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Abstract
The House of Representatives Committee on the Judiciary played a pivotal role in the presidential impeachment proceedings of Richard M. Nixon (R) in 1974 and William J. Clinton (D) in 1998. It is an understatement to say there is no vote like an impeachment vote. In addition, Nixon and Clinton were two polar opposite presidents. However, in both impeachment reviews each member of the Committee on the Judiciary likely wrestled with their own reckonings of morals related to the charges of impeachment and related to the office of the presidency in order to arrive at their vote of aye or nay in the impeachment hearings. Therefore, through a snapshot study the research investigates the following three questions. Is there a statistically significant correlation between Committee on the Judiciary members’ religion and their final vote on the articles of impeachment? Further, are there any observable religious voting bloc trends in the impeachment votes? Do members’ religious voting blocs emerge in other roll call votes over time? The findings show that religious voting blocs occurred amongst the members of the Committee on the Judiciary and their vote of aye or nay regarding presidential impeachment on the ‘obstruction of justice’ articles. However, the control variables of committee member party identification and region of country represented yield more statistically significant correlations to impeachment vote than the religious affiliation of representatives.
Introduction
The discussion of religion and government was aptly framed by Thomas Jefferson when he stated, “believing with you that religion is a matter which lies solely between man and his God, I contemplate with solemn reverence that act of the whole American people which declared that their legislature should ‘make no law respecting an establishment of religion or prohibiting the free exercise thereof’ thus building a wall of separation between Church and State.” 1 However, one may argue that the ‘wall of separation’ called for by Jefferson is more like a veil of transgression in political practice. 
Religion is about believing in something powerful outside of you. Further, it involves ascribing to doctrine for guidelines about morals: making judgments as to what is right and what is wrong. In turn, it is logical to consider an analysis of religion and impeachment considering both Nixon and Clinton were reviewed for impeachment based on actions which their accusers deemed morally wrong. Therefore, religion matters and it matters politically.2 

The decision - making processes and votes from the members on the judiciary committee investigating impeachment can alter public and private lives and transform government institutions. Therefore, it is important to question which variables may have influenced the final vote of each representative in the impeachment hearings of former Presidents Nixon and Clinton. As Stephen Carter stated, “If religion is real, it affects who an individual is. If it affects who an individual is, it must be relevant to how he or she would govern.”3 The Committee on the Judiciary is often referred to as the lawyer for the House of Representatives. This committee was established in 1813 to consider the legislation of judicial proceedings. In contemporary times, the committee may review a variety of subjects from terrorism to copyright law. The House of Representatives did have a majority vote in favor of presidential impeachment in 1868 against Andrew Johnson (later acquitted by 1 vote in the Senate special committee) when he attempted to fire the secretary of war without the consent of Congress. However, the House of Representatives Committee on the Judiciary did not review the Andrew Johnson impeachment case. Although any legislation that carries a possibility for criminal or civil penalties can be referred to the Committee on the Judiciary, the only impeachment cases it has reviewed were impeachment charges against Presidents Nixon and Clinton in 1974 and 1998 respectively.4 
An impeachment vote is unlike any other vote. Although it is traditional in our sense of checks and balances (regulated requiring a majority vote in the House of Representatives and trial in the Senate with a two thirds vote to convict); what makes an impeachment vote unique is that representatives and senators have the weighted opportunity of firing someone from the most powerful position in the world. As stated in article two, section four of the U.S. Constitution, “the President, Vice President and all civil Officers of the United States, shall be removed from Office on Impeachment for, and conviction of, Treason, Bribery, or other high Crimes and Misdemeanors.” Specifically, as the ‘lawyer’ of the House of Representatives, the Committee on the Judiciary bears an unequal burden in the process of reviewing impeachment charges against the president. With such a high profile and high stakes decision in their hands, it is important for us to understand the key contributing factors to their final vote. 
Representative J.C. Watts Jr. (R - OK) is also a southern Baptist minister and stated, “if your faith is interwoven into your daily life as scripture encouraged…I don’t know how anyone can put it on or take it off.”5 The statement by Representative Watts is the primary assumption of this research: one’s religion is imbricated with one’s decision - making processes and votes. In other words, a chosen religious affiliation or indoctrination cannot be separated from an individual’s epistemological view. We all experience and act within the world based upon our social and cultural attributes. 

Therefore, a House of Representatives member of the Committee on the Judiciary cannot check any one attribute of who and what they are at the door. Hence, it is assumed that an individual’s religion may affect their vote on legislation. The purpose of this paper is to research if religions or groups of religions are correlated to specific Committee on the Judiciary voting results in the impeachment proceedings of Nixon and Clinton. For as Said Amir Arjomand stated, “at the most fundamental level, politics subsists in religion.”6 Further, through a snapshot study, the goal of this research is to reveal ‘religious voting blocs’ within the impeachment votes of 1974, 1998 separately, and with both years combined as well. The operating definition of religion for this research is: “Religion (at the individual level) is the cognitions (values, beliefs, thoughts), affect (feelings, attitudes), and behaviors involved in apprehending and responding to a reality that is affirmed to exist.”7 
Methodology
Research Questions 
Is there a statistically significant correlation between Committee on the Judiciary members’ religion and their final vote on the articles of impeachment? Further, are there any observable religious voting bloc trends in the impeachment votes? Do members’ religious voting blocs emerge in other roll call votes over time?
Hypothesis (A)
Correlation is observable between the religion of individual members of the Committee on the Judiciary and their vote of aye or nay regarding presidential impeachment on the ‘obstruction of justice’ articles. 
Hypothesis (B)
Religious voting blocs occurred amongst the members of the Committee on the Judiciary and their vote of aye or nay regarding presidential impeachment on the ‘obstruction of justice’ articles. 
Hypothesis (C) 
The control variables of committee member party identification, age, seniority or region of country represented yield more statistically significant correlations to impeachment vote than the religious affiliation of representatives. 
Hypothesis (D)
Religious voting blocs from the impeachment committees are observable in other roll call votes over time. 
In this multivariate analysis, the independent variable considered is the expressed religious affiliation of each House of Representative Committee on the Judiciary member in 1974 and 1998. The control variables are party affiliation, region of country represented, age and seniority in Congress. Region of country is identified via the state the committee member represents as follows: all states west of the Mississippi River are designated as “west,” all states east of the Mississippi River are designated as “east,” all states above 35 degrees latitude are “north,” and all below 35 degrees latitude are “south.” Seniority is defined by the year that the committee member was elected into Congress. The dependent variable is each final roll call vote of the Committee on the Judiciary members on the Nixon and Clinton articles of impeachment. For the sake of relevancy, the final roll call votes from the committee members will be limited to Article One related to Nixon and Article Three related to Clinton as each article charged the respective Presidents with ‘obstruction of justice.’ The tables presented below concisely display the relevant information and show some patterns amongst the data. The logic of the progress of the tables is to compress the data as much as possible in order to respond to the hypotheses aforementioned. 

