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V. O. Key’s Southern Politics in State and Nation continues to be a central text in political science, the single
most important work in understanding the role of the South in American politics. This article returns to, replicates,
and seeks to advance Key’s analysis of southern politics in Congress, reanalyzing and extending his account of
southern strategies and actions in the House of Representatives. Where Key's text was characterized by an episodic
attention to issue substance, we focus directly on how southern representation varied across discrete issue areas. We
generate temporally fine-grained issue-specific ideal points for members of Congress that allow us to determine how
congressional preferences changed across time, generating a move refined portrait of the process by which southern
Democratic members diverged from their northern counterparts. We also thicken and extend Key’s account along
regional and temporal dimensions, assessing how his findings change when we employ a legal-institutional def-
inition of the South, and include the whole period from the beginning of the New Deal to the close of the Truman
administration. The article concludes by detailing the significance of our finding to the study of American politics,

particularly American political development.

V. O. Key’s magisterial Southern Politics in State and
Nation, a chronicle of “the attempt to keep an illiberal
social institution embedded in a putatively democrat-
ic polity” rightly has been considered “one of the
great achievements of our discipline.”' Some six
and a half decades after its appearance, it has yet to
be equaled within political science as a rigorous and
sustained intervention in public affairs. Its combina-
tion of provenance, purposes, and audiences distin-
guish it from even the best books of political
science. Moreover, it can be read both as a primary
historical source, a chronicle by a southern liberal
of the political dynamics of Jim Crow just a half-
decade before the unanticipated Brown v. Board deci-
sion, and as a mixed-methods model of how to
conduct meaningful research on key themes in Amer-
ican political development. Southern Politics must also
be the only major political science study to have been
undertaken at the explicit encouragement of the
director of the Bureau of the Budget and the presi-
dent of the United States, both of whom wrote to
Key. “The President,” recalled Key’s collaborator Alex-
ander Heard, wrote to say he “understood Key had an
opportunity to serve the nation by studying the

1. John H. Aldrich, “Southern Parties in State and Nation,”
Journal of Politics 62 (2000): 644, 643.
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politics of the South, and that he (Truman) hoped
that he (Key) would undertake it.”?

It should be said at once that although its focus is
on the racial dynamics of southern politics, this is a
book nearly exclusively about the white South. The
product of a large research enterprise funded by a
$40,000 grant from the Rockefeller Foundation, the
study was originated to examine the electoral
process, with a special emphasis on the poll tax by
the political scientist, Roscoe Martin, who directed
the University of Alabama’s Bureau of Public Admin-
istration, who recruited Key, then at Johns Hopkins.
Unlike the other great 1940s research enterprise on
race in America, Gunnar Myrdal’s An America
Dilemma, the vast southern landscape that came into
view in Southern Politics is marked by particular

2. Alexander Heard, “The Making of Southern Politics,” Per-
spectives on the American South: An Annual Review of Society, Politics,
and Culture, ed. Merle Black and John Shelton Reed (New York:
Gordon and Breach Science Publishers, 1984), 6. The president
had been notified by Governor Ellis Arnall of Georgia, and in his
letter to Key expressed his “opinion that the project is an important
one, and [his] hope that you will find it possible to undertake this
assignment.” Alexander P. Lamis, “Southern Politics at the Time of
V.O. Key,” The Oxford Handbook of Southern Politics, ed. Charles S.
Bullock III and Mark J. Rozell (Oxford: Oxford University Press,
2012), 31. Shortly after receipt of the president’s letter, Key wrote
to Roscoe Martin, saying “I suppose I’ll be hearing from the Pope
next.” Heard, “Making of Southern Politics,” 6.
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absences.” Most notable are the voices of black south-
erners, perhaps a reflection of the all-white research
team. W. M. Brewer, a reviewer for the jJournal of
Negro History, wryly noted how “the exploration resem-
bles that of Myrdal’s An American Dilemma without, of
course, any such able colored participants as Dr.
Ralph Bunche who would have been indispensable
for reporting the realities regarding Negroes.” Strik-
ingly, too, there is no mention of Myrdal’s work by
Key, though surely he knew its content thoroughly.
Writing in the American Political Science Review,
Arthur Holcombe observed that “there is method in
this neglect.”*

