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ABSTRACT
The American political system, and particularly the
congressional system, was designed to frustrate and delay
major policy changes.

Occasionally, however, the system

deviates from a pattern of 3low, gradual change and moves to
enact a major change of social purpose.

There have been in

this century three such periods of congressional history:
the 63rd Congress (1913-1915); the 73rd Congress (1933—
1935)J and the Second Session of the 88th Congress (196I4.)
continuing into 89th Congress (1965-1967).

In terms of

number of bills introduced, the number and percentage
passed, these Congresses have not been significantly produc
tive.

However, the type of legislation enacted by these

Congresses has been what most observers regard as the most
liberal of the twentieth century.
This study compares these four Congresses in terns
of five political variables:

temper of the times, nature of

presidential leadership, innovations in congressional organ
ization, majority party size and organization, and minority
party size and organization.

The underlying purpose is to

uncover similarities that might help explain why these Con
gresses enacted so much major liberal legislation.

The

variables have been selected from political science
x

xi
literature as being the most likely to explain congressional
liberalism.
Five similar political conditions are noted.

First,

each period was preceded by a crisis or unusual conditions
which strained the political system and which functioned to
increase public and congressional demands for change.

Sec

ond, strong dynamic liberal leadership from the White House
was an important factor explaining the liberalism of all
three periods.

All three Presidents—-Woodrow Wilson,

Franklin Roosevelt, and Lyndon Johnson--tended to accept the
proposition that great social change comes rapidly in
periods of intense activity before the impulse slows.

The

doors Qf change swung open through a combination of circum
stances.

Once they were open, however, presidential leader

ship was very important in keeping them open.

Third, two of

the three periods, 63rd and the 88th (2nd), were preceded by
alterations in the congressional organization intended to
facilitate majority coalition-building and the passage of
liberal legislation.

The doors opened in 1933 though with

out any major alterations of the congressional structure.
The intense nature of the public demands for action created
by the economic crisis was enough to nullify the normal
delaying effect of constitutional division of power.
Fourth, the Democratic Party had largo majorities in all
three periods with exception of the Senate in the 63rd.

More important, however, was the heavy liberal composition
of the majority.

Also, during all three periods the major

ity party made certain innovations in its own congressional
organization to increase party unity and discipline, thus
facilitating the quick passage of liberal legislation.

The

majority party leadership felt that changes in the organiza
tion of Congress itself was not enough.

Also needed, they

perceived, were changes in the party organization.

Fifth,

the minority party was numerically weak and divided during
all three periods.

This condition was the product of a com

bination of other conditions.

But an ineffective, weak

opposition party itself became an independent condition
contributing to the massive outpouring of liberal legisla
tion.
The prevalence of these conditions can be directly
correlated to the probability of the passage of liberal
legislation.

The lesson for liberals is to stimulate those

conditions over which they have some control and be prepared
to take advantage of the others when they occur.

The pres

ence of these conditions is dysfunctional to conservative
objectives.

Therefore, they should work to prevent the

occurrence of those conditions over which they have some
control.

CHAPTER 1
INTRODUCTION
The American system of government is not designed
for the quick accommodation of demands for major changes in
public policy.

In fact the system is designed to frustrate

demands for rapid change.
The great fear of James Madison, the chief architect
of the Constitution, as well as many other delegates to the
Constitutional Convention, was that a majority might gain
control of government and act upon its common interest to
the possible detriment of a minority.

To prevent this,

Madison devised an ingenious strategy to check majority
rule:

divide the majority, then conquer them.

"Either the

$

existence of the same passion or interest in a majority at
the same time must be prevented," Madison wrote, "or the
majority, having such coexistent passions or interest, must
be rendered, by their number and local situation, unable to
concert and carry into effect schemes of opposition."^

If

governmental power were divided, there would be less likeli
hood that any majority could act upon its common interest.
1. James Madison, "Number 10," The Federalist
Papers, with Introduction by Clinton Rossiter (New York:
The New American Library, 1961 ), p. 81.
1

Hence, we have as constitutional arrangements federalism,
separation of powers, and bicameralism.
•

»

These divisions of power in the American system
mean that, for policy to be enacted, countless groups and
individuals must be satisfied.

The dispersion of govern

mental power gives minorities—in extreme cases, a minority
of only one—the opportunity to block action at any one of
the various stages of the policy-making process.

The system

tends to institutionalize what John C. Calhoun referred to
over a hundred years ago as the theory of concurrent majori
ties.

According to Calhoun, any group with a vested inter

est in the outcome of a political decision should have the
authority to veto that decision if it goes against the
p
group's vital interest.
This notion closely approximates the actual practice
of American politics, particularly in Congress.
of almost endless bargaining prevails.

A situation

In Congress a group

or individual affected by a proposal to which it strenously
objects has virtual veto power over any policy.

When the

issue is popular enough, powerful groups and individuals
have yielded to the demands of an aroused, intensely active
public, but not without a considerable struggle.
2. John C. Calhoun, A Disquisition on Government and
Selections from the Discourse" ecTi C. Gordon Post (First
New York:
published in
The Liberal Arts Press, 1953)»

3

Under normal conditions, it is not easy for a simple
numerical majority quickly to enact its will into public
policy.

Quite the reverse, the system is designed to frus

trate such action, particularly liberal policies aimed at
substantially altering the 3tatus quo.

Often .times, not the

least of the difficulty is that the very people who have the
power to change the policy are the same people who benefit
from the existing policy.

The power of vested minority

interests must be overcome or modified in some way in order
to get major change.

A majority must be developed, care

fully nurtured, augmented, and maintained for a great number
of years before it can expect to have its demands legiti
mated into public policies.

A consensus must be formed

which is strong enough to bridge the constitutional division
of powers.

As Carl Albert, Democratic Majority Leader in

the House of Representatives, astutely notes:
lative process is slow.

"the legis

In our society ... it generally

takes from 5 to 25 years for a great issue to develop from
a 'need for legislation1 to an act of legislation."3
Deviations;

Periods of Rapid Change

Occasionally the legislative process deviates from
this pattern of slow, gradual change.
3.

Professor John M.

Congressional Record, 89th Congress, 2nd
Session,
This is a remarkably can
did speech revealing the Majority Leader's perception of why
and how the doors of liberal change swung open in the 89th
Congress.

Gaus was often fond of noting that the policy-making insti
tutions in a democracy occasionally open, wide their doors to
accommodate "rapid change of social purpose."

Professor

Gau3 suggested that these rare occasions are usually the
result of public demands created by some type of catastrophe.
The doors stay open only briefly and the routine policy
making processes are soon restored to prevent hasty solu
tions to public problems.

Gaus1 observation is most

directly relevant to an explanation of why government
responds so quickly to public demands created by a physical
catastrophe such as an earthquake or a hurricane.^This study suggests that Gaus' observation is also
helpful, in understanding the congressional process; particu
larly, why some Congresses are more responsive to demands
for policy change than other Congresses.

Not all Congresses

1+. I had the privilege to hear Professor Gaus
explain his theory to a graduate seminar in the Department
of Government at The* University of Arizona in 1966. Some of
Gaus1 argument is contained in his essay "The Citizen as
Administrator," Public Administration and Democracy: Essays
in Honor of Paul H. Applebyj ed. Roscoe C. Martin (Syracuse:
Syracuse University Press, 1965), pp. I69-8I4.. Also, Pro
fessor Charles 0. Jones briefly mentions Professor Gaus1
theory in "Policy-Making Functions of the Minority Party in
Congress," paper delivered at the 1966 Annual Meeting of the
American Political Science Association, Statler Hilton
Hotel, New York City, September 6-10, 1966. Fbr a detailed
elaboration of Professor Jones's theory of public policy
making, see his An Introduction to the Study of Public
Policy (Belmont, California: Wadsworth Publishing Company,
Inc., 1970).

respond with an equal degree of receptivity to demands for
change.

Some Congresses are more liberal than others; some

accept change more quickly than others.

By wide consensus

the four most liberal Congresses of this century have been
the 63rd (1913-1915), the 73rd (1933-1935), the Second
Session of the 88th (196ij.), and the 89th (1965-1967).
Every bill passed by Congress during these periods
did not represent an important liberal departure from exist
ing policies.
most cases:

The legislative process continued as usual in

thousands of bills were introduced; only a few

were passed; many of those passed were of minor importance;
amendments were added to existing legislation; funds were
slightly increased for existing programs; new issues were
placed on the agenda; action in many areas was postponed;
and many bills never emerged from committee.

But these

Congresses made very important changes in a variety of sub
stantive policy areas which have had far-reaching effects
upon the development of American society and politics.
The 63rd Congress was the very productive first
Wilson Congress which enacted much of the agenda of the
"progressive movement"--the Underwood-Simons Tariff, the
Federal Reserve Act, the Federal Trade Commission, and the
Clayton Anti-Trust Act.

The 73**d Congress was the first

Roosevelt Congress which enacted much of the New Deal.

The

Second Session of the 88th Congress was the first Johnson

6
Congress which passed much liberal legislation that had been
proposed by John P. Kennedy.

The 89th Congress was the

extraordinarily liberal Congress which enacted the core of
Johnson's Great Society program as well as legislation
liberals had been advocating for two decades o.r more.
A most important theoretical concern is the crite
rion uaad "for selecting these Congresses as the most liberal
of the twentieth century.

The measurement of change--small

change v. large change—is a difficult and perplexing prob
lem.

Here I accept the position of David Braybrooke and

Charles E. Lindblom:
In any society (Lindblom argues) there develops a
strong tendency toward convergence in estimate of
what changes are important or unimportant. The
convergence is of a particular kind that gives the
judgment of 'important' an objective quality. . . .
The view of society we take for purposes of defin
ing 'large* and 'small' change, then, is the con
verging view that rests on widespread consensus
concerning what is or is not important change.?
Lindblom is referring to specific change in one
policy area.

But I would suggest that the "convergence

theory" can be applied more broadly to an evaluation of con
gressional output as well.

There Is widespread consensus

among academicians, liberals, conservatives, and non
partisans alike that these four Congresses have been the
most liberally productive in this century.

This consensus,

5. David Braybrooke and Charles E. Lindblom, A
Strategy of Decision; Policy Evaluation a3 a Social Process
(New York: The Free Press, 1963), pp. 63-64..

7
this convergence of view, give3 to their evaluations a cer
tain "objective quality."
Bertram M. Gross, a legislative process specialist,
observed in 1953?
The history of American legislation reveals cycli
cal trends almost as sharp as the rise and fall in
the level of business activity and employment.
During the New Freedom era of Woodrow Wilson,
refom legislation reached boom levels with the
Clayton Act, the Federal Reserve Act, the Federal
Trade Commission Act, and the legislation estab
lishing an income-tax system under the Sixteenth
Amendment. In the conservative administration of
Harding, Coolidge, and Hoover, legislation of this
type sank into a deep slump. With the New Deal of
Franklin D. Roosevelt, it staged a sensational
comeback and reached heights never before dreamed
of in America. Then, as the New Deal lost its
grip and war broke out in Europe, the cycle once
more turned downward.®
Writing after the completion of the 89th Congress,
at a time when the high tide of liberalism had subsided once
again, John S. Saloma III, another political scientist
specializing in the legislative process, asked the important
question:

"Why are some Congresses, like those of Woodrow

Wilson's and Franklin D. Roosevelt's first terms and the
recent 89th Congress so productive?
gic or stalemated?11^

Why are others lethar

The liberal New Republic in 1966

offered the following evaluation of comparative congressional

York:

6. Bertram M. Gross, The Legislative Struggle (New
McGraw-Hill, 1953), p.

7. John S. Saloma III, Congress and the New Poli
tics (Boston: Little, Brown and Company, 1969), p. 99.

8
output:

"There have been three great vintage Congresses in

this century:

the. 63rd (Wilson), the

(F.D.R.), and
Q
now this (89th), which tops everyone of them."
And the
non-partisan Congressional Quarterly commented in 1966:
Taken together with bills passed by the second
session of the 88th Congress, notably the Civil
Rights Act, the income tax and the anti-poverty
program, the record of the first two Johnson
sessions in the field of civil benefits led
Washington observers to make favorable compari
sons with the 73rd Congress of 1933-3l+--in the
first two years of the Roosevelt New Deal, and
the 63rd Congress of 1913-1^ in the first years
of the Wilson administration.9
Purpose of the Study
This study compares these four Congresses in terras
of five, political variables:

temper of the times, nature of

presidential leadership, innovations in congressional organ
ization and procedures, majority party size and organization
in Congress, and minority party size and organization.

The

underlying purpose is to uncover similarities that might
help explain why these Congresses enacted so much major
liberal legislation.

Why are these the vintage Congresses

of the twentieth century?

In terns of the constitutional

framework, what does it take to enact major liberal legisla
tion in a system which was designed in 1789 and which
8. "TRB from Washington,11 New Republic, 155
(October 29, 1966), J4..
9.

Congressional Quarterly Almanac, 1966, p. 65.

continues in 1970 to frustrate the enactment of major
change?

In terms of Calhoun's theory of, concurrent majori

ties, what does it take to facilitate majority coalitionbuilding and nullify the negative veto of powerful organized
interests fundamentally opposed to change?

In terms of

Gaus' theory, why did the doors open to accommodate "rapid
change of social purpose?"

Based upon these cases, what

generalizations can be developed for predictive purposes?
This inquiry should be of interest to congressional
strategists regardless of their bias.

Those who seek rapid

change may gain insights into how to force the doors of the
system open.

Those who seek to prevent rapid policy altera

tions may gain insights into how to keep the metaphorical
door closed.

They might also gain insights into how to stem
10
the liberal tide once the door has opened. v
Definition of Liberalism
At this point it would be beneficial to define more
specifically liberalism and conservatism and how liberal
policies generally differ from conservative policies.

This

consideration inevitably leads one into the field of policy
as well as philosophical categorization.

Relatively few

10. I do not mean to imply that all conservatives
were opposed to all proposals for change introduced during
these periods. But as I shall demonstrate in the following
chapters, most conservatives were opposed to most of the
proposals.

10
attempts have been undertaken to classify and categorize
types of policies and types of Congresses.

This is regret

table in view of the fact that any meaningful theory of
politics must include generalizations about the content of
public policies as well as the processes that lead to the
11

enactment of those policies.11

One of the first things which is usually considered
in the evaluation of a specific policy or the over-all
policy enactments of any one Congress is the general ideo
logical content of legislation.

At the end of each Con

gress, laymen, journalists, and academicians alike are fond
of referring to the performance of Congress as being either
more or less liberal, or more or less conservative.

The

non-partisan Congressional Quarterly, one of the principal
documents for any research on Congress, each year makes some
over-all conservative-liberal evaluation of congressional
performance.
A number of differences divide liberals from con

servatives.

These differences generally reflect a different

philosophical outlook concerning the nature of man, the
relationship between man and society, views of societal
11. For an excellent article summarizing the
research of policy outputs, see Lewis A. Proman, Jr., "The
Categorization of Policy Contents," Political Science and
Public Policy, ed. Austin Ranney (Chicago: Markham Publxshing Company, 1968), pp. lj.1-5l+.

11
progress, the relationship between man and government, and
the role of government in resolving social and economic
problems.

It is fundamentally this last difference upon

which my discussion of liberalism and conservatism is
founded, although certainly this difference is closely
12
related to the others.
A liberal generally advocates an increased role for
the national government in solving public problems and in
regulating the economy for the general public interest.

He

tends to place a great deal of emphasis on collective
action, and he is far more optimistic than the conservative
on the positive contribution government can make toward
building a more perfect society.

A conservative, on the

other hand, argues for a much more limited governmental role.
He places more faith in the ability of certain natural and
economic forces to resolve problems with a minimum of inter
ference from government.

He is much less optimist about the

contribution government can make toward social progress and
individual liberty.

The conservative would insist that

12. It should be emphasized here that I am not
talking about nineteenth century American liberalism or
liberalism as it is still thought of in most parts of the
world. The United States ia one of the few countries which
uses the terai "liberal" to denote a left-of-center philoso
phy. For most countries, a liberal is one who adheres to a
rigiht-of-center philosophy believing in a more restricted
role for government. The Australians, for instance, have a
Liberal Party to represent the conservative segment of
society and a Labour Party to represent what Americans would
call the liberal segment.

12
morality cannot be legislated and that governmental regula• tion interferes with the natural operation of the economy.
A liberal would tend to argue that legislation in the long
run can affect morality or at least change patterns of
personal behavior for the better.

A conservative places

more emphasis on individualism and the ability of private
non-governmental groups to resolve their own problems.
This different attitude between contemporary
liberals and conservatives on the proper role of government,
particularly the federal government, is an important aspect
of American politics and is particularly visible in Con
gress.

As the Congressional Quarterly notes:

A basic difference in philosophy in American poli
tics is over the role of the Federal Government.
While the nature and limits of that role are sub
ject to constitutional restraint, specific issues
often generate debate over whether the Government
is 'going too far,' 'growing too central,' or
•getting too big.'
This philosophic difference over how large a
role the Government should assume is a profound
one in Congress. It may account for much of the
difference in posture between Democrats and
Republicans, between 'Liberals' and 'Conserva
tives,' between Noi'therners and Southerners—not
to mention other regional representatives—and
between urban and rural members.13
13. Congressional Quarterly Almanac, 196£, p. 1111.
For a provocative discussion of this same distinction
between liberals and conservatives on the proper role of the
federal government, see James L. Sundquist, Politics and
Policy: The Eisenhower, Kennedy, and Johnson Years
(Washington, D.C.: The Brookings Institution, 196&). See
particularly Chapter XI, "Ideas and Laws," pp. I4.7I -$0$,
Sundquist, however, prefers to use the term "activist"

13
The difference between modern American liberalism
and conservatism is not simply a difference between a pro
clivity to use federal authority to solve problems versus
the inclination to rely primarily on private institutions.
Under certain conditions conservatives are anxious to use
the powers of the federal government.

For example, in

recent years conservatives have not shied away from such
federal programs as oil depletion allowances, subsidies to
shipping and airlines, funds for highways, subsidies for
agricultural commodities, and expanded defense contracts.
Conservatives, however, usually are much less willing and
in most cases strongly resist the extended use of federal
authority in the broad areas of socio-economic welfare and
education.

Most conservatives, for example, have resisted

such legislation as the Federal Trade Commission Act, the
instead of liberal. By his definition, an activist is one
who has "a desire to act and a readiness to take national
action through the national political and governmental
processes." Conservatives, on the other hand, tend "to look
to other institutions--states, conanunities, the family,
private enterprise, private groups of various kinds--for any
necessary collective action." For another insightful treat
ment of conservativism and liberalism which conforms to the
distinction made -®n this dissertation, see Arthur M.
Schlesinger, Jr., "The Coming Shape of American Politics,"
The Progressive, Z\, {September, 1959), 22-29. Schlesinger
argues that "there i* an inherent cyclical rhythm in our
national affairs--a predictable (and understandable) swing'
from positive government to negative government; from
periods of intense activity which accomplish a lot of things
but finally wear the people out to periods of apathy and
passivity which go on until the national energy is replen
ished and forward motion can again be resumed."

1if
Clayton Anti-Trust Act, the Tennessee Valley Authority, the
poverty program, civil rights legislation, medicare, con
sumer protection laws, and minimum wage legislation.

There

fore, it is necessary to qualify the previous distinction
between liberalism and conservatism with the proposition
that there also tends to be an important distinction between
the types of policies liberals and conservatives pursue.
One conservative member of the House of Representa
tives, Thomas B. Curtis (R.-Missouri) relying upon the dis
tinction made by Professor Clinton Rossiter, very neatly
summarized the distinction I make in this study between
liberalism and conservatism as these terns apply to con
gressional policies.
What, precisely, do the words 'liberal1 and 'con
servative1 connote when applied to legislation and
to the activities of Congress? . . . One student
of American conservatism, Clinton Rossiter . . .
writes that conservatives and liberals have dif
ferent attitudes toward liberty: The conservative
thinks of liberty as something to be preserved,
the liberal as something to be enlarged. 'His
torically, • Rossiter continues, 'the conservative
has stressed the social nature of man and the
primacy of the community, and the liberal has
emphasized individual rights.' Today, of course,
we hear the conservative talking about individual
liberty and the liberal about the needs of the
community. Why the switch? Rossiter suggests,
and I tend to agree, that the debate centers
around the relationship between government and
liberty; liberals believe that by and large gov
ernment expands and protects liberty while con
servatives are not so sure.
Conservatives, when asked what is necessary to
insure the happiness and prosperity of the Ameri
can people, answer with Jefferson who in his first

15
inaugural said a 'wise and frugal government, which
shall restrain men from injuring one another, shall
leave them otherwise free to regulate their own
pursuits of industry and improvement, and shall not
take from the mouth of labor the bread it has
earned.' I, as a conservative, recognize that the
Federal Government is properly supreme in the areas
of national defense and foreign policy, but I am
inclined to accept Jefferson's description of the
proper scope of government in the social and eco
nomic spheres. The liberal, in my judgment,
defines the scope of the Federal Government much
more broadly than this.
Theoretical Frameworkt Questions,
Hypotheses
Before comparing the political conditions of each of
the four Congresses, it is necessary to make as clear as
possible what it is that this study does and does not
attempt to explain.

The study does not attempt to explain

the quantification of congressional output—number of bills
passed.

Many observers think that the four Congresses have

been the most quantitatively productive of this century.
But as the figures in Chapter 2 indicate, this impression is
not valid.

What this study does attempt to explain is

liberal congressional productivity.

Here the focus is on

the content or substance of policies, not the quantity.
What distinguishes these four Congresses is not the quantity
1ij.. Congressional Record, 89th Congress, 1st Ses
sion, June 15» 1965# P* 13737. The book by Clinton Rossiter
which Curtis relies upon for his distinction between liber
alism and conservatism is Conservatism in America (New York:
Alfred A. Knopf, 1962).
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of laws enacted, but the type of laws enacted.

Since there

• tends to be so much misunderstanding concerning this dis
tinction, a full chapter is devoted to clearing up the con
fusion.
Once this has been done, each Congress is compared
in reference to five political variables or conditions.

For

analytical purposes, the Second Session of the 88th Congress
and the 89th Congress are considered as one continuous con
gressional period lasting from 19614- through 1966.

The

variables have been selected from political science litera
ture as being the most likely to explain why some Congresses
are more liberal than others„
In this conceptualization, I have been influenced
greatly by the ideas of a number of political scientists.
The first and foremost influence Jias been the work of
Charles 0. Jones, who has identified four types of condi
tioning variables to explain the role of the minority party
in congressional policy-making.1^

Also influential is the

1 $ , (1) Institutional variables (structural charac
teristics and traditions of Congress);- (2) independent ses
sions variables (temper of the times, relative strength of
minority party outside Congress, painty unity, presidential
leadership); (3) intervening variables (procedure in the two
houses, size of the majority party's margin over the minor
ity party, majority and minority party leadership and
organization, and length of time minority party has been in
the minority). See his "Policy Making Functions of the
Minority Party in Congress." Pa^er delivered at the 1966
Annual Meeting of the American Political Science Associa
tion. Part of this paper appears as "The Minority Party and
Policy-Making in the House of Representatives,11 American
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work of John. S. Saloma III who has discerned seven "factors
1A

affecting legislative output."10

The research and con

ceptualization of Randall B. Ripley also has been most help
ful.

Ripley has suggested four basic conditions necessary

for legislative success.^

Prom these works primarily and a

few others I have selected the five political variables
which I believe offer the greatest utility in accounting for
congressional liberalism.

The United states Congress

responds to a multiplicity of factors.

The following are

five of the most important.
Political Science Review, 62 (June, 1968), Ij.8l-I4.9l4-* A
fuller treatment of the subject appears in his Minority
Party Leadership in Congress (Boston: Little, Brown and
Company, 1970).
16. (1) Party or electoral balance; (2) public
opinion or mood; (3) complexity of legislative problems;
(k) the intensity and extent of opposition; (5) leadership
commitment—presidential and congressional; (6) biases
introduced through congressional representation; (7) and
biases introduced througja rules and procedures.
17. (1) The larger the presidential majority,
(especially in the House), the greater the probability of
success; (2) a new majority is likely to have more success
than an established majority; (3) chances of legislative
success are increased if the President actively assists con
gressional leaders in planning the details of legislative
combat; (I4.) leaders who are more innovative are more suc
cessful. See his Majority Party Leadership in Congress
(Boston: Little, Brown and Company, 1969), pp. 1
A
li3t of conditions for successful House leadership is
developed by Lewis A. Proman, Jr., and Randall B. Ripley,
"Conditions for Party Leadership: The Case of the House
Democrats,11 American Political Science Review, 59 (March,
1965), 52-63T For a computer analysis of factors influenc
ing legislative outcomes, see Michael J. Shapiro, "The House
and the Federal Role: A Computer Simulation of Roll-Call
Voting," American Political Science Review, 62 (June, 1968),
494-517.
:

Temper of the Times
Though "temper of the times" is a vague terra, it is
a very important variable explaining the receptivity of
Congress to change.