To my knowledge, no studies have been conducted that review the correlation of a United States House of Representatives Committee on the Judiciary member’s religion and their final vote on the articles of impeachment. Information about a committee member’s religious affiliation, age, seniority, party identification, region, and their impeachment hearing vote was derived primarily from the congressional staff directories and the impeachment proceeding records from the House of Representatives Office of the Clerk. The research will show correlations and trends related to religion and votes of members of the Committee on the Judiciary, however, while some speculations may be made, this research does not endeavor to explain how or why a specific religion may result in a specific vote. 
Brief Review of Relevant Literature
“In most societies religious persons constitute a majority.”8 To support this claim, recent research has shown that 95 percent of people in the U.S. believe in God and almost 90 percent responded that religion is important in their lives.9 Even critics of religion “…have considered religion as the nucleus of any culture. Indeed, however, skeptically one may look at the position of established religions in history; it is undeniable that the unfolding of a civilization to its greatest heights of achievement is immediately connected with the vigor of its religion.”10 Mansell Pattison studied the function of religion in human behavior and recognized that religion is a “…tremendous force for either good or evil in human affairs.”11 He found that no one factor of religion operates in isolation, but that humans behave within combinations of multiple religious factors. Pattison goes on to argue that “religion is perhaps the strongest force in human history around which norms of social organization are crystallized….”12 
There are many models of decision making. However, there are few to none that place religion at the forefront as a predictor variable in the voting behaviors of representatives. For example, Jeffrey Segal and Harold Spaeth created an attitudinal model for the Supreme Court. They argued that the members of the federal Supreme Court make decisions in light of the facts as framed by their personal attitudes, values, and beliefs.13 However, this attitudinal model for the Supreme Court may not be applicable to all voting decisions in government. Specifically, elected officials are bound by many forces (ex. constituents, re - election) and, therefore, it is not appropriate to assume that a vote is based solely upon their personal beliefs. However, Glendon Shubert went a step further and argued that the values of the justice’s could be ideologically scaled.14 The researcher merely needs to name an ideological space (liberal or conservative) and then place votes accordingly. 

In, Religion on Capitol Hill, Peter Benson and Dorothy Williams wrote that “probably no institution exerts a more penetrating influence on the lives of Americans, individually and corporately, than the United States Congress.”15 Therefore, it is odd that we really know very little about the members of Congress. There is supposed to be a separation of church and state in the U.S., but the reality is that the members of Congress carry with them very definite ideologies and religious affiliations. In sum, the point is that “religion and politics mix in the United States Congress” daily and extensively.16 

Roger Davidson and Walter Oleszek have analyzed Congress and its Members for many years. In particular, they look at how decisions get made in Congress and what some determinants of voting may be. One of their considerations is that “just as lawmakers are committed partisans, they also tend to harbor ideological views.”17 Further, the foundation for many of their ideological viewpoints may be discovered in the religiosity of the member. Religions carry specific mores and norms of acceptable and unacceptable behavior. In addition, religion can shape the ways in which we act or react to issues. In sum, our world view and, therefore, our decision - making processes are directly and indirectly influenced by our religious affiliation.

Glenn and Suzanne Parker investigate how factions, such as ideological coalitions, within committees come into being. They contend that “the ways in which members align into voting blocs, or factions, reflect the pressures that are produced by influences within the committee’s decision - making environment.”18 For example, if a fellow committee member is in your party, is your senior and is of a similar religiosity to yours; you will be likely to align your vote with theirs. The general concept is that we build factions and coalitions through our similarities and not via our differences.

John Kingdon explores how legislators make their decisions when voting in the House of Representatives.19 Kingdon conducted many interviews and analyzed each representative’s personal history regarding a specific decision/vote. He wanted to know what was taken into consideration during the decision - making process and then establish patterns of how those factors affected voting behavior. Kingdon came to the resolve that every legislator has a vast field of forces pointing them in decision making directions. Therefore, if there is a discord between personal and constituent preferences, we should not assume that the personal will always dominate. While we cannot ignore the personal (i.e. religion) we cannot give it deference as the ultimate deciding factor in legislator voting. 

