarily from sparsely-populated rural areas. 

Turnover scores for the Border Democrats generally moved upward but 

for Republicans the movement fluctuated around the scale position of 2. 

Also, the Republicans registered plus change scores for holdovers. 

Thus, while we have noted the overall stability of holdover members, 

there are instances in which movement can occur. While the evidence 

is circumstantial, the most notable change in the 1967 session was the 

occupancy of the governor's chair by a Republican. . 

Summary 

In this chapter we have analyzed stability and change by 

legislative seat in terms of holdovers and turnovers as well as by 

legislative bloc. First, we dealt with the problem of establishing 

comparable scores across sessions. While the most durable dimension, 

social welfare, was stable across the period, it was necessary to 

weight economic policy dimension scores for 1967 because of the great 

fluctuations in the mean change scores. 

Analysis of change score categories for the New Mexico House 

produced findings similar to those of Froman, Anderson, and Watts. On 

the basis of legislative seats, holdover members proved by far the most 
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stable, averaging less than one position in change on most dimensions. 

Incumbents who retained their seats despite boundary changes did not 

change their score positions significantly more than other holdovers. 

Intra-party turnovers generally moved between one and two positions on 

the five position scale, while partisan turnovers have changed an 

average of at least two positions. 

In order to provide comparisons with Clausen and Cheney's study 

of the U. S. Congress, change ratios were computed between holdovers 

and intra-party turnovers and also between holdovers and partisan 

turnovers. Compared to the U. S. House, New Mexico House turnovers 

appear to be less influenced than their counterparts by either constit

uency or party. 

On the social welfare dimension the direction of change for the 

entire period indicates great stability for holdovers, a slight tendency 

toward the liberal, or positive scale position, on the part of intra-

party turnovers, and a corresponding shift toward the conservative 

position for inter-party turnovers. However, there was a clear tendency 

for Democrats to vote more liberally than the Republicans they replaced, 

and for Republicans to vote more conservatively than their Democratic 

predecessors. 

In addition, individual legislators with the greatest varia

bility were identified. In the holdover category, two of the three 

members with a change of three positions were aspirants for state-wide 

office. As in Gray's study (1965) of the Senate voting scores of 
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presidential aspirants, further research might indicate that legislators 

with state-wide political ambitions change their voting patterns to 

accommodate the larger constituency. 

Of five intra-party turnovers with score changes of 4 or 5, 

one involved a gubernatorial candidate, and three involved switches 

between Anglos and Spanish-Americans in the 1961-63 period. In each 

case the Spanish-American was the liberal, the Anglo the conservative. 

Two inter-party turnovers with high change scores occurred before 

reapportionment, and two have occurred since that time. Both high 

post-reapportionment change scores (4 and 5) took place in competitive 

Bernalillo County districts, complementing the evidence in Anderson's 

research (1964a) that variability is greatest in areas of rapid social 

change. 

The three blocs differed in roll call voting variability. 

Turnover change scores for the Rio Grande bloc were at about the same 

level as holdover change scores for the other two blocs. At the same 

time, the intra-party turnover change for Border Democrats and 

Republicans was over two positions. This indicates that almost as 

much change occurred by intra-party as by inter-party turnovers for 

these two blocs. 

These contrasts in voting behavior are accounted for by the 

differing political cultures of the blocs, with the Republicans 

sharing the political culture of the Border Democrats. The Rio Grande 

bloc is marked by sponsored nominations and interest in politics and 



patronage, while with the other two groups, the candidates are usually 

self-starting and politics is of much less concern. This leads also 

to the hypothesis that Rio Grande legislators lean toward the delegate 

representational role, and the Border Democrats and Republicans toward 

a trustee role. For the Bernalillo County Democrats, who vote more 

cohesively than does the Rio Grande bloc as a whole, this explanation 

is not entirely satisfactory. It has therefore been hypothesized that 

this group constitutes a sub-bloc voting together on the basis of 

inter-personal relations. 

The three blocs were also assessed on the basis of their 

stability for each intersession period. While the Rio Grande bloc 

was stable throughout, the Border Democrats were unstable from 1963-67 

and the Republicans from 1965-67. Both blocs lost a. number of very 

low-scoring members because of reapportionment changes. The Border 

Democrats have experienced an upward trend in mean scores on social 

welfare because of new districts which have yielded scattered high 

scores, and also because of a gradual rise in holdover scores. The 

Republican holdover trend upward of 1.0 in 1965-67 may possibly be 

attributed to partisan control of the executive. However, bloc 

turnovers generally moved downward during the same period. 

In general, bloc instability seems associated with the con

sequences of reapportionment, particularly the disappearance of rural 

conservative districts and the advent of single-member districts with 

changes in intra-party turnover trends. Whether instability may also 



be associated j?ith changes in the occupancy of the governor's chair 

and party competition in the House cannot be discerned from the 

analysis above. 



CHAPTER 7 

CONCLUSION 

In this study both the MacRae empirical and Clausen and Cheney 

conceptual approaches to cluster analysis were used in an effort to 

establish their relative merits for longitudinal roll call analysis. 

Utilizing dimensions derived from these two approaches, we then 

examined the stability of and changes in basic voting patterns in the 

New Mexico House of Representatives in the 1960's. 

Methodological Findings 

The primary focus of the MacRae approach, as discussed in 

Chapter 3, was to establish an objective method for selecting roll 

call cluster items through utilization of a rigorous statistical 

procedure. MacRae argued that such a procedure would overcome the 

problems of bias inherent in the selection of items by different roll 

call investigators. 

However, the empirical approach produced clusters difficult 

to define in terms of policy content. Because cluster correlations 

were generally higher on an intrasession than on an intersession 

basis, it was often necessary to resort to ambiguous secondary 

criteria in distinguishing "like" from "unlike" clusters. These 

problems introduced subjective judgments into the validation pro

cedure and made the establishment of policy dimensions uncertain. 
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Moreover, the tendency for empirical clusters to converge and diverge, 

as contended by Clausen and Cheney, found support in an analysis of 

labor issues through the 1961-65 period. 

As an alternative, Clausen and Cheney advocated the selection 

of roll calls for cluster analysis on the basis of broad policy domains. 

Their conceptual approach presented initial problems of content 

definition; once these were solved, the validation of policy dimensions 

across sessions was relatively straightforward. And, unlike the 

empirical approach, item content was stable in intersession clusters. 

For purposes of longitudinal analysis the conceptual approach 

is preferable because it presents fewer methodological problems in 

defining dimensionality and promotes the delineation of policy domains. 