Indeed there was. Key’s text was narrower than
Myrdal’s synoptic overview, within which, by contrast,
politics played a relatively modest role. In centering
attention on the strategic role and patterns of action
within white-initiated and white-governed political in-
stitutions, most notably the region’s anomalous elec-
toral system, Key wished to reveal its implications for
policy and political representation. A Texas-born
southerner who had been trained in political
science at the University of Chicago during the early
period of the behavioral revolution, Key sought to dis-
close the systematic roots and expose the baneful con-
sequences of the South’s race-obsessed political
arrangements. He revealed mechanisms that gave
every advantage to the region’s semi-modern planta-
tion aspects, especially its black-belt counties, “the
hard core of the political South,” where whites often
were, or approached being, a demographic minority.”
He wanted, most of all, to empower what he called
“the unknown political South,” whose range included
progressivism and populism, and a preference for
urban and industrial modernization, as well as ten-
dencies that were not obsessed with racial hierarchy.

In all, Key aimed to shape a discussion that would
empower sympathetic southern moderates much
like himself who yearned for steady if slow reform
without external—that is, federal—intervention that
might engender fierce white resistance. His hope
and hedged prediction was that the growth of cities,
the relative decline of agriculture, and the out
migration of blacks would prove to be “underlying
trends that probably will in due course further free
[the South] from the effects of the Negro on its

3. Gunnar Myrdal, with the assistance of Richard Sterner and
Arnold Rose, An American Dilemma: The Negro Problem and Modern
Democracy (New York: Harper & Brothers Publishers, 1944). For
an examination of Southern Politics' absences, see the contributions
in Angie Maxwell and Todd G. Shields, Unlocking V.O. Key Jr.: South-
ern Politics for the Twenty-First Century (Fayetteville: University of
Arkansas Press, 2011).

4. Arthur N. Holcombe, “Review of Southern Politics in State and
Nation, by V.O. Key, Jr.,” American Political Science Review, 44(1950):
192.

5. Valdimir Orlando Key, Southern Politics in State and Nation
(New York: Knopf, 1949), 666.
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politics,” thus making southern politics more like
that of the rest of the nation.®

Most historically minded Americanists know the
central features of Key’s analysis of what he labeled
the “unfathomable maze” of political structures in
the Jim Crow South.” “The presence of the Negro,”
he wrote, “has created the conditions under which
the political process operates.” Southern politics
based on a white regional consensus about racial
supremacy was organized in a plethora of factional
patterns under the umbrella of what he designated
a nonparty system. Unguided by strong and competi-
tive political parties, the character of the segregation-
ist politics chronicled by Key varied from state to state,
taking one of four principal forms: battles between
a hegemonic machine and its opponents; battles
between geographic areas; battles among competing
colorful and often demagogic leaders; and com-
pletely unstructured patterns.

These patterns all operated as arrangements of
minority rule, directed by leaders selected in Demo-
cratic Party primaries by small to moderate-sized,
overwhelmingly or exclusively, white electorates.
Overall, this patterning of political participation and
competition was not equivalent to standard practices,
but was characterized by Key as “no party at all.” The
nonmajoritarian rules of the game were organized
above all to underpin the region’s deepest and most
intensely held racial commitments. It was, as a
leading student of political parties has put the
point, “the maintenance of an illiberal society—the
withholding of the rights of citizenship from a suffi-
ciently large number to assure minority elections in
a putatively majority system—that was the goal” of
what Key called one-party factionalism. '

Southern Politics sought to unpack the mechanisms,
processes, procedures, and consequences of this pe-
culiar, semi-organized, and heterogeneous pattern
of politics. But Key went beyond cataloguing the
region’s peculiar political diversity. While southern
politics and its “nonparty” system was the great excep-
tion to ordinary two-party competitive politics in
American life, the South was an integral—indeed, a
powerful—actor within national politics, especially
Congress. There, the white South, a community of
shared fate and intention, acted to guard the
region’s autonomous capacity to regulate its system
of racial hierarchy and humiliation. That responsibil-
ity demanded cohesion despite divisions of style, po-
litical practice, and ideology. “The one-party system
of the South,” Key famously observed, “is an institu-
tion with an odd dual personality. In state politics
the Democratic party is no party at all but a