In Leonard Kaplan and Beverly Moran’s Aftermath, David Novak analyzed how the Clinton impeachment proceedings actually blurred the lines between liberals and conservatives instead of delineating them. In fact, he states that any Cartesian “…approach to the conservative - liberal divide is not only untrue; it is dangerous for its capacity to destroy occasions for rational moral debate in a democratic society.”20 In other words, a representative’s specific demographic make - up or their religious affiliation does not necessarily make them a liberal or a conservative. I cannot, scan the congressional staff directory and pick out who is a member of the right or left simply based on their religious affiliation. 

Data and Findings
In 1974 the Chaplain of the House of Representatives was a Methodist: Rev. Edward Latch. The Nixon impeachment Committee on the Judiciary had 38 members (all lawyers, 36 men and two women, 17 Republicans and 21 Democrats).21 In 1998 the Chaplain of the House was a Lutheran: Rev. James Ford. The Clinton impeachment Committee on the Judiciary had 37 members (34 lawyers, 34 men and three women, 21 Republicans and 16 Democrats).22 For the line item breakdown of the members’ votes, religion, party identification, region, age, and seniority see Table 1 and Table 1.2 for each respective impeachment committee.23
As Table 1 shows, in 1974 the Nixon impeachment committee did vote in line with some religious blocs. The religious voting blocs that voted primarily in favor of impeachment on Article One were Jewish three:zero, Baptist four:one, and Catholic four:one (aye:nay ratio). In turn, the Presbyterians voted one:four against impeachment while the not specified group was split five:four. In sum, five key religious voting blocs emerged from this data: Jewish, Baptist, Catholic, Presbyterian, and not specified. What is also interesting is the percentage each group makes up of the total aye or nay votes. For example, Catholics and Baptists makes up 14.8 percent respectively of all the aye votes while Presbyterians and not specified make up 36.4 percent respectively of all the nay votes. 
As Table 1.2 shows, in 1998 the Clinton impeachment committee also voted in line with some religious blocs. Specifically, the Jewish group voted completely together again as they did in 1974. However, this time they voted zero:six against Article Three of impeachment. Further, the Presbyterians voted four:one and the Baptists voted three:one in favor of impeachment. While the Presbyterians and Baptists were on opposite sides of the fence in 1974, it is crucial to note that these two key religious voting blocs stuck together within their groups again in 1998. Two new religious voting blocs emerged in 1998 with Methodists voting three:one in favor of impeachment and Christian Scientists voting two:zero in favor. Five key religious voting blocs emerged in 1974 (Jewish, Baptist, Catholic, Presbyterian and not specified). In turn, five key religious voting blocs also emerged in 1998: Jewish, Baptist, Presbyterian, Methodist and Christian Scientist. Although two key groups were lost between the two years, it is fascinating that three of the original five key religious voting blocs stayed the same between the two impeachment committees. What is also interesting to note again is the percentage each group makes up of the total aye or nay votes. For example, Methodists and Baptists make up 14.3 percent respectively of the total aye vote while the Jewish voting bloc makes up 37.5 percent of the total nay vote. Therefore, hypothesis (B) is verified by these findings. Religious voting blocs do emerge in 1974 and in 1998. 
Table 1. Nixon, 1974
	Religion & percent of total 
	House Judiciary Committee Member, Party & Region
	Vote on Article One 
	Year Born

(Age)
	Year Elected to Congress

(Seniority)

	Unitarian 2.6%
	William Cohen (R) ME
	Aye
	1940
	1972

	1st Congregational 2.6% 
	Thomas Railsback (R) Ill
	Aye
	1932
	1966

	Methodist 2.6% 
	Jack Brooks (D) TX
	Aye
	1922
	1952

	Jewish 7.9% 
	E. Mezvinsky (D) Iowa

E. Holtzman(D) NY

Joshua Eilberg (D) Penn
	Aye

Aye

Aye
	1937

1941

1921
	1972

1972

1966

	Christian 2.6%
	William Hungate (D) MO
	Aye
	1922
	1964

	Church of Christ 2.6%
	Delbert Latta (R) OH
	Nay
	1920
	1958

	Presbyterian 13.2% 
	Carlos Moorhead (R) CA

Wiley Mayne (R) Iowa

Henry Smith III ( R) NY
John Seiberling (D) OH

Charles Sandman (R) NJ
	Nay

Nay

Nay
Aye

Nay
	1922

1917

1911

1918

1921
	1972

1966

1964

1970

1966

	Lutheran 2.6% 
	Harold Froehlich (R) Wis
	Aye
	1932
	1972

	Episcopalian 5.3%
	Walter Flowers (D) Ala

Caldwell Butler (R) VA
	Aye

Aye
	1933

1925
	1968

1972

	Baptist 13.2% 
	Ray Thornton (D) AR

John Conyers (D) Mich

Trent Lott (R) Miss
James Mann (D) SC

Barbara Jordan (D) TX
	Aye

Aye

Nay
Aye

Aye
	1928

1929

1941
1920

1936
	1972

1964

1972
1968

1972

	Mormon (LDS) 2.6%
	Wayne Owens (D) UT
	Aye
	1937
	1972

	Jesuit 2.6%
	Robert Drinan (D) Mass
	Aye
	1920
	1970

	Catholic 13.2%
	Peter Rodino, Jr. (D) NJ

H. Fish, Jr. (R) NY

H. Donohue (D) Mass

Joseph Maraziti ( R) NJ
Charles Rangel (D) NY
	Aye

Aye

Aye

Nay
Aye
	1909

1926

1901

1912
1930
	1948

1968

1946

1972
1970

	Greek Orthodox 2.6% 
	Paul Sarbanes (D) MD
	Aye
	1933
	1970

	Not Specified 23.7%
	Jerome Waldie (D) CA

Charles Wiggins ( R) CA
G. Danielson (D) CA

Robert McClory ( R) Ill
David Dennis ( R) Ind

E. Hutchinson ( R) Mich
R. Kastenmeier (D) Wis

Don Edwards (D) CA

Lawrence Hogan (R) MD
	Aye

Nay
Aye

Nay

Nay

Nay
Aye

Aye

Aye
	1925

1927
1915

1908

1912

1914
1924

1921

1928
	1966

1966
1970

1962

1968

1962
1958

1962

1968


Table 1.2. Clinton 1998
	Religion & percent of total 
	House Judiciary Committee Member, Party & Region 
	Vote on Article Three
	Year Born