(Whether the breadth of the policy categories obscures critical dif

ferences in policy types still remains to be determined.) The conceptual 

approach also seems more likely to permit the extension of validated 

dimensions across legislative sessions. This tendency was illustrated 

by the extension of a conceptual welfare dimension across all sessions 

and by a conceptual economic policy dimension for the 1965-69 period. 

In contrast, all four empirical dimensions terminated after only one 

intersession period. 

While the main methodological focus was on cluster analysis, 

the study also presented a procedure for analyzing policy dimensions 

across time. This included the use of MacRae's technique of p+ value 

cutting points, Clausen's validation procedure, and McQuitty's elemen

tary linkage analysis for identifying highly-associated clusters. 
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Thus, this study has demonstrated that methodological tools are 

available for longitudinal roll call analysis. Although there are 

a variety of alternative procedures that might be employed (MacRae 

1970), those utilized here can be applied to a variety of questions 

and have the advantage of relative simplicity. 

The procedure, however, did present some difficulties and 

limitations in measurement. For example, one scalable cluster did not 

contain scores below 3 in the 0-5 range. More disturbing were the 

wide fluctuations in the economic policy dimension scores from session 

to session despite relatively high gamma correlations. 

The question may also be raised as to whether clusters of five 

items—the smallest employed here—are sufficiently representative for 

either empirical or conceptual dimensions. It may be that a greater 

number of roll calls are required to take advantage of the cutting 

point technique and validation procedure. In addition, a wider range 

of scores would provide greater sensitivity in identifying legislators 

who assume polar positions along the continuum. 

Substantive Findings 

To sum up the substantive portion of this study, we examine the 

theme of stability and change as it pertains to policy domains, cor

relates of voting behavior, and cleavages in the New Mexico House over 

the 1960's. 

We have noted that the most durable policy dimension uncovered 

during the decade was social welfare. This finding emerged from the 
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validation analysis in Chapter 4 and is also supported by the lack of 

variability in holdover mean scores on social welfare in Chapter 6. 

Economic policy appears as an unstable dimension both in terms of 

validation and high variability in legislator scores, even though 

it extended over two intersession periods. 

Although conceptual clusters were generated for two other 

policy domains, in Chapter 4 we rejected the hypothesis that a govern

mental structure and funding dimension was present. Similarly, an 

elections policy dimension failed to develop. This by no means has 

exhausted the potential for dimensional analysis, of course. The 

empirical dimensions, while short-lived, may give some hint of other 

domains to be explored. Nevertheless, at this point social welfare 

stands as the only issue capable of promoting definitive cleavage in 

the New Mexico House. 

Stability and change in the relationships between independent 

variables of the outside model and policy domains was another theme 

of the study. In testing statistical relationships in Chapter 5 it 

was found that party, region, and ethnicity proved to be relatively 

highly-associated with policy dimensions. On the other hand, urban-

rural and socioeconomic variable associations were low. 

These findings must be qualified by th$ statement that the 

three highly-associated variables differed in the strength of their 

associations over time and among the policy dimensions. A consider

able rise in partisan cleavage on the social welfare dimension was 
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evident over tlje decade. However, party proved to be more highly 

correlated with economic policy, thereby supporting the Clausen and 

Cheney contention that partisanship is more closely associated with 

economic than social welfare policy. 

Employing region as a variable, we find that the Albuquerque-

East Side division subsided over the period. The intervening variable 

in this case was the increasing number of Republican representatives 

from Albuquerque and the East Side. But while regionalism declined 

for the legislature as a whole, Marwell's statement (1967, p. 396) 

that regionalism is primarily intra-party found increased substantia

tion. This can be observed in the latter part of Chapter 6 by the 

often-high correlations that emerged between the Democratic blocs 

when Republicans were excluded from the analysis. 

Ethnicity revealed a relatively constant pattern in its associa

tions with policy dimensions. Because the Republicans elected very 

few Spanish-Americans at any time during the period, party did not 

intervene as it did with regionalism. As anticipated, then, ethnicity 

stands as one of the major outside model variables in New Mexico 

legislative politics. 

Three-way cleavage, based upon high correlations of party, 

region, and ethnicity with legislator roll call scores, provided the 

basis for the remainder of our findings. The evidence presented on 

the basis of region and ethnicity confirmed the presence of a political 
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division between the East Side and Spanish North, as noted by other 

writers. 

In this study, however, we went beyond that finding to pose 

a three-bloc theory based upon a Republican and two Democratic blocs: 

the Rio Grande and Border Democrats. Statistically, we found support 

for the theory in Chapter 5 by the fact that the overall correlations 

between bloc membership and scale scores are very good, with gamma 

coefficients above .70 for most of the period. 

We anticipated that the three blocs would differ consistently 

in their scale positions, an expectation confirmed in Chapter 6. The 

Rio Grande Democrats were revealed as the liberals (closest to the 

positive pole) on all dimensions and the Republicans the conservative 

bloc, with the Border Democrats a variable center gr.oup. On the social 

welfare dimension cleavage was highest between the two Democratic 

groups, but on the economic dimension the division was partisan. This 

finding was also judged congruent with the Clausen and Cheney con

clusion that social welfare was more closely associated with constit

uency influence, while economic policy was cued to partisan consider

ations. 

However, there have been changes in mean bloc scores that 

appear to be associated with reapportionment. .First, the Border Demo

crat bloc was unstable during both phases of reapportionment, while the 

Republican instability occurred in the 1965-67 period. Second, the 

effect upon the Border bloc has been to move its members toward the 
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liberal end of.the continuum, partly by loss of conservative rural 

seats and partly by higher scores from a few newly-created single-

member districts. 

Third, a principal impact of reapportionment has been the 

increase in size of the Republican bloc, with gains from previous 

Democratic areas providing relatively conservative scale scores. In 

effect, the Republicans have not moved closer to the conservative 

pole, but rather consolidated their position as the conservative bloc. 

Fourth, like the Border Democrats, the Republican bloc has 

returned to stability in the 1967-69 period, indicating further that 

scores have stabilized with the end of reapportionment for the 1960's. 

Perhaps the most striking finding was the consistent opposi

tion between the Rio Grande and Republican blocs. When Border Demo

crats were excluded from the analysis, we obtained gamma coefficients 

almost entirely above .90 in the 1965-69 period. 

What emerged from the dimensional analysis in Chapter 6, then, 

was a strong indication of stability in voting patterns, a conclusion 

not uncommon in roll call studies. Further corroboration was found 

in the stable scores of holdover members. Holdovers seldom changed 

more than one position even when changes were made in their district 

boundaries. Fragmentary evidence suggested that a desire to run for 

state-wide political office might be a consideration for at least 

some holdovers with marked change scores. 