Despite the operational limitations of

a term like "temper of the times," many scholars have relied
on it to some extent to account for varying degrees of con
gressional productivity.

The over-all impact of the public

mood on the perceptions and expectations of policy-makers
certainly should not be overlooked in any study attempting
to explain policy change.

This is not to say that Congress

always responds favorably and immediately to public demands
and that to forecast the type of legislative output all
required is a careful assessment of public opinion on a
particular issue at any given moment in time.
is not quite that simple.

The process

While acting to preserve and

safeguard minority rights, the American system of constitu
tional checks and balances also functions to delay and frus
trate the enactment of majority rule.

The majority

coalition-building process is immensely complicated by the
numerous obstacles the founding fathers placed between
public demands and the implementation of those demands into
public policies.

The system was designed to make it diffi

cult for majorities to implement their demands quickly into
public policy.

"Legislative leadership requires the stub

bornness of a mule and the patience of Job," Carl Albert

19
emphasizes.

"A bill should never be programmed unless the

• bill is ready for the House and the House is ready for the
bill."^®

What was there about the temper of the times

during these periods that made not just the House, but the
whole Congress ready to pass so much major liberal legisla
tion?

In an editorial on the successful American moon land

ing in 1969 James Reston wrote:
One of the lessons of the present spectacular
voyage to the moon is that the American mind and
the American political system seem to need great
challenges and clear goals to work at their best.
Humiliations and disasters help, too. The
American people are watching this flight with
their uttexraost pride, but it was the hurt to
their pride—first in the Soviet Sputnik I flight
•of 1957 and then in Yuri Gagarin's first human
venture into space in 1960—that created the
psychological and political conditions for the
U.S. decision to go to the moon (emphasis added).'
Might Reston1s thesis also help explain the unusual
liberal productivity of the 63rd, 73rd, 88th(2), and 89th
Congresses?

Was there a crisis situation present during

these Congresses?

What factors functioned to increase con

gressional commitment to liberal policies?
18. Congressional Record, 89th Congress, 2nd Ses
sion, May 23» 19ob, p. 11167.
19. James Reston, "The Moon and 1976," Interna
tional Herald Tribune, Paris, July 19-20, 1969.
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Nature of Presidential Leadership
The existence of public opinion conducive to change
is necessary for liberal policy, but so also is the exist
ence of persuasive presidential leadership.

Since the turn

of the century Congress increasingly has come to rely on the
leadership and policy direction from the White House.

Con

gress is not well equipped for quick decisive action, espe
cially in the liberal direction, because of its own internal
diffusion of power and responsibility.

Congress is almost

helpless to act without some type of unifying presidential
leadership.

An important question to ponder, therefore, is

what were the contributions of presidential leadership to
the liberal productivity of these Congress?

Did Woodrow

Wilson, Franklin D. Roosevelt, and Lyndon B. Johnson share
any common views of the presidency which might help explain
their successful congressional leadership?

How did Wilson,

Roosevelt, and Johnson exploit the opportunities presented
to them to exert influence on Congress?

Were there any

similarities in their leadership techniques?
Organization of Congress
In addition to the temper of the times and the
nature of presidential leadership, another conditioning
variable affecting congressional output is the structural
organization of Congress itself.
has a conservative bias.

Congressional organization

The decentralization of power
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within Congress tends to delay and frustrate the enactment
of liberal demands.

Lewis A. Froman, Jr., a leading con

temporary authority on the rules and procedures of Congress,
states:
In an overall sense . . . the distribution of power
within this decentralized structure, the many steps
which bills must pass through and the complexity of
the rules and procedures which protect, quite
closely, the rights of minorities, add up to a
decision-making body which generally favors con
servative interests and the status quo. In other
words', it takes a lot of hard work to pass liberal
legislation (emphasis added
Given the conservative nature of congressional
organization, an important question for this inquiry
becomes:

Was it necessary to make any structural changes in

the organization of Congress, or was the existing organiza
tion sufficiently flexible to accommodate change?
Majority Party Size and Organization
Another condition affecting the chances of passing a
great number of liberal policies is the size and nature of
the majority party organization in Congress.

Despite their

decentralized, non-disciplinary nature, American political
parties are the most effective means the American people
have to implement their wishes into policies.

Parties help

to bring unity to our governmental structure.

They help t&

20. Lewis A. Froman, Jr., The Congressional Process:
Strategies, Rules and Procedures (Boston: Little, Brown and
Company, 1967), p. 2124..
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bridge the gap between the executive, legislative, and
judicial branches, and between the states and the federal
government.

As Professor V. 0. Key stated:

For government to function, the obstructions of the
constitutional mechanism mu3t be overcome, and it
is the party that casts the web, at times.weak, at
times strong, over the dispersed organs and gives
them a semblance of unity.21
Three important questions to ask, therefore, are:
Were the White House and Congress controlled by the same
political party?
ship in Congress?

How large was the majority party's member
Did the majority party find it necessary

to make any changes in its own congressional organization to
facilitate party unity and the passage of liberal legisla
tion?
Minority Party Size and Organization

Each Congress is also compared with respect to the
size and organization of the minority party.

One of the

reasons policy change tends to come slowly is that the
minority party usually has sufficient size and strength to
oppose, to defeat, to delay, or to modify substantially the
recommendations of the majority party.

When the size of the

minority party is .small and when it lacks an effective con
gressional organization, one might hypothesize that policy
21. V. 0. Key, Politics, Parties, and Pressure
Groups (to-th ed. rev.; New York: Thomas Y. Crowell, 1958)*
p. 703.

23
change would tend to come more quickly.

Was this the situa

tion during the 63rd, 73rd, 88th (2nd), and 89th Congresses?
Approach: Relation to a Theory of
Politics and Policy Making
For a considerable length of time the dominant
approach to the study of American politics has been the
process approach in which the researcher focuses on the
processes of government and politics--the legislative proc
ess, the electoral process, the budgetary process, the group
process.

The aim is to describe and explain the political

process in operation, why it works the way it does, the
norms governing committee assignments, the prerequisites for
successful party leadership, partisan and constituent influ
ence on voting behavior, the function of the Committee on
Rules, the pattern of interaction, between congressional
committees and the bureaucracy, and so on.

A comparatively

recent and growing criticism of this approach is that polit
ical scientists have been too concerned with documenting the
details of the political process itself and not concerned
enough with how the processes affe'ct the type of public
policies enacted.
Out of this criticism has emerged the policy
approach.

The focus here is on the content of policy.

Thomas R. Dye explains the need for this approach:
The study of public policy outcome is one of the
major responsibilities of political science.

2k
While the structure and functioning of political
systems have always been a central concern of
political science, the content of public policy
is also an element of political life which polit
ical science must endeavor to explain. Policy
outcomes express the value allocations of a society
and these allocations are the chief output of the
society's political system. Policy outcomes, like
election returns, roll-call votes, or court deci- 22
sions, must be assembled, described and explained.
Ideally, the process approach and policy approach
should be viewed as complementary, not mutually exclusive.
But the two approaches do have distinct points of departure
and raise different sorts of questions.

The process

approach focuses on governmental and political processes
whereas the policy approach focuses on the nature of public
policy itself,

Hiose who emphasize the policy approach are

primarily concerned with public problems and how these prob
lems are acted on by government.

They focus at either the
«

input stage (demands) or the output stage (policies) of
systems analysis.2^

22. Thomas R. Dye, Politics, Economics, and the
Public; Policy Outcomes in the American States (Chicago:
Rand McNally and Company, 1966), p. 1.
23. For insightful essays on the two approaches,
see Vernon Van Dyke, "Process and Policy as Focal Concepts
in Political Research,11 Report #5* The Laboratory of Polit
ical Research, Department of Political Science, University
of Iowa, Iowa City, Iowa, July, 1966; James A. Robinson,
"The Major Problems of Political Science," Politics and
Public Affairs, ed. Lynton K. Caldwell (Bloomington,
Indiana: Institute of Training for Public Service, Depart
ment of Government, 1962), p. 169; Daniel Lerner and Harold
D, Lasswell, eds., The Policy Sciences (Stanford: Stanford
University Press, 1957)» and Charles 0. Jones, "The Policy
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A mixture of the two approaches is used here.

The

' policy approach is used in that the point of departure is
public policy—the large number of liberal policies enacted
by the 63rd, 73rd, 88th (2nd Sess.), and 89th Congresses.
This is what I am trying to explain.

To do sa it is neces

sary to look at the political process.

What was there about

the political processes and conditions of these times which
led to the impulse for liberal legislation?

The concern is

with the relationship and interaction between policies and
processes.
Looked at from a slightly different perspective, the
approach used in the study could be said to belong under a
separate category—the analysis of policy change.

Michael

D. Reagan very nicely characterizes the objectives of this
•type of analysis.
In addition to the study of policy-process interac
tion, there is another kind of policy-related
question having both theoretical and practical
importance. This is the question of identifying
the factors that bring about changes in substantive
policy, to aid us (we hope) both in understanding
changes we have seen and in predicting likely ave
nues of future development. Here the comparative
element is essential; one must try to identify
factors at a level of generality applicable to many
areas of policy--as well as determining which addi
tional factors, may be peculiar to a single policy
subject.2MApproach: An Essay on Teaching American Politics," Midwest
Journal of Political Science, 22 (May, 1969), 28ij-297*
24* Michael D. Reagan, "Policy Issues: The Inter
action of Substance and Process," Polity, 1 (Pall, 1968),

36-51.

26
There were, of course, peculiar factors contributing
to the passage of each piece of policy change legislation
passed by the four Congresses.

Rather than focus on these

unique factors, however, which would take an infinite amount
of time, I have attempted to identify factors at a level of
generality, applicable to many areas of policy.

The find

ings, therefore, must remain tentative and subject to exten
sive research.

But hopefully, at the conclusion of this

study I will be able to say something meaningful about those
very general political conditions which tend to produce
liberal Congresses.

CHAPTER 2
COMPARATIVE CONGRESSIONAL OUTPUT
A number of methods might be used to compare con
gressional output.

One of the most obvious is a quantita

tive comparison involving the number of bills enacted by
each Congress.

Another is a qualitative comparison involv

ing the type of legislation enacted.

This chapter compares

the 63rd, 73rd, 88th (2nd), and 89th Congresses along these
two dimensions.
Quantitative Similarities
Although these four Congresses are generally con
ceded to have been the most liberally productive of the
1. There are many policy output studies at the
state level. See, for example, Thomas R. Dye, Politics,
Economics, and the Public; Policy Outcomes in *5Ke American
States (Chicago: Rand McNally and Company, 1966); Ira
Sharkansky and Richard I. Hofferbert, "Dimensions of State
Politics, Economics, and Public Policy," .American Political
Science Review, 63 (September, 1969), 867-5751 Richard E.
Dawson and James A. Robinson, "Inter-Party Competition, Eco
nomic Variables and Welfare Policies in the American
States," Journal of Politics, 25 (May, 1963), 26f>-289;
Andrew L. Cowart, "Anti-Poverty Expenditures in the American
States: A Comparative Analysis," Midwest Journal of Polit
ical Science, 13 (May, 1969), 219-236; Ira Sharkansky,
"Economic and Political Correlates of State Government
Expenditures: General Tendencies and Deviant Cases," Mid
west Journal of Political Science, 11 (May, 1967), 173-l^«
Unfortunately, however, there has been no comparable quan
titative study of congressional output.
27
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twentieth century, they have not been the most quantita
tively productive.

This is contrary to common belief.

In

some quarters there is a tendency to equate quantity with
liberalism.

The impression often is conveyed that these

Congresses are the most liberal because they have been the
ones to enact the most number of bills.

This type of state

ment has been made particularly in reference to the 89th
Congress.
poses.

Democrats make the statement for partisan pur

Even Republicans, who usually are quick to question

the qualitative value of much of the 89th's legislation, are
inclined to concede that this Congress was very important in
a quantitative sense.

"That Mr. Johnson met with historic

success in terms of mere quantity of laws passed in 1965 is
unquestioned," observed Senate Minority Leader, Everett M.
Dirksen.^

And Jackson E. Betts (,R.-Ohio) noted:

"If we

measure the 89th Congress solely by the quantity of its
legislation, then perhaps it was the most productive in
history as some officials have termed it."3

But no one

knows if it were the most productive because no one has ever
taken the time to count the bill3 -enacted and compare the
figures with the output of other Congresses.
2. Congressional Record, 89th Congress, 2nd Ses
sion, October 20, 1966, p.
3.

Ibid.
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Since this is such a common commentary about not
just the 89th, but about the other two periods as well, it
was decided to do a little "head counting" to see if these
statements had any empirical validity.
indices were used.

Three quantitative

Data was collected on the .number of

public bills introduced, the number passed, and the percent
age passed in every Congress since 1900.

The aim was to see

how the 63rd, 73rd, 88th, and 89th Congresses compare with
the other Congresses of the twentieth century purely in a
quantitative respect.

The general hypothesis was that these

four Congresses have been the most quantitatively productive
in this century.^

If there is any validity to the flood

gate theory, or.s might expect more bills to be introduced
and passed during the high tide of liberalism than during
normal times.

Realizing that the, flood gates are open and

perceiving that Congress is more receptive to change now
than during normal times, congressmen might proceed to
introduce and pass great volumes of legislation that might
not be passed otherwise.
if. Unfortunately, the quantitative data I was able
to collect does not provide separate data on each congres
sional session. Therefore, any generalizations made about
the 88th Congress must include the conservative first ses
sion as well as the liberally productive second session.
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Number Public Bills Introduced

Figure 1 provides evidence to invalidate part of the
er
hypothesis."^ The figure reveals a gradual but steady
increase in the number of bills introduced from 1901 to 1909
followed by a gradual though uneven decrease down to
The trend has been upward since 1914-3 with the exception of
the 8i|.th Congress.

For purposes of this study, the most

meaningful generalization is that the Congresses generally
considered as the most liberal of this century have not been
the most important in terms of the number of bills intro
duced.

The 63rd and 89th Congresses rank comparatively high

in volume, but they are far from the top.

The 73**d Congress

is well below average.
However, an interesting pattern, relevant to our
purpose, does emerge regarding the first decade of this
century.

As the figure indicates, there was a steady

increase in the number of bills introduced from the 57th to
the 61st Congress, with the number decreasing slightly in
the 62nd and more importantly in the 63rd.

This sharp

increase actually began in the 53rd Congress.

There was a

significant increment in the number of bills introduced in
every Congress from 1890 to 1909.^

A number of factors may

5. For the exact number of bills introduced,
passed, and the percentage passed, see the Appendix.
6.

For statistics prior to 1900, see the Appendix.
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help explain this:

the addition of two new states to the

Union,7 an increase in the number of members in Congress,®
an increase in the number of public problems facing the
country and technology.

I would hypothesize, however, that

the increase may be due in large part to the progressive
movement which began the last decade of the nineteenth cen
tury and continued into the second decade of the twentieth
century.

This was an important transitional period in

American politics as the nation underwent a rather profound
change from a rural, agricultural society into a modern
industrialized nation-state.

The public as well as their

political institutions experienced a period of stress in
their attempts to adjust to an rapidly changing environment.
The progressives were generally frustrated in their demands
•for reform by the conservative structure of American govern
ment, particularly the Congress.

Possibly, the more the

progressives were frustrated, the more bills they introduced
in Congress.

The slight decrease in the number introduced

in the 62nd perhaps can be explained by the more liberal
disposition of this Congress as the House of Representatives
took the positive step of alleviating the progressive demand
for tariff revision, only to have the bills blocked by the
7*

Idaho and Utah.

8. During this period the number of members in the
House of Representatives increased from 333 to 390 and the
number of Senators from 88 to 92.

Republican controlled Senate or vetoed by President William
Howard Taft.

The number introduced decreased even more in

the 63rd Congress which enacted a whole series of reform
legislation.

Conceivably there might be a tendency to

introduce fewer bills during more liberally oriented Con
gresses. In this way, more time could be spent on a few very
important bills.

This, however, is a very tentative hypoth

esis which could be tested through a rigorous, systematic
content analysis of the type of bills introduced as well as
who introduced them.
If what has been defined as the most liberal Congressas of this century are not the most productive in terms
of number of bills introduced, what then are the political
conditions for the introduction of a large number of bills?
This question is not of direct importance for the purposes
of the present study.

But it is of such theoretical inter

est that I conducted an exploratory investigation into the
conditions for the introduction of a large number of bills
as well as the conditions for the passage of a large number
of bills.

The number of bill3 introduced, the number

passed, and the percentage passed were each correlated with
twenty different independent political variables.

The

purpose was to measure statistically the independent effect
of each independent variable on the three dependent vari
ables.

No attempt was made through multiple regression

3if
analysis to determine the relative importance of each inde
pendent variable. .Delaying momentarily ,the findings regard
ing the number of bills passed, the most important finding
concerning the number introduced is that more bills tend to
be introduced when the Republican Party is in control of
either the Senate, the House of Representatives, or the
White House.

Of course, this data says nothing about who

introduces the bills—Democrats, Republicans, progressives,
conservatives or whoever.

But purely from an aggregate

point of view, in respect to the number of bills introduced,
it apparently matters which political party is in control of
which governmental institutions (see Table I).
Number of Public Bills Enacted

Figure 2 provides evidence to invalidate the second
part of the hypothesis.

Just as with the number of bills

introduced, the 63rd, 73rd, 88th, and 89th Congresses are
not the most productive Congresses in terns of the number of
bills passed.

When compared to the other Congresses of this

century, the 63rd, 73rd, and 88th are in fact among the most
quantitatively unproductive.

Even the 89th Congress, which

many people feel was the most quantitatively productive
Congress in history, ranks as only a average Congress in
this respect.
There have been four discernible peaks in the twen
tieth century regarding the number of bills passed:

TABLE I
CORRELATION MATRIX: CORRELATION OP BILLS
INTRODUCED, PASSED, AND PERCENTAGE
PASSED WITH 20 INDEPENDENT
VARIABLES

Number of
Public
Bills
Introduced
1. Divided Governt. (1 ) v.
United Governt. (o) (Same
party in control of Cong
ress and VJhite House
regardless of which party
it is.)

Percent
Number of
of
Public
Public
Bills
Bills
Passed
Passed

.1421

2. United Dem. Control (o) v.
United Rep. Control (1)

0658

.0037

.1421

3. Party in White House (o)
D (1 ) R

3926

.0709

-.2037

• 4. President's Popular Vote

1736

.4246

.2601

5. President's Electoral Vote

2^89

.3675

.2768

6. Party in Control of House
(o) D (1) R

3129

-.1565

-.3048

7. Party in Control of Senate
(o) D (1) R

41911.

-.1205

-.3156

8. Democrats' Percentage in
Congress

3144

.1812

.2327

9. Democrats' Percentage in
House

2629

.1380

.1923

10. Democrats' Percentage in
Senate

4729

.3093

.3519

11. Republicans' Percentage in
Congress

3139

1
•
vn

CO

.0037

CD

,0658

-.2223
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TABLE I--Continued

Number of
Public
Bills
Introduced

Percent
Number of
of
Public
Public
Bills
Bills
Passed
Passed

12. Republicans' Percentage in
House

.2598

-.1163

-.1791+

13* Republicans' Percentage in
Senate

.14-879

-.3179

-.3665

Majority Party Percentage
in Congress (regardless of
Party)

.0275

.214.07

.0087

15» Majority Party Percentage
in House

-.0073

.2506

.0272

16. Majority Party Percentage
of gains in House

-.0195

-.06I|ii-

-.0016

17» Majority Party Percentage
of Losses in House

.0658

-.1789

-.0990

18. Majority Party Percentage
of Losses in Senate

r

.123^

.1121+ -

-.O676

19. Majority Party Percentage
of Gains in Senate

- .114

-6I

.0514.9

.014.86

20. Majority Party Percentage
of Losses in Senate

-.0214-5

-.1153

.0053

13r
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1927-1931 ; 1935-1943; 1 9^5-1 951; 1953-1963.

The most liber

ally oriented Congresses fall outside each peak, in the
valleys so to 3peak.

In fact, the most number of bills was

passed by the 70th Congress during the conservative admin
istration of Calvin Coolidge.

That Congress enacted almost

three times the number of bills passed by the 63rd Congress
and twice the number passed by the 73rd Congress.

But no

one legitimately could argue that the Coolidge Congress was
as liberal as the Wilson 63rd or the Roosevelt 73rd.
A most important generalization here is that the
most liberal Congresses are not necessarily the ones which
enact the most number of bills.

The aggregate evidence

tends to point to a reverse relationship.

The more number

of bills passed, the less likely that Congress is to be a
liberal Congress in an overall sejise.
One might hypothesize that more bills would be
passed when the same political party controls the White
House and Congress.
this is not the case.

However, the statistics indicate that
There appears to be no statistical

relationship between united party -control and number of
bills passed.

Neither is there any relationship between

this particular independent variable and number of bills
introduced.

However, a number of interesting correlations

did emerge.

First, the highest correlation was with the

President's popular vote (,ij.2ij-0).

The larger the

President's popular vote, the more number of bills tend to
be passed.

Second, there is a higher correlation between

the majority party percentage in Congress and the number
bills passed.than there is between this variable and the
number bills introduced or the percentage passed.

This sug

gests that whichever party is in control of Congress (Demo
crats or Republicans), the larger that party's percentage,
the more bills tend to be passed.

Third, while the most

number of bills tend to be introduced when the Republicans
control Congress, the most number of bills tend to be passed
when the Democrats are in control (see Pig. 2).
percentage of Public Bills Enacted

Figure 3 invalidates the third part of the hypoth
esis.

The 63rd, 73rd, 88th, and 89th Congresses have not

been the most productive in terms of the percentage of bills
enacted.
tive.

In fact, they have been among the most unproduc

Not one of these Congresses passed more than four

percent of the total number of bills introduced.

Three of

the four Congresses passed less than three percent.
The most productive Congresses were the 80th (19i|.648) and the 8^th 0

•

Ironically, the 80th Congress

was one of the most conservative Congresses of this century,
labelled the "do-nothing Congress" by President Truman.
Here the same generalization should be made that was made
regarding the number of bills passed.

The mpst liberal

84

10-

atts 8 •
V)

M
m

Z

u
oe
a
IM
IM

89

88

57

rt
O

58

59

65

60

66

72
«

73

74

75

76

rt

n

77
r>

78

82
n

83

io

CONGRESSIONAL SESSION

Pig. 3»

Percentage Public Bills Enacted, 1900-1966

85

86

87
n
<

88

90

1*1
Congresses are not necessarily the most productive in terms
of the percentage of bills passed.
Vflien the percentage of bills passed is correlated
with the same political variables as in the other two cases,
a few interesting patterns emerge similar to those regarding
the number of bills passed.

First, the highest correlation

was with the percentage of the President's electoral vote
(.2768).

As an independent variable, this compares simi

larly with the number of bills passed (.3675)* but is
exactly opposite from the correlation with the number intro
duced (—.21+.89)•

Second, a higher percentage tends to be

passed when the Democrats are in control of either the
House, Senate, or White House.

This is basically the same

finding regarding the number of bills passed, but exactly
opposite from the finding on the number of bills intro
duced (see Pig. 3)»
Limitations to Quantification
Innumerable methodological problems confront anyone
proposing to quantify political phenomena.

This is espe

cially the case regarding quantification of congressional
output.

A basic limitation to this type of quantitative

analysis is the implicit assumption that each bill is equal
in importance.

This is obviously not the case.

Quantifi

cation reveals nothing about the intent of bills, the gen
eral conservative or liberal content of legislation, the

appropriations process, the origins of bills, the length of
time the bill was on the agenda of government, and a whole
variety of other issues which are tremendously important if
one is to gain .an overall understanding of the legislative
process.

As Majority Leader Mike Mansfield notes:

"A

quantum device has yet to be established to evaluate the
work of the Congress.