6. Key, Southern Politics, 671-72.

7. Key, Southern Politics, 664.

8. Key, Southern Politics, 671.

9. Key, Southern Politics, 392, 387.

10. Aldrich, “Southern Parties,” 662.
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multiplicity of factions struggling for office. In nation-
al politics, on the contrary, the party is the Solid
South; it is, or at least has been, the instrument for
the conduct of ‘foreign relations’ of the South with
the rest of the nation.” Further, he argued, “the
maintenance of southern Democratic solidarity has
depended fundamentally on a willingness to subordi-
nate to the race question all great social and econom-
ic issues that tend to divide people into opposing
parties.” Race, and only race, provided “the founda-
tion of southern unity in national politics.”"!

In our reading, the enduring importance of South-
ern Politics lies primarily neither in its rich consider-
ations of politics in the eleven states of the Old
Confederacy, which amount to a time-bound snap-
shot based on more than five hundred interviews by
the project’s staff, nor in the detailed account it
offers of how voting rights had been restricted by a
wide array of laws and practices, both constituting
hundreds of pages. Analytically and substantively,
the book’s comparatively concise chapters that deal
with national political representation, composing
fewer than 40 of the book’s 675 pages, are of vital im-
portance. These chapters constitute the text’s central
contribution to understanding why the peculiar poli-
tics of the South mattered not just for its re51dents
white and black, but for the country as a whole.'

Thus it is primarily in “Solidarity in the Senate” and
“The South in the House” that Key redeems the “in
the nation” promise of the book’s subtitle. These
chapters demonstrate how the South was not merely
one region among many, or simply an important com-
ponent of the Democratic Party. The individuality of
the country’s most distinctive section shaped the pref-
erences and powers of its representatives, sharply de-
lineated how they would act across a range of policy
arenas, and constrained how congressional coalitions
could form. The congressional chapters elucidate the
mechanisms by which southern diversity was trans-
formed in Washington into the “Solid South,” and
show how the absence of meaningful political
parties and party competition came to be transmuted
into a cohesive single quasi-party of regional represen-
tatives who defended the South’s capacity to regulate
segregation and restrict voting without federal regula-
tion and control.

The diversity of southern interests, Key hypothe-
sized, did not disappear in the legislature. Rather,
the full range of interests and preferences was
tamed, limited, and ordered by the paramount pref-
erence of southerners—as individual members, as
constituency representatives, and as members of the
Democratic Party—to defend the contours of the sec-
tion’s racial rules. In converting multiplicity to

11. Key, Southern Politics, 315—16.

12. By contrast, a recent collection of essays on “Southern Pol-
itics for the Twenty-First Century” pays scant attention to the two
chapters on Congress. Maxwell and Shields, Unlocking V. O. Key, Jr.

singularity when its representatives converged on
Washington and guarded against what they perceived
as external intrusion, the region became a “southern
nation” within congressional debates and lawmaking.

Southerners gauged policies, Key argued, not only
by common standards of party agendas, ideology, per-
sonal predilections, or constituency interests, but first
and foremost by how they perceived implications for
the racial order, which became constitutive of each
of these other factors. These assessments guided
which issue coalitions they were prepared to enter,
and influenced when they united and when they
divided in the face of cross-pressures, especially
those that placed the majoritarian interests of their
party in tension with their regional preferences.
And these assessments had to be made on a recurring
basis, charged by varying levels of anxiety. If substance
matters, Key understood, it matters not in general,
but inside historical time.