Intra-party turnover change scores of two or more were found 

mainly in the Border and Republican districts. The political culture 
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of the Border Democrats in particular appeared to free the legislator 

from the influences of constituency. The Rio Grande Democrats, on 

the other hand, seem much closer bound to constituency, particularly 

since their rate of change for turnovers is about the same as the 

holdover change rate in the other two blocs. 

Partisan turnover produced the greatest change in scale scores, 

averaging over two positions. Substantial variations by bloc occurred, 

with partisan changes between the liberal Rio Grande Democrats and 

Republicans averaging approximately 2.5 positions for each turnover, 

as compared to 1.5 positions for changes between the more conservative 

Border Democrats and Republicans. 

Variability in turnover scores would seem to presage a potential 

for change in legislative policy. But the potential is largely un

realized, partly because of the relatively small number of changes in 

partisan turnover. Moreover, the analysis of direction of scale score 

change on the social welfare dimension indicated that a slight liberal 

tendency on the part of intra-party turnovers has been offset by a 

slight conservative shift for party turnovers. 

Among other substantive findings we note the cohesive voting 

patterns of the Albuquerque Democrats as a Rio Grande sub-bloc. By 

contrast, the voting behavior of Albuquerque Republicans is similar to 

that of other members of their bloc. The apparent lack of influence of 

the outside model on the freshman legislator as compared to inside 

model cues was an unanticipated finding and worthy of further study. 
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Finally, fragmentary evidence suggests that an incumbent governor's 

legislative influence is impaired after his reelection. 

In presenting the conclusions above, it must be kept in mind 

that our evidence is based upon roll calls that have been shown to be 

less scalable than those in the U. S. House of Representatives. The 

relative lack of scalability is possibly accounted for by the lesser 

number of partisan divisions in the New Mexico House, which is in

dicated at least in part by the presence of three voting blocs. 

However it may be viewed, lack of scalability means that our 

substantive conclusions are drawn from a minority of the roll calls 

and that the ability to make longitudinal comparisons between dimen

sions may have been impaired. Perhaps most important, sparse 

scalability serves as a warning that the lines of cleavage uncovered in 

the New Mexico House apply only to a subset of the roll call universe. 

Suggestions for Future Research 

In pointing out areas for future research, we stress that in 

this study legislative voting behavior has been viewed in terms of the 

outside model. It is therefore tempting to "explain" voting cleavages 

in terms of tshree variables of considerable statistical potency: 

party, region, and ethnicity. As summary variables, the three make the 

task of quantitative research easier because they are familiar concepts 

and can readily be applied as predictors of voting behavior. 

On the other hand, it is less easy to define the meaning of 

the three variables. What exactly do they summarize? The answer that 



184 

we give here is that region and ethnicity are indicative of differing 

political cultures in the state, and that party reflects both inside 

and outside model cleavages. 

We would feel more certain of our ground—and have less doubt 

that the problem is merely being redefined—if there were more solid 

evidence of the contrast in political cultures. Are there differences 

in values based upon the patterns of Spanish-American and Anglo 

settlement? If so, can such values be given meaning as linkages to 

electoral institutions? As Patterson notes (1968), there are several 

ways of focusing upon the study of state political cultures, at least 

some of which appear to have meaning for New Mexico. Further, Elazar's 

speculative study (1966) of cultural types within states sets forth 

hypotheses that could be examined in terms of areas of settlement. 

Although the three-bloc theory has been limited to the content 

areas defined by the policy dimensions, it also yields hypotheses for 

further research. Possibly a somewhat better statistical "fit" could 

be achieved by transfer of counties containing both types of political 

culture from one bloc to another. In particular, Dona Ana County 

(Las Cruces) in southern New Mexico appears as a transitional area 

which perhaps should be classified with the Border Democrats. 

One approach to future testing is the use of computer simula

tion by applying a model similar to that utilized by Cherryholmes and 

Shapiro in their congressional study (1969). And, either in conjunction 

with such a model or separately, more attention should be given to the 
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governor's role in influencing legislator frames of reference. 

Although the outside model used in this study puts the governor in a 

position of minimal power, policy domains susceptible to executive 

influence might be uncovered by a study of roll calls identified as 

part of gubernatorial legislative programs. 

Within the legislature there are several possible directions 

for research that have a bearing on this study. Studies of inter

personal relations by small group methods (Madron 1969) might be 

useful in illuminating relationships between and within the blocs. Is 

the three-bloc theory supported by the patterns of social interaction 

in the legislature? Are the Albuquerque Democrat sub-bloc members 

cohesive in their interpersonal relationships? 

Attention could also be given to the relative scale positions 

of legislative leaders of the three blocs. Are they likely to be 

"middle-men" as suggested by some studies (Eulau and Hinckley 1966, 

pp. 105-108), or do they occupy polar ideological positions? Finally, 

research on legislative roles in the New Mexico House is badly needed. 

Are legislators of the other two blocs likely to be trustees, as 

suggested above? Even so, can it be demonstrated that different role 

orientations are related to differing patterns of roll call behavior? 

While we have discussed further lines of research within the 

context of this study, it should not be overlooked that the research 

design employed here can be applied to the study of other legislative 

political systems. The question of variability in scalability needs 

further examination in various institutional arrangements, as does 
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the study of issue content emerging from cluster generation. For 

example, is the social welfare dimension generally a source of 

cleavage in American legislatures? 

Based upon the variations in intra-party turnover behavior in 

New Mexico, it would be of interest to study patterns emerging in the 

recruiting and nominating systems of other states. Can reapportion

ment be related to shifts in party and/or bloc voting behavior? What 

conditions promote ideological reversals when inter-party turnover 

takes place? 

As a final note, we emphasize the need for research that 

complements roll call analysis by placing its findings in other con

texts and probing beyond the limits that quantitative voting studies 

can reach. Within such a framework longitudinal roll call analysis 

can make a distinctive contribution by discerning shifts in aggregate 

legislative voting patterns, examining the changes between theoretically-

relevant variables and roll call voting, and relating the voting be

havior of subsets of legislators to other relevant aspects of the 

legislative political process. 



APPENDIX A 

ITEMIZATION OF EMPIRICAL CLUSTER ROLL CALLS 

All roll calls entering the empirical clusters are listed below 

in descending order of p+ value. Each roll call includes identification 

and description as obtained from legislative journals. An "R" adjoining 

the p+ value indicates that the roll call was reflected--that is, the 

yes and no responses reversed--to provide a positive response. 