To count the bills passed is not an

answer.
Qualitative Similarities

Although the 63rd, 73**d, 88th (2nd), and 89th Con
gresses have not been the most productive in a quantitative
sense, there is a wide consensus that they have been the
most qualitatively productive in a liberal sense.

The use

of the term "quality" is not intended to imply that these
Congresses have enacted the best policies.

The word "qual

ity" also means type, or outstanding characteristics of
something, and this is the sense in which the term is
employed here.

The type of policies passed by these Con

gresses tends to bare some significant similarities which
distinguish them as very liberal within the normal context
of American policies and politics.
At least seven basic similarities can be detected'
from congressional output during these periods.

Plrst, the

9. Congressional Record, 91st Congress, 1st Ses
sion, October 1b, 1969, p. 12701.
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policies reflected a mood of increasing optimism about the
positive role government could play in problem solving; a
belief that many public problems could be solved best
through collective action and that the vehicle for such
action was the national government.

Second, the policies

tended to extend the powers of government to control and
regulate the activities of various groups in order to pro
tect and safeguard the national public interest.

Third,

the policies tended to have an independent effect upon fed
eralism by giving the national government more power and
responsibility for dealing with problems.

Fourth, many of

the policies also tended to effect separation of powers by
giving the executive branch more power at the expense of the
legislative branch.

Fifth, many of the policies extended

the boundaries of the American political process by bringing
into the system and encouraging the active participation of
many groups previously excluded.

Sixth, contrary to the

arguments of many American conservatives, the policies of
these periods did not represent radical departures from
existing policies but generally stayed well within the lib
eral tradition of American politics.

Seventh, the policies

of these Congresses muted for the most part, although tempo
rarily, the criticism that Congress is not responsive enough
to demands for change.

63rd Congres s (191 3-1915)

The 63rd Congress was not as liberal as the 73rd, or
the Second Session of the 88th, or the 89th Congresses.
These latter three Congresses enacted far more measures of
liberal importance than did the 63rd Congress.

Within the

context of contemporary American liberalism, the policies
of the 63rd Congress might even seem a bit conservative.
This Congress had nothing to say about the rights of blacks
or many of the other issues which occupy present day lib
erals.

Indeed, many of the leaders of the 63rd Congress,

such as House Majority Leader, Oscar W. Ifiiderwood, thought
of themselves as conservatives, dedicated to a concept of a
very limited role of government in society.

Even Woodrow

Wilson, who had been so successful in gaining progressive
support during the campaign and who as President acted to
implement progressive demands, was not a "flaming liberal."
He was very suspicious of too much power in the hands of
government.

But in the context of early nineteenth century

and compared to the immediately preceding Congresses, the
63rd Congress was the first major -liberal breakthrough of
this century.
Theodore Roosevelt's Administration had been some
what receptive to progressive demands.

Under his leader

ship, Congress enacted major progressive backed legislation
in the areas of conservation, railroads, and consumer

hS

protection.

But the output of the Roosevelt Congresses

(58th, 59th, 60th).was not nearly as impressive in a liberal
sense as the Wilson 63rd.

"President Roosevelt's greatest

contribution to progressivism," as historian Dewey W. Grant
ham, Jr. notes, "was the way in which he publicized and
1o
dramatized the reform movement."'"
Prom a progressive point of view, the Taft Con>gresses (61 st and 22nd) were very unproductive.
philosophy and temperament a conservative.

Taft was by

He was not able

to reconcile the conservative-progressive split within his
own party and the bitter controversies surrounding the
tariff.

These factors, plus the presence of divided govern

ment in the 62nd Congress, when the Democrats gained control
of the House for the first time in 16 years, resulted in
general status-quo oriented policy.

This trend was sud

denly changed by the liberal 63rd.^
Although the 63rd Congress did not pass as many
liberal bills as the other three Congresses, the four major
10. Dewey W. Grantham, Jr., "The Progressive Era
and the Reform Tradition," Mid-.America, ij.6 (October, 1964),

235.
11. I use the terras progressive and liberal inter
changeably. There are a number of significant differences
between the progressives during the early part of the twen
tieth century and the liberals who were so influential in
the 73rd and 89th Congresses. But there are some important
similarities as well. The basic similarity which is empha
sized here is that both the progressives and the New Deal
and Great Society liberals advocated more of a governmental
role in public problem solving than existed at that time.
They were activists.

measures it did enact have had a profound effect upon Ameri
can life.

The first was the Underwood-Simmons Tariff Act

which substantially revised the tariff laws of the country
and also established the federal income tax.

The tariff

today is not a very controversial issue, but during the
nineteenth century and for the first third of the twentieth
century, it was one of the most bitterly fought issues in
American politics.

A fundamental issue concerned the proper

use of the tariff.

Should it be used for revenue only or

should it be used to protect American industry from foreign
competition?

For years the progressives had viewed the pro

tective tariff as a symbol of special interest resulting in
monopolies and the increased concentration of wealth in the
hands of a few American industrialists.

The tariff issue

had generated bitter division within the nation's two major
political parties.

President Grover Cleveland had tried to

lower the tariff rates and had almost destroyed the Demo
cratic Party in the process.

President William Howard Taft

had promised tariff revision, and his failure to do so
hastened his downfall in 1912.
It was the 63rd Congress in 1913 which finally was
successful in lowering tariff rates.

In so doing the Demo

cratic Party implemented the first priority of it3 1912
platform.

"We favor the immediate downward revision of the

existing high and in many cases prohibitive tariff

k7
1?

duties • . .," the Democrats declared in their platform.

The Underwood-Simmons Tariff was far from a free tariff, but
it did lower the tariff rates considerably—from an average
ad valorem rate of 1|.0^ to

This was the first major

revision in the nation's tariff policy since the Civil
War.13
The second important liberal achievement of this
Congress was the Federal Reserve Act which established the
basic framework of the nation's monetary system.

For years

there had been widespread agreement within the business
community that the existing banking system, which had been
created during the Civil War, was not suited to the nation's
financial needs in the twentieth century.

This fact had

been brought home during the Bankers Panic of 1907.

The

principal weaknesses in the banking system were a lack of
effective central monetary control, an inadequate means of
mobilizing banking reserves in crisis periods, and an ine
lastic money supply.

The Federal Reserve Act was designed

12. Kirk H. Porter and Donald Bruce Johnson,
(comp.), National Party Platforms, 1814.0-196A4. (Urbana:
versity of Illinois Press, 1966), p. 16b.

Uni

13. See Arthur S. Link, Woodrow Wilson and the Pro
gressive Era 1 910-1 91 7 (New York: Harper & Brothers, 19514-)J
see particularly Link's chapter "The Battle for Tariff
Reform" in his Wilson: The New Freedom (Princeton: Prince
ton University Press, 19£>6), pp. 177-197» Frank W. Taussig,
The Tariff History of the United States (8th ed. rev.; New
York: Putnam's, 193*1), I|.09-i.|46J H. Parker Willis, "The
Tariff of 1913." Journal of Political Economy, 22 (January,
1911*.), 1-42.
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to correct this situation through the creation of twelve
• Federal Reserve banks to be controlled and regulated by the
Federal Reserve Board.^
The third major bill was the Federal Trade Commis
sion Act.

Modeled after the Interstate Commerce Commission,

this Act established an independent bi-partisan Federal
Trade Commission endowed with sweeping powers of investiga
tion.

The major part of the Act gave the Commission the

power to investigate and prevent unfair competition by the
issuance of cease and desist orders, which would be enforced
by the federal courts.

This measure was strongly approved

by small businessmen and progressives alike.

They hailed

it, as Professor Arthur Link says, "as the beginning of a
new era in constructive federal regulation of economic
life."1^
14. Link, Progressive Era, op. cit.; Link's chapr
ter "The Federal Reserve Act" in Wilson, op. cit., pp. 199—
2lj.O; Victor Morawetz, "The Banking ana Currency Problem and
Its Solution," Proceedings of the Academy of Political
Science, 1 (1910-1911), 3U-3-357; H. Parker Willis, The Fed
eral Reserve System, Legislation, Organization and Opera
tion (New York: The Ronald Press Company, 19^3)» PP* 7*5-83;
Carter Glass, An Adventure in Constructive Finance (Garden
City: Doubleday, Page and Company, 1927); Lawrence Laughlin, "The Banking and Currency Act of 1913»" Journal of
Political Economy,. 22 (April, 191i}.), 293-318; "The Currency
Bill and the Banks, I—Why the Bankers Oppose the Bill and
Why They Ought to Support It," Outlook, 10k (August 9, 1913)»
796; and Gilmore V. Iden, The Federal Reserve Act of 1913:
History and Digest (Philadelphia: The National Bank News,
19H).
15. Link, Wilson, op. cit., p. lji|2. For informa
tion on the Federal Trade Commission Act, see Louis D.

The fourth measure was the Clayton Anti-Trust Act
which gave the federal government additional power to regu
late and control business activities.

In final foxro, this

act was not as strict as the Federal Trade Commission Act
and somewhat of a disappointment to the more ardent pro
gressives.

But it did represent a major expansion of gov

ernmental power to deal with monopolies.

Initially, an

attempt was made to enumerate specifically all the different
types of illegal trust activities.

In the end, however,

Congress confined itself to an enumeration of three general
activities; price discrimination, exclusive agreements, and
interlocking directorates.

The purpose of this Act, as well

as the Federal Trade Commission, according to Wilson, was
"to make men in a small way of business as free to succeed

16

as men in a big way, and to kill monopoly in the seed.11
These two acts continue in 1970 to be major weapons in

government'3 legislative arsenal to combat monopolies and
17

unfair competition. '
Brandeis, "The Solution of the Trust Problem," Harper1s
Weekly, 58 (November 8, 1913), 19; "The New Trust Bills,"
Nation, 98 (January 29, 1911+), 100; Gerald C. Henderson, The
Federal Trade Commission (New Haven: Yale University Press,
T&zr.

;

16. Quoted by Henry Steele Commager (ed.), Documents of American History (New York: Appl eton-CenturyCroft, I9bti), II, p. 9tt.
17. For information on the Clayton Bill, see, Link,
Wilson, op. cit.; Link, Progressive Era, op. cit.; William
B. Wilson, "Labor and the Clayton Act," Harper's Weekly, 62

The 63rd Congress passed a number of other important
measures:

a bill repealing the Panama Canal Act of 1912, a

ship registration bill, a major insurance bill, a bill to
regulate cotton exchanges, and a bill providing for a gov
ernment railroad in Alaska.

But by far the most important

measures were the Underwood-Simmons Tariff Act, the Federal
Reserve Act, the Federal Trade Commission Act, and the
Clayton Anti-Trust Act.
The legislative output of this Congress was very
impressive.

Many progressives who previously had been

skeptical of the ability of the Democrats to govern effec
tively changed their opinion in view of the accomplishments
of the 63rd Congress.

In 1 91 0, for instance, Herbert Croly

found the Democratic Party impotent and incapable of pro1A
•gressive leadership.
In 19li|, ,a year and a half after
Wilson took office, Croly changed his mind.

"The old cry

that the Republican party is the only one fit to govern the
country . . . will not be heard this year, or if heard, will
(April 29, 1916), i|.73-47^i Edwin Witte, "The Clayton Bill
and Organized Labor," The Survey, -32 (July ij., 19^ij-)» 360;
and "The Changed Clayton Bill,"Nation, 99 (October 1£,
191ij-), i|£6-1^7.
18. Herbert Croly, "Democratic Factions and Insur
gent Republicans," North American, 191 (May, 1910), 631 •

TABLE II
MAJOR LEGISLATION OP THE 63RD CONGRESS
Bill

Purpose

Underwood-Simmons Tariff Act

This Act was considered the most fundamental change
in tariff policy since 1861. From 1861 to the
enactment of the Underwood-Simmons Act in 1913, the
nation1s tariff policy had been basically protec
tionist in nature. The tariff had become a symbol
to the progressives of special interest. The pro
gressives had longed advocated a downward revision
of the tariff for revenue only. The purpose of
the Underwood-Simmons Act was to lower the tariff
rates and place American industries in more of-a
competitive position with European manufacturers.
Many important American industries were opposed to
the lower rates.

Federal Reserve Act

This Act represents a major reform of the American
banking system. The basic structure established by
this Act continues to be the basis of the banking
system in the United States today. Under this Act,
twelve Federal Reserve banks were established to be
privately controlled, regulated and supervised by
the Federal Reserve Board. The general intention
of the Act was to preserve private enterprise in
banking at the local level while at the same time
imposing a degree of federal regulation.

TABLE II—Continued
Federal Trade Commission Act

The purpose of this Act was to give the federal
government power to investigate and prevent unfair
competition. This was to be done througjh the
issuance of cease and desist orders, which would be
enforced by the federal district courts. The Act
was modelled after the Interstate Commerce Commis
sion. The Act established an independent
bi-partisan Federal Trade Commission of five mem-'
bers, appointed by the President for seven-year
terms with the consent of the Senate.

Clayton Anti-Trust Act

The Clayton Anti-Trust Act did a number of things
to control business activities. It prevented price
discrimination, exclusive agreements, and inter
locking directorates. These prohibitions, however,
were limited to circumstances where these activitie's substantially interfered with competition in
interstate commerce. The Act also made corporate
officers personally liable for violations. In
addition, it made it easier for injured parties to
bring suits under the Sherman Act. One of the most
important parts of the Act was the exemption of
legitimate trade union activity from the Sherman
Act.

aSource:

Arthur S. Link, Woodrow Wilson and the Progressive Era 1910-1917
(New York: Harper, 195^4-); suicl Arthur S. Link, Wilson; The New Freedom (Princeton:
Princeton University Press, 1956).
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provoke only a smile." 7

And the American Review of Reviews

declared in October, 1913:

"The Democratic party ... has

surprised both its friends and its enemies by the firmness
with which it has faced its pledges and kept its word."^®
Progressive legislation was repeated with much less
frequency in subsequent Wilson Congresses.

Congress began

to lapse into a conservative mood by 1915*

The country

became more concerned with conditions in Europe than with
refoming domestic institutions and continuing the spirit of
the progressive movement.

The chance of passing much pro

gressive legislation was jeopardized further by divided
party government.

The Republicans began to regain their

strength; they captured the House in 1916 and gained control
of the House and Senate in 1918.

Beginning with the 66th

Congress in 1918, the conservative wing of the Republican
Party dominated American politics until the election of
Franklin D. Roosevelt in 1932.
73rd Congress (1933-1935)
The 73rd Congress was the first Roosevelt Congress
which enacted the bulk of the New Deal.

Most of this

19. Quoted by Stanley Coben, A. Mitchell Palmert
Politician (New York: Columbia University Press, 1963)*P.
73. Chapter V, "The Congress of Achievement" is an excel
lent account of the 63rd Congress.
20. "Probable Effect Upon Parties," American Review
of Reviews, I4.8 (October, 1913)» 389-390.
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legislation was passed within the "first hundred days."

For

the most part, New Deal measures were designed to solve the
immediate economic problems of the Depression.

To this end,

Congress passed a number of bills, such as the Civilian
Conservation Corps, which turned out to have only a tempo
rary impact and some bills, such as the National Recovery
Act and the Railroad Retirement Act, which the Supreme Court
later declared unconstitutional.

But Congress also passed a

great many bills which have had a pemanent impact upon
American society resulting for the most part in increased
national governmental involvement in the nation's economy
and increased governmental responsibility for resolving more
and more types of societal problems.

For example, through

the Banking Act, the President gained power to regulate and
control the banking industry.

The Agricultural Adjustment

Act set the precedent of parity and price support for
farmers.

The Federal Emergency Relief Act laid the ground

work for the nation's welfare program.

Through the Home

Owners' Loan Act the federal government agreed to provide
financial assistance to the most private institution of all,
the family.
The Tennessee Valley Act was perhaps the most leftwing measure enacted by this Congress.

Under this Act, a

government-owned public utility corporation was established

TABLE III
MAJOR LEGISLATION OP THE 73RD CONGRESS
Bill

Purpose

Banking Act

This Act did a number of things to solve the bank
ing crisis: gave federal government assistance to
private bankers so the banks could be reopened;
gave the President complete control over gold
movements; penalized hoarding; and authorized the
issuance of new Federal Reserve Bank notes.

Amendment to Volstead Act

Legalized beer and light wines. At the same time
the 21st Amendment was being considered for rati
fication by the States.

Agricultural Adjustment Act

This was the most important of several acts
designed to relieve agricultural problems. Under
this Act agricultural commodity prices were raised
to the level existing before the First World War.
This was done mainly through voluntary crop reduc
tion and federal subsidies to fanners.

Civilian Conservation Corps

This Act put a quarter of a million Americans to
work in conservation projects by early summer
1933« It was designed primarily to meet the prob
lem of unemployment, but also contributed to the
solution of conservation related problems.

TABLE III—MAJOR LEGISLATION OP THE 73RD CONGRESS, cont'd
Federal Emergency Relief Act

This Act gave money directly to the states for
public relief purposes. This represented a funda
mental break with the Hoover Administration poli
cies. Under this Act, Congress also authorized
the Reconstruction Finance Corporation to make
available $500 through the Federal Emergency
Relief Administration.

Home Owners1 Loan Act

This Act provided federal assistance in helping
families to maintain their homes. Under this law,
the home owner could not reduce the debt he owed,
but the mortgagor could turn in defaulted mort
gages for guaranteed government bonds. The Home
Owners1 Loan Corporation helped refinance one out
of every five mortgaged urban private dwellings in
the country.

Tennessee Valley Act

The Tennessee Valley Authority, established under
this Act, undertook a broad program of economic
and social reconstruction of the Tennessee Valley
region. The TVA constructed dams and transmission
lines, undertook rural electrification, withdrawal
of marginal lands, promotion of public health, and
many similar activities.

Emergency Railroad Trans
portation Act

The railroads had suffered more seriously than
other public utilities during the Depression.
This Act provided for the reorganization of the
railroads through the mergers and consolidation of
terminals, etc., under the direction of a federal
coordinator.

TABLE III—MAJOR LEGISLATION OP THE 73RD CONGRESS, cont'd
National Recovery Act

Approved the last day of the First Session, this
Act provided for the federal control of the
entire industrial structure of the country through
codes drawn up by government administrators and
special industries. The Supreme Court invalidated
the code in 1935* The code called for a great
cooperative movement throughout industry to
shorten the work week, to pay a decent wage for
the shorter week, and to prevent unfair competi
tion and disastrous over-production.

Securities Act

Modeled after the British Companies Act, the
Securities Act gave the Federal Trade Commission
(established during Wilson's 63rd Congress) power
to supervise the issuance of new securities,
required each new stock issue to be accompanied by
a statement of relevant financial information, and
made company directors criminally liable for mis
representation. The Act was steered through the
House by the Wilsonian liberal Sam Rayburn. This
Act was strongly endorsed by the progressives who
believed that Wall Street had too much control
over the economy.

Gold Reserve Act

This Act gave the President the power to control
the gold value of the dollar. The day after the
bill was signed, Roosevelt set the price of gold
at $35 an ounce which reduced the dollar to $59.06
per cent of its pre-1933 gold content. Major
purpose of the bill was to relieve inflation prob
lems and enhance Treasury control of credit and
currency.

vn
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TABLE III—MAJOR LEGISLATION OP THE 73HD CONGRESS, cont'd
Trade Agreements Act

This Act authorized the President to raise or
lower tariff rates up to 50 P®** cent for countries
which would reciprocate with similar concessions
for American products. Within the next four years,
the United States entered into 18 such treaties.

Securities Exchange Act

The basic purpose of this bill was to regulate the
activities of the stock market. It was intended
to end misrepresentation on the stock market by
requiring registration and full disclosure of
information on all securities traded on the
exchanges. Through regulating margin require
ments, Roosevelt hoped to reduce irresponsible
speculations. The Act created the Securities and
Exchange Commission to administer the law as well
as the Securities Act of 1933» Wall Street was
almost unanimously against the bill. They wanted
no federal regulation. Richard Whitney, President
of the New York Stock Exchange argued that "the
Exchange is a perfect institution."

Communications Act

This Act created the Federal Communications Com
mission to regulate the radio, telegraph, and
cable businesses.

Railroad Retirement Act

This Act set up pensions for railway workers.
Part of the law was later declared unconstitu
tional by the Supreme Court.

Air Mail Act

The Air Mail Act stipulated rigid federal controls
in awarding federal contracts.

TABLE III—MAJOR LEGISLATION OP THE 73RD CONGRESS, cont'd
National Housing Act

This Act provided for new home construction and
created the Federal Housing Administration.

Taylor Grazing Act

Under this Act, the federal government subjected
grazing on the public domain to national regula
tion. The law provided for the segregation of up
to eighty million acres of public grasslands.

Bankhead Cotton Control Act

The Bankhead Act provided for the compulsory
restriction of the cotton crop.

Kerr-Smith Tobacco Control Act

This Act increased federal regulation of tobacco
production.

Jones-Costigan Bill

This Act provided for quotas on the importation
and domestic production of such basic commodities
as sugar, dairy, and beef cattle.

Deficiency Appropriations Bill

This Act included provisions for over $1 billion
to be distributed among relief agencies largely at
the discretion of the President.

Source: James MacGregor Burns, Roosevelt; The Lion and the Fox (New York:
Harcourt, Brace, and World, Inc., 1956); S. Pendleton Herring, "First Session of the
Seventy-third Congress," American Political Science Review, 28 (February, 193h)» 6583; E. Pendleton Herring, Second Session of the Seventy-third Congress," American
Political Science Review, 28 (October, 193ij-)* 852-866; William E. Leuchtenburg,
Franklin D. Roosevelt and the New Deal (New York: Harper and Row, 1963); and
Lawrence H. Chamberlain. The President, Congress, and Legislation (New York:
Columbia University Press, 19^4-6). Henry Steele Coiamaaer ted.), Documents of
American History (New York: Appleton-Century-Crofts, 1968), II.

60
to undertake a broad program of economic and social recon
struction of the Tennessee Valley region.
The Securities Exchange Act increased governmental
control of the stock market.

The Communications Act created

the Federal Communications Commission to regulate the
activity of yet another industry.

The National Housing Act

represented one of the first full scale attempts by the
federal government to deal with the nation's housing prob
lem.
The list of reform measures enacted is indeed
impressive.

As the distinguished political scientist E.

Pendleton Herring notes:
Critical times have been faced before and remedial
measures found, but the hundred days of this ses
sion are unparalled for the speed and discipline
with which Congress was brought to face and finish
its task, for the political adroitness and firm
ness of the presidential leadership, and for the
extraordinary importance and far-reaching effect
ing of the legislation enacted . .
For Herring the performance of the 73rd Congress
revealed the fundamental strength and weakness of the Ameri
can political system.
The session demonstrated that despite federalism,
bicameralism, factionalism, and the negative char
acter of our political parties, the present gov
ernmental structure is capable of meeting a
national crisis. Responsible executive leadership
appeared. For its sanction, it relied in large
21. E. Pendleton Herring, "First Session of the
Seventy-third Congress," American Political Science Review,
28 (February, 193^)# 6£.
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measure upon the popular fear during an emergency
and upon the political patronage flowing from an
electoral victory. The session made clear the
urgent necessity of responsible political leader
ship, but it afforded little light as to how this
authority can be effectively retained under other
condi tions.22
The 73rd Congress was by far the most liberal Con
gress to date, more liberal than the 63rd Congress but con
tinuing in the same reform tradition begun by the
progressive movement.

Dewey V/. Grantham, Jr. nicely

summarizes the major differences and similarity between
these two periods.
The Great Depression and the New Deal brought a
vigorous revival of the reform movement in the
United States. Its spirit and method differed to
some extent from that of the progressive movement;
it was more thorough-going in its intervention in
the economy, more concerned with specific economic
and social benefits, more engrossed with planning,
less moralistic, and less optimistic. Progressivism, which dominated a relatively prosperous and
decidedly hopeful age, represented a kind of volun
tarism, while the New Deal, unfolding in the midst
of the nation's most devastating depression, repre
sented a kind of compulsory program. Yet in many
important ways the extension of progress!vism that
ran through the twenties became the headwater of
New Deal liberalism, and in its fundamental values
and aspirations the reform movement of the 1930's
was much like that of the progressive era. Many of
the basic problems of proposed solutions of the New
Deal years had had their first currency during the
progressive period.23
The 7^-th Congress continued in the tradition of the
73rd, but with decreasing productivity.
22.

Ibid., p. 83.

23.