This article returns to, replicates, and seeks to
advance Key’s analysis at the institutional site—Con-
gress—where the region’s political diversity was
wrought into an anvil of sectional unity. Our main
goal is to press forward with Key’s findings and
hunches about sectionalism in Congress by staying
close to how he worked, yet by extending the scope
of his scholarship and the techniques he employed.
Most simply, Key—like all of us—was limited by the
available technology and measures. The effort in-
volved in amassing roll calls and calculating
summary quantities of legislator behavior was consid-
erable, and rather than a comprehensive account of
congressional voting in the period, Key made the rea-
sonable choice to subset the data and reduce the task
to manageable proportions. Accordingly, as a first
step, we thicken Key’s data. Heroically (before com-
puters!), he analyzed 598 roll calls in seven Senate ses-
sions (1933, 1935, 1937, 1939, 1941, 1943, and 1945)
and 275 roll calls in four House sessions (1933, 1937,
1941, and 1945). We replicate his calculations for the
House by utilizing the full set of roll calls for the
period Key assessed, reproducing the questions and
methods he deployed, but with fuller information.'

Key’s empirical analysis, as with other reexamina-
tions of this period, relies heavily on Rice cohesion
scores and related measures of roll call voting.'*

13. There are a number of reasons to limit the analysis to the
House. Space limitations mean that an analysis that incorporated
both the House and the Senate would be unlikely to go beyond a
bare replication of Key. As discussed above, our goal is not simply
to replicate Key but to anticipate what he would have done had
he had a policy coding scheme and ideal point estimation tech-
niques available. The methodological motivation is that the
greater number of House members relative to the Senate allows
for greater analytical leverage and enables us to better explore dif-
ferences between southern members.

14. Ira Katznelson and Quinn Mulroy, “Was the South Pivotal?
Situated Partisanship and Policy Coalitions during the New Deal
and Fair Deal,” Journal of Politics 74 (2012): 604—20.
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While these measures do convey important informa-
tion about patterns of voting, they have been criti-
cized as uninterpretable as measures of preference
homogeneity, which is an animating concern of South-
ern Politics. And while the roll calls he analyzed were
organized primarily by degrees of regional solidarity
and the stability of party coalitions, Key also suggested
that issue substance—including race, but extending
well beyond—structured the behavior of representa-
tives. While there is an episodic attention to policy
substance in the congressional chapters of Southern
Politics, there is no systematic analysis of how southern
preferences varied across issue areas. What would Key
have argued had he been able to systematically cate-
gorize roll call votes by their content, as well as esti-
mate members’ preferences?

Here we move beyond replicating Key’s findings to
focus directly on southern preferences and their var-
iation across policies, periods, and geography.
Drawing on the multilevel issue categorization first
outlined in Katznelson and Lapinski, we examine
the policy areas Key identified as invoking a greater
or lesser degree of southern solidarity, cross-party
coalitions, partisan polarization, and regional isola-
tion."”” We report cohesion and likeness scores, pro-
viding an extension of Key’s descriptive analysis of
southern voting patterns. But we also generate a set
of issue specific and cross-time comparable ideal
points that allow us to more directly examine the dis-
tribution and variation in southern preferences.

To these replications and extensions of Key’s
analysis, we make two additional adjustments. First,
we enlarge Key’s analysis in time by carrying on to
the close of the Truman presidency and the 82nd
Congress. With this move, we include the full
twenty-year period of Democratic presidential rule
that, but for the 80th Congress, was characterized by
Democratic Party control of the legislature. A
central theme of Southern Politics was the possibility
of southern transformations, and extending the
time frame allows us to better identify moments of
inflection that presaged the eventual southern
realignment.

Second, we broaden the geography of the South
beyond the old Confederate states to include six
more, treating the South as a distinctive racial order.
Key made his selection not on the basis of secession,
but on measures of distinctiveness in electoral be-
havior during presidential elections following Recon-
struction. We prefer a legal and institutional standard.
The seventeen states mandating racial segregation in
schools before the Brown decision of 1954 match the
fifteen that practiced slavery when the Civil War