The CR or coefficient of reproducibility is an estimate of the 

predictability of responses to a scale. It is measured by dividing 

the number of correct responses by the total responses, with "correct" 

defined as the number of scalable responses. The minimum standard 

for reproducibility has been set conventionally at .90. As an in

spection of cluster CR's below will indicate, we do not adhere rigidly 

to this standard although a CR of .85 would be questionable. In any 

case, the CR scores must be considered as approximate because the Bio

medical scaling programs (Dixon 1964) are based on the frequency of 

positive votes and thereby take no account of the effect of absences on 

item ordering. An ordering based on percentage of positive votes 

would improve the CR's somewhat. 

The MMR or minimum marginal reproducibility is an estimate of 

the possibility that the responses to scale items might be due to 
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chance alone. .The MMR is in effect a test for a spuriously high 

coefficient of reproducibility caused by excessive groupings at the 

marginals. 

An initially high MMR is not necessarily fatal in this 

analysis, depending upon the number of items and their range. For 

example, a large scale with a sufficiently wide range might be reduced 

in Ml® through the contrived item technique. But where the number of 

items is small and the range is limited, the MMR must be taken 

seriously. 

In the clusters below an MMR in the mid-50's may be considered 

low, while those that enter the mid-60's might be considered suspect, 

depending upon their number and range. 

P+ 
Value 

61-1 Labor 
(CR .95; MMR .57) 

H407 Workmen's compensation 79 

S173-1 Legislator, It.-gov retirement plan 77 

H237 Fair employment practices \ 70 

H56 Mining safety 59 

S315 Wages and hours, tipped employees " 57 

HJM3 Congress, social security 54 

H56-1 Mining safety 50 

HJM23 Migratory laborers 40 
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P+ 
Value 

61-1 Labor (cont'd) 
(CR .95; MMR .57) 

S128 Public assistance, illegitimate children, mothers 14R 

H422 Public employees, residence requirements 13R 

63-1 Regulation of General Welfare 
(CR .95; MMR .62) 

HJR16 Legislative study, domestic relations 89 

H163 Public works contracts 86 

H177 11th district judge increases 85 

H406 2nd district judge increases 83 

H192 Equal employment opportunities 67 

#350 Unemployment benefits increase 59 

H349 Child labor law 58 

S55-1 Emergency school surtax 38 

H104-1 Municipal owned utility deposits 33 

H45 Public works minimum wage act 33 

S55-4 Emergency school surtax 30 

H104 Municipal owned utility deposits 28R 

S317 Noxious weed act 11R 

63-2 Governmental Funding and Personnel Selection 
(CR .96; MMR .57) 

S37 District court funds 88 

H272 Habeas corpus expense 86 
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P+ 
Value 

63-2 Governmental Funding and Personnel Selection (cont'd) 
(CR .96; MMR .57) 

H304 Municipal school board vacancy 82 

S342 Retirement 81 

H152 Judge salary raise 78 

HJM7 Highlands, lighting appropriation 69 

S202 Motor vehicles, haulers 53 

H72 Public employees residence requirements 28R 

HJR20 Board of education, nonpartisan elections 21R 

H187 Personnel act, coverage 20R 

63-3 Regulation of-Governmental Structure 
(CR .95; MMR .63) 

H196 City codification, legislative committee 87 

H116 Public school funds, reduced 86 

S189 Public employee retirement board, funds 86 

S153 Correctional institutions board 85 

H56 Taxable purchase contracts, state land 85 

S108 Reduce welfare department appropriation 77 

S320 State revenue bond act 73 

H412 Motor vehicle division, reorganization 67 

63-4 Labor 
(CR .97; MMR .57) 

H226 Abstractors 90 

S346 Taxation 74 
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P+ 
Value 

63-4 Labor (cont'd) 
(CR .97; MMR .57) 

H49-1 Public employees, collective bargaining 44 

H174 Minimum wage act 44 

HJR21 Right to work 43 

H174-1 Minimum wage act 37R 

63-5 Regulation of General Welfare 
(CR .94; MMR .54) 

H420 Motor vehicles registration fee 89 

H49 Public employees, collective bargaining 51 

S84 County welfare review board 44R 

JB281 Teachers leave 32 

H233 Podiatry practice 31 

S55-3 Emergency school tax act 21 

63-6 Regulation of General Welfare 
(CR .95; MMR .58) 

S39 Probations and parole act 90 

H343 Watershed districts 84 

S98 Water and sanitation districts 75 

S30 Banks, new institution assessment 71 

HJM10-1 Springer Camp, San Miguel County 26 

65-1 Regulation of General Welfare 
(CR .94; MMR .56) 

H456 Special elections 86 

SJR14 Legislative compensation 86 
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P+ 
Value 

65-1 Regulation of General Welfare (cont'd) 
<CR .94; MMR .56) 

S211 Private investigators act 84 

H20-1 Congressional districts 76 

S44 Pre-primary convention, 20 percent vote 75 

H300-1 General appropriations act 74 

H43 Primary elections, independent voters 69 

S162 State land sales, non-residents 67 

H420-2 Severance tax bonds, dept. of public welfare 61 

S221 Public school finance, distribution and levy 60 

H426 State bar exams 53 

H181 Public employees, collective bargaining 36 

65-2 Regulation of General Welfare 
(CR .92; MMR .55) 

H294 Motor vehicles, guest statute 86 

HJM14 Alabama, equal protection 65 

SJR2 U. S. constitutional convention call, apportionment 51 

H44 Municipal sales tax distribution 46 

H314 Teachers, salary deductions, dues 42 

H452 Game and fishing posting, state lands 39 

H52 Handicapped children instruction 26 

H230 State board of education, decisions 24 
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P+ 
Value 

65-3 Governmental Funding 
(CR .94; MMR .64) 

H364 University, board of education financial budgets 88 

H130 Ditches, Taos County 81 

HJR14 Right to work, constitutional amendment 71 

H420 Severance tax bonds, department of public welfare 63 

H452-1 Game and fishing posting, state lands 54 

H460-1 Student loan act 54 

H150 Fair housing act 37 

H44-1 Municipal sales tax, distribution 19 

65-4 Financial regulation 
(CR .96; MMR .66) 

H482 Insurance damages 90 

S173 District court clerk salaries 89 

H80 Retail sales agreements 88 

H368 Manpower development and training act 70 

H115 Institutions, appropriations 69 

H369 Sweepstakes act 16R 

65-5 Governmental Structure and Regulation 
(CR .94; MMR .65) 

HJR 16 State constitution, amendment procedure 90 

HJR17 State constitution, convention repeal 90 

H123 Election petition, state offices 87 
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p+ 
Value 

65-5 Governmental Structure and Regulation (cont'd) 
(CR .94; MMR .65) 