Grantham, op. cit., 2i|.9-250.
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increasingly reluctant to accept Roosevelt's recommenda
tions.

Open hostility between the President and Congress

finally erupted in the

Congress.

Although the Demo

crats in that Congress had the largest majority of any party
in congressional history, they refused to go along with
Roosevelt's famous "court-packing" plan.

The Supreme Court

had ruled unconstitutional some of the New Deal legislation.
Hence, Roosevelt proposed to increase the number of members
on the Court and appoint liberal judges to fill the vacan
cies.

Congress would have none of that, however.

This

plan, as well as other major New Deal recommendations was
defeated.
Beginning with the 75th Congress and continuing into
the mid 1960's, Congress generally was controlled by the
conservative coalition of Southern Democrats and Republicans.
This is not to say that during this twenty-five year period
Congress did not enact any major liberal legislation.

A

variety of liberal ideas did become policy; but no Congress
during this period enacted the voiume of liberal legislation
that passed the 73rd Congress.
In the opinion of some, the doors actually began to
open again after the election of 1958.

In that election the

Democratic Party gained its largest congressional majority
since 1936 (House:

D-283; R-15^J Senate:

D-66; R-3^)»

The
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liberal historian Arthur M. Schlesinger, Jr. argued:
What happened in 1958 foreshadowed a . . . general
turning of the tide. The condition of national
exhaustion is evidently coming to an end. Bat
teries are being recharged. ... In time, the
collecting discontent will find a national
voice. . . . Then there will.be a breakthrough
into a new political epoch. '4The major breakthrough came in 196J^.
88th Congress, 2nd Session (1961|)
The Second Session of the 88th Congress is widely
regarded as the most liberal Congress since the Roosevelt
days.

This Session plus the following 89th Congress passed

into law a number of bills which had been on the liberal
agenda for a considerable length of time.

The First Session

of the 88th had resulted in a stalemate between the liberal
Democratic President, John P. Kennedy, and the conservative
coalition in Congress.

Most conservatives saw nothing wrong

with Congress refusing to pass Kennedy's program.

They

argued that this is exactly what a majority of the American
electorate demanded.

The conservative Daily Independent of

Kannapolis, North Carolina, for instance, stated candidly
that this "Congress did (the) nation a service by bottling
2J+. Arthur M. Schlesinger, Jr., "The Coming Shape,
of American Politics," The Progressive, 23 (September, 1959)*
22-29.

up repulsive legislation" which had been advocated by the
liberal press and the liberal President.^

The Independent

voiced strong opposition to the view that Congress was not
doing its job unless it passed Kennedy's program.

Not all

commentators shared the opinion of the Daily Independent.
Walter Lippman wondered "what kind of legislative body is it
that will not or cannot legislate?"^

"Congress is using a

procedure of smothering and strangling, rather than of
debating and voting, which violates the basic principles of
representative government,"^7

Lippman maintained.

The Second Session proved to be a dramatic departure
from the First.

The logjam suddenly was broken.

Under

Lyndon B. Johnson's leadership this session passed a number
of important measures which John P. Kennedy had been unsuc
cessful in steering through Congress.

The two most impor

tant were the Revenue Act and the Civil. Rights Act.

The

Revenue Act was quite significant in that it marked the
federal government's first officially acceptance of planned
25. "Our Congress
Up Repulsive Legislation,"
North Carolina, January 8,
Record, 8tJth Congress, 2nd
P. A157.

Did Nation a Service by Bottling
Daily Independent, Kannapolis,
1961}.. Reprinted in Congressional
Session, January 16, 1961].,

26. Quoted in Roger H. Davidson, David M. Kovenock
and Michael K. O'Leary, Congress in Crisis Politics and
Congressional Reform (Belmont, California: Wadsworth Pub
lishing Company, 1966), p. 123.
27. Walter Lippman, "A Critique of Congress," News
week, 63 (January 20, 1961].), p. 19.
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deficit spending as a method for stimulating the economy.
The Civil Rights Act containing the controversial public
accommodations section was generally regarded as the most
comprehensive civil rights legislation since Reconstruction.
This Congress also passed the very liberal Economic Oppor
tunity Act which declared the federal government's intention
to eliminate poverty.

One of the most controversial sec

tions of this bill has turned out to be the community action
program calling for the "maximum feasible participation" of
the poor in formulating and administering anti-poverty
policies.

The idea for the legislation originated during

the Kennedy Administration, but the proposal itself was not
pO

presented until 1 96I+.
Congress also passed in 1961}. an important mass
transit bill, a permanent food stamp program, new federal
aid to the cotton and wheat industries, a bill to raise
military, congressional, and civil service pay, a major
extension and expansion of the National Defense Education
Act, and a bill providing for legal aid to indigents.
This Congress was especially active in the area of
conservation.

It passed a bill incorporating federally held

wilderness areas into a National Wilderness System, a major
goal of conservationists throughout the post-war era.

York:

28. John C. Donovan, The Politics of Poverty (New
Pegasus, 1967).

TABLE IV
MAJOR LEGISLATION OF THE 88TH CONGRESS, 2ND SESSION

Bill
Tax Cut Bill

Civil Rights Act

Economic Opportunity Act

Purpose
This bill represented the federal government's
acceptance for the first time to use planned defi
cit spending as a method for stimulating the econ
omy. The bill, which had been proposed first byPresident Kennedy in 1963, reduced personal and
corporate income taxes by approximately $11.5
billion annually.
Among other things, this bill expanded the federal
government's power to protect voting rights, guar
antee^ access to all public accommodations and
public facilities for all races, gave the federal
government power to sue for school desegregation,
. outlawed denial of equal job opportunities in
businesses or unions, extended the life of the
Civil Rights Commission and expanded its jurisdic
tion, and created the Community Relations Service.
This bill authorized $91j.7.5 million to fight pov
erty which was only $15 million less than the
President requested. The EOA represented a major
innovation by the federal government into the
social-economic sphere. For the first time, the
federal government declared its intention to wage
a concentrated, coordinated attack upon the
national problem of poverty. The Act authorized
10 separate programs under the supervision of the

TABLE IV—Continued
Office of Economic Opportunity which was created by
the Act. One of the most controversial sections
has become the "community action program" calling
for the "maximum feasible participation" by the
poor in making policy.
Urban Mass Transportation Act

In the view of President Johnson this Act was "by
any standard one of the most profoundly significant
measures to be enacted by the Congress during the
1960s." The bill authorized $375 million in fed
eral grants to states and localities to aid public
and private transit companies in providing mass
transportation services to the cities. The bill
was first proposed by President Kennedy in 1962.

Food Stamp Program

This measure authorized $375 million over the fis
cal year 1965-67 to meet the costs of expanding the
pilot food stamp program initiated in 1961. The
bill authorized the Secretary of Agriculture to
administer a food stamp plan to improve the diets
of low-income families.

Wilderness Preservation

This legislation established a National Wilderness
Preservation System. It placed 9.1 million acres
of federally owned lands permanently in the wilder
ness system and authorized eventual inclusion of up
to an additional 51*9 million acres. The enactment
of this legislation culminated nearly a decade of
legislative efforts and conflict between

TABLE IV—Continued
conservationist groups and representatives of
Western economic interests.
aSource:

Congressional Quarterly Almanac, 196ij.
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Congress also set up a national park (Canyonlands in Utah),
a national seashore (Fire Island in New York), and a
national riverway (Ozark in Missouri).

Little wonder Presi

dent Johnson and Secretary of Interior Stewart L. Udall
referred to the 88th Congress as a "conservation Congress."29
One of the best indications of the accelerated pace
of congressional activity in 1 961j. was found in the appro
priations process.

By August 196l|., 11 of the 12 fiscal 1965

bills were ready for the President's signature compared to
only !<- of the 12 for the fiscal year 1961+ which had reached
Johnson's desk by early December 1963.^°
89th Congress (1965-1967)

This activist trend was continued and even surpassed
by the 89th Congress.

This Congress passed both new and

long pending liberal legislation.

Congress in the First

Session continued to pass measures which Kennedy had been
unable to pass.

Two good examples are the legislation

29. For a good review of the legislation of this
period see Congressional Quarterly Almanac, 196J4., pp. 61j.-73
and Politics in America: The Politics and Issues of the
Postwar Years (Washington, D. C.: Congressional Quarterly
Inc., 3rd ed., 1966), pp. l|8-53. Also see James L. Sundquist, Politics and Policy; The Eisenhower, Kennedy, and
Johnson Years ( Washington, D. C.: The Brookings Institu-.
tion, 1965);and Mark F. Ferber, "The Second Session of the
88th Congress," in Donald G. Herzberg (ed.), 1965 American
Government Annual (New York: Holt, Rinehart and Winston,
1965), PP. 74-96.
30.

Politics in America, op. cit.t p. 51•
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creating the National Foundation on the Arts and Humanities
and legislation creating the Department of Housing and Urban
Development.
This Congress is perhaps best known as the Congress
which enacted legislation liberals generally had been trying
to enact for two decades or more.

General Federal Aid to

Education which had been voted on and rejected intermit
tently for twenty years, Medicare which had been proposed by
President Truman in 1 9i|-5, repeal of the National Origins
Quota System which proponents had been trying to achieve for
forty years and which had been proposed by every President
since Truman, all suddenly were enacted into law by this
extraordinarily productive 89th Congress.
Also passed in 1965 were the Appalachia Assistance
Bill providing aid to the depressed Appalachian area,
another major civil rights law, the most comprehensive hous
ing legislation in the nation's history which included a
provision for rent supplements for the poor, the Federal
Cigarette Labelling Act requiring the tobacco industry for
the first time to print health warnings on the outside of
every package of cigarettes, and a major amendment to the
19614- poverty bill more than doubling the first year's
authorization.-^
31. For a summary of legislation enacted during the
first session, see Congressional Quarterly Almanac,. 1965,

The achievements of this First Session were indeed
impressive.

The Congressional Quarterly observed:

. . . it was clear that the first session of the
89th, starting early and working late, passed more
major legislation than most Congresses pass in two
sessions. The scope of the legislation was even
more impressive than the number of major new laws.
Measures which, taken alone, would have crowned
the achievements of any Congress, were enacted in
a seemingly endless stream.
The Second Session was not so productive as the
First primarily because of the conservative mood sweeping
the country, the impact of which will be discussed later.
But despite the changing temper of the times, the Second
Session passed a number of major liberal measures.

The most

important was the Demonstration Cities and Metropolitan
Development Act, later renamed the Model Cities Act, the
Fair Packaging and Labeling Act, two major highway safety
acts, and legislation establishing the Department of Trans
portation.-^
Many observers were quick to compare the 89th Con
gress with the 63rd and 73rd.

One history-minded correspond

ent remarked that "a man has to go way back to the 63rd
pp. 6£-8lj.; Politics in America, op. cit., pp. 63-6I4.; Con
gress and the Nation, II, pp. 2-U.
32.

Congressional Quarterly Almanac, 1965, p. 65."

33. For a summary of congressional output of this
session, see Congressional Quarterly Almanac, 1966, pp. 6985.

72
Congress in Woodrow Wilson's first Administration to find
anything to rival the record of the present Congress."^
Others saw a great deal of similarity with the 73rd
Congress.

"Not since the first 100 days of Franklin

Roosevelt back in 1933," in the opinion of one journalist,
"has a President enjoyed the success with Congress that
Lyndon Johnson now is enjoying,
The liberal nature of the policy output of the 89th
Congress was obvious.
was even revolutionary.

For some* the work of this Congress
"Congress, at the President's

bidding," commented the conservative U.S. News and World
Report, "is grinding out revolutionary new laws, changing
the pattern of life for millions, upsetting tradition,
remaking America."-^
Liberals generally were extremely pleased with the
performance of this Congress.

"The 89th Congress," in the

opinion of the AFL-CIO, "was the most progressive Congress
in history.11

The New Republic gave the 89th Congress a B+

3k» "There's Never Been Anything Like the 89th,"
America, 113 (August 21, 1965), 181.
35. "LBJ's '100 Days'—A Record Piling Up," U. S.
News and World Report, 68 (April 26, 1965), M .
36. "Revolutionizing the U.S.: The Changes Congress
is Making," U.S. News and World Report, 59 (July 26, 1965),
29.
37. Labor Looks at the 89th (Washington, D. C.:
AFL-CIO Department of Legislation, Andrew J. Biemiller,
Director, Publication No. 77H, November, 1966), p. 2.

TABLE V

MAJOR LEGISLATION OP THE 89TH CONGRESS

Bill

Purpose

Appalachian Assistance Bill

This was the first major Great Society measure to
pass Congress. It provided more than $1 billion in
federal aid for development of the economically
depressed Appalachian area.

Federal Aid to Elementary and
Secondary Schools

This measure had been voted on and rejected off and
on for twenty years. A major section of the bill
provided financial aid to school districts on the
basis of the number of children from low-income
families in the area. This Act"followed the aid to
children approach instead of the aid to school
approach which had proved unsuccessful in the past.

Medicare

This provided for compulsory medical care for the
aged to be financed through increased social
security payments. This measure had been first
proposed by President Truman in 1 9lj5» His pro
posal, however, would have included every citizen
not just the elderly.

Civil Rights Act

This second civil rigftts act in as many years was
designed to eliminate denial of voting rights in
the South. The Act suspended literacy tests and
provided for federal voting examiners. It passed
in large measure because of a month long demonstra
tion in Selma, Alabama.

TABLE V—MAJOR LEGISLATION OP THE 89TH CONGRESS, cont'd
Immigration Act

This Act eliminated the national origins quota
system and established new priorities for admission
of immigrants to the U.S. based mainly on family
relationships and employable skills. It placed
relatives of previous immigrants high on the list.
In passing this measure, which had been proposed by
every President since Harry Truman first proposed
it in 1924-6, Congress reversed a trend set by the
1921 Quota Act and continued by the 1921; Immigra
tion Act and the 1952 Immigration and Nationality
Act (McCarran-Walter Act).

Federal Cigarette Labeling
and Advertising Act

This Act required that all cigarette packages and
cartons sold in United States and its possessions
bear the following statement: "Caution: Cigarette
Snoking May Be Hazardous to your Health."

Housing Act

This was the most comprehensive housing act since
191+9. It authorized an estimated 7.8 billion to
fund a variety of new housing and urban development
programs over a four year period and to extend and
expand existing programs. One of the major inno
vations, a very controversial provision, was fed
eral rent supplements for families unable to afford
standard private housing.

Higher Education Act

This major legislation provided extensive financial
aid to poor and middle-class sutdents who wished to
attend college and new programs of graduate study
for public school teachers. It also included pro
grams, initiated by Congress, for construction of
college classrooms and granting financial aid to
colleges for the purchase of classroom equipment.

TABLE V—-MAJOR LEGISLATION OF THE 89TH CONGRESS, cont'd
Highway Beautification Act

This marked the first time a President specifically
had declared the enhancement of national beauty as
a national goal. It provided for control or
removal of billboards and junkyards along Inter
state and primary highways and for federal funds to
states to cover costs of landscaping and scenic
development of certain roads.

Department of Housing and
Urban Development

This Act provided for the creation of the first new
department to be headed by a cabinet member- since
the establishment of HEW in 1953. It was first
proposed by President Kennedy in 1961.

National Foundations on the
Arts and Humanities

This provided federal aid to the arts and humani
ties. In 1955 President Eisenhower had proposed a
similar bill which would have established a Federal
Advisory Council on the Arts. His bill was
defeated as was a similar Kennedy bill in 1961. In
1963 the Senate finally passed, but the House
rejected a bill very similar to the one tnat passed
in 1965. The bill was considered a tribute to .
President Kennedy.

Water Quality Act

This Act provided for the establishment by states
or by the federal government if the states failed
to act—of water quality standards for interstate
streams. The bill also increased federal financial
aid for construction of community sewage projects
and created a new federal water pollution control
agency.

TABLE V—MAJOR LEGISLATION OP THE 89TH CONGRESS, cont'd
Motor Vehicle Pollution
Control Act

This Act authorized federal auto exhaust emission
standards to be established by the Secretary of
HEW.

Solid Waste Disposal Act

This Act authorized research and demonstration
projects for improving solid waste disposal.

Demonstration Cities and
Metropolitan Development Act

This provided new federal funds for a coordinated
attack on blight. Qualifying cities were to be
paid federal funds up to Q0% of local costs of
federal grant-in-aid programs in the areas of hous
ing, welfare and urban transport. The bill was
renamed the "Model Cities" program the same year to
avoid any public connection with racial demonstra
tions *

Fair Packaging and Labeling
Act

This Act authorized federal officials to establish
standard weights and quantities for packaged com
modities. A similar bill was first introduced in
1962 by Senator Philip A. Hart (D.-Mich.) who
headed Senate Judiciary Anti-trust and Monopoly
Subcommittee Hearings in 1961-1962.

Department of Transportation

This legislation established the new cabinet-level
Department of Transportation.

National Traffic and Motor
Acts

These measures required the Secretary of Commerce
to set federal safety performance standards for
cars and tires.

aSource:

Nation, II.

Congressional Quarterly Almanac, 1965>-1966; Congress and the
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rating and described its work as "not excellent, better than
fair, very good."3®

This was a very laudatory evaluation

for the New Republic.
The liberal political scientist Stephen K. Bailey, a
leading advocate of a responsible party government, saw much
to like about the work of the 89th.
Overall, the lessons of the 89th Congress were gen
erally hopeful: that vigorous presidential leader
ship and a sizeable partisan majority under strong
partisan leadership in both houses can act in con
sonance and with dispatch in fashioning creative
answers to major domestic and international
issues.3"
Bailey was so impressed with the performance of this
Congress that he thought a major revolution had taken place
in American politics to transform. Congress from a conserva
tive institution resisting change to a very liberal institu
tion.

Writing in 1966 Bailey observed:

This book is an overview of the United States Con
gress in the mid-1960's. It is a story of profound
and recent change in the national role and the
internal power relationships of this historic
body. . . . Over a decade a quiet revolution has
taken place.
The first dramatic product of this revolution
was the legislative record of the first session of
the 89th Congress in 1965. My initial but soon
discarded hypothesis was that this legislative
record wa3 nothing more than the result of the
heavy Democratic majorities produced by the

38. "The B+ Congress," New Republic, 155 (October
22, 1966), 15-22.
'
39. Stephen K. Bailey, The New Congress (New York:
St. Martin's Press, 1966), p. 103.
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election of 196i| and the political skills of
Lyndon Johnson. Closer analysis has led me to
conclude that important as these factors have
been, far more fundamental forces are at work.
The theme of this study is that basic political,
economic, and sociological changes in the Ameri
can society, and in the world at large, have
finally forced a series of adjustments in the
structure and role of the Congress so profound
as to merit the terra•revolution.•
There are at least five symbols of this revo
lution, two of them Supreme Court decisions.
Brown v. The Board of Education (195^) symbolized
the fact that the national legislature could no
longer serve as a terminal barrier to the achieve
ment of equal rights for Negroes. Wesberry et al.
v. Sanders (1961}.) helped loosen the stranglehold
of rural conservatism on the House of Representa
tives.
The three other symbols are actions of Con
gress itself: (1) The enlargement of the Rules
Committee under the impetus of John P. Kennedy in
1961 . . . (2) The use of cloture to defeat the
southern Senators on civil rights in 1961}. and the
passage of the Voting Rights Bill of 1965 • . •
(3) The Internal Revenue Act of 1961}. combined with
massive federal spending for defense and astro
nautics.^
Bailey's thesis makes for a significant discussion.
Whether the basic ideological content of congressional poli
cies will become increasingly liberal remains to be seen.
But it became very clear in 1967 that the 90th Congress was
not going to be nearly as liberal as the 89th Congress.^
I4.O•

Ibid., pp. vii-viii.

i}.1. It is worthwhile to note that Bailey's book was
revised and published in 1970 under the new title, Congress
in the Seventies (New York: St. Martin's Press, 1970)7 He
maintains in the revised version that the basic thesis of
The Hew Congress still holds. Over-all Congress is becoming
more receptive to liberal demands. "But, in retrospect,"
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Just as in 1915 and 1935* the doors of rapid change began to
close in 1967*

The country became more and more concerned

with the problem of inflation (paying the bill for Great
Society programs as the Republicans said) and the War in
Vietnam.

The country very noticeably took a turn to con-

servativism in the 1966 elections.
seats in the House.

The Democrats lost 1^7

Many of these were liberals who had

come in on Johnson's coattails in 196I4-.
seats in the Senate.

And they lost three

The conservative swing in the elec

tions was very much reflected in the type of policies the
90th Congress chose to enact.

The Congressional Quarterly

summarized:
The, year of 1967 was largely one of stalemate in
Congress—a result of frustrations over Vietnam
and urban rioting and the substantial gain in U. S.
House seats which the Republicans had registered
in the 1966 elections. ... House Republicans,
pointing to the enormous costs of the war and the
'inconguity' of 'rewarding1 the ghetto rioters
with new federal aid, set out to emasculate most
aspects of the President's once widely hailed
'Great Society' program. A substantial number of
Southern Democrats aided the GOP in its House
budget—pacing.
The conservative coalition was less potent in
the Senate, but that chamber too was immobilized
for part of the session. . . . Although President
Johnson's requests were modest in comparison to
those of the previous three sessions, few
Bailey notes, "(The New Congress) . . . underplayed the
impact of the Vietnam war upon both domestic and inter
national political developments, and it failed to note the
limitations that intractable economic and fiscal forces
necessarily impose upon political discretion—at home and
abroad," p. vii.
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Administration bills except Vietnam war appropria
tions moved through Congress unscathed. Mr.
Johnson's major legislative proposal-7-an income
tax surcharge to pay for the war and fight domes
tic inflation--never moved out of House committee
in 1967. A civil rights package fared little
better. In addition, funds for existing programs-such as foreign aid, model cities, rent supple
ments and the Teachers Corps—were scaled back
drastically from the Presidents requests.k-2
The Second Session of the 90th Congress continued in
a conservative mood being preoccupied mainly with inflation
and crime and disorder in the streets and on the campuses.
This Session did manage a couple of significant liberal
measures—an important housing and urban development bill
and a strong civil rights law prohibiting discrimination in
most of the nation's housing.

But the output was nowhere

nearly as impressive as that of the 89th Congress.

Funda

mentally, the 90th Congress was in a conservative mood, and
this mood was reflected in the policies it enacted.
A conservative mood was continued in the 91 st Con
gress. In the 1968 elections the Republicans picked up ij.
seats in the House and $ in the Senate, but still remained a
minority in Congress.

More important was the election of

Richard M. Nixon, a moderate conservative Republican, as
President.

This situation resulted in divided party govern

ment for the first time since 1952.
42.

The legislative output

Congress and the Nation, II, pp. 8-9.

of the 91st Congress on the whole has been reflective of
conservative r.esurgency in the nation.
In terras of Professor Gaus' theory, the doors of
rapid change have closed.
under what conditions?

When will they open again and

Hopefully the following chapters

will shed some light on this important, but tremendously
complex, question.

CHAPTER 3
WILSON CONGRESS:

63RD

Each of the three periods of congressional liberal
ism is examined in regard to the five political conditions
outlined in the Introduction:

temper of the times, presi

dential leadership, congressional organization, majority
party size and organization, and minority party size and
organization.

This chapter focuses on the Wilson 63rd

Congress.
Temper of the Times;

Progressive Era

A most important condition explaining the liberalism
of this Congress was the over-all temper of the times.

This

is not to say that Congress responds immediately and favor
ably to demands for change.

While acting to preserve and

safeguard minority rights, the American system of constitu
tional division of powers also functions to delay and frus
trate majority rule.

The system was designed to make it

difficult for majorities to implement their demands into
public policy.

But sooner or later Congress usually

responds to persistent public demands.

This was certainly

the case with a number of bills enacted in the 63rd Con
gress. Tariff reformers, for instance, had been trying to
achieve a downward revision of tariff schedules for
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approximately thirty years.

Although there appeared to be

widespread public support for tariff reform over a long
period of time, the necessary political prerequisites for
the congressional enactment of such reform never material
ized until 1913.

In other words, there was considerable lag

between the demand itself and the enactment of reform.
Why did the congressional policy-making doors open
wider than usual during the 63rd Congress to accommodate
demands for major change?

What was there about the temper

of the times in 1913-1^ that facilitated the enactment not
just of tariff reform but revision of the nation's banking
and currency system and important anti-trust legislation
that are not easily enacted into lav;?