(Age)
	Year Elected to Congress

(Seniority)

	Methodist 10.8% 
	Bob Barr ( R) GA

Rick Boucher (D) Va
Stephen Buyer ( R) Ind

Edward Pease ( R) Ind
	Aye

Nay
Aye

Aye
	1948

1946
1958

1951
	1994

1982
1992

1996

	Protestant 2.7% 
	Elton Gallegly ( R) CA
	Aye
	1944
	1986

	Jewish 16.2% 
	Howard Berman (D) CA

Barney Frank (D) Mass

Jerrold Nadler (D) NY

Steven Rothman (D) NJ

Charles Schumer (D) NY

Robert Wexler (D) Fla
	Nay

Nay

Nay

Nay

Nay

Nay
	1941

1940

1947

1952

1950

1961
	1982

1980

1992

1996

1980

1996

	Christian 5.4%
	James Rogan ( R) CA

Maxine Waters (D) CA
	Aye

Nay
	1957

1938
	1996

1990

	Christian Scientist 5.4% 
	Bob Goodlatte ( R) Va

Lamar Smith ( R) TX
	Aye

Aye
	1952

1947
	1992

1986

	Presbyterian 13.5%
	Ed Bryant ( R) Tenn

Charles Canady ( R) Fla

Howard Coble ( R) NC

Bob Inglis ( R) SC

Melvin Watt (D) NC
	Aye

Aye

Aye

Aye

Nay
	1948

1954

1931

1959

1945
	1994

1992

1984

1992

1992

	Episcopalian 8.1% 
	Bill McCollum ( R) Fla

Robert Scott (D) Va
J. Sensenbrenner ( R) Wis
	Aye

Nay
Aye
	1944

1947
1943
	1980

1992
1978

	Baptist 10.8% 
	Lindsey Graham ( R) SC

Asa Hutchinson ( R)Ark

William Jenkins ( R) Tenn

John Conyers (D) Mich
	Aye

Aye

Aye

Nay
	1955

1950

1936

1929
	1994

1996

1996

1964

	Mormon (LDS) 2.7% 
	Chris Cannon ( R)UT
	Aye
	1950
	1996



	Catholic 2.7% 
	Thomas Barrett (D) Wis
	Nay
	1953
	1992

	Roman Catholic 10.8%
	W. Delahunt (D) Mass
Henry Hyde ( R)Ill

Martin Meehan (D) Mass
Steve Chabot ( R) OH
	Nay
Aye

Nay
Aye
	1941

1924

1956

1953
	1998

1974

1992

1994

	Eastern Orthodox 2.7% 
	George Gekas ( R) Penn
	Aye
	1930
	1982

	Not Specified 8.1%
	Sheila Lee (D) TX 

Zoe Lofgren (D) CA
Mary Bono ( R)CA
	Nay

Nay
Aye
	1950

1947

1961
	1994

1994

1998


Although party lines were crossed by six Republicans in 1974, it is important to concede that party identification is the strongest indicator of each members vote in both impeachment proceedings. This partisan tendency, however, makes an analysis of religion and voting all that more fascinating. Unity in religion is linked with party votes. For example, in 1974 the members of the Jewish religious voting bloc were all Democrats and all voted aye on Article One in favor of impeaching President Nixon who was a Republican. In 1998 the members of the Jewish religious voting bloc were all Democrats and all voted nay on Article Three in opposition to impeaching President Clinton who is also a Democrat. A similar voting scenario occurred when the 1974 predominantly Republican Presbyterian bloc voted against impeachment and in 1998 when the predominantly Republican Presbyterian bloc voted for impeachment. In other words, not only do party members tend to stick together on impeachment votes, but specific religious groups appear to stick with specific party identifications over time. Therefore, perhaps the assumed increase of religious intensity in today’s politics is merely a continuation of established religion/party lines. 

However, a key exception is worth noting. On the committee in 1974 Baptists were predominantly Democrat, but on the committee in 1998 Baptists were predominantly Republican. This switch in party identification within a religious group may be explained by the shifts in religious stances on political issues over 30 years, however, it does not necessarily explain why the Baptists are the only group who appear to have made the party change. The point being that while of course we cannot ignore the party affiliation of representatives and presidents in an analysis of impeachment votes, we also cannot ignore that one’s religious affiliation may affect one’s party affiliation which will ultimately affect voting behavior. 
Based upon this data, there does not appear to be a statistically significant correlation between individual committee member’s religion and their final vote on the articles of impeachment for either year: 1974, chi square=.343; 1998, chi square=.187, and when the two committees are combined the chi square=.611. Of course, the extremely low level of statistical significance when the years are combined may be due to the different votes that were cast dependent upon the Nixon or Clinton hearings. Each impeachment committee was reacting to different stimuli historically, politically, and socially. In addition, each president was quite different in office, as an individual, and in relation to their parties. Therefore, when the committees are combined, the level of statistical significance between vote and religion will be contextually skewed. However, some religious voting blocs did emerge in both 1974 and 1998 as mentioned above. Further, religious voting blocs also emerge when the two committees are combined. Table 2 displays this finding below. 
In turn, hypothesis (A) is not supported while hypothesis (B) is verified. When the two committees are combined, it is found that certain religions do tend to stick together in their voting decisions. To support this finding further, Table 3 breaks the religious voting blocs out into high, medium, and low levels of membership affiliation. In other words, when the two committees are combined to total 75 members and we take each member’s religious affiliation, place them into like religious blocs, some religions will be represented at higher levels than others. For example, out of the 75 committee members, ten are Presbyterian, nine are Jewish, and nine are Baptist. However, only two are Mormon and one is Lutheran. Therefore, religious groupings based upon representation/level of membership affiliation can be made. 
Table 2. 1974 & 1998 Committees on the Judiciary Combined Religious Voting Blocs
	Religion & membership percent of combined total
	Impeachment Vote