H253 State land acquisition, park use 33R 

H77-1 Deceptive trade practices 32R 

67-1 Labor 
(CR .93; MMR .51) 

HJR15 Tax exemptions, repeal, constitutional amendment 89 

S233 Unfair practices act 73 

S39 Charitable institutions, appropriation 73 

H322 Soldier's property tax, assessed valuation 67 

H117 Public employee union act 60 

H345 State projects, revenue bonds 57 

S315 Congressional districts 57 

HJR16 Right to work, constitutional amendment 57 

S68 Municipal consolidation, common boundaries 57 

S402 Union membership promises 54 

H119-1 Minimum wage scale 53 

S147-1 Public employees union act 53 

H80 Elections expenditures law 51 

H214 Auto, air guests' statute - 51 

H137-1 Agricultural labor act 48R 

67-2 Party 
(CR .94; MMR .55) 

HJR 11 Savings and loan associations, public money 88R 

H422 "I'm a New Mexican" state song 75R 
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P+ 
Value 

67-2 Party (cont'd) 
(CR .94; MMR .55) 

H14 Single party voting 61R 

S315-1 Congressional districts 59R 

H77 Legislative retirement, contribution returned 58R 

H285 Election candidates 57R 

HJR24 Legislator's compensation, constitutional amendment 57R 

H291 Little Hatch act 55R 

S68-1 Municipal consolidation, common boundaries 51R 

S307 Industrial development act 50R 

67-3 Labor 
(CR .94; MMR .55) 

H298 Societies, associations, and organizations 89 

H88 Unemployment compensation benefits 84 

H79 Child support of parents 81 

H214-1 Auto, air guests' statute 79 

H346 State investment council 53 

S147 Public employee union act 46R 

H137 Agricultural labor act 36 

67-4 Regulation of General Welfare 
(CR .95; MMR .64) 

H119 Minimum wage scale 87 

S65 Child support of parents 85 

HJR6 State official, 4 year terms, constitutional amendment 78 
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P+ 
Value 

67-4 Regulation of General Welfare (cont'd) 
(CR .95; MMR .64) 

S160 Polygraph tests 50 

S396-1 Underground water exclusions 39 

H139 State policemen, age 37R 

67-5 Regulation of General Welfare 
(CR .97; MMR .69) 

S3-1 Lobbyist registration act 83 

S3 Lobbyist registration act 82 

H206 Drugs, glasses, tax exempt 79 

H260 Governor's commission, government reorganization 16 

H38 Conservation officers, duties 11R 

S220 State park roads, repairs 10R 

67-6 Regulation of General Welfare 
(CR .95; MMR .63) 

H109 School districts, Bernalillo County 86 

H29 Driver's licenses, handicapped 73 

S12 Construction industries licensing act 66 

H414 Municipal airport facilities 49 

S57 State highway commission districts • 11R 

69-1 Elections 
(CR .94; MMR .61) 

H311-1 Audit act 83 

H34 Insignia registration 78 
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P+ 
Value 

69-1 Elections (cont'd) 
(CR .94; MMR .61) 

H362 Police officers training act 78 

Hill County gross receipts tax, decrease 75 

H42-2 Presidential primary act 75 

S271 Motor vehicle records, abstracts 69 

Sl-1 Public school finance 68 

H320 Nonpartisan municipal school elections 66 

H139 Primary election date 65 

H149 Elections, minor political parties 64 

H315 Election officers, salary increase 64 

H31 Gross receipts deduction . 63 

H42 Presidential primary act 62 

S106 Albuquerque city commission districts 62 

H139-2 Primary elections date 61 

H311 Audit act 61R 

H42-1 Presidential primary act 61R 

H142-2 Human rights act .56 

H67 Educational enrichment act 55R 

H66 Voting machines, party levers . 52 

S39-1 Hospitals and institutions board 43 

69-2 Labor 
(CR .93; MMR .56) 

H285 Employee reinstatement with pay 82 

H131 Schools, sabbatical leave 65R 
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P+ 
Value 

69-2 Labor (cont'd) 
(CR .93; MMR .56) 

H131-1 Schools, sabbatical leave 64 

H142-3 Human rights act 64 

S39 Hospital and institutions board 61 

H142 Human rights act 59 

H95-1 Park and recreation, severance tax bonds 57 

H128 Unemployment compensation formula, eligibility 55 

S159 Severance tax bond rate 54R 

H142-1 Human rights act 49 

H4-2 Polygraph testing 49 

H412 State buildings, property control 49 

H348 Contractors wages 39 

S132 Liquor wholesalers, sales 37 

H348-1 Contractors wages 34R 

H300 General appropriations act 18 

69-3 Regulation of General Welfare 
(CR .94; MMR .57) 

H371 Liquor exemptions, Indians 88 
o 

HJM6 Kaleidoscope players 85 

S173 Cultural properties act 83 

H274 Veteran's credit, P.E.R.A. 78 

S272 Urban renewal bonds 77 
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P+ 
Value 

69-3 Regulation of General Welfare (cont'd) 
(cr .94; mmr .57) 

H4 Polygraph testing 72 

S159-1 Severance tax bond rate 60 

69-4 Regulation of General Welfare 
(CR .95; MMR .62) 

H360 Intergovernmental relations coordination act 88 

S317 P.E.R.A funds, investment 84 

S2 Relocation assistance act 83 

Hll Motor vehicles excise tax 66 

H139-1 Primary election date 63 

H99 School board districts, class A 55 

69-5 Regulation of General Welfare 
(CR .95; MMR .85) 

H227 Domestic insurance company, investment 85 

S197 Handicapped children, insurance 82 

S124 New Mexico history required 76 

HJM3 Air travel study 67 

H306 Motor vehicle traffic safety 15R 

H212 Local school board organization 10R 

69-6 Elections 
(CR .96; MMR .57) 

S135 Occupational license tax 90 

H66-1 Voting machines, party levers 51 
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P+ 
Value 

69-6 Elections (cont'd) 
(CR .96; MMR .57) 

S49 Voting machines, print out 45 

H365 House apportionment, 71 members 37 

H95 Park and recreation, severance tax bonds 32 

69-7 Regulation of General Welfare 
(CR .95; MMR .63) 

H8 Legal public holidays 83 

H267 Irrigation district, property owners 65 

S192 Polygraph testing prohibited 57 

H395 Motor carrier employees, wages 56 

H404 Security interests, judgment 36 

69-8 Labor 
(CR .96; MMR .65) 