In later chapters I

suggest that the significant policy output of the 73rd Con
gress can be attributed partially to the crisis created by
the Depression as can the policy output of the 88th and 89th
Congresses be partially explained by the mood of public
penitence following the assassination of John P. Kennedy.
But there was no similar crisis preceding the 63rd Congress.
There was, however, a very pronounced mood of public dis
satisfaction which had been in the making for a long time.
This dissatisfaction was forcefully expressed in the phi
losophy and aims of the progressive movement which began in
the United States during the 1890's and reached a culmina
tion in the election of 1912.

The progressive era, properly described as "one of
the most exciting periods in our national history,"

emerged

in response to the changing social and economic conditions
of the late nineteenth century.

During this period the

United States experienced a rapid rate of economic growth
and prosperity, accompanied by an enormous amount of indus
trialization, urbanization, and immigration.

In economic

terminology, this was the "take-off period" in the economic
development of the United States.

These years marked a

major transition from a predominantly rural, agricultural
society into a modern industrialized one.

The increased

economic growth had a great potential for good, but it also
resulted in a number of consequences widely perceived by the
public as being undesirable and out of keeping with the
American tradition.

The most salient of these undesirable

consequences was the tendency for economic and political
powers to be concentrated increasingly in the hands of a
few individuals.
The progressives spoke out on many issues such as
conservation, female suffrage, lowering of the tariff, the
rights of Negroes, corruption and vice, role of labor
unions, the referendum and recall, and even Prohibition.
But the one issue to which they addressed most of their
1. Andrew M. Scott, "The Progressive Era in Per
spective," The Journal of Politics, 21 (November, 1959),
685-701.
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concern—indeed most of the other issues were related to
this one issue—was the fact that the control of American
society was being placed in the hands of an economic and
2

political elite.

During the latter part of the nineteenth century and
the early part of the twentieth, the muckrakers conducted a
vigorous campaign to awaken the conscience of the American
people to the need for reform at the municipal level.
Numerous articles on urban problems appeared in popular and
scholarly magazines.

Nonpartisan reform clubs and "good

government" leagues were formed in many cities.

The cam

paign against "bossism" and special privilege was launched
in city after city:

New York, Toledo, Cleveland, St. Louis,

Minneapolis, Jersey City, Galveston, Memphis, San Francisco,
and Los Angeles, to mention only a few.

By 1903 the pro

gressive movement was well under way at the municipal levelP
2. The progressive movement has demanded consider
able attention of historians as well as political scientists.
The leading works which I have relied upon for my analysis
are Benjamin P. DeWitt, The Progressive Movement (New York:
The Macmillan Company, 1915); Richard Hofstadter, The Age of
Reform: From Bryan to F.D. R. (New York: Alfred A. Knopf,
1^55); George fl. Mowry, The"Era of Theodore Roosevelt (New
York: Harper, 1958); Arthur S. Link, Woodrow Wilson and the
Progressive Bra 1910-1917 (New York: Harper and Brothers,
1954); Arthur 3. Link, Wilson: The New Freedom (Princeton:
Princeton University Press, 1956)»
3. Idem. For an insightful analysis of this aspect
of the progressive movement, see Roy Lubove, "The Twentieth
Century City: The Progressive as Municipal Reformer," MidAmerica, i^.1 (October, 1959), 195-209.

A majority of urban progressives were quick to
realize, however, that municipal problems could not be
satisfactorily solved at the city level.

The local machines

they were fighting were usually part of a 3tate "ring."

Due

to the absence of home rule, state legislatures and con
servative judges could frustrate municipal reforms.

Also,

utility corporations were in many instances too large and
powerful to be regulated by the cities.

Consequently,

during the early part of the nineteenth century, progres
sives began to concentrate their attention at the state
level.
Within a few years they were successful in imple
menting substantial reforms in a number of states.

For

example, Governor Robert M. LaPollette of Wisconsin had a
great success in destroying special privileges and in break
ing up the alliance between industrial corporations and the
state's political bosses.

Albert B. Cummins was elected

Governor of Iowa on an anti corporation and low-tariff plat
form.

Joseph W. Polk was elected as a reform governor of

Missouri, and John A. Johnson initiated a progressive pro
gram in Minnesota.

In New York, Charles Evans Hughes was

instrumental in the change of the state's insurance laws as
well as in the creation of a strong public utilities com
mission.

In New Jersey, Woodrow Wilson was successful in
Idem.
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steering through the state legislature a series of reforms
regulating corporations.

In state after state the pro

gressives were successful in increasing governmental control
over business and in broadening the concept of democracy to
include more thorough-going social-welfare programs.^
An important aspect of the progressive movement in
creating the necessary political climate f< r the enactment
of the Wilson reform legislation was that the movement
became very pervasive.

What started out as a small popular

protest against a system of political and economic elitism
in the late 1890's spread very rapidly until by 1912 the
major political parties in one way or another advocated some
national governmental action to meet the demands created by
the progressive movement.

The Progressive Party, the most

reform-oriented of the principal political parties, was very
direct in its demand for federal action.

The Party Platform

stated explicitly:
Up to the limit of the Constitution, and later by
amendment of the Constitution, if found necessary,
we advocate bringing under effective national
jurisdiction those problems which have expanded
beyond reach of individual states.®
The Democratic Party Platform promised a downward
revision of the tariff and declared that "private monopoly
Idem.
6. Kirk H. Porter and Donald Bruce Johnson (comp.),
National Party Platforms, 18i}.0-196ij. (Urbana: University of
Illinois Press, 19&6), p. 17°*
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is indefensible and intolerable."

The Platform further

stated the Party1s. intention to use the full power of the
national government "to protect the people from injustice at
the hands of those who seek to make the government a private
asset in business."^
Even the Republican Party, which carried the banner
of conservatism in the campaign, declared in its Platform
that the Party was "prepared to go forward with the solu
tion of those new questions, which social, economic, and
political development have brought to the forefront of the
nation1s interest" and to promise "to satisfy the just
demand of the people for the study and solution of the comQ
plex and constantly changing problems of social welfare."
It was fashionable to be a progressive, to be for change, to
be a reformer.

These were indeed unusual times in the

history of American politics.
When the votes in the 1912 election were counted,
the results pointed to an overwhelming electoral endorsement
of the ideas and principles of the progressive movement.
Though Woodrow Wilson would be a minority President having
received only lj-5/6 of the popular vote, the combined total of
the votes for him and for the Progressive Party candidate,
Theodore Roosevelt, amounted to over 70% of the total votes.
7.

Ibid., p. 169.

8.

Ibid., p. 183.
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Roosevelt polled over lj.,000,000 votes.

This was also the

year in which Eugene Debbs, the candidate for the Socialist
Party, received 900,000 votes.
who would be in control.

There was little doubt about

The Democrats would have control

of the White House, and they would have a commanding major
ity in the new 63rd Congress.

Their majority in the House

of Representatives was 290 to 127 for the Republicans.

This

amounted to a 163 seat margin, the largest of any party up
to that time.

In the Senate the Democrats had $\ seats and

the Republicans had ij4, not as large a margin but still a
very workable majority in view of the dominance there of
progressive Democrats.
- There was also little doubt what a vast majority of
the electorate demanded.

The election seemed clearly to

indicate that a rather unusual event had occurred in Ameri
can electoral history.
and it was intense.

The mandate for change was clear,

This was a very important condition

conducive to the enactment of liberal congressional policy
output.
The progressive movement did not represent any one
group or any single purpose.

The movement consisted of many

different types of Americans with various points of view.
But it is possible, as Richard Hofstadter has done, to cap
ture the essential mood of the progressive movement whether
at the local, state, or national level.

"The distinguishing
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thing about the Progressives," Hofstadter writes, "was . . .
[their] activism."
They argued that social evils will not remedy
themselves, and that it is wrong to sit by pas
sively and wait for times to take care of them.
As Herbert Croly put it, they did not believe
that the future would take care of itself.- They
believed that the people of the country should
be stimulated to work energetically to bring about
social progress, that the positive powers of gov
ernment must be used to achieve this end. Con
servatives generally believed in time and nature
to bring progress; Progressives believed in energy
and governmental action.
The basic mood of Progressives was intensely
optimistic. The dominant note is one of confi
dence, of faith that no problem is too difficult
to be overcome by the proper mobilization of
energy and intelligence in the citizenry.9
"The progressive movement," as Hofstadter percep
tively adds, "was dependent upon the civic alertness and the
10
combative mood of a great part of the public."
This mood
#

was very important in setting the framework within which the
new Democratic President and Congress had to work in 1913»
Presidential Leadership; Influence
of rtoodrow Wilson
The leaders of the progressive movement were very
successful in setting the tempo of the times and in convey
ing to the American public a sense of urgency in the need to
act.

In this respect the new President had a relatively

9. Richard Hofstadter (ed«), The Progressive Movement, 1900-1915 (Englewood Cliffs: Prentice-Hall, IncTT
T9h3), pp. 2|-5.
10.

Ibid.. p. 11^.
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easy job in convincing the 63rd Congress to enact reform
legislation.

Speaking of the "remarkable circumstances"

within which Wilson had to operate, historian Arthur S.
Link observes: .
There could be no doubt that the great majority
of thoughtful people.in both parties, agitated
and made apprehensive by muckrakers, reformers,
and demagogues, desperately wanted a fundamental
overhauling. The progressive movement wa3 at
high tide, and it was "Wilson's great fortune to
come to leadership in Washington, as he did in
Trenton, at a time of culminations. His was the
task of channeling discontent into constructive
channels and of laying foundations for a polit
ical economy that could grapple with the problems
of a new age.H
There can be no question that the pressure of strong
public opinion successfully mobilized over a long period of
time to demand action was an important condition for the
productiveness of this Congress.

However, an analysis of

the causes and conditions for significant policy output
should not minimize the importance of the leadership exerted
by President Wilson.

His influence was considerable.

In

fact without his leadership, it is doubtful Congress would
have been as productive.
framework for action.

The progressive movement set the

But it was Wilson who exerted the

unifying leadership necessary for converting demands into
policies.

As one scholar stated regarding Wilson's support

of the Federal Reserve Act, but with general applicability
11. Arthur S. Link, Woodrow Wilson: A Brief Biog
raphy (Cleveland: World Publishing Company, 1963), p. 69.
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to the other important measures of this Congress as well,
"it could never have become an act without his steady, persistent, and insistent support of it."12
Prior to being elected President, Wilson had written
extensively on the need for strong presidential leadership.
Wilson's theory of the Presidency was greatly influenced by
his admiration for the British system of parliamentary
democracy where there is a fusion of legislative and execu
tive powers and where the Prime Minister and majority party
are directly responsible for their policies to the elec
torate.

Wilson's most fundamental criticism of the American

system was that it was not enough like the British.

Power

and responsibility in the United States was too fragmented
to suit Wilson, and there was not enough cooperation between
the President and Congress.

"Some Presidents," Wilson said,

"acted as if they thought that Pennsylvania Avenue should
have been longer than it is; that there should be no inti
mate communication of any kind between the Capitol and the
White House."1^

This is not the way Wilson thought

12. H. Parker Willis, The Federal Reserve System,
Legislation, Organization and Operation (New York: The
Ronald Press Company, 1923)» PP. 531-32.
13* Woodrow Wilson, Constitution Government in the
United States (New York: Columbia University Press, 1905),
p"I 65. Also see Wilson's doctoral dissertation in political
science published as Congressional Government (First pub
lished in 1885; New York: Random House,- 1962). In both
books he argues for strong presidential leadership. In
Congressional Government, he was not optimistic about the
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Presidents should act.

He argued that the President should

attempt to bridge the gap of separation of powers and as the
leader of his party become actively involved in the legis
lative process.

The President, Wilson wrote early in 1 91 3»

is expected by the Nation to be the leader of his
party as well as the Chief Executive officer of
the Government, and the country will take no
excuses from him. He must play the part and play
it successfully or lose the country's confidence.
He must be prime minister, as much concerned with
the guidance of legislation as wi^h the .just and"".
orderly execution of law.
I
(emphasis' added). *+
What the country needed Wilson believed was:
A man who will be and who will seem to the country
in some sort of embodiment of the character and
purposes it wishes its government to have—a man
who understands his own day and the needs of the
country, and who has the personality and the
ini-tiative to enforce his views both upon the
people and upon Congress.15
Wilson looked upon himself as such a man in 1 91 3He thought he understood his own day and the needs of the
country.

The President-elect looked upon himself, according

to one correspondent who interviewed Wilson, "as an instru
ment for bringing about certain reforms and for ameliorating
possibility of the President exerting successful leadership
due to the dominance of Congress. In Constitution Govern
ment, which is actually a collection of Wilson's lectures
at Columbia University, he was very optimistic due primarily
to the example set by Theodore Roosevelt.
1i|.. Quoted in Link, The New Freedom, op. cit.,
p.
The original source is a letter from Wilson to A.
M. Palmer, February 5, 1913.
15*

Constitutional Government, op. cit., p. 6

9k
16
certain conditions.11

The temper of the times required a

man with an activist view of the Presidency and a man who
was prepared to use the powers of his office to promote pro
gressive ideas.

Even though demands for reform were vocal

and widespread and even though the Democratic Party—the
party which had pledged itself to reform legislation—had a
large majority in Congress, there were no guarantees that
reforms would be forthcoming.

The structure of American

government itself had to be contended with.

Separation of

powers and the general decentralization of power in the
American system tend to have a delaying effect upon the
enactment of public policy.

Some central unifying leader

ship was needed to overcome governmental decentralization.
The only logical place for such leadership, Wilson had con
sistently argued, was the Presidency.

In 1 91 3 Wilson was

prepared by philosophy and experience to exert such leader
ship, to bring about a fusion of power between the executive
and legislative branches, and to foster increased communica
tion and cooperation between the President and Congress for
the purpose of acting upon progressive demands.
Wilson used a variety of leadership techniques to
influence congressional behavior.

These techniques have

since become the standard, the accepted practice of anyone
16. Samuel G. Blythe, "Our New President," Saturday
Evening Post, 1
(March 1, 1913)# I}-.
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who would be a strong president, but it was Wilson who set
the precedents.

"Wilson was the first President," as

Lawrence H. Chamberlain notes, "to develop systematically
the legislative powers of his office."^?

The first step in

Wilson's leadership of Congress was to prepare an over-all
legislative program, a specific list of policy recommenda
tions, to accommodate demands for reform.

He did this in

close consultation with key congressional leaders.

Prior to

his inauguration there was some speculation that instead of
working within his own party, Wilson would attempt to work
with a coalition of progressive Democrats and Republicans.
However, in the end he made the decision in keeping with his
view of party responsibility that he would work within the
1 ft

framework of his party in Congress.10

17* Lawrence H. Chamberlain, The President, Con
gress, and Legislation (New York: Columbia University Press,
1946), p. 177
18. There are a number of excellent studies on
Wilson's leadership of Congress. The ones I have relied on
primarily are Link, The Progressive Era, op. cit.; Link,
The New Freedom, op. cit.; Richard P. Longaker, "Woodrow
Wilson and the Presidency," The Philosophy and Policies of
Woodrow Wilson, ed. Earl Latham (Chicago: University of
Chicago Press, 1958), PP. 67-84; Marshall E. Diraock, "Wilson
and the Domestic Reformer," in Ibid.t pp. 228-243; Wilfred
E. Binkley, President and Congress (New York: Vintage
Books, Division of Random House, 1962); Ray S. Baker and W.
E. Dodd (eds.), The Public Papers of Woodrow Wilson (Nexv
York: Harper and Brothers, 1925); David Houston, Eight
Years with Wilson's Cabinet (Garden City: Doubleday7 Page
and Company, 1926); ArthurW. Macmahon, "Woodrow Wilson as
Legislative Leader and Administrator," American Political
Science Review, $0 (September, 1956), 641 -675•
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The first item on the legislative agenda was tariff
reform, the issue which for years had be,en a symbol of
monopoly to many progressives.

The Democratic controlled

House had succeeded in passing several individual tariff
reform bills in the previous Congress, oniy to have them
either vetoed oy President Taft or defeated in the Senate.
The Democratic Party Platform of 1912 had committed itself
to a downward revision of the tariff laws, and Wilson,
despite some strong opposition in Congress, was determined
to lead the fight for enactment.

To emphasize his deter

mination and leadership Wilson made a personal appearance
before Congress—the first such appearance of any President
since John Adams--to deliver his tariff message.^

«w©

must abolish everything that bears even the semblance of
privilege or any kind of artificial advantage . .

he

told Congress.

One very important leadership tactic was that Wilson
did not attempt to pass all the reform measures at once.
fought one legislative battle at the time.

He

After the enact

ment of the Underwood-Simmons Tariff, he then recommended
19. Thomas Jefferson had abandoned the custom on
the grounds that it resembled too much the appearance of the
king speaking from the throne. Wilson revived the practice
as one of his early attempts to improve communications
between the two branches of government.

20.
p. 180.

Quoted in Link, The New Freedom, op. cit.,

action to reforn the nation's currency and banking law3.

Then came his successive recommendations, for the Federal
Trade Commission and the Clayton Anti-Trust Act.

The pur

pose of this strategy was to provide the constant, per
sistent presidential leadership he thought was needed.
Wilson's involvement in the legislative process did
not end once a recommendation was sent to Congress.

He

became involved in practically every stage of the congres
sional decision-making process.

He conferred frequently

with his party's leaders in Congress, particularly with
House Majority Leader Underwood, Speaker Champ Clark, and
Senate Majority Leader Kern, as well as with the chairmen
of key -congressional committees.

When he did not like the

wording of a committee bill, such as the section of the
tariff bill regarding free wool, he used his influence to
have the bill changed.

He publically and very strongly

denounced the "industrious and insidious" high tariff lobby
ists for seeking "to create an artificial opinion and to
overcome the interests of the public for their private
profit.He mediated between the various factions of his
party whenever it seemed that internal disagreement might
disrupt the Party.

He made frequent public statements

21. New York Times, May 27> 1 91 3- This method
proved successful in nullifying the effect of these lobby
ists. At first, there was some negative criticism from the
Congress. But a congressional investigation substantiated
Wilson charges.

outlining his program and urging congressional and public
support.

He used his power of patronage to reward the

groups and individuals whose support he needed.

He made

trips to the Capitol to confer personally with members of
his party and invited them to confer with him-at the White
House.

Much of Wilson's success depended, as does that of

any President, upon his ability to persuade members of
Congress that what he, the President, wanted them to do was
actually what they wanted to do all the time.
successful at this.

He was very

As one friendly congressman is reported

to have said:
We always come away feeling that we have been con
vinced, not by Mr. Wilson—certainly not driven or
bossed by him—but with the feeling that we are
all-President, Congress, and people—in the pres
ence of an irre3istable situation. Here are the
facts, he says, here are the principles, here are
our obligations as DemocratsWhat are we going
to do about it? He has a curious way of making
one feel that he, along with all of us, is per
fectly helpless before the facts in the c a s e .
Organization of Congress
Another factor affecting congressional output in
addition to the temper of the times and the nature of presi
dential leadership is the structural organization of Con
gress itself.

The decentralization of power within Congress

tends to delay and frustrate the quick enactment of majority
22.

7, 1916), 6.

Ray S. Baker, "Wilson," Collier's, 68 (October
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demands.

"It takes a lot of hard work to pass liberal

legislation,11 as a leading authority on congressional rules
and procedures states.^
Given the conservative nature of congressional
organization, an important question becomes:

Was it neces

sary to make any structural changes in the organization of
Congress during the 63rd Congress or was the existing
organization sufficiently flexible to accommodate public and
presidential demands for change?
The answer briefly is that there were no major
changes in congressional organization during this period.
The 63rd Congress adopted the same rules which had been used
in the 62nd.

In this respect, it would appear that Congress

was organized flexibly enough to allow major policy change
to be enacted when the need arose.

However, this general

ization needs to be qualified somewhat.
There was a very important change in the rules of
the House of Representatives in 1910 which affected the way
the House conducted its business in later Congresses.

This

was the bi-partisan House revolt against the arbitrary exer
cise of poxver by Speaker Joseph G. Cannon (R.-Illinois).
Prior to 1910, power in the House had been concentrated in
the hands of Speaker Cannon, wno stood with the conservative
23* Lewis A. Proman, Jr., The Congres 3ional Pro cess: Strategies, Rules, and Procedures (Boston: Little,
Brown and Company, 1967), p. 2114..
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forces against any new type of progressive legislation.

The

revolt against the Speaker, intended as a liberalization
move to facilitate the enactment of progressive legislation,
was a significant first step in preparing the way for the
passage of the reform measures in the 63rd Congress.

The

most important political effect of the revolt on the 63rd
Congress was that the revolt itself helped to foster a
political climate more conducive to change and it served to
put the "conservative establishment" on notice that House
liberals were willing to go to rather far extremes in
i

reforming House procedures to facilitate the enactment of
progressive legislation.

Since this revolt had such an

important effect on the subsequent reorganization of the
House and on the type of policy later enacted, it would be
well to spend a little time discussing the revolt.
Speaker Cannon derived his power from three rules,
well establisned as part of the congressional process.
First, he had the power to appoint all standing committees.
2J4.. For some of the most important studies on
Speaker Cannon and the 1910 Revolt, see L. "White Busbey,
Ifricle Joe Cannon: The Story of a Pioneer American (New
York: Holt, 1927); Charles H. Atkinson, The Committee on
Rules and the Overthrow of Speaker Cannon (Mew York:
Columbia University Press, 1911 ); George Rothwell Brown,
The Leadership of Congress (Indianapolis: Bobbs Merrill,
1922); Chiang-wei Chiu, The Speaker of the House of Repre
sentatives Since 1896 (New York: Columbia University Press,
1925. For partisan argument in support of Cannonism, see
Asher C. Hinds, "The Speaker of the House of Representa
tives," American Political Science Review, 3 (May, 1909),
155-1 66
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Second, he was Chairman of the Committee on Rules, the Com
mittee which decided which bills would go to the House floor
for debate and under what conditions.

Third, he exercised

considerable influence through his prerogative of recogni
tion.

He would recognize only those members he wanted to

speak.

This major weapon of parliamentary strategy when

combined with the other two powers gave the Speaker almost
unlimited control over House decisions.

If the Speaker

showed benevolence at one stage of the legislative process,
he could always exert his influence to stop a bill at
another stage.
The primary reason for the revolt, according to most
accounts, was that the Speaker used his power to reward his
conservative friends and block progressive legislation.2^
During his rule, which lasted from 1903 to 1910, Cannon was
able to block the enactment and even the consideration of
much progressive legislation.

The Speaker was, as one con

temporary observer noted, "tempermentally a conservative.
. . . (who) constitutionally opposed any change from the
existing order."2^

His policy was to appoint conservatives

to key leadership positions.

He used his power as Chairman

2£. The Speaker had possessed the power to appoint
standing committees since the Second Congress in 1790 and
the Speaker had served on the Committee on Rules since 1797*
26. Hubert Bruce Puller, The Speaker of the House
(Boston: Little, Brown and Company, 1909), p. 2II4..
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of the Committee on Rules to delay or even kill bills with a
progressive label.

And he used his power of recognition to

give his conservative friends the advantage in parliamentary
debate.

It was not surprising, therefore, for a congressman

to respond to a constituent request for a copy of the con~
gressional rules by sending him a picture of Speaker Can
non.^

The Speaker was in firm control of the rules and

procedures of the House.
The discontent against Speaker Cannon, which went
beyond the halls of Congress, finally broke out in open
revolt on March 16, 1910, the beginning of what has been
referred to as "one of the fiercest parliamentary battles in
pA
the history of Congress."
At stake was not only the power
of the Speaker, but also the nature of future public poli
cies.^

On one side of the battlp stood the Republican

"regulars," led by Speaker Cannon and his conservative fol
lowers who generally supported-Cannonism and the type of
public policy produced by that system.

On the other side

27. This actually happened as reported by Neil
MacNeil, Forp;e of Democracy (New York: David McKay Company,
1963), P.T97
28. For documentation of the widespread public
resentment against Speaker Cannon, see Atkinson, op. cit.
In many ways Cannonism became a symbol to the progressives
of the "political bossism" they were attempting to destroy.
29. Charles R. Atkinson and Charles A. Beard, "The
Syndication of the Speakership," Political Science
Quarterly, 26 (September, 1911 ), 351.
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stood the "insurgent" (progressive) Republicans and the
Democrats.