	Unitarian 1.3%
	One Aye

	1st Congregational 1.3%
	One Aye

	Methodist 6.7%
	Four Aye

One Nay

	Protestant 1.3%
	One Aye

	Jewish 12%
	Three Aye

Six Nay

	Christian 4%
	Two Aye

One Nay

	Church of Christ 1.3%
	One Nay

	Christian Scientist 2.7%
	Two Aye

	Presbyterian 13.3%
	Five Aye

Five Nay

	Lutheran 1.3%
	One Aye

	Episcopalian 6.7%
	Four Aye

One Nay

	Baptist 12%
	Seven Aye

Two Nay

	Mormon (LDS) 2.7%
	Two Aye

	Jesuit 1.3%
	One Aye

	Catholic 8%
	Four Aye

Two Nay

	Roman Catholic 5.3%
	Two Aye

Two Nay

	Greek Orthodox 1.3%
	One Aye

	Eastern Orthodox 1.3% 
	One Aye

	Not specified 16%
	Six Aye

Six Nay


Table 3. 1974 & 1998 Committees on the Judiciary Combined Religious Voting Blocs

	High level of membership affiliation
	Medium level of membership affiliation
	Low level of 
membership affiliation

	Jewish 12%

Presbyterian 13.3%

Baptist 12%

Not specified 16%
	Methodist 6.7%

Episcopalian 6.7%

Catholic 8%

Roman Catholic 5.3%
	Christian 4%

Mormon (LDS) 2.7%

Christian Scientist 2.7% (Unitarian, 1st Congregational, Protestant, Church of Christ, Lutheran, Jesuit, Greek Orthodox, Eastern Orthodox) ea. @ 1.3% 

	Total: 53.3%
	Total: 26.7%
	Total: 19.8%


From these high, medium, and low groups the data can reach its final stage of compression by separating the groups by level and vote as shown in Table 3.1 below.

Table 3.1 Level of Membership Affiliation & Combined Religious Voting Blocs

	Vote
	High membership group
	Medium membership group
	Low membership 
group

	Aye 
	21
	14
	13

	Nay
	19
	Six
	Two


Table 3.1 does reveal some interesting religious voting blocs. For example, those religions that are represented by 4 percent or less (Low level) of the total membership are very similar in how they voted with a 13:two ratio. In contrast, the members with religious affiliations that fall at or above 12 percent of membership representation (High level) are split on voting for impeachment, 21:19. 

As for hypothesis (C), the control variable of age does not seem to have a correlative affect on impeachment vote in either the Nixon or Clinton years. (statistical significance for age in 1974, chi square=.361 and in 1998, chi square=.475) Further, region is not correlated to impeachment vote in 1974 (chi square=.452). However, for the 1998 committee there is a statistically significant relationship (chi square=.041) between region and vote. In 1998, seven committee members were from the North, 13 from the South, ten from the East and seven from the West. The North voted five:two in favor of impeachment, the South voted ten:three, and the West only voted four:three. However, the East voted against impeachment two:eight (aye:nay ratio). In sum, the representatives from the East are the only group that voted overwhelmingly against impeachment. Further, out of 75 total members between the two impeachment years, 24 were from the east, 20 were from the south, 18 from the north and 13 from the west. The only slight trend related to region when the committees are combined is that, in general, representatives from the south tended to have a higher split in favor of impeachment overall with a 16:four (aye:nay) ratio. 

The control variable of seniority also appears to have no correlative affects on impeachment voting in either Nixon or Clinton years. (statistical significance for seniority in 1974, chi square=.606, and 1998, chi square=.601 ) However, it is interesting to note that for the Nixon impeachment vote, those members with six years or less of experience in Congress tended to vote for impeachment with a 18:nine (aye:nay) ratio. Similar results were found in the Clinton impeachment vote. Those members with six years or less of experience in Congress also tended to vote for impeachment with a 14:ten (aye:nay) ratio. 

Not surprisingly, party affiliation did affect voting behaviors during the impeachment hearings in both years (statistical significance in 1974, chi square=.000 and in 1998, chi square=.000) In the Nixon impeachment hearing, 6 Republicans voted in favor of Article One of impeachment while 11 voted against and all 21 Democrats voted aye. Although six Republicans did cross party lines in 1974 and vote against their president, the lines were solid in 1998 with not a single Democrat or Republican crossing over. In the Clinton impeachment hearing, all 21 Republicans voted aye and all16 Democrats voted nay on Article Three of impeachment. 
Religious Voting Blocs over Time
Although there was no statistical significance in the relationship between religious affiliation and impeachment vote, some religious voting blocs did emerge. Therefore, it is important to see how these voting blocs play out over time. Hypothesis (D): Religious voting blocs from the impeachment committees are observable in other roll call votes over time. In order to verify or falsify hypothesis (D), the roll call votes of each Committee on the Judiciary member from the respective impeachment proceedings were tabulated for one year before and one year after their impeachment vote. Specifically, two major bills from each year were selected based upon the involvement of moral issues and relatively non - partisan voting results. 