H203 Workmen's compensation benefits increase 90 

H208 Occupational disease compensation increase 90 

H26 Bank and finance corporation tax act 82 

S138 Educational retirement funds, investment 69 

HJR5-1 Right to work, constitutional amendment 28R 

69-9 Financial Regulation 
(CR .98; MMR .61) 

H13 Municipal tax repeal 87 

H141 Credit card insurance 87 
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P+ 
Value 

69-9 Financial Regulation (cont'd) 
(CR .98; MMR .61) 

H206 Improvement district, property owners 71 

S56 Corporate stock investment 37 

S149 Corrections act 10 



appendix b 

CORRELATION COEFFICIENTS FOR EMPIRICAL CLUSTERS* 

Issue Cluster Party Region Ethnicity 

61-1 Labor .29 .61 .71 

63-1 Regulation of general welfare .35 .61 .60 

63-2 Governmental funding and personnel 
selection 

.48 .90 .83 

63-3 Regulation of governmental structure .78 .32 .14 

63-4 Labor .40 .72 .64 

63-5 Regulation of general welfare .35 .73 .75 

63-6 Regulation of general welfare .09 .53 .53 

65-1 Regulation of general welfare .93 .23 .50 

65-2 Regulation of general welfare .05 .62 .52 

65-•3 Governmental funding .58 .63 .79 

65-•4 Financial regulation .02 .58 .54 

65-•5 Governmental structure and regulation .71 .16 .57 

67-•1 Labor .83 .35 .74 

67-•2 Party .91 .43 .55 

67-•3 Labor .59 .22 .48 

67-•4 Regulation of general welfare .54 .58 .92 

67-•5 Regulation of general welfare .27 .33 .05 

67-•6 Regulation of general welfare .59 .56 .78 
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Party Region Ethnicity 

69-1 Elections .98 .28 .56 

69-2 Labor .68 .39 .88 

69-3 Regulation of general welfare .62 .14 .50 

69-4 Regulation of general welfare .94 .26 .39 

69-5 Regulation of general welfare .43 .30 .04 

69-6 Elections .99 .34 .63 

69-7 Regulation of general welfare .48 .48 .90 

69-8 Labor .62 .19 .16 

69-9 Financial regulation .51 • .31 .35 

*Theta coefficient 



appendix c 

itemization of conceptual cluster roll calls 

All roll calls entering the conceptual clusters are listed 

below in descending order of p+ value. Each roll call includes 

identification and description as obtained from legislative journals. 

An "R" adjoining the p+ value indicates that the roll call was re

flected—that is, the yes and no responses reversed—to provide a 

positive responses. 

For a discussion of the meaning of the CR and MMR, see the 

introduction to Appendix A. 

P+ 
Value 

61-1 Social Welfare 
(CR .91; MMR .57) 

S128 Public assistance, illegitimate children 86 

S19 Minimum wage 82 

H407 Workmen's compensation 79 

H237 Fair employment practices 70 

H56 Mining safety •> 59 

S315 Wages and hours, tipped employees 57 

H425 Unemployment compensation 56 

HJM3 Congress, social security 54 

H331 Unemployment compensation, disqualification 53 
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61-1 Social Welfare (cont'd) P+ 
(CR .91; MMR .57) Value 

H56-1 Mining safety 50 

HJM23 Congress, migratory laborers 40 

61-2 Economic 
(CR .92; MMR .58) 

H19 Withholding tax act 

H480 City and county revenue bond law 

H322 Appropriations, irrigation work repair 

H54 Cattle indemnity fund 

H500 Hotel, motel rates and advertising 

61-3 Economic 
(CR .95; MMR .61) 

S132 Cosmetology, operation of 

HJM16 Congress, sale of public lands 

H405 State income tax increase 

HJM14 Mineral leases, federal lands 

HJMl Congress, sugar act of 1948 

61-4 Governmental Structure and Administration 
(CR .93; MMR .66) 

H510 Motor vehicles, agency appointments 90 

H460 Public service commission, powers 88 

HJR10 Abolish highway commission, constitutional amendment 88 

H422 Public employees, residence requirements 87 

86 

74 

70 

65 

41 

90 

87 

85 

82 

55 
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P+ 
Value 

61-4 Governmental Structure and Administration (cont'd) 
(CR .93; MMR .66) 

SJR14 Compensation of legislators, constitutional amendment 87 

H109 Educational enrichment act, service credit 63R 

61-5 Govermental Structure and Administration 
(CR .91; MMR .54) 

S164 Department of education employment practices 89 

S173-1 Legislator, lieutenant-governor retirement act 77 

SJRl Merit provisions, constitutional amendment 65 

H123 Public service, corporation commission merger 62 

SJR7 Corporation commission, appointive 62 

63-1 Social Welfare 
(CR .93; MMR .56) 

HJR16 Legislative council study, domestic relations 89 

H163 Public works contract 86R 

S55-4 Emergency school surtax act 70 

H192 Equal employment opportunities 67 

H45 Public works minimum wage act 67 

H174-1 Minimum wage act 63 

S55-1 Emergency school surtax act 62R 

H350 Unemployment benefits increase 59 

H349 Child labor law 58 

HJR21 Right to work 57R 

H174 Minimum wage act 56 

H49-1 Public employees, collective bargaining 56R 
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P+ 
Value 

63-1 Social Welfare (cont'd) 
(CR .93; MMR .56) 

S84 County welfare review board 56 

SJR23 Public employees, collective bargaining 54 

H49 Public employees, collective bargaining 51 

63-2 Economic 
(CR .92; MMR .55) 

S184 Barbering act 90 

H163 Public works contract 86 

H175 Liquor minimum markup 78R 

S15 Tobacco products act 72 

H378 Liquor purchase, wholesalers 57 

H190-1 Liquor excise tax raise 53R 

H358 Greyhound racing 52 

H330 Liquor importer occupational tax 46R 

63-3 Economic 
(CR .90; MMR .60) 

H325 Christmas tree tax 82 

H310-1 Emergency school tax, food broker 79 

H130 Junior college act 75 

S259 Motor carrier division, maximum hours 74 

S22 Right of way acquisition 70 

H209 Eminent domain award 63 
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P+ 
Value 

63-4 Governmental Structure and Administration 
(CR .93; MMR .62) 

S37 District court funds 88 

H177 Judge, 11th district increase 85 

S342 Retirement act 81 

H159 Judge, salary increase 78 

H313-1 Judge increase, 1st district 74 

S320 State revenue bond act 73 

H234 Motor vehicle fees to county 53 

H104 Municipally owned utility deposits 28R 

H72 Public employees, residence required 28R 

H187 Personnel act coverage . 20R 

63-5 Governmental Structure and Administration 
(CR .90; MMR .56) 

H196 City codification, legislative committee 87 

S87 Highway relocation consent 87 

S189 Public employees retirement board 86 

H113 Fire protection fund, revert 82 

H412 Motor vehicle division, reorganization 67 

S197 Legislative, lieutenant-governor retirement 67 

H422 Motor vehicle division, inspection stations 64 

63-6 Governmental Structure and Administration 
(CR .88; MMR .56) 

H26 J. P., fine liability 87 

H420 Motor vehicle division, reorganization 85 
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63-6 Governmental Structure and Administration (cont'd) 
(CR .88; MMR .56) 

S176 State police, residence requirement reduced 

S201 Village land donation to U. S. 