In the end, three days after the revolt began,

this coeilition succeeded in defeating the Speaker.By a
vote of 191 to.156 "the House decided that the Speaker would
no longer serve on the Committee on Rules, and, therefore,
would no longer be in a position to determine which bill
goes to the floor for debate and which does not.

In addi

tion, the House chose to enlarge the Rules Committee to make
it more difficult for the Speaker to control it.

The House

also decided that the Speaker would not have the power to
appoint the new members.
"The overthrow of Cannon," as Professor James A.
Robinson notes, "was intended to ease the way for the
majority of the House to work its will in behalf of policies
not necessarily consistent with those of the leadership."-^
Whether or not a House majority would be able to enact its
will after the revolt depended, quite obviously, upon what
type of organization replaced Cannonism.

When the Democrats

gained control of the House in the ensuing 1910 congres
sional election, they acted consistently with the motives of
30. The principal leader of the revolt was the pro
gressive George Norris of Nebraska. For his account of the
revolt, see his Fighting Liberal (New York: Macmillan,
19lt£), pp. 107-1T^7
31 . James A. Robinson, The House Rules Committee
(Indianapolis: Bobb3 Merrill, 1963), p. 63.
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the revolt in that they attempted to replace Cannonism with
a system that would facilitate majority rule.
The newly-organized House structure was more respon
sive to majority demands in a number of ways.

The Speaker

no longer had the power to appoint standing committees.

The

Democrats removed this power from the Speaker and placed it
in the hands of a group of the Democratic members of the
Committee on Ways and Means, chaired by Oscar W. Underwood.
The Speaker no longer served on the Committee on Rules.
This Committee became more a vehicle of majority rule, as
its decisions were governed to a large extent by the Demo
cratic caucus.

House leadership was transferred generally

from the Speaker to the Majority Ploor Leader, Oscar W.
Underwood of Alabama.

Unlike Cannon, Underwood was much

more receptive to the views of hi,s own party.

He was very

careful not to exceed the limits of House leadership as
Cannon had done.

He listened to his followers, and he was

willing to accommodate demands for progressive legislation.
Rather than having one individual dominate the decision
making process, which had been the case during Cannonism,
the Democrats relied on the party caucus as a principal
method of making decisions.

The basic point is that the

structure of the House was altered in such a way as to make
it easier for the majority to enact its will.
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Majority Party in Congress
In terms of explaining the significant productivity
of the 63rd Congress, a much more important, immediate con
dition than the changes in congressional rules in the
previous Congress was the unusually large procedural major
ity the Democrats had in Congress.

This same condition

prevailed in the 73rd and 89th Congresses and was of tre
mendous importance in accounting for the output of those
Congresses as well.

The party breakdown in the House of

Representatives was 290 Democrats, 127 Republicans, 9 Pro
gressives, and 7 Progressive-Republicans.

This represented

a gain of 62 seats over the Democratic majority in the 62nd
Congresjs.

96 of the Democratic members were freshmen who

had won on Wilson's coattail and on the high tide of the
progressive movement.

The breakdown in the Senate was

Democrats, 1j4 Republicans, and 1 Progressive.

The Demo

cratic majority here represented a gain of 9 seats.

The

election of such a large Democratic majority on the heels
of almost twenty years of Republican dominance in Congress
was itself indicative that something was wrong in society,
that a rather large majority of the electorate was dissatis
fied with the existing order of things and wanted a change.
In addition to the presence of a large majority, an
important pre-condition is the will, the commitment, the
predisposition or whatever one chooses to call the situation
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in which policy-makers are more inclined to act than not to
" act.

There is every indication that a majority of the Demo

cratic Party in the 63rd Congress was not only willing, but
very anxious to accommodate pressing demands for reform.

As

always, many different points of opinion were .represented in
the congressional Democratic party.

But by and large the

Democratic members in Congress saw the political necessity
to act.

Action was demanded of them.

And they knew it.

As Majority Leader Oscar W. Underwood said later in refer
ence to the House Democrats:
When the Sixty-third Congress met, there was a
large and thoroughly organized Democratic major
ity prepared to do business for the nation. They
•were not raw recruits in legislative matters;
they were veterans organized and trained in legis
lative work and procedure. They had not been in
power long enough to become divided into cliques,
or to be swayed by outside influences. They were
primarily loyal to their party and its principles,
and desirous of passing legislation that would be
responsive to the needs of the country.
Not only was it important that the President and
the Congress were of the same political party, that the con
gressional party had a large majority and the necessary
commitment to act, it was most important, and this was a
crucial condition for success, that the majority be organ
ized properly so that it could act.

This new, large Demo

cratic majority, eager as it was to institute basic policy
32. Oscar W. Underwood, Drifting Sands of Party
Politics (New York: The Century Co.," 1'92ti), pp. 311-12.
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reforms, could not realistically hope to achieve practical
results without an effective organization which would allow
free discussion and debate which is so characteristic of
American politi.cs and at the same time permit the party to
act as a relatively united organization.

The Democratic

majority would not automatically enact the reforms advo
cated in the party platfora.
ized for action.

The majority had to be organ

In one respect, such a large majority

created difficulties for the party leadership.

One school

of thought holds that the larger the numerical majority, the
more difficult it is for the leadership to control the
majority.33

jt is one thing to elect a majority on a reform

platform or at least to think that this particular majority
has been elected because of its advocacy of reform.

Given

the decentralization of power in American governmental
institutions, it is quite another thing to implement those
platform pledges into effective public policy.

Each indi

vidual congressman represents the interests and demands of
his own constituency.

These interests not uncommonly are in

conflict with the interests of the President's national
33. For arguments supporting this proposition, see
Rowland Evans and Robert Novak, "Too Many Democrats," in
Lyndon B. Johnson: The Exercise of Power (New York: The *
New American Library, Inc., 1966), pp. 210-21+14.; William H.
Riker, The Theory of Political Coalitions (New Haven: Yale
University Press, 1962), p. 66. For an empirical test of
the proposition, see David V/. Moore, "Legislative Effective
ness and Majority Party Size: A Test in the Indiana House,"
The Journal of Politics, 31 (November, 1969); 1063-1079.
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constitutency and with the party platform.

A prime example

of this in the 63rd Congress was the bitter internal parti
san disagreement regarding tariff revision.
Although the Democrats had a substantial congres
sional majority in the House and a workable majority in the
Senate, party leaders realized that conceivably this major
ity could disintegrate over personal bickering and policy
disagreements.

To prevent this, Democratic leaders in both

the House and the Senate utilized a variety of techniques
to increase party discipline and unity.

The most important

of these techniques was the party caucus to make policy
decisions.

Not only were the general temper of the times

and the persuasive leadership of Woodrow Y/ilson important
conditions contributing to the landmark output of the 63rd
Congress, but, as former Senator Estes Kefauver and Jack
Levin argue, "equal credit is due to the effective way the
Democratic Party made use of its caucuses in both Houses of
Congress."^-

We turn now to a consideration of party organ

ization in the 63rd Congress and an analysis of the inde
pendent effect of that organization on party regularity and
policy output.
3^. Estes Kefauver and Jack Levin, Twentieth
Century Congress (New York: Essential Books, Duell,Sloan
and Peace, 191+7), pp. 101-102.
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House
The principal House leader in the 63rd Congress was
Majority Leader Oscar W. Underwood of Alabama.

Underwood

became leader by virtue of the shift in leadership from the
Speaker to the Majority Floor Leader follox^ing the revolt
against Speaker Cannon.

In addition to being Floor Leader,

Underwood was Chairman of the Committee on Ways and Means,
the committee designated to draft a new tariff bill.

He

was also Chairman of the Democratic Committee on Committees
35
whose purpose was to select other committees.
In steering reform measures through the House,
Underwood and the other House leaders relied upon a number
of techniques to increase party solidarity and discipline.
The techniqvies they used resembled in important respects the
operation of responsible party government of the British
type.

The first and most important of these techniques was

the use of the party caucus to make party decisions.

All

35- Unfortunately, there.is no full-length biog
raphy of Underwood. A sketch by Claude G. Bowers appears as
the foreword of Oscar W. Underwood, op. cit.
For the best
contemporary analysis of Underwood's House leadership, see
Burton J. Hendrick, "Oscar W. Ifriderwood, A New Leader from
the New South," McClure's Magazine, 38 (February, 1912),
ij.05-1+20. For a general historical account of I&iderwood1 s
political career from I89I4. to 1915* see Evan3 Comba Johnson,
"Oscar W. Underwood: The Development of a National States
man, 1891|-1915l' (unpublished Ph.D. dissertation, Dept. of
History, University of North Carolina, 1953)» For a recent
analysis of his House leadership, see James S. Fleming,
"Oscar W. Underwood: Leader of the House of Representa
tives, 1911-1915" (unpublished M.A. Thesis, Dept. of Govern
ment, University of Arizona, 1968).
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important bills first were taken to the caucus for party
debate and ultimately a party decision.

Within the caucus,

each representative had an opportunity to influence the
position of the party.

The internal partisan disagreements

on policy positions appeared in the caucus, not on the House
floor.

"'Let 'em talk,'" Underwood would say.

have it all out here.
ward.'"

"'Let 'em

Then there will be no kick after

This is the way things happened.

"Not until the

last man had had his say," one observer remarked, "was the
vote taken that was to bind them all to united action in
the House."3^
Once a caucus decision was made all Democratic
representatives were bound to support that decision on the
floor.

A member was free to vote against the caucus only if

he had "made contrary pledges to his constituents" or
"received contrary instruction by resolutions or platforms
from his nominating authority."3?

After caucus debate,

sometimes lasting for months, some such resolution as the
36. Oscar King Davis, "Where Underwood Stands: An
Interview with the Democratic Leader of the House," Outlook,
99 (September 23, 1911 ), 199.
37. Pop caucus rules, see George B. Galloway,
History of the House of Representatives (New York: Thomas
Y. Crowell, 1961), pp. 1.55-139. For a contemporary analysis
of the caucus in operation, see Wilder H. Haines, "The Con
gressional Caucus of Today," American Political Science
Review, 9 (November, 1915), 696-706.
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following would be introduced and adopted by the caucus:
Resolved, That the Tariff Bill passed by the
caucus in its amended form is declared to be a
party measure and that the members of this caucus
are hereby pledged to report the bill in the
House of Representatives and to vote against all
amendments or motions to recommit the bill: Pro
vided, however, that the Way3 and Means Committee
are authorized to propose amendments to the bill
that shall not be considered or included in the
foregoing inhibition.3"
As a general rule an overwhelming majority of the
House Democrats voted the caucus decision on the floor.
There were differences of opinion within the caucus, but
once the caucus made a decision, House Democrats felt obli
gated to vote together as a united party on the floor.

For

example, although there had been important disagreement
regarding the tariff bill in caucus, when the bill finally
reached the floor for a vote, only six Democrats voted
against it.

Pour of these six were representatives of the

"sugar districts" of Louisiana, districts benefitting from
high tariffs.

In a sense, these representatives had made

contrary pledges to their constituents.

In regard to the

Currency Bill, only three Democrats voted against it on the
floor.
38. Quoted in Westel W. iVilloughby and Lindsay
Rogers, An Introduction to the Problem of Government (Garden
City: Doubleday, Page and Company, 1921), p. 344*
39. James Miller Leake, "Pour Years of Congress,"
American Political Science Review, 11 (May, 1917)» 2£5» 259.
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There can be no question that the House Democrats
were successful in- enacting reforms in this Congress chiefly
because of their willingness to make decisions through the
caucus method.

This is not normally the way congressional

parties operate.

Americans tend to place a great deal of

emphasis on the value of individual decisions.
are no different.

Congressmen

They are usually quite reluctant to be

bound by collective policy decisions of the party caucus.
Democrats in the 63rd Congress may have thought of them
selves in caucus as either Southerners or Northerners, con
servatives or liberals, but on the floor of the House they
thought of themselves as Democrats committed to a common
program.

"I conceive it my duty when I go into a caucus to

abide by the result of that caucus . .
W. Harwick (Georgia).

observed Thomas

"While I vote for it (Glas3-0wen

Currency Bill) as a matter of party loyalty, I do not like
and did not help to frame it."^

Joseph J. Russell

(Missouri) perhaps best summarized the attitude of his
Democratic colleagues when he said in regard to the
Underwood-Simmons Tariff Bill:

"It is a party measure, and

as a Democrat I shall vote for it, and am willing to
40. Congressional Record, 63rd Congress, 1st Ses
sion, September 10, 19^3> P*
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politically sink or swim, survive, or perish, as the for
tunes of my party shall degree."^-1
Another factor crucial to Democratic success in
addition to the binding caucus was the effective use they
made of the Committee on Rules.

"Excepting only the cau

cus, " remarked one contemporary observer, "the Rules Com
mittee is the most necessary and essential feature of the
new floor leader system in the House.According to House
procedure a bill must go through the Committee on Rules
before it is taken to the floor of the House for a vote.

In

the Rules Committee the bill is given a rule determining the
length of floor debate and whether or not amendments will be
accepted.

Under the Chairmanship of Speaker Cannon, this

Committee had served conservative interests.

Cannon and his

conservative friend3 who dominated committee proceedings
were able to block progressive measures simply by refusing
to give a progressive bill a rule or else giving the bill a
rule which would work to its detriment on the House floor.
A major purpose of the fight against the Speaker was to
liberalize the Rules Committee, thereby hopefully making it
more responsive to the House majority.

In the 63rd Congress,

as they had done in the 62nd, the House Democrats attempted
1*1.

Ibid., p. 1023.

l±2. Quoted in Lynn Haines, Law Making in America
(Bethesda, Maryland: Lynn Haines, 1 9 ^ 2 ) , p . 2 7 .

1114to make the Rules Committee more of an agent of majority
rule and party responsibility.
Theoretically, the new Chairman of the Committee on
Rules, Robert L. Henry of Texas, had it within his power to
block legislation in much the same way Cannon.had done.
he did not do this.

But

Henry may have disagreed with the

majority on points of policy, but he cooperated fully with
Majority Leader Underwood to ensure that a Democratic bill,
debated and approved by the caucus, received a favorable
rule from the Committee on Rules.

This was accomplished

frequently through the "gag rule" (closed rule) which pro
hibited the introduction of amendments from the floor.

The

purpose of this rule was to prevent the Republicans from
introducing amendments which would change the substance of a
Democratic bill.^

The procedure here was very similar to

that in a parliamentary system.

Once the majority made its

decision in caucus, there was very little the opposition
party could do to prevent final passage.
In addition to the binding caucus and the effective
use of the Committee on Rules, there is another important
factor which helps explain Democratic unity.

This is the

way Underwood used his power as Chairman of the Committee on
Committees to encourage party solidarity and in some cases
even to force party regularity in voting.
Idem.

The chief
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criterion in deciding who would serve on what committee was
the seniority principle.

But this was certainly not the
t

•

sole criterion.

Underwood and other members of the Com

mittee on Committees were also concerned about individual
attitudes toward reform legislation.

"If we had the least

doubt about a prospective member's attitude," Cordell Hull,
a member of the Committee on Committees recalled, "we sent
for him beforehand, cross-examined him and pledged him
unequivocally to do teamwork."

"We were determined," Hull

added:
To strip each committee of every possible vestige
of special privilege and so to mold such committees
as those on Agriculture, Labor, and the Judiciary
that they would join in securing maximum recogni
tion by legislative action for classes of American
citizens who had been long neglected or discrimi
nated against by numerous policies of the govern
ment.44
As a result of this careful screening, a few excep
tions tvere made to the seniority rule.

William Sulzer of

New York did not succeed to the Chairmanship of the Com
mittee on Military Affairs, of which he was the ranking
Democratic member.

"Sulzer was turned down . .

states, "because he was extravagant."^

Hull

Also, Edward Pow

of North Carolina was removed from the Committee on Ways
and Means, and Claude Kitchen, from the same state, was

York:

Cordell Hull, The Memoirs of Cordell Hull (New
The Macmillan Company,
I, pp. 63-6I4..
Ibid., p. 63.
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named in his place.

The change according to Hull was made

because "Pow had once voted for a tariff*on lumber."^

Pow

was inclined to support high tariffs while the party was
committed to lowering the tariff.
In addition the seniority rule obviously was not
applied to the 96 freshmen members.

Their individual views

on policy became a crucial factor in their selection to
committees.
In one instance, Underwood obviously exercised his
power as Chairman of the Committee on Committees to influ
ence the voting behavior within his party.

On April 10,

1913> Underwood, acting with caucus approval, announced to
the Hou-se that most of the committee assignments would be
held up until after the tariff bill had cleared the House.
"The hope of good committee assignments," as Professor Paul
Hasbrouck remarked, "was, of course, designed to keep
Il7
members 'regular1.'
Senate
The Democratic Party organization in the Senate was
not exactly like the organization in the House.

But in the

Senate, just as in the House, party leaders instituted a
I4.6.

Idem.

Ij.7. Paul D. Hasbrouck, Party Government in the House
of Representatives (New York: Macmillan Company, 19^7)>
Prr?.
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number of procedures to increase the possibility that Demo
crats would work together as a united party and not be torn
apart by internal bickering.

These innovations involved

changes in personnel as well as changes in the party rules.
The first and one of the most important changes in
party personnel was the decision to elect a progressive as
Majority Leader.

Thomas Martin of Virginia, a conserva

tive, had been the leader of the Senate Democrats in the
previous Congress and he was a logical choice for the major
ity position in the 63rd.

However, the progressive Demo

crats who controlled the Senate decided to replace him with
the progressive John A. Kern of Indiana.

They persuaded

Martin to withdraw from the race, and on March 5, 1913 the
Democratic Caucus elected Kern to the position.

The caucus

also chose progressives to be Vice-chairman and Secretary
of the caucus.

In addition, progressives were chosen to all

five positions on the caucus Committee on Order, whose
purpose was to assist Majority Leader Kern in setting policy
priorities.^®
i},8. The organization of the Senate during this
period is recorded in a number of places. I have relied
upon the precise summary presented in Randall B. Ripley,
Majority Party Leadership in Congress (Boston: Little,
Brown and Company, 1969), pp. 6/1-67 as well as Claude G.
Bowers, The Life of John Worth Kern (Indianapolis: Hollenbeck, 191b), pp. 255-295 and Joseph S. Clark, Congress: The
Sapless Branch (New York: Harper & Row, 1965)* pp. 156-15^»
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The progressive Democrats realized, however, that
they could not afford to alienate their conservative col
leagues.

The Democrats had only a six seat majority in the

Senate.

Defection of a few Democrats could spell defeat for

reform legislation.

Therefore, Majority Leader Kern took

several steps to improve relations with the conservatives.
One of these was to allow a conservative to be elected
President Pro Tempore of the Senate.

Another was to give

the deposed leader, Thomas Martin, the job as Chairman of
the important Committee on Appropriations.It9
Another significant personnel change to' facilitate
the swift enactment of progressive measures was the party's
decision to give seven of the nine positions on the Steering
Committee to progressives.

This was a crucial committee,

because it made other committee assignments.

In making

these assignments the Steering Committee was very careful to
choose members who would cooperate with reform legislation.
Seniority was the principal criterion used, but the Com
mittee also was concerned with the policy positions of pro
spective members.

For example, it was common knowledge

before the convening of the new Congress, that tariff refoiro
would be first on the legislative agenda.

The Committee on

Finance was the committee which would be in charge of lower
ing tariff rates.
1^9.

At one stage in the selection process,

Ripley, op. cit., supra, p. 61|.
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the progressives on the Steering Committee threatened to
deny the chairmanship to Senator Simmons, because they feared
he would oppose tariff reduction.
fight for his position.

But Simmons decided to

In fact, he promised his constitu

ents that he would resign his Senate seat if he did not
receive the chairmanship.

In the end, the Steering Com

mittee yielded to Simmon's demands to be chairman, but the
Committee took a precautionary move by appointing a number
of reformers to the Finance Committee.

In addition, as an

extra safeguard, they reportedly extracted a pledge from
Simmons that he would cooperate in drafting a tariff bill
which was acceptable to the President and to progressive
Democrats.

As it turned out, Simmons was very helpful in

revising the tariff law.-'®
Aside from changes in party personnel, the progres
sives succeeded in making a very important change in party
rules governing committee decisions.

Normally, a committee

chairman has the power of life or death over a bill.

To

curtail the power of committee chairman in the 63rd Con
gress, the Steering Committee recommended changes in the
rules that would allow the majority of a committee to con
trol its most important decisions.

The Steering Committee

recommended that a majority be able to call meetings, elect
subcommittees, and appoint conferees.
£0.

Idem.

The Democratic caucus
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accepted these recommendations.

In the new Congress, no

committee chairman had the power to block majority wishes.^
Majority Leader Kern and other Senate leaders also
used the caucus, or conference, as it was usually called, to
make party decisions.

As in the House, the Democrats' suc

cess in enacting reforms in the Senate was facilitated by a
general agreement among Democrats that the caucus method was
the best way to make decisions.

Senator Newlands of Nevada,

Chairman of the Interstate Commerce Committee, said, for
example, in support of his decision to go along with his
party's caucus decision:

"Regarding as I do, party solidar

ity as of the highest importance, I should feel guilty of a
breach of trust to that party were I unwilling without the
greatest reasons to make its will effective."^
There were, however, two £>asic differences between
the caucus in the House and in the Senate.

First, the

Senate caucus was not used as regularly as the one in the
House.

Second, the Senate caucus never passed binding reso

lutions.

The use of a binding resolution was considered by

Majority Leader Kern on the tariff- bill.

But it was decided

after a lengthy discussion that Senators would not be
"officially" bound by caucus decisions.
51.

Each Senator

Ibid., p. 65.

52. Elston E. Roady, "Party Regularity in the
Sixty-third Congress" (unpublished Ph.D. dissertation, Dept.
of Political Science, University of Illinois, 1951)» p. 8*
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present at the caucus was required, however, to announce
whether he intended to vote for the bill on the floor.

As a

rule, most Senators said they would vote for the bill to
final passage. . Then the caucus adopted a resolution, which
was not officially binding on members, but which was
strongly worded to suggest that Democratic Senators would
vote as a bloc on the measure.

This arrangement retained

the "independence" of Senators, but gave party leaders
53
strong psychological advantages of the binding caucus.^
This informally-binding Senate caucus was as suc
cessful in uniting the Senate Democrats as was the formally
binding House caucus in uniting the House Democrats.

When a

party measure reached the floor for the final vote, the
Democratic leadership could count on the support of practi
cally every Democratic Senator.

On the tariff bill, for

example, only two Democrats voted against the measure.
the Democrats voted for the Currency Bill.

All

And on the Fed

eral Trade Commission Bill, only two Democrats voted "nay."
Such a high degree of party regularity is not common in the
congressional process.^
Minority Party
The existence of a large Democratic majority com
mitted to a reform program and the Democrats1 decision to
53.

Ripley, op. cit;., p. 65.

Sk»

Leake, op. clt.. pp. 255* 259.
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tighten-up their congressional organization to increase
party unity and discipline were important political condi
tions conducive to the enactment of the important legisla
tion of this Congress.

Because of their numbers and

effective organization, the Democrats could have passed
practically anything they agreed on in caucus.

But their

job was made even easier by the existence of a weak, inef
fective opposition party.

This same condition prevailed,

incidently, though for different reasons, during the 73rd
and 89th Congresses.

I do not propose here to discuss the

Republican organization in detail.

That information has

been presented by Professor Charles 0. Jones in his excel
lent work on the role of the minority party in Congress.^
The basic point here is that the absence of a strong oppo
sition party was an important factor contributing to the
swift enactment of liberal policies.
A major reason for the Republican ineffectiveness
was simply their lack of numbers.

The Democrats had a 163

55. See Charles 0. Jones, "Policy-Making Functions
of the Minority Party in Congress." Paper delivered at the
1966 Annual Meeting of the American Political Science Asso
ciation, pp. 12-18. Part of this paper appears in "The
Minority Party and Policy-Making in the House of Representa
tives," American Political Science Review, 62 (June, 1968),
pp. 14.81 -I4.9I4-. A fuller treatment of the subject appears in
his Minority Party Leadership in Congress (Boston: Little,
Brown and Company, 1970)". Most' of my analysis on the role
of the Republicans during this Congress is based upon Jones'
research. I have also relied upon my own research in
Fleming, op. cit., pp. 86-90.
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seat majority in the House, the largest of any party up to
that time.

The Republican numerical disadvantage was not

quite so bad in the Senate where the Democrats outnumbered
them only by six seats.

However, there were other reasons

besides the lack of numbers which help account for the
inconsequential nature of the Republican opposition.
One was the fact that the Republican Party was
severely divided, both nationally and in Congress.