15. Ira Katznelson and John S. Lapinski, “The Substance of
Representation: Studying Policy Content and Legislative Behavior,”
in The Macropolitics of Congress, ed. E. Scott Adler and John S. Lapin-
ski (Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Press, 2006), 96—126.
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began, plus West Virginia and Oklahoma.'® At the
start of 1967, only the same seventeen states still out-
lawed interracial marriage, on the eve of the Loving
v. Virginia ruling that such laws are unconstitutional.
In identifying the South in terms of its shared and dis-
tinctive racial features under the law, we can compare
the implications of an extended South to those Key
discovered within a more compact region. This exten-
sion, of course, introduces a bias against findings of
southern cohesion and collective power; the larger
the region, the more likely a variety of behavior. But
it also facilitates learning when roll call behavior
mapped onto this diversity, and when it did not.
With these additions and shifts, we can discern if,
how, and with respect to what there was more tempo-
ral and substantive variation to southern congressio-
nal behavior than Key discovered. By using new
measures that directly examine members’ preferenc-
es across time and across different issue areas, we
are able to reground Key’s motivating interest in the
sources of southern homogeneity and diversity on a
foundation especially suited for that task. The devel-
opment and use of these measures, and the systematic
attention to diversity and homogeneity in preferences
across issue areas, distinguishes the contribution of
this article from the recent literature on the South
during this period.'” We are not solely interested in
assessing whether Key’s findings stand under new
specifications and with additional data. Rather, we
believe that further comprehension of the role of

16. While based on legal and institutional measures, the
seventeen-state South also has, or at least had, broader cultural sig-
nificance in the minds of southern representatives. Frank E. Smith,
the “Congressman from Mississippi,” wrote in 1964 that “race has
thus been the major influence in Southern politics for the last
hundred years. ‘Southern’ in this case means more than the
former states of the Confederacy—it includes border states like
Maryland, West Virginia, Kentucky, and Oklahoma, and parts of
states like Missouri and New Mexico.” Frank E. Smith, Congressman
From Mississippi (New York: Pantheon Books, 1964), 111. The South-
ern Governors’ Conference in 2014 is composed of sixteen of the
seventeen states we include—the exception being Delaware—as
well as Puerto Rico and the U.S. Virgin Islands. The Brown v.
Board of Education decision originated in Kansas, which was one of
four states that allowed but did not require racial segregation in
schools. The constitution of Wyoming prohibited distinction on
the basis of race in public schools, although a statute had autho-
rized local authorities to do so when there were more than
fifteen black students. This option does not seem to have ever
been employed. Arizona required segregated schools until 1951,
while in New Mexico and Kansas school segregation was decided
at the local level. Arthur E. Sutherland, “Segregation by Race in
Public Schools, Retrospect and Prospect,” Law and Contemporary
Problems 20 (1955): 169-83; Charles T. Clotfelter, After “Brown”:
The Rise and Retreat of School Desegregation (Princeton, NJ: Princeton
University Press, 2004), 18.

17. Sean Farhang and Ira Katznelson, “The Southern Imposi-
tion: Congress and Labor in the New Deal and Fair Deal,” Studies
in American Political Development 19 (2005): 1-30; Devin Caughey
and Eric Schickler, “Public Opinion, Organized Labor, and the
Limits of New Deal Liberalism, 1936—1945,” Studies in American Po-
litical Development 25 (2011): 162—89; Katznelson and Mulroy, “Was
the South Pivotal?”
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the South in Congress is both essential for under-
standing the development of the American state
and a necessary condition for the success of the his-
torical turn among congressional scholars.®

To preview our findings, we identify vital break-
points in congressional behavior across different
policy domains, locating the origins of the process
by which southern representatives began distancing
themselves from the core of the Democratic Party.
When examined in the aggregate, the key moment
comes with the attack on Pearl Harbor. When we
probe member preferences at a closer level, across
specific issue areas, we find that changing southern
preferences were not primarily occupied with the
conduct of the war or America’s relations abroad.
Rather the appearance of an aggregate southern
movement away from the Democratic Party built on
an earlier move toward the Right on domestic
policy, in particular on issues relating to political
economy and labor markets. This too has a relatively
clear point of origin, first becoming evident in 1935,
ratcheting up in 1937, in 1942, and again after the
war. This divergence occurred for both a restricted
eleven-state South as well as for the representatives
of the six other southern states. But it persisted and
grew more important over time for the former and
not the latter, as what had been a coherent regional
grouping became less so. Moreover, the region’s frac-
turing occurred on precisely those issues where the
threat posed by federal programs to the racial order
were perceived as being the greatest. On these
issues, the potential benefits of federal intervention
came to be increasingly outweighed by the threat to
white supremacy, at least for representatives of the
Black Belt and the eleven-state South. While still
largely supportive of white supremacy, representatives
of the broader region were also more willing to
support the activist agenda of their nonsouthern
copartisans. The consequence of southern preference
change was that by the end of the period examined
here, southern Democrats were disproportionately
in the median position in the House across a range
of issue areas, and likely had an effective veto on orga-
nizing the country’s political economy.