For the Nixon Committee on the Judiciary members, two bills were selected from 1973 and 1975 each. In 1973 the House of Representatives rejected a bill, HR 9130, giving priority in federal courts to cases for the Alaskan Pipeline thereby taking authority away from the secretary of the interior.24 In the same year, the House of Representatives adopted amendment, HR 5356, regarding toxic substances which required the administrator of the EPA to coordinate with other federal agencies.25 In 1975 the House of Representatives rejected a bill, HR 6096, providing financial assistance to South Vietnam.26 In the same year, the House of Representatives rejected a bill, HR 4485, (sustaining the President’s veto) to provide emergency housing assistance to middle income families.27 The roll call votes for each committee member on the four above mentioned bills are listed in Table 4 below. Unfortunately, many representatives were not re - elected to the House (noted with an x), so the analysis is not entirely complete.
Table 4 clearly shows that the religious voting blocs do not hold up over time and across voting decisions. Therefore, hypothesis (D) is falsified. Hypothesis (D): Religious voting blocs from the impeachment committees are observable in other roll call votes over time. 
Table 4. Nixon: House of Representatives Committee on the Judiciary Members

	Religion & 

percent of total 
	House Judiciary Committee Member, 

Party & Region
	1974

Vote Article One 
	1973

HR

9130
	1973

HR

5356
	1975

HR

6096
	1975

HR

4485

	Unitarian 2.6%
	William Cohen (R) ME
	Aye
	Aye
	Aye
	Aye
	Nay

	1st Congregational 2.6% 
	Thomas Railsback (R) Ill
	Aye
	Aye
	Nay
	Aye 
	Nay

	Methodist 2.6% 
	Jack Brooks (D) TX
	Aye
	Nay
	Nay
	Nay
	Aye

	Jewish 7.9% 
	E. Mezvinsky (D) Iowa

E. Holtzman(D) NY

Joshua Eilberg (D) Penn
	Aye

Aye

Aye
	Aye

Aye

Nay
	Aye

Aye

Aye
	Nay

Nay

Nay
	Aye

Aye

Aye

	Christian 2.6%
	William Hungate (D) MO
	Aye
	Aye
	Aye
	Nay
	Nay

	Church of Christ 2.6%
	Delbert Latta (R) OH
	Nay
	Nay
	Nay
	Nay
	Nay

	Presbyterian 13.2% 
	Carlos Moorhead (R) CA

Wiley Mayne (R) Iowa

Henry Smith III ( R) NY

John Seiberling (D) OH

Charles Sandman (R) NJ
	Nay

Nay

Nay
Aye

Nay
	Nay
Aye

Nay
Aye

Nay
	Nay

Nay

Nay
Aye

Nay
	Aye

x

x

Aye

x
	Nay

x

x

Aye

x

	Lutheran 2.6% 
	Harold Froehlich (R) Wis
	Aye
	Nay
	Nay
	x
	x

	Episcopalian 5.3%
	Walter Flowers (D) Ala

Caldwell Butler (R) VA
	Aye

Aye
	Nay

Nay
	Nay

Nay
	Nay

Aye
	Aye

Nay

	Baptist 13.2% 
	Ray Thornton (D) AR

John Conyers (D) Mich

Trent Lott (R) Miss

James Mann (D) SC

Barbara Jordan (D) TX
	Aye

Aye

Nay
Aye

Aye
	Aye

Aye

Nay
Aye

Aye
	Nay
Aye

Nay

Nay
Aye
	Aye

Nay

Nay
Aye

Nay
	Aye

Aye

Nay

Nay
Aye

	Mormon (LDS) 2.6%
	Wayne Owens (D) UT
	Aye
	Aye
	Aye
	x
	x

	Jesuit 2.6%
	Robert Drinan (D) Mass
	Aye
	Aye
	Aye
	Nay
	Aye

	Catholic 13.2%
	Peter Rodino, Jr. (D) NJ

H. Fish, Jr. (R) NY

H. Donohue (D) Mass

Joseph Maraziti ( R) NJ

Charles Rangel (D) NY
	Aye

Aye

Aye

Nay
Aye
	Aye

Aye

Aye

Nay
Aye
	Aye

Aye

Aye

Aye

Aye
	Nay
Aye

x

x

Nay
	Aye

Nay
x

x

Aye

	Roman Catholic 
	None
	None
	
	
	
	

	Greek Orthodox 2.6% 
	Paul Sarbanes (D) MD
	Aye
	Aye
	Aye
	Nay
	Aye

	Not Specified 23.7%
	Jerome Waldie (D) CA

Charles Wiggins ( R)CA

G. Danielson (D) CA

Robert McClory ( R) Ill

David Dennis ( R) Ind

E. Hutchinson ( R) Mich

R. Kastenmeier (D) Wis

Don Edwards (D) CA

Lawrence Hogan (R) MD
	Aye

Nay
Aye

Nay

Nay

Nay
Aye

Aye

Aye
	Aye

Nay
Aye

Aye

Nay

Nay
Aye

Aye

Nay
	Aye

Nay
Aye

Nay
Aye

?

Aye

Aye

Nay
	x

?