American

political parties have never been the united, disciplined
parties of the parliamentary type.

There have always been

significant ideological differences within American politi
cal parties.

But the differences within the Republican

Party w.ere more accentuated than usual during this period.
The division which took on a general conservative versus
liberal character had been in the offing for a long time.
During the 1910 Revolt against Speaker Cannon, liberal House
Republicans joined the Democrats in defeating the conserva
tive Republican-dominated system of Cannonism.

During the

62nd Congress, the Republicans continued to be plagued by
intra-party conflict.

The conservative William Howard Taft

wa3 either unable or unwilling to reconcile differences with
the progressive liberal Republicans in Congress.

The split

became even wider in 1912 with the defection of former
President Theodore Roosevelt and his decision to form the
Progressive Party to oppose President Taft in the

12lj.
presidential election.

The battle lines were clearly drawn

within the party with the progressive Republicans following
Roosevelt and the conservatively-oriented party members
following Taft.

The Republicans were severely divided at a

time when the Democrats were exhibiting an unusually high
degree of party unity.

This combination of circumstances

presented serious problems to the Republicans.

It could

only work to the advantage of the Democrats.
This intra-party division continued in the 63rd
Congress.
Senate.

This was the case in both the House and the

The two principal Republican congressional leaders,

James R. Mann in the House and Jacob H. Gallinger in the
Senate, were basically transitional figures in the Republi
can congressional politics.

The Republican Party was under

going significant transition, and. the major job of the
Party's congressional leaders was to hold the party together
as much as possible until the next election.
easy task.

This was no

Mann, an old guard Republican regular who had

sided with Speaker Cannon in the 1910 rules fight, was never
able to win the full confidence of the progressives.
Gallinger was faced with a similar problem of reconciling
conservatives and progressives in the Senate.

However,

Gallinger1s problem was not quite as difficult as Mann's
because the Democratic margin in the Senate was not as large
as in the House.
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A second reason explaining Republican ineffective
ness was that the Democrats on a number of occasions delib
erately excluded them from participation in the decision
making process.. This was the case in both chambers,
especially the House.

The Democrats tended to use thi3 same

tactic in the 73rd and 89th Congresses too.

Normally in the

process of majority coalition building, the majority party
relies on some legislative support from the minority party.
This is necessary as a rule because of the decentralization
of power within Congress and the lack of party unity and
discipline.

But this was not the case during the 63rd Con

gress. The Democrats relied very little on Republican
cooperation.

In fact, the Democrats dominated virtually

every stage in congressional decision-making from assignment
to committee to final action on the floor.

Republicans had

little control over the ;*ording of bills in committees.
They had no control over the Democratic caucuses where the
most important decisions were made.

And because Democrats

were bound to vote as a bloc on the floor and to reject
Republican amendments, there was practically nothing they
could do there to defeat or alter a Democratic bill.
is not the usual process of congressional politics.

This
The

Republicans naturally were frustrated by the minor role they
played in the new decision-making process.

One of the more

frustrated members of the opposition, Charles A. Lindbergh
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(Minnesota), went so far as to declare that "any member who
surrenders his action to the control of a caucus . . .
violates his oath, is a traitor to his constituency, and
commits treason against his country.
Representative August P. Gardner of Massachusetts
probably expressed the opinion of many of his fellow Repub
licans when he said:

"Washington seeras like a bad dream.

Smug Democrats everywhere.»57
56.

Quoted in Lynn Haines, op. cit., p. 13.

57. Constance Gardner, Some Letters of August
Peabody Gardner (Boston: Houghton Mifflin Company, 1920),
p. 80.

CHAPTER k
ROOSEVELT CONGRESS:

73RD

This Chapter focuses on the very liberal 73rd Con
gress which convened in the midst of the Great Depression.
There are many differences in political conditions between
this Congress and the Wilson 63rd, but there also are some
striking similarities.
Temper of the Times: Policy Effects
of the~~Degression
The single most important condition affecting the
performance of the 73rd Congress was the economic collapse
of the country following the stock-market crisis in 1929.
All economic indicators revealed the critical state of the
national economy.

Within three years of the Hoover Admin

istration not only had the bottom dropped out of the stock
market, but industrial production had been cut in half.

At

the beginning of the summer of 1932 the nation's steel
industry was operating at only 12 per cent capacity.

Prom

1929 to 1932 industrial construction slumped from $9l|-9
million to an incredible $7lj. million.

The railroad

industry was on the verge of complete financial collapse.
The nation's farmers, frightened at the prospects of being
reduced to peasantry, began to use revolutionary tactics to
127

128
force governmental assistance.

By 1932 a quarter of a

million families had lost their homes; 1J million Americans
were without jobs and millions were living in poverty and
•i
utter hopelessness.
A report by the California State Unemployment Com
mission published in November 1932, vividly revealed mani
festations of the Depression in terms of human suffering:
This study of the human cost of unemployment
reveals that a new class of poor and dependents
is rapidly rising among the ranks of young,
sturdy, ambitious labourers, artisans, mechanics,
and professionals, who until recently maintained
a relatively high standard of living and were the
stable, self-respecting citizens and taxpayers of
this State. Unemployment and loss of income have
ravaged numerous homes. It has broken the
spirits of their members, underlined their health,
rob^bed them of self-respect, destroyed their effi
ciency and employability. Loss of income has
created standards of living of which the country
cannot be proud. Many households have been dis
solved; little children parcelled out to friends,
relatives, or charitable homes; husbands and
1. There are many excellent sources describing con
ditions during the Depression. The statistics cited here
are taken from William E. Leuchtenburg, Franklin D. Roose
velt and the New Deal (New York: Harper and Row]J 1963), p.
See particularly his first chapter, "The Politics of
Hard Times." Other sources include John Kenneth Galbraith,
The Great Crash 1929 (Harmondsworth: Penguin, 1963); and
four excellent book3 of readings containing excerpts from
some of the best material on the Depression, John Major
(ed.), The New Deal (New York: Barnes and Noble, Inc.,
1967), William E. Leuchtenburg (ed.), The New Deal: A Docu
mentary History (Columbia: University of South Carolina
Press, 196d), Morton J. Frisch and Martin Diamond (eds.),
The Thirties: A Reconsideration in the Light of the Ameri
can Political Tradition (DeKalb: Northern Illinois' University press, 1965), and Rita James Simon (ed.), As We Saw the
Thirties: Essays on Social and Political Movements of a
Decade (Urbane"•, University of Illinois Press, 1967).
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wives, parents and children separated, temporarily
or permanently.. Homes in which life savings were
invested and hopes bound up have been lost never
to be recovered. Men, young and old, have taken
to the road. They sleep each night in a new flop
house. Day after day the country over, they stand
in the breadlines for food which carries with it
the suggestion 'move-on,1 'We don't want you.' In
spite of the unpalatable stew and the comfortless
flophouses, the army of homeless grows alarmingly.
Existing accommodations fail to shelter the home
less; jails must be opened to lodge honest jobhunters. Destitution reaches the women and
children. New itinerant types develop: 'women
vagrants' and 'juvenile transients.' There are no
satisfactory methods of dealing with these thou
sands adrift. Precarious ways of existing, ques
tionable methods of 'getting by' rapidly develop.
The law must step in and brand as criminals those
who have neither desire nor inclination to violate
accepted standards of society.
Numerous houses remain physically intact, but
morally shattered. There is no security, no foot
hold, no future to sustain them. Savings are
depleted, and debts mount with no prospect of
repayment. Economic make-shifts are adopted.
V/oman and child labor further undermine the sta
bility of the home. The number of applicants for
charitable aid increases serrously. There is not
enough money to do the job well and adequately.
Pood rations are pared down, rents go unpaid,
families are evicted. They must uproot their
households frequently. Physical privations under
mine body and heart. The peace and harmony of the
home vanish. The effect upon children differs,
but it is invariably detrimental.
Idleness destroys not only purchasing power,
lowering the standards of living, but also destroys
efficiency and finally break the spirit. The once
industrious and resourceful worker becomes pauper
ized, loses faith in himself and society.2
2. Report and Recommendations of the California
State Unemployment' Commission (Sacramento: State Printing
Office, 1932), pp.
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The psychological effects of the Depression were in
many cases worse than the economic, as Robert and Helen Lynd
discovered in "Middletown."
The city had been shaken for nearly six years by a
catastrophe involving not only people's values but,
in the case of many, their very existence. Unlike
most socially generated catastrophes, in this case
virtually nobody in the community had been cush
ioned against the blow; the great knife of the
depression had cut down impartially through the
entire population, leaving open the lives and hopes
of rich as well as poor. The experience had been
more nearly universal than any prolonged recent
emotional experience in the city's history; it had
approached in its elemental shock the primary
experiences of birth and death.3
The Republican response to the Depression was con
ditioned in large measure by President Hoover's reluctance
to use -the extensive powers of the federal government to
deal with the crisis.
assistance.

Hoover did respond with some federal

The Federal Farm Board, for example, was

created to curb agricultural surpluses.

Some federal

relief, thougji quite small when compared to the relief given
during the Roosevelt Administration, was given to the states
to deal with unemployment.

And the Reconstruction Finance

Corporation was begun under the Hoover incumbency.
Generally, however, Hoover's conservative philosophy
of government restricted greatly the types of alternatives
he considered.

He advocated a very restricted role for the

3. Robert and Helen Lynd, Middletown in Transition.
A Study in Cultural Conflicts (London; Constable', 1*53777
pp. 295-9t>.
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federal government in the solution to public problems.

The

primary responsibility for solving problems, Hoover con
sistently maintained, rested with individual cities and
states.

"It is not the function of the government,11 he

argued in a speech in August, 1932, "to relieve individuals
of their responsibilities to their neighbours, or to relieve
private institutions of their responsibilities to the public,
or of local government to the states, or of state govern
ments to the federal government."^
The nature of Hoover's response to the Depression
continues to be the subject of much debate.

Some argue that

Hoover was victimized by unavoidable circumstances and that
he was quite innovative in his approach to the crisis.
"Relative to the period and the party, Hoover was experi
mental and adaptable,"-' Broadus Mitchell argues.

In an

account of his own leadership, Hoover maintains that he
rejected the arguments of his more conservative advisers and
opted instead for increased governmental power and organi
zation to deal with the crisis.

"The record will show,"

Hoover states in his memoirs, "that we went into action
within ten days and were steadily organizing each week and
1|. Herbert Hoover, The Memoirs of Herbert Hoover.
The Great Depression 1 929-1 9lj/5 (London: Hollis and Carter,
1«3), P. 36.
5. Broadus Mitchell, Depression Decade (New York:
Rinehart, 19k7), p. 1+-05.
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month thereafter to meet the changing tides—mostly for the
worse.
Whatever the merits of this position, one point
seems clear.

For millions of Americans, Herbert Hoover

became the symbol of misery and deprivation.

As the Novem

ber elections approached it seemed apparent that Herbert
Hoover and the Republican Party were destined for a major
defeat.
Thi3 is exactly what happened.

The voters gave

Franklin D. Roosevelt and the Democratic Party an overwhelm
ing victory.

Roosevelt received 22,800,000 votes to

Hoover's 15,750,000 (57.4$-39.6$).

Even larger than the

popular vote was Roosevelt's margin in the electoral college
where he won by lj.72-59 (89^-1Roosevelt carried ij.2 out
of the I4.8 states.

This amounted to an almost complete

reversal of the 1928 elections when Hoover had carried J+0
states and won over A1 Smith by 21,400,000 to 15»000,000
(58.2% to l±0.Q%).
The Democrats also scored a landslide victory in
Congress.

In the House of Representatives they gained 97
7

seats giving them 313 seats to 11 7 for the Republicans.
6.

Hoover, op. cit., p. 31.

7.

There were 5 third party members.

In
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the Senate they gained 12 seats which gave them a j?9 to 36

8

majority over the Republicans.

One of the most important similarities between the
73rd Congress and the 63rd and 89th Congresses was that all
three Congresses convened immediately after elections in
which the mandate for change was clear.

Judging from this

one can argue that the electoral process does have some
important affects upon congressional productivity.

When the

majority's electoral margin is small, there is little like
lihood that Congress will enact significant policy changes.
The lack of a decisive majority is usually interpreted as a
sign of confusion and uncertainty on the part of the elec
torate.-

If the public is unclear about the ordering of

priorities, policy-makers will probably seem uncertain too.
On the other hand, when the electoral margin is
large and in the liberal direction, there is a much greater
probability that Congress will enact major changes.

If this

large margin is in a conservative direction, however, one
can expect a status quo oriented Congress and perhaps even
major changes in a conservative direction.^
8.

Here there was 1 third party member.

9. There are exceptions to thi3 generalization,
however. In 1958 the Democrats gained their largest major
ity in Congress since 1936. They gained I4.9 seats in the
House of Representatives giving them a 283-151+ seat majority.
In the Senate they gained 17 seats which gave them a 66-3^
seat majority. The 86th Congress, however, proved very
unproductive. The chief reason appeared to be divided party
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The situation facing the 73rd Congress was clearly
more of an acute crisis than the other two periods.

The

63rd Congress convened within a semi-crisis context.

There

was in 1913 widespread public dissatisfaction with the
existing public order which helps explain the productiveness
of the 63rd Congress.

The 88th Congress was productive in

large measure because of the assassination crisis which
resulted in a penitential public mood to implement Kennedy1s
liberal program.

Public and congressional support for

liberal policies continued in the 89th Congress as a result
of Johnson's landslide victory over the conservative Barry
Goldwater.

In neither of these situations, however, was the

crisis as serious or acute as the situation facing the 73rd
Congress.

At stake in 1933 was the existence of the Ameri

can system of government itself.

The noted political

scientist E. Pendleton Herring described the challenge fac
ing the 73rd Congress:
This Congress . . . (was) conducted in a crucible.
The problems that demanded consideration were the
most momentous since the war years. These tangi
ble burdens, weighty and perplexing enough when
taken separately, served in the aggregate and under
the conditions of the time to test in most exacting
fashion the very governmental system itself. The
government with a Republican in the White House and a Demo
cratic Congress. For one of the few studies analyzing the
effects of divided party government on the legislative
process, see Glen Gordon, The Legislative Process and
Divided Government: A Case" Study of the b6th Congress
(Amherst: University of Massachusetts, Bureau of Government
Research, 1966).
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adequacy of Congress as a satisfactory political
institution was at stake. Was the presidential
system as such-competent or even capable of meet
ing its responsibilities?''0
"The worst political crime of the time was inaction,"
11
Herring added.
Presidential Leadership: Influence of
Franklin D. Roosevelt
The public demanded action and solutions to problems.
But the leaders of the country were by no means in agreement
on the precise type of action required.

It was clear, how

ever, that Franklin Roosevelt, unlike Herbert Hoover, was
flexible enough to put aside old methods and try new ones in
an attempt to solve pressing problems.

Roosevelt was more

concerned with practical results than with conformity to any
fixed set of political beliefs.

"The country needs and,

unless I mistake its temper, the country demands bold, per
sistent experimentation," he said in 1932.

"It is common

sense," he argued, "to take a method and try it.
fails, admit it frankly and try another.
12
something."

If it

But above all, try

10. E. Pendleton Herring, "Second Session of the
Seventy-third Congress," American Political Science Review,
28 (October, 1934), 8^2.
11. E. Pendleton Herring, "First Session of the
Seventy-third Congress," American Political Science Review,
28 (February, 1934), 73.
12. Samuel Rosenman (ed.), The Public Papers and
Addresses of Franklin D. Roosevelt (New York: Random House,
1938), 1, PP. 646.
:
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The new President made clear in his Inaugural
Address his determination to act.

Realizing that the eco

nomic problems had been compounded by the more subtle
psychological problems of fear and anxiety, Roosevelt acted
first to deal with the nation's psychological condition.
"First of all, let me assert my firm belief that the only
thing we have to fear is fear itself, 11 Roosevelt said,
"nameless, unreasoning, unjustified terror which paralyzes
1 "5
needed efforts to convert retreat into advance." J Roose
velt then went on to reassure the nation that he was pre
pared to do all within his power as President to meet the
crisis.
I am prepared under my constitutional duty to
recommend the measures that a stricken nation in
the midst of a stricken world may require. These
measures, or such other measures as the Congress
may build out of its experience and wisdom, I
shall seek, within my constitutional authority,
to bring to speedy adoption. But in the event
that the Congress shall fail to take one of these
two courses, and in the event that the national
emergency is still critical, I shall not evade
the clear course of duty that will then confront
me. I shall ask the Congress for the one remain
ing instrument to meet the crisis—broad Execu
tive power to wage a war against the emergency,
as great as the power that would be given to me
if we were in fact invaded by a foreign foe.'4
13. Henry Steele Commager (ed.), Documents of
American History (New York: Appleton-Century Crofts, 1968"),
II, p. 2I4.2.
114..

Idem.
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The crisis actually worsened a few days before
Roosevelt took office as the country found itself in the
throes of a bank depositors' panic.

At the heart of the

problem was a general lack of public confidence.

Citizens

by the thousands rushed to the banks to withdraw their
savings.

Roosevelt's first act, therefore, was to issue a

proclamation declaring a bank holiday and placing an embargo
upon the withdrawal and export of gold.

Simultaneously he

issued a proclamation summoning Congress to meet in four
days in an extraordinary session.

This session turned out

to be extraordinary in more than name only.
On March 9 Congress convened to hear the new Presi
dent's .recommendations for legislation to control the
resumption of banking.

The House promptly passed the Bank

ing Bill without even a record vote; the Senate approved it
a few hours later; and the President signed it that night.
This was the beginning of the famous "Hundred Days" in which
Congress passed so much liberal legislation.

Within the

next three months, Congress would pass an average of one
major bill every three days.

The President had a "blank

check" virtually on anything he deemed necessary to meet the
crisis.
Originally Roosevelt had planned to dismiss Congress
following the enactment of his first set of recommendations
and then reconvene it when more permanent legislation was
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prepared.

But in light of his congressional success the

first few days and obvious public support, he decided to
keep Congress in session and ask for the swift enactment of
1^
the rest of his. program.'
Within the next three months Congress passed a host
of major legislation, the primary purpose of which was to
deal with the Depression crisis.

But in so doing Congress

enacted a great variety of legislation which has had a con
tinuing effect upon American society and politics.

Passed

were such important measures as the Agricultural Adjustment
Act setting parity prices for farmers, the Federal Emergency
Relief Act which laid the foundation for the nation's social
welfare program, the Home Owners1 Loan Act to help families
keep their homes, and the Emergency Railroad Transportation
Act to rescue the railroad industry from financial col
lapse.^
Most of the legislation was related directly to
solving the economic problems of the Depression.

But Roose

velt also used the opportunity to pass legislation which had
been on the liberal agenda for many years.

As Herring

1£. James MacGregor Burns, Roosevelt: The Lion and
the Fox (Few York: Harcourt, Brace, and World, Inc., 1V5b)»
pp. 16j?-68.
16.

Ibid., pp. 168-171*
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astutely observed:
It is noteworthy how schemes for immediate relief
were joined with more far-reaching plans—the
impetus of the emergency used to initiate policies
of future significance. Measures were put through
this Congress with little difficulty that had been
turned down repeatedly in previous session.
Establishing the Tennessee Valley Authority for
Muscle Shoals is a case in point. In bringing
this proposal before Congress, the President
stressed the need for broad social planning. 'It
is time,1 he wrote, 'to extend planning to a wider
field—step by step—While Mr. Roosevelt's 'plan
ning' appeared opportunistic in the miscellaneous
assortment of his measures, and in the need of
the hour which dictated them, more legislation
with long-term significance was enacted under the

ressure of emergency need tha^ Congress seemed
o realize' (ernpha sis added)7
The legislative pace of 193^ was not nearly so rapid
as 1933.

The crisis had subsided somewhat, and public con

fidence was restored in light of governmental action.

But

even in 193k Congress enacted an unusually large number of
bills of far-reaching importance.

Among these were the Gold

Reserve Act, the Reciprocal Tariff Act, the stock Exchange
Act, a bill creating the Federal Communications Commission,
and an important amendment to the Emergence Farm Credit Act
of 1933.
Roosevelt's techniques in dealing with Congress were
essentially the same as Wilson's.

Like Wilson in 1913*

Roosevelt in 1933 felt that the temper of the times neces
sitated a fusion of legislative and executive powers to meet
17. Herring, "First Session of the Seventy-third
Congress," op. cit.. p.

11^0
effectively governmental responsibilities.

In his Inaugural

Address he expressed his hope "that the normal balance of
executive and legislative authority may be wholly adequate
to meet the unprecedented task before us."

"But," he added,

"it may be that an unprecedented demand and need for undelayed action may call for temporary departure from that
1A
normal balance of public procedure."
Throughout the ensuing months Roosevelt consciously
attempted through a variety of methods to bridge the con
stitutional gap between the Congress and the Presidency and
to make the two, theoretically separate and equal, institu
tions function as one in response to public needs.

He used

the crisis and the obvious public support for his leadership
as a means of making Congress subservient to the presi
dential will.

Many of his messages to Congress would begin

by stating that in view of "the present acute economic emer
gency," I recommend the immediate and swift enactment of
such and such legislation.

He was asking Congress to act

without the time consuming deliberation so characteristic of
the legislative process. He was aaking Congress to become
less of a deliberative body and more action oriented.
major crisis was at hand.

There was no time to examine all

possible alternatives.
18.

A

Commager, op. cit., p. 2i|2.
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Roosevelt obviously was pleased with the cooperation
he received from the 73rd Congress.

"Out of these friendly

contacts we, fortunately, are building a strong and pernanent tie between the legislative and executive branches of
the Government," he noted in his 193^ State of the Union
message.

"The letter of the Constitution wisely declared a

separation, but the impulse of common purpose declares a
union."1 ^
There is certainly more than a little hint in this
statement that Roosevelt hoped the fusion of powers engen
dered by the crisis would be continued through more normal
times.

He would find beginning in 193k-> however, and even

more in later years that he could not expect the same degree
of cooperation from the legislative branch.

As the crisis

subsided, Congress became more and more reluctant to follow
the President.

The delaying effect of separation of powers

was gradually re-instated.
Like Woodrow Wilson in another respect, Roosevelt
worked mainly through his own party in Congress to achieve
legislative results.

Occasionally he would confer with

Republican members of Congress such as on the Economy Bill
where their support was the differerce between victory and
defeat.

But most of the time, he would confer only with his

fellow Democrats.
19.

Because of a large Democratic majority

Rosenman, op. cit., p.

11*2
willing to go along with the President, there was no partic
ular need for Roosevelt to consult with the opposition
party.
Roosevelt viewed the Democratic leaders of Congress
as his lieutenants, and even more importantly they viewed
themselves in the same light.

Majority Leader Burns, for

instance, when asked about his legislative plans at the
opening of the 73rd Congress, responded frankly:

"I have no

statement about legislative plans, except I expect to put
PC)

through the plans and policies of President Roosevelt.,|C-U

And the party leaders recognizing Roosevelt's public mandate
did not hesitate to invoke the President's name as a form of
psychological pressure on members.

"When the Congressional

Record goes to President Roosevelt's desk in the morning,"
one leader stated regarding congressional support of the
Economy Bill, "he will look over the roll call we are about
to take, and I warn you new Democrats to be careful where
your names are found."2^
Roosevelt's keen sense of timing is another factor
which led to legislative success on a number of occasions.
He instinctively knew the limits of his own power; he knew
what was feasible and what was not.

For instance, when it

appeared that his Economy Bill was in trouble, Roosevelt
20.

New York Times, March 3, 1933«

21. Quoted by Herring, "First Session of the
Seventy-third Congress," op. cit.

143
announced that as soon as it was passed, he would aslc Con
gress to repeal the.Volstead Act legalizing beer.

Thus, this

would give Congressmen something popular to vote on ju3t
after asking them to vote on something unpopular like reduc
tion of veteran's benefits.^
The President also made frequent appeals to the pub
lic.

He knew that a great deal of his success with Congress

depended on his public popularity and prestige.

A particu

larly effective technique in this regard was his famous
"fire-side chats" which performed the dual purpose of
informing the public of new policies and renewing their con
fidence in government.
- Undoubtedly, the high productivity of the 73rd Con
gress can be attributed in large measure to the temper of the
times and public demands for swift, decisive federal action.
But one should not minimize the significance of Roosevelt's
leadership.

There was a crisis requiring action.