We proceed as follows. The initial section replicates
Key’s principal findings, extended to include more
congresses and a more expansive definition of the
South. It is the second and third sections, however,
that constitute the empirical core of this paper. The
second section builds on Key’s identification of spec-
ific issue areas in which there were important region-
ally based divergences from straight party voting. We
here introduce and employ a set of temporally

18. Ira Katznelson, “Historical Approaches to the Study of Con-
gress: Toward a Congressional Vantage on American Political Devel-
opment,” in The Oxford Handbook of the American Congress, ed. Eric
Schickler and Frances E. Lee (New York: Oxford University Press,
2012), 115-37.

comparable issue-specific ideal point scores that
allow us to identify the moments and issues when
southern preferences began to diverge from their
copartisans. The third section looks more closely at
the impact of the changes in southern preferences
from the 73rd to 81st congresses, disaggregating
these by racial geography and assessing the likelihood
that southerners occupied the pivotal locations across
different issue areas. We conclude by discussing the
significance of these findings for our understanding
of southern politics during this period, as well as the
broader importance of the South to American politi-
cal development.

I. SOUTHERN POLITICS REVISITED

When Southern Politics first appeared, some critics
worried about whether Key’s roll call data was
flawed by reason of selection and method. Might
the choice of working exclusively with data generated
by behavior during the first, as distinct from the
second, session of each Congress bias the results?
There is important literature in political science that
suggests there are potentially larger first-term effects
for lawmaking.'? We probe the question of whether
this move was consequential for Key’s work. Party dis-
cipline and party voting are likely, it was thought, to be
more robust during the periods measured by Key.*’
This concern, we will see, was wide of the mark. But
another, the argument that the importance of south-
ern behavior might have been better probed
“through the utilization of finer classification,” we
believe to be on target, and has served as one motiva-
tion for the development of the three-level coding of
congressional votes discussed below.”"

Key opened his treatment of the South in Congress
by identifying the degree to which southerners consti-
tuted a voting bloc whose cohesion was similar to the
level achieved by nonsouthern Democratic and Re-
publican members. In doing so, he chased a
paradox. Could it be the case that the disorganized,
factional politics of the region nonetheless could
produce an organized and unified assemblage of rep-
resentatives? Discovering that they were, in fact, equiv-
alently united, he was empowered to turn to his
central substantive question. If southern members
did, indeed, form a comparably cohesive voting
group, what were the issues that united them? He
was particularly interested in discerning whether a

19. David Mayhew, Divided We Govern: Party Control, Lawmaking
and Investigations ( New Haven, CT: Yale University Press, 1991);
Gregory J. Wawro and Eric Schickler, Filibuster: Obstruction and Law-
making in the U.S. Senate (Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Press,
2006), 37.

20. Jay Topkis, “Review of Southern Politics in State and Nation, by
V.O. Key, Jr.,” Yale Law Journal 59 (1950): 1203—6.

21. Cortez A. Ewing, “Review of Southern Politics in State and
Nation, by V.O. Key, Jr.,” Journal of Politics 12 (1950): 155.
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Republican and southern Democratic “conservative
coalition” was in fact showing signs of emergence.