Aye

Aye

x

Aye

Nay

Nay
x
	x

Nay
Aye

Nay
x

Nay
Aye

Aye

x


1974 votes on Article One of Impeachment

1973 votes on HR 9130 Alaskan Pipeline, and HR 5356 Toxic Substances

1975 votes on HR 6096 South Vietnam Assistance, and HR 4485 Emergency Housing Assistance 

?= no vote recorded

x= not re-elected to House

The following assessment of the Committee on the Judiciary members from the Clinton impeachment proceedings yields similar results. Table 5, below, shows the roll call votes for one year before and one year after the impeachment vote. In 1997 the House of Representatives adopted a bill, HR 1122, to amend title 18 and ban partial - birth abortions.28 In the same year, the House of Representatives adopted a bill, HR 1003, restricting the use of federal monies for doctor assisted suicide.29 In 1999 the House of Representatives adopted a bill, HR 1218, to prohibit taking minors across state lines to circumvent laws requiring parental consent in abortion decisions by the minors.30 In the same year, the House of Representatives adopted an act, HR 1691, to protect religious liberty of the citizenry.31 Table 5, below, displays the roll call votes of the committee members on these issues. 
Table 5. Clinton : House of Representatives Committee on the Judiciary Members

	Religion & percent of total 
	House Judiciary Committee Member, Party & Region 
	1998

Vote Art. III 
	1997

HR

1122
	1997

HR

1003
	1999

HR

1218
	1999

HR

1691

	Methodist 10.8% 
	Bob Barr ( R) GA

Rick Boucher (D) Va
Stephen Buyer ( R) Ind

Edward Pease ( R) Ind
	Aye

Nay
Aye

Aye
	Aye

Nay
Aye

Aye
	Aye

Aye

Aye

Aye
	Aye

Nay
Aye

Aye
	Nay

Nay
Aye

Aye

	Protestant 2.7% 
	Elton Gallegly ( R) CA
	Aye
	Aye
	Aye
	Aye
	Aye

	Jewish 16.2% 
	Howard Berman (D) CA

Barney Frank (D) Mass

Jerrold Nadler (D) NY

Steven Rothman (D) NJ

Charles Schumer (D) NY

Robert Wexler (D) Fla
	Nay

Nay

Nay

Nay

Nay

Nay
	Nay

Nay

Nay

Nay

Nay

Nay
	Aye

Nay

Nay
Aye

Aye

Aye
	Nay

Nay

Nay

Nay

?

Nay
	Nay

Nay

Nay

Aye

?

Nay

	Christian 5.4%
	James Rogan ( R) CA

Maxine Waters (D) CA
	Aye

Nay
	Aye

Nay
	Aye

Nay
	Aye

Nay
	Aye

Nay

	Christian Scientist 5.4% 
	Bob Goodlatte ( R) Va

Lamar Smith ( R) TX
	Aye

Aye
	Aye

Aye
	Aye

Aye
	Aye

Aye
	Aye

Aye

	Presbyterian 13.5%
	Ed Bryant ( R) Tenn

Charles Canady ( R) Fla

Howard Coble ( R) NC

Bob Inglis ( R) SC

Melvin Watt (D) NC
	Aye

Aye

Aye

Aye

Nay
	Aye

Aye

Aye

Aye

Nay
	Aye

Aye

Aye

Aye

Aye
	Aye

Aye

Aye

?

Nay
	Aye

Aye

Aye

?

Nay

	Episcopalian 8.1% 
	Bill McCollum ( R) Fla

Robert Scott (D) Va
J. Sensenbrenner ( R) Wis
	Aye

Nay
Aye
	Aye

Nay
Aye
	Aye

Nay
Aye
	Nay

Nay
Aye
	Aye

Nay
Aye

	Baptist 10.8% 
	Lindsey Graham ( R) SC

Asa Hutchinson ( R)Ark

William Jenkins ( R) Tenn

John Conyers (D) Mich
	Aye

Aye

Aye

Nay
	Aye

Aye

Aye

Nay
	Aye

Aye

Aye

Nay
	Aye

Aye

Aye

Nay
	Aye

Aye

Aye

Nay

	Mormon (LDS) 2.7% 
	Chris Cannon ( R)UT
	Aye
	Aye
	Aye
	Aye
	Aye

	Catholic 2.7% 
	Thomas Barrett (D) Wis
	Nay
	Aye
	Aye
	Nay
	Nay

	Roman Catholic 10.8%
	W. Delahunt (D) Mass
Henry Hyde ( R)Ill

Martin Meehan (D) Mass
Steve Chabot ( R) OH
	Nay
Aye

Nay
Aye
	Nay

Aye

Nay
Aye
	Aye

Aye

Aye
Aye
	Nay

Aye

Nay
Aye
	Nay

Aye

Nay

Aye

	Eastern Orthodox 2.7% 
	George Gekas ( R) Penn
	Aye
	Aye
	Aye
	Aye
	Aye

	Not Specified 8.1%
	Sheila Lee (D) TX 

Zoe Lofgren (D) CA
Bono ( R)CA
	Nay

Nay
Aye
	Nay

Nay

Aye
	Aye

Aye

?
	Nay

Nay

Aye
	Aye

Nay

Aye


1998 votes on Article Three of Impeachment

1997 votes on HR 1122 To Ban Partial-Birth Abortions, and HR 1003 Restricting the Use of Federal Funds in Support of Assisted Suicide

1999 votes on HR 1218 To Prohibit Taking Minors Across State Lines- Involvement of Parents in Abortion Decisions, and HR 1691 To Protect Religious Liberty

While at first glance it may appear that some of the religious voting blocs were sustained over time and voting decisions (Baptist, Presbyterian, Jewish), when the party of each representative is viewed in conjunction with religious affiliation; it appears that the votes are more partisan than religiously linked. Table 6, below, shows the impeachment vote for 1974 and 1998 combined with all the votes on the bills discussed from 1973, 1975, 1997, and 1999. Again, the religious voting blocs are not sustained. 
Table 6. All Committee on the Judiciary Member Votes/Years Combined in Religious Voting Blocs: Nay votes shaded 