S98 Water and sanitation districts 

P+ 
Value 

78 

75R 

75 

65-1 Social Welfare 
(CR .94; MMR .61) 

H167-1 . Minimum wage 

H364 University, board of regents, financial budgets 

HJR14 Right to work, constitutional amendment 

H420 Severance tax bonds, department of public welfare 

H420-1 Severance tax bonds, department of public welfare 

H314 Teachers salary deductions, dues 

H150 Fair housing act 

H181 Public employees, collective bargaining 

S191 Teachers' activities 

88 

88 

71 

63 

53 

42R 

37R 

36R 

36R 

65-2 Economic 
(CR .95; MMR .58) 

H482 Insurance damages 

H20-1 Imported meat act 

S211 Recording, unified commercial code 

H368 Manpower development and training act 

S162 State land sales, non-residents 

S221 Public school finance 

90 

86 

84 

70 

67 

60 
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P+ 
Value 

65-2 Economic (cont'd) 
(CR .95; MMR .58) 

H77-1 Deceptive trade practices act 32R 

H44-1 Municipal sales tax distribution 19R 

65-3 Economic 
(CR .92; MMR .58) 

H121-1 Liquor locations, local control 64 

S6 Ditches, Rio Arriba County 58 

S243 Contractor's license, board 53 

H130 Ditches, Taos County 37R 

H121 Liquor locations, local control 32R 

H515 New Mexico gaming control 19R 

H359 Sweepstakes act 16R 

65-4 Elections 
(CR .95; MMR .63) 

S45 Nomination petition required 83 

H292 Presidential primary act 78 

S44 Pre-primary convention, 20 percent vote 75 

H43 Primary elections, independent voters 69 

H20 Congressional districts 59 

65-5 Governmental Structure and Administration 
(CR .95; MMR .60) 

HJR16 State constitution amending procedure, 90 
constitutional amendment 

HJR17 State constitutional convention, constitutional 90 
amendment 
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P+ 
Value 

65-5 Governmental Structure and Administration (cont'd) 
(CR .95; MMR .60) 

S160 Corporation commission, inspectors 82 

S179 P.E.R.A legislative annuity 77 

H212 Independent fire districts 54 

HJR33 State highway commission, constitutional amendment 50 

67-1 Social Welfare 
(CR .93; MMR .61) 

H119 Minimum wage scale 87 
/ 

H203 Public schools, cash balance 87 

H234 Regional housing authorities 87 

S65 Child support of parents 85 

H88 Unemployed compensation benefits 81 

H79 Child support of parents • 79 

S39 Charitable institutions, appropriations 73 

HJR16 Right to work, constitutional amendment 57 

H117 Public employee union act 40R 

H137 Agricultural labor act 36R 

67-2 Economic 
(CR .91; MMR .59) 

HJMl Farm trucks, exemptions, federal tax 88 

HJRll Savings and loan associations, public money, 88 
constitutional amendment 

H134 Used merchandise act 86 
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P+ 
Value 

67-2 Economic (cont1d) 
(CR .91; MMR .59) 

H355 Liquor premises, minors' loitering 86 

S95 Condemnation, excess land 86 

HJR15 Tax exemptions, repeal, constitutional amendment 79 

S173 Construction contracts 79 

S236 Dairy products act 78 

S233 Unfair practices act 73 

H170 Radio and TV technician's act 70 

H322 Soldier's property tax, assessed valuation 67 

SJRll Public enterprise loan, constitutional amendment 65 

H350 Liquor, license non-resident 50 

H214 Auto, air guests' statute 49R 

H345 State projects, revenue bonds 43R 

67-3 Elections 
(CR .92; MMR .50) 

S315-1 Congressional districts 59R 

S241-1 Ballot impounding 56 

H80 Elections expenditures 51 

HJR6 State officials, 4 year terms, constitutional amendment 50 

HJR26 Representatives, 4 year terms, constitutional amendment 44R 

67-4 Elections 
(CR .93; MMR .61) 

H106 Chaves County house reapportionment 84 
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P+ 
Value 

67-4 Elections (cont'd) 
(CR .93; MMR .61) 

H382 Registration affidavits, cancellation 81 

HJR13 State officials, 4 year terms, constitutional 68 
amendment 

H285 Election of candidates, political committee 43R 

H14 Single party voting 39R 

67-5 Governmental Structure and Administration 
(CR .92; MMR .66) 

H394 County improvements law 90 

H38 Conservation officers, duties 89 

S57 State highway commission districts 89 

H70 Metropolitan boundary act, class A county 87 

S149 Civil service annuitants, income tax 86 

H109 School districts, Bernalillo County 86 

H314 Juvenile court attorneys, salary 85 

H260 Governors commission, government reorganization 84 

H61 Legislative, lieutenant-governor retirement 82 

H206 Municipal judge, Albuquerque tern 79 

H102 Constitutional revision commission, continued 77 

H142 District court, finance 67 

67-6 Economic 
(CR .89; MMR .67) 

H387 Barber qualifications 90 

S220 State park roads, repairs 90 
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P+ 
Value 

67-6 Economic (cont'd) 
(cr .89; mmr .67) 

S296 Pharmacy defined, hospital excluded 86 

H396 Agricultural water requirement act 85 

S23 Driving school licensing act 85 

H210 Unauthorized insurance business 83 

H28 Livestock feed, tax exempt 59R 

67-7 Economic 
(CR .88; MMR .50) 

S12 Construction industries licensing act 66 

S166 Gas tax increase 63 

H324-1 Highway advertising 53 

H214-2 Auto, air guests' statute 52 

H414 Municipal airport facilities 51R 

H346 State investment council 48 

H367 P.E.R.A. municipal transit system 46 

67-8 Governmental Structure and Administration 
(CR .93; MMR .56) 

SJR3 License plates, organization 86 

H276 Property reappraisal, tax levy " 70 

H77 Legislative retirement, contribution returned 58 

S68-1 Municipal consolidations, common boundaries 51R 

H291 Little Hatch act 45 
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67-8 Governmental Structure and Administration (cont'd) 
(CR .93; MMR .56) 