Key relied on a variety of measures, notably Rice co-
hesion scores and a variant of party unity scores. As
Keith Krehbiel has shown, these measures, along
with many other commonly used indices of legislative
behavior, are arbitrarily sensitive to the agenda.”” The
scores can change dramatically as a result of change
in what is being voted on, even if member preferences
are held fixed. Cohesion scores, for instance, can be
low when a bloc of legislators’ preferences are very
similar but a proposal is such that it will divide this
bloc, and can be high despite considerable diversi‘tg
of preferences if a proposal is sufficiently extreme.>
They are simply a summary of how often a given
bloc voted together and do not anchor voting pat-
terns in information about individual-level preferenc-
es or the relative location of policy proposals. As a
result, they do not reveal the sources of cohesion,
which may include the character of the agenda of
the moment, party pressures, constituency character-
istics and interests, and the personal predilections of
representatives.

For these reasons, we turn to a set of preference-
based measures in Section II. But cohesion and
other scores can nonetheless convey important infor-
mation about variation and changes in patterns of leg-
islative voting. Systematic changes in these scores
reflect either shifts in the agenda, in individual pref-
erences, or in other factors such as caucus organiza-
tion. As Key and many others have shown, used
carefully and as invitations to further probes, such
scores can be very revealing of when and on which
issues such changes are occurring.

Key found that during the four House sessions he
examined, southern Democrats scored highest, at a
level of 70, a performance that compared with a

22. A cohesion score is calculated as the absolute difference
between the number of members of a defined group who favor
or oppose a given roll call, divided by the number of voting
members of this group. The cohesion scores reported by Key, and
by us, are averaged across relevant groups of roll calls. Cohesion
and likeness scores were pioneered by Stuart Rice and have been
deployed widely since. See Stuart Rice, Quantitative Methods in Poli-
tics (New York: Knopf, 1928). For the most pertinent critiques, see
Keith Krehbiel, “Where’s the Party?,” British Journal of Political Science
23 (1993): 235-66; and Krehbiel, “Party Discipline and Measures of
Partisanship,” American Journal of Political Science 44 (2000): 212—27.
The concerns raised by Scott Desposato, that cohesion scores are
biased for small groups, should not apply here, as there was
always a sizeable contingent of southern Democrats, Republicans,
and nonsouthern Democrats. Scott Desposato, “Correcting for
Small Group Inflation of Roll-Call Cohesion Scores,” British
Journal of Political Science 35 (2005): 731—44.

23. If the cutline for a bill—the halfway point between the
status quo and the policy proposal on an array of policy preferenc-
es—falls right in the middle of a bloc, it is likely that a low cohesion
score will result, while a cut-line that appears on an extreme point
distant from this bloc will likely result in a high cohesion score. This
is true whether the bloc has strongly similar or widely diverse
preferences.
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Republican 66, and an even lower overall Democratic
Party cohesion score of 59. Our replication, reported
in the top section of Table 1, shows Key to have been
uncannily accurate regarding the sessions he ana-
lyzed, and also puts to rest the idea that Key’s data
was compromised by a firstsession bias.** Cohesion
measured across all roll calls in the four congresses
assayed by Key produces results nearly identical to
those measured across only the first sessions. The ad-
dition of the three congresses in Key’s time frame that
he did not examine likewise does not substantially
change his reported results. Cohesion measured
across all roll calls in the four congresses assayed by
Key produces results nearly identical to those mea-
sured across only the first sessions. By contrast, the
temporal extension to the end of the Truman admin-
istration reveals a clear sign of change, as cohesion for
the full seventeen-state South drops from approxi-
mately 65 to 57, from 68 to 62 for the Republicans,
and increases dramatically from 65 to 79 for nonsou-
thern Democrats.

Wanting to gauge regional and partisan cohesive-
ness from another perspective, Key calculated the
percentage of votes in which southerners achieved co-
hesion scores of 70 and above. The bottom section of
Table 1 reports our replication for the four sessions
he analyzed; in addition, we offer results for a
seventeen-state South. Key established that the south-
ern bloc was the most persistently cohesive, voting
above the high level above 70 more than 60 percent
of the time. By contrast, Republicans did so on just
54 percent of the votes in the House, nonsouthern
Democrats on 48 percent, and the Democratic Party
as a whole on just 44 percent. A more complex
pattern, though, comes into view when we extend
the South to seventeen states. Although southerners,
counted this way, continued to rank first in cohesive-
ness, the frequency of their high cohesion votes
drops to 54 percent from 62, thus indicating intr