	Religion & membership percent of combined total
	Impeachment Vote
	HR Bill Vote

	Unitarian 1.3%
	One Aye
	Three Aye

One Nay

	1st Congregational 1.3%
	One Aye
	Two Aye

Two Nay

	Methodist 6.7%
	Four Aye

One Nay
	13 Aye

Seven Nay

	Protestant 1.3%
	One Aye
	Four Aye

	Jewish 12%
	Three Aye

Six Nay
	13 Aye

21 Nay

	Christian 4%
	Two Aye

One Nay
	Six Aye

Two Nay

	Church of Christ 1.3%
	One Nay
	Four Nay

	Christian Scientist 2.7%
	Two Aye
	Eight Aye

	Presbyterian 13.3%
	Five Aye

Five Nay
	21 Aye

11 Nay

	Lutheran 1.3%
	One Aye
	Two Nay

	Episcopalian 6.7%
	Four Aye

One Nay
	Nine Aye

11 Nay

	Baptist 12%
	Seven Aye

Two Nay
	23 Aye

13 Nay

	Mormon (LDS) 2.7%
	Two Aye
	Six Aye

	Jesuit 1.3%
	One Aye
	Three Aye

One Nay

	Catholic 8%
	Four Aye

Two Nay
	14 Aye

Six Nay

	Roman Catholic 5.3%
	Two Aye

Two Nay
	Ten Aye

Six Nay

	Greek Orthodox 1.3%
	One Aye
	Three Aye

	Eastern Orthodox 1.3% 
	One Aye
	Four Aye

	Not specified 16%
	Six Aye

Six Nay
	22 Aye

17 Nay


However, when the votes are grouped into the high, medium, and low levels of member affiliation as presented previously in Table 3, some interesting cohesions occur. From these high, medium, and low groups the data can reach its final stage of compression by separating the groups by level and vote as shown in Table 7 below. These vote tallies include all impeachment votes and all bill votes combined from each year.
Those religions that are represented by 4 percent or less (Low level) of the total membership are very similar in how they voted. It is interesting to note that the low membership group is actually the most cohesive with a 52:14 vote ratio. In contrast, the members with religious affiliations that fall at or above 12 percent of membership representation (High level) are the most divisive with a 100:81 vote ratio. These findings support the earlier assessment from Table 3.1 and suggest that while specific voting blocs based on individual member’s religion are not sustained, the compression of general religious blocs based categorically on number represented does yield sustained blocs of religion and voting behavior. 
Table 7. Level of Membership Affiliation & All Combined Religious Voting Blocs

	Vote
	High membership group
	Medium membership group
	Low membership group

	Aye 
	100
	60
	52

	Nay
	81
	36
	14


Conclusion
“Religion and Politics have been inextricably interrelated since the dawn of human culture and civilization. Yet the scholarly tradition has tended to reify the dichotomous analytic distinctions made to distinguish between these two dimensions of human activity.”32 This research endeavor has attempted to dissolve this dichotomy and bring religion and representatives’ voting behavior into the forefront of scholarship. The broader issue being discussed here is that of representation in government. Central elements available to discuss representation are the voting trends of legislators. Further, it is also intriguing to assess the influence of the personal values of representatives on political decisions. Therefore, the underlying argument of this paper has been that recognition of religious affiliation deserves a place in any analysis of voting behavior. 
However, admittedly, the control variables of party had the strongest level of correlation in both impeachment hearings. We cannot ignore the role of political power struggles around polarizing parties occupying Congress and the office of the president simultaneously. Further, the region of the country a representative was from tended to be related to voting behavior in 1998. Contrary to the original main hypothesis, religion does not have a statistically significant correlation with individual committee member vote in the impeachment proceedings of Nixon or Clinton on the ‘obstruction of justice’ articles of impeachment. However, when the two impeachment committees are combined, some religious voting bloc trends do emerge in relation to aye or nay vote on the articles of impeachment. Although religious voting bloc trends do not appear out right in other roll call votes, trends do emerge when the roll call votes pre and post impeachment were collapsed into general high, medium and low represented blocs by members’ religion. 
In addition, the analysis of roll call votes both before and after the impeachment proceedings revealed that future research may benefit from a focus on creating a representatives’ voting index of religion. While this present article is a snapshot study that focused on very specific representatives, I intend to conduct further research longitudinally through a times series design of every representatives’ religion and roll call vote outside of committee since the year 2000. Using the format of religious voting blocs presented here, I will track voting behavior by religious blocs with the purpose of identifying those religious groups who tend to vote together and those who do not. This may prove useful in today’s political climate which appears to embody hyper religiosity where decisions are brokered across the church pew rather than across the party aisle. It would seem that the current political arena is polarized by party and increased religiosity. However, it is difficult to truly separate these two systems of belief alignment. It is a circumstantial approximation at best to ascertain where a representative’s party identification begins and their religious affiliation ends. 
In sum, hypothesis (A) and (D) were not sufficiently supported. Hypothesis (A): Correlation is observable between the religion of individual members of the Committee on the Judiciary and their vote of aye or nay regarding presidential impeachment on the ‘obstruction of justice’ articles. Hypothesis (D): Religious voting blocs from the impeachment committees are observable in other roll call votes over time. Alternatively, hypothesis (B) was verified. Hypothesis (B): Religious voting blocs occurred amongst the members of the Committee on the Judiciary and their vote of aye or nay regarding presidential impeachment on the ‘obstruction of justice’ articles. However, regarding hypothesis (C), the control variables of party identification and region of country represented did yield more statistically significant correlations to impeachment vote than the religious affiliation of representatives. Therefore, religion may matter when it comes to a presidential impeachment vote, but partisan politics can dictate presidential heaven or hell.
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