HJR25 Unicameral legislature, constitutional amendment 

HJR24 Legislator's compensation, constitutional amendment 

69-1 Social Welfare 
(CR .90; MMR .59) 

H203 Workmen's compensation benefits increase 

H208 Occupational disease compensation increase 

H67-1 Educational enrichment act 

H285 Employee reinstatement, with pay 

Sl-2 Public school finance 

Sl-1 Public school finance 

S272 Urban renewal roads 

S39 Hospital and institution board 

H128 Unemployment compensation formula, eligibility 

H99 School board districts, class A 

H142-1 Human rights act 

H395 Motor carrier employees, wages 

H348 Contractor wages, laborers 

P+ 
Value 

45R 

43R 

90 

90 

86 

82 

80 

68 

67 

61 

55 

55 

49R 

44R 

39R 

69-2 Economic 
(CR .91; MMR .65) 

H15-1 Gross receipts distribution 

H371 Liquor exemptions, Indian 

H141 Credit card issuance 

88R 

88 

87 
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P+ 
Value 

69-2 Economic (cont'd) 
(cr .91; mmr .65) 

H372 Liquor license fees, increments 87 

S113 Liquor licensing, local 86 

S122 Private property, trespass 86 

H227 Domestic insurance company, investment 85 

S137 P.E.R.A. funds, investment 84 

H24 Income tax revision 84 

S2 Relocation assistance act 82 

H26 Bond and financial corporation tax act 82 

H34 Insignia registration 78 

H258 Barber license, fees 77 

H300-1 General appropriations act 67 

Hll Motor vehicles excise tax 2 percent 66 

H267 Irrigation districts, property owners 65 

H31 Gross receipts, distribution 63R 

H95-1 Park and recreation, severance tax bonds 57 

HJR5-1 Tax limit, constitutional amendment 28R 

69-3 Governmental Structure and Administration 
(CR .91; MMR .59) 

HJM21 County officers terms, constitutional amendment repeal 90 

H13 Municipal tax repeal 87 

H360 Intergovernmental relations coordination act 85 

H311-1 Audit act 83 
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P+ 
Value 

69-3 Governmental Structure and Administration (cont'd) 
(cr .91: mmr .59) 

HM32 Legislative sessions, salaries 81 

HR63 Constitutional convention, legislative session 80 

H274 Veteran's credit, P.E.R.A. 78 

Hill County gross receipts tax, decrease 75 

H206 Improvement district, property owners 71 

H266 Public employees, residential preference 68 

HJM3 Air travel study 67 

H66 P.E.R.A. contributions 52 

69-4 Social Welfare 
(CR .91; MMR .61) 

Si Public school finance 71R 

H131 Schools, sabbatical leave ' 65R 

H131-2 Schools, sabbatical leave 64 

HJR15 Right to work, constitutional amendment 59 

H402 Certification nonpublic school pupils 59R 

H67 Educational enrichment act 55R 

69-5 Social Welfare 
(CR .91; MMR .60) 

H256 Faculty, student interference 88 

H240-2 Credit information 85 

S197 Handicapped children, insurance 82 
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P+ 
Value 

69-5 Social Welfare (cont'd) 

HM33-1 UNM instructor, removal 80 

S62 Employee share, insurance 77 

69-6 Economic 
(CR .90; MMR .57) 

S135 Occupation license tax 90 

H202 Alcoholic beverage control department 89 

HJR2 Property tax exemptions, constitutional amendment 87 

H342 Insurance exam, exemption 87 

H297 Insurance, central registry 84 

H24-1 Income tax revision 67R 

H15 Gross receipts distribution 64R 

H397 Oil and gas severance tax rate increase 63 

H248-1 County excise tax act 61R 

S159 Severance tax bond rate 54R 

S85 Air pollution control act 52R 

69-7 Economic 
(CR .91; MMR .52) 

HJM2 New Mexico home mortgage 73 

S212 Lodgers' tax act 69R 

S188 Liquor license, college property 60 

S212 Lodgers' tax act 59R 

H341 Liquor wholesalers, brand sales 58 

S13 Sunday liquor sales 57 
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P+ 
Value 

69-8 Governmental Structure and Administration 
(CR .88; MMR .60) 

S185 Municipal utility relocation 87 

H229 D. A. salaries, private practice 84 

H73 County roads, assessment liens 81 

S245 Judicial salaries increase 77 

S237 Local government, one mill 73 

H287 Capital, municipal deposits 70 



appendix d 

CORRELATION COEFFICIENTS FOR CONCEPTUAL CLUSTERS* 

Issue Clusters 

61-1 Social welfare 

61-2 Economic 

61-3 Economic 

61-4 Governmental structure 
and administration 

61-5 Governmental structure 
and administration 

Party Region Ethnicity 

.26 .53 .79 

.18 .40 .55 

.31 .34 .17 

.10 .09 .07 

.43 .61 .54 

63-1 Social welfare 

63-2 Economic 

63-3 Economic 

63-4 Governmental structure 
and administration 

63-5 Governmental structure 
and administration 

63-6 Governmental structure 
and administration 

.37 

.68 

.46 

.24 

1.00 

.16 

.69 

.58 

.62 

.70 

.24 

.13 

.71 

.62 

.42 

.88 

.05 

.19 

65-1 Social welfare 

65-2 Economic 

65-3 Economic 

65-4 Elections 

65-5 Governmental structure 
and administration 

.66 

.94 

.32 

.98 

.80 

.55 

.27 

.70 

.07 

.29 

.58 

.69 

.84 

.06 

.01 
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Issue Clusters 

67-1 Social welfare 

67-2 Economic 

67-3 Elections 

67-4 Elections 

67-5 Governmental structure 
and administration 

67-6 Economic 

67-7 Economic 

67-8 Governmental structure 
and administration 

Party Region Ethnicity 

.62 .31 .62 

.75 .37 .63 

.93 .44 .81 

.89 .48 .46 

.04 .43 .12 

.42 

.62 

.82 

.06 

.48 

.50 

.00 

.58 

.60 

69-1 Social welfare 

69-2 Economic 

69-3 Governmental structure 
and administration 

69-4 Social welfare 

69-5 Social welfare 

69-6 Economic 

69-7 Economic 

69-8 Governmental structure 
and administration 

.76 

.88 

.83 

.76 

.02 

.79 

.01 

.08 

.29 

.27 

.28 

.47 

.24 

.43 

.50 

.15 

.80 

.47 

.56 

.84 

.15 

.81 

.21 

.06 

*Theta coefficient 
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