But there

also was a man to fill the leadership vacuum and direct the
action.

As one observer noted:

"The results he (Roosevelt)

has to his credit—and they are breath-taking when we try to
comprehend them—can not all be charged to the 'supersituation.'
22.

There was the 'hour,' to be sure, but also
Idem.

m
there was the 'man.1"^3

Walter Lippmann made the same

• observation:
By the greatest good fortune x*hich has befallen
this country in many a day a kindly and intelligent
man had the wit to realize that a great crisis is a
great opportunity. He has taken advantage of it.
Without preachment or rhetoric, merely by.a series
of simple, crisp and orderly measures, he ha3 con
vinced the country that it need not wait dumbly and
miserably for 'the turn,1 but that it can deal
positively and promptly with the difficulties before
it,24
Organization of Congress
Unlike the 63rd, 88th, and 89th Congresses, the
Democrats did not make any serious attempt in the 73rd Con-'
gress to alter congressional rules and procedures.

The

policy-making doors opened wide without any major changes in
the rules.

The Democrats did make some innovations in their

party organization which affected the congressional rules.
But the formal rules and procedures of Congress remained
substantially unchanged.

The potential policy delaying

effect of the seniority system, the committee system gen
erally, the House Committee on Rules, and the filibuster in
the Senate still remained.
However, the Democrats did make skillful use of the
existing rules to maximize their own advantage.

This was

23. J. Frederick Essary, "The New Deal for Nearly
Pour Months," Literary Digest, 116 (July 1, 1933)» 35*
York:

2l\.. Walter Lippmann, Interpretations 1933-1935 (New
Macmillan, 1936), p.
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not always easy.

"The struggle over rules of procedure was

no shara battle," notes E. Pendleton Herring, "but a grim
fight between the Administration forces seeking to carry
through a program and strong blocs alert to forward their
ovm interests."^

"A responsible will could be asserted

only through skillful use of parliamentary devises for
p/L
excluding bloc wills," Herring added.
However, the pre
vailing political conditions were usually sufficient to
nullify the congressional structure's delaying effect upon
policy enactment.
The best illustrations of the way the Democrats made
use of the existing prooedure for liberal majori tarian ends
are to be found in the House of Representatives.

Tradition

ally, the Committee on Rules has been a thorn in the side of
the majority.

Prom the late 1930's to the early 1960's when

President John P. Kennedy and Speaker Sam Rayburn acted to
curtail once again the Committee's power, the Rules Com
mittee was a major obstacle to liberal legislation.

But

during the 73rd Congress, the Committee on Rules, chaired by
William Bankhead (Alabama), faithly served the wishes of a
liberal majority.

Bankhead believed the Rules Committee

should cooperate with the majority leadership.

He made this

position quite clear in a statement justifying the issuance
2£. Herring, "First Session of the Seventy-third
Congress," op. cit,. p. 862.

26.

Ibid.» p. 86U-.
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of a closed rule to an agricultural bill in 1933*

"The Com

mittee on Rules is.the political and policy vehicle of the
House of Representatives to effectuate the party program and
the party policy . .

he said.

"The House of Representa

tives is now controlled by the Democratic Party.

This is a

part ... of the Democratic program. . . ."^
A principal technique used by the Committee to
ensure Democratic control of policy-making in the House was
the issuance of gag or closed rules to restrict debate and
prohibit amendments on the floor.

A total of 10 closed

rules were used during the First Session.

This compared

with an average of 2 such rules a session for each of the
Oft
other Roosevelt Congresses.
The Deficiency Appropriations Bill of 1934 illus
trates the Democrats' rigid control of the House procedure.
The Democratic leadership did not wish to have this bill
altered in the floor debate.

Therefore, at the beginning of

the Second Session, the Rules Committee offered a resolution
which ruled out all amendments except those presented by the
Committee on Appropriations and prohibited amendments to any
subsequent appropriations bill that would run counter to
27. Congressional Record, 73rd Congress, 1st Ses
sion, March 21, 1933* p. 666.
28. Lewis J. Lapham, "Party Leadership and the
House Committee on Rules," (unpublished Ph.D. dissertation,
Department of Government, Harvard University, 19*?K)* P» 52.

1Ij.7
the economy plan of the First Session.

"The purpose of this

whole controversy here today," Chairman Bankhead said, "is
to have the House deliberately determine for today and here
after during the remainder of this session whether or not
they are going to follow the President's recommendations."^^
This tactic predictably met bitter opposition from the
minority party.

In the opinion of Minority Leader Snell,

the resolution wa3 "the most vicious, the most far-reaching,
special rule that has ever been brought on the floor of the
Ame ri can Congre ss."^
A favorite minority tactic during the Second Session
(the minority cooperated with the Democrats most of the time
during the First Session) was to use the Discharge Calender
to force a bill to the floor before the Democratic leader
ship was ready.

The Discharge Calender had been reformed in

1931 lowering the number of signatures required from 218 to
145 thus making it easier for a determined minority to frus
trate a majority.

Through a variety of parliamentary tac

tics, the Democrats usually were successful in avoiding a
vote on a discharge motion.

For example, when it appeared

likely that a discharge motion would be filed to force the
Banking and Currency Committee to report a bill, the Demo
cratic leadership had the Committee report the bill before a
29. Quoted by Herring, "First Session of the
Seventy-third Congress," opc cit.t p. 858.
30.

Ibid., p. 859.
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discharge motion could be filed.

The effect of this action

was that the bill was placed on the Union Calender, there
to await its turn and probably die.

The Republicans pro

tested that the Discharge Calender was being deviously
manipulated.

But Speaker Rainey supporting the majority

ruled that the Banking and Currency Committee could not be
compelled to report a bill it no longer had under its juris
diction
Majority Party
The acute nature of the economic crisis, the vigor
ous presidential leadership of Franklin D. Roosevelt, and
the skillful manipulation of the congressional procedures
were all important conditions affecting congressional out
put.

Another important condition, here again similar to

those prevailing in the 63rd and 89th Congresses, was that
Congress was controlled by a large Democratic majority.

Not

only did Roosevelt score an impressive victory over Herbert
Hoover, but the Democratic Party gained an overwhelming
victory in Congress.
The electoral forces in 1932 completely reversed the
fortunes of America's two major political parties.

The

Republican Party, the dominant party since the turn of the'
century with the brief interlude of the Wilson years,
31.

Ibid., pp. 862-63.

11+9
suddenly became the minority party as a result of the 1932
elections.

This election was so important it has been clas

sified by the Survey Research Center as a realigning elec
tion.32
The Republicans1 failure to deal effectively with
the Depression and the Democrats' adroitness in filling the
leadership vacuum forced a realignment of the political party
preferences of a large segment of the American electorate.
The Republican Party has not been able to regain its major
ity status to this day.

The Republicans did win the 1952,

1956, and 1968 presidential elections, but only by attract
ing large numbers of votes from the Democratic Party, which
continues to be the preference of a majority of American
voters.
The party make-up in the House of Representatives in
the 73rd Congress was 313 Democrats, 117 Republicans, and 5
third party members.

This represented a Democratic gain of

97 seats, the largest gain of any party in the House since
the Republicans gained 120 seats in l89l|.

The Democrats

would increase thi3 majority in 193^ to 322 seats and again
in 1936 to 333 seats.

In the Senate the Democrats had 59

seats, the Republicans 36, and a third party had 1 seat.
Thus, in both Houses, as in the 63rd and 89th Congress with
32. Angus Campbell, Philip E. Converse, Warren E.
Miller, and Donald E. Stokes, The American Voter (New York:
Wiley, 1960).
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the exception of the Senate in the 63rd, the Democrats had
roughly a 2-1 majority.
Even more important than the simple size of the
numerical majority was the ideological composition of the
majority.

Liberal Democrats committed to a program of

action dominated the new Congress.

The Democrats were well

aware of the gravity of the times, and they interpreted
their electoral victory as a mandate for major change.
In the preceding chapter, I noted that the Demo
cratic majority made certain innovations in their party
structure in Congress to facilitate the passage of liberal
legislation during the 63rd Congress.

Later I will note

regarding the 88th and 89th Congresses that the Democrats
made similar organizational adjustments.

Therefore, an

important question for comparative purposes ia:

Did the

Democrats in the 73rd Congress make any adjustments in their
organization which were intended to ease the path for lib
eral legislation?

The answer in brief is a qualified yes.

They made changes in the same general direction as the
changes made in the 63rd Congress, but their changes were
not nearly as effective in forcing party unity as were the
changes in the 63rd Congress.
Party Organization in the House
The first party innovation was the creation of a
Steering Committee to coordinate policy and encourage party
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unity.

Speaker Rainey, who agreed to create the Committee

' in return for his nomination as Speaker, explained the
reason for the new organization:
The House is organized on an entirely new basis.
For the first time in the history of the Demo
cratic party they will have a steering committee.
The object will be to keep the party together and
not to attempt to put through policies until it
is known that there are enough Democratic votes
to assure the legislation. It is a long step
forward, and it takes from the Speaker power he
has arbitrarily exercised and gives it back to
the House. Failures in the last Congress have
been due to the fact that the determination of
policies has come entirely from the Speaker's
chair; it will now come from the party. 33
The Steering Committee, however, appears not to have
functioned as it was intended.

It was effective only in the

passage of the Glass-Steagall Banking Act.

On this bill the

Committee gathered evidence of Democratic support in the
House and used that evidence to cpnvince President Roosevelt
that he too should support the measure.^
The second innovation was the creation of a whip
organization.

Arthur H. Greenwood (Indiana), the new party

whip, and Robert Crosser (Ohio), Chairman of the steering
Committee, created the positions of fifteen assistant whips.
Each whip represented a different geographical zone.

The

whip's job was to improve communications between leaders
and followers, to promote the best possible attendance of
33.

New York Times, March 3» 1933*

34.

Ripley, op. cit., p. 71.
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Democrats on the floor, and to make sure that sufficient
Democratic unity existed before a bill came to a floor vote.
It is not clear if the whips in the 73rd Congress took
formal polls of. Democrats on legislative matters, but they
did do this in the 7i)-th

Congress.

35

As in the 63rd Congress, House leaders also
attempted to use the caucus as a means to maintain party
unity.

However, they were not as successful as Underwood

and Kern had been earlier.

The caucus was used 12 times in

the 73rd Congress, 5 times on organizational questions and
7 times on legislative matters.^
The first legislative caucus met to consider the
Economy Bill which cut salaries of civil workers and reduced
benefits paid to veterans.

Prom the leadership's point of

view this caucus was a failure because it did not produce
the two-thirds majority necessary to bind caucus members.
After this experience, Speaker fiainey and Majority Leader
Burns were reluctant to use the caucus to force a binding
vote on the House floor.

Instead, they used the caucus to

obtain a general feeling of members on particular issues.
The caucus stated a position, but did not formally bind its
members.

A motion to bind members was successful only once

in this Congress, and on that occasion 67 Democrats voted
35.

Ibid., pp. 70-71.

36.

Ibid., p. 78.
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against the caucus position, thus making the leaders reluc
tant to use the caucus after that.37
Party Organization in the Senate
In the Senate the Democrats also sought to revive
the caucus.

The Senate Democrats even adopted a rule to

bind the majority to caucus decisions.

The rule read:

Resolved, That until further order the chair
man is authorized to convene Democratic Senators
in caucus for the purpose of considering any
measure recommended by the President; and that all
Democratic Senators shall be bound by the vote of
the majority of the conference; provided, that any
Senator may be excused from voting for such meas
ure upon his expressed statement to the caucus
that said measure is contrary to his conscientious
judgment or that said measure is in violation of,n
pledges made to his constituents as a candidate.-^0
There was a substantial difference, however, between
the theory of caucus action and practice.

There is no

evidence that the caucus was ever used in practice formally
to bind members.

"Yet the adoption of such a caucus rule at

the beginning of the Congress," as Ripley notes, "showed the
general desire of most of the Democratic senators to follow
the leadership of Robinson and especially of Roosevelt.
Non-binding caucus meetings were used, however, to
give the leaders an informal sense of party support.
37.

Idem.

38.

New York Times, March 7* 1913*

39.

Ripley, op. cit., p. 81.
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example, before the Finance Committee reported the Recip
rocal Trade Bill, Majority Leader Robinson called a caucus
meeting to discuss the matter.

Of the I4.5 Democrats attend

ing the meeting, only 2 or 3 voiced opposition to the bill.
This large informal caucus support for the bill plus
Robinson's belief that those absent did not oppose the bill
functioned to reinforce the confidence of the Finance Com
mittee in their belief that the party would support the
committee bill.^®
Minority Party
Another condition which helps explain the high
productivity of the 73**d Congress was the fact that the
Republicans were virtually neutralized in their role as the
opposition party.

This condition was the result of a number

of other conditions:

the public 'criticism of the Republican

handling of the Depression; the subsequent landslide Demo
cratic victory in the 1932 elections; the presence of a
Democratic president with a theory of strong presidential
leadership, and the lopsided Democratic majorities in Con
gress. But the lack of an effective opposition party itself
became an independent condition contributing to the massive
outpouring of liberal legislation during this period.
were outnumbered 2-1 in both Houses.
40.

Ripley, op. cit., p. 81.

They
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The Republican leadership in the House was rela
tively weak.

Nicholas Longworth (Ohio) and John Q. Tilson

(Connecticut), who had led the Republicans during the
Coolidge and Hoover Administrations, were no longer members
of the House.

The Minority Floor Leader in the 73rd Con

gress was Bertrand H. Snell, a conservative businessman from
upstate New York.

He was never very effective during his

eight years as Minority Leader.

In the Senate the Repub

licans were led by Charles L. McNary (Oregon) as Minority
Leader and Simeon D. Fess (Ohio) as his assistant.

Gen

erally speaking, they were either unwilling or unable to
oppose vigorously Roosevelt's program.^
The Republicans during the First Session of the 73rd
Congress performed what Professor Charles 0. Jones has
called a "supportive function."

Most of the Republican

support for New Deal legislation came very early in the
session, within the "first hundred days."

In view of the

severity of the crisis, the public mandate for action, and
the large Democratic congressional majority, the Republicans
were in no position to obstruct Roosevelt's program.

The

lf.1. For my analysis of the role of the Republicans
in the 73rd Congress, as with their role in the 63rd Con
gress., I have relied upon Charles 0. Jones, "Policy-Making
Functions of the Minority Party in Congress," Paper
delivered at the 1966 Annual Meeting of the American Polit
ical Science Association, Statler-Hilton Hotel, New York
City, September 6-10, 1960, pp. 7-12.
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nature of the crisis itself necessitated quick, decisive
action, and the Republican leadership knew this.
The Republicans1 supportive role is nowhere better
illustrated than in the procedure used to pass the Emergency
Banking Act.

This bill was introduced, debated, and passed

in both houses on March 9--the first day of the 73rd Con
gress. Majority Leader Byrns asked for and received unani
mous consent to limit debate to l+O minutes even though
members had not seen the bill.

Minority Leader Snell asked

his fellow Republicans not to object to this unusual pro*

cedure,
The house is burning down, and the President of the
United States says this is the way to put out the
fir„e [he said]. And to me at this time there is
only one answer to this question, and that is to
give the President what he demands and says is
necessary to meet the situation.M-2
The bill passed by a voice vote.
In the Senate, the bill was referred to the Com
mittee on Banking and Currency with instructions that the
Committee report the bill back to the floor the same day.
Some Republicans opposed the bill as being too hastily con
sidered, but Senator Arthur H. Vandenberg (Michigan)
expressed the opinion of most Republicans when he said:
"The new administration is fresh from a popular mandate.

It

is entitled to an unhampered chance to save the crisis of
l\.Z. Congressional Record, 73^3 Congress, 1st Ses
sion, March 9, 1933» p. 7&1
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the approaching zero hour when the Presidential proclamation
• expires.11^
No other New Deal legislation passed as rapidly as
this bill.

But the process by no means returned to normal.

The Democrats continued to push through important legisla
tion.
The Republican role began to change, however, during
the Second Session.

The economic crisis was abated somewhat

during the First Session and the Republicans began to be
more critical of New Deal measures in 193^.

Professor Jones

summarizes the changing Republican role:
One should not expect that a minority party will
•play the supportive role for any length of
time. ... As Professor [John] Gaus has observed,
'politics as usual1 will soon reappear—even if
the crisis has only abated, not disappeared. No
President can expect to count on the 'blank
check' for any length of time,. Congress is not
structured to encourage support for presidents—
quite the reverse. Thus, in the 73rd Congress,
it would be expected that the minority party
would perform the supportive function more in the
first session than in the second. By the second
session, Republicans had tired of the argument
that the President ought to be given whatever he
wanted because of the emergency. Perhaps sensing
this, the President pushed most of his program
through Congress in the first -session.
1+3•

Ibid.,, p. 62.
Jones, op. cit., p. 9.

CHAPTER 5
JOHNSON CONGRESSES: 2ND SESSION
OP THE 88TH AND 89TH
We turn now to an examination of the important
Johnson Congresses.

Although the Second Session of the 88th

and the 89th Congresses were distinguished from the 63rd and
73rd Congresses in a number of respects, there are some
important similarities.

The similarity in policy outputs

was illustrated in Chapter 2.

This Chapter focuses on the

similarity of political conditions producing the outputs.
Temper of the Times: Policy Effects
Of Kennedy Assassination
The political context of the 88th Congress was
drastically altered on November 22, 1963* the day President
John P. Kennedy was assassinated.

During almost three years

in the White House, Kennedy had received relatively little
cooperation from Congress in implementing his legislative
program.

Undoubtedly, much of Kennedy's failure can be

attributed to the narrowness of his victory over Richard
Nixon in 1960.

He had defeated Nixon by only 120,000 votes,

hardly an impressive mandate for the kind of change the new
President envisaged.

This combined with the fact that Con

gress was controlled by the conservative coalition of
Southern Democrats and Republicans functioned to prevent the
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enactment of most of Kennedy's program.

Congress had passed

the peace Corps, the Reciprocal Trade Agreement, and rati
fied the historic Nuclear Test Ban Treaty.

But it had

balked at most of the President's domestic program—medi
care, federal aid to education, a stronger civil rights
bill, and the tax cut proposal.
A number of Kennedy supporters and biographers have
argued that most of his program was on the verge of being
passed in 1963 and, if Kennedy had lived, much of the legis
lative program enacted in 1 96I4. under Lyndon Johnson's
leadership would have been passed anyway.

The premise for

this position is that from a legislative standpoint, the
three years of the New Frontier were spent in preparing the
way for a comprehensive legislative package to be enacted in
1961)..

Those who support this view argue that Congress

rarely responds favorably to the legislative requests from a
liberal President without first going through the time con
suming task of very critically examining each program.
Groups supporting the program need time to generate public
support and to convert that support into congressional
votes.

Eugene Eidenberg and Roy Morey have nicely summar

ized this position:
The lesson of the three years of the Kennedy Admin
istration [many argue] is not one of frustration
and defeat on Capitol Hill, although there was much
of that, but rather the story of three years of
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hard preparation, of sowing the seeds which were
about to bear fruit When the assassination
occurred.1
Whatever the merits of this position, it became a
moot question on November 22.

The hard facts of political

life were John P. Kennedy was dead, and most of his legis
lative program was still being debated in Congress.

Whether

he would have been able to convince Congress to enact the
program had he lived, will never be known.
Kennedy's death did create a public mood of profound
shock and grief.

For many Americans, and for that matter

people elsewhere, the assassination was a major event in
their own personal lives.

There is no better testimony to

this than the simple fact that most people today remember
where they were and what they were doing the day Kennedy was
shot,
way.

of course, all individuals did not react the same
The degree of grief and the interpretation of the

meaning of the assassination varied.

Those who thought

Kennedy was doing a good job exhibited significantly more
grief than those who did not.

Liberals were more inclined

to ascribe to the idea of collective responsibility—to say
"we are all responsible—" and to attribute more
1. Eugene Eidenberg and Hoy D. Morey, An Act of *
Congress: The Legislative process and the Making of Educa
tional Policy (New York: W.L"W. Norton and Company, 1969),
p. 31.
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responsibility to social lawlessness than conservatives
were.2 But generally the public reaction was one of
intense, widespread personal shock and grief, the likes of
which most individuals had never experienced, except, of
course, in the loss of a close friend or relative.
The effects of the Kennedy assassination were exten
sively documented by Paul B. Sheatsley and Jacob J. Feldman
through a national opinion survey conducted immediately
following the assassination (see Tables VI and VII).
Sheatsley and Feldman conclude:
The president's assassination seems clearly to have
engaged the 'gut feelings' of virtually every
American. Events on this order are extremely
rare. ... It is important that even political
opponents of the late President shared the general
grief. Despite stories of elementary school chil
dren being asked, like those in China, to applaud
the assassination, it is clear that any such reac
tions were quite deviant. Sixty-two percent of the
Southern whites vjho opposed Kennedy in 1960 'felt
the loss of someone very close and dear.' At least
two out of three of them felt sympathy, sorrow,
anger, and 3hame for their country. . . . The
assassination generally evoked feelings similar to
those felt at the death of a close friend or rela-^
tivej rarely was it compared to other times of
national crisis.3
2. S. Thomas Friedman and John Pierce-Jones, "Attitudinal Strategies in American Undergraduates Interpreta
tions of the Assassination," The Kennedy Assassination and
the American Public; Social Communication in Crisis, eds.
Bradley S. G-reenberg and Edwin B. Parker (Stanford: Stan
ford University Press, 1965), pp. 21j.0-25l|.
3. Paul B. Sheatsley and Jacob J. Feldman, "A
National Survey of Public Reactions and Behavior," in
Greenberg and Parker, ibid., p. 1f?6.

TABLE VI
IMMEDIATE REACTIONS TO NEWS OF ASSASSINATION

Reaction

Very
Pelt
Crossed Never
Deepest Quite
My
Occurred
Peeling Deeply Mind
To Me

Pelt so sorry for his wife and children

61 %

31 %

6%

Pelt sorry that a strong young man had been
killed at the height of his powers

52

36

8

Felt ashamed that this could happen in our
country

50

33

10

7

Felt the loss of someone very close and dear

US

3k

9

12

Felt angry that anyone should do such a
terrible deed

bb

29

Worried about how his death would affect the
political situation in this country

19

28

32

21

Worried about how his death would affect our
relations with other countries

16

28

33

23

Felt worried about how the U.S. would carry on
without its leader

16

25

29

38

So confused and upset, didn't know what to feel

18

20

111-

lj-8

25o

13

TABLE VI—Continued
Thought it was done by some Communist or other
radical to get rid of the President

13

15

ko

32

Wondered if anybody could really be safe in this
country these days when the President himself
can get shot

10

11

29 •

50

Worried how this might affect own life, job, and
future

9

11

17

63

Thought it was done by a segregationist or extreme
right winger

8

10

• 32

50

Hoped the man who killed him would be shot down ojr
lynched

6

5

13

70

Worried whether person who did it would be a
member of my race or religion and bring on
persecution

3

3

12

82

Pelt that in many ways the President had brought
it on himself

2

2

11

85

aSource:

Paul B. Sheatsley and Jacob J. Feldman, "A National Survey of
Public Reactions and Behavior," in Greenberg and Parker, op. cit., p. 156.

TABLE VII
PHYSICAL AND EMOTIONAL SYMPTOMS

Symptom

Pelt during Pelt at time
four days of interview

Didn't feel like eating

lj.3$

12$

Snoked much more than usual

29

10

Had headaches

25

9

Had an upset stomach

22

5

Cried

53

20

Had trouble getting to sleep

Ij.8

18

Pelt very nervous and tense

68

2Ij.

Pelt like getting drunk

Ij.

1

Felt more tired than usual

ij.2

15

Pelt dizzy at times

12

ij.

Lost temper more than usual

19

Hands sweated and felt damp and
clammy

17

it-

Had rapid heart beats

26

6

Pelt sort of dazed and numb

57

20

Kept forgetting things

3b

12

Pelt none of these

11

f>0

aSource:

Sheatsley and Feldman, op. cit., p. 158.
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In terms of policy effects of the assassination, one
of the most relevant studies was done by Christophor J. Hurn
and Mark Messer.

They found that in many cases the assassi

nation caused individuals, specially the more grief stricken
ones, to rededicate their own lives to liberal values and to
the purposes for which they thought John Kennedy lived and
died.

Hurn and Messer asked their interviewees:

"In light

of the President's assassination, do you think there is any
thing you should do?" and, if yes, "What is it?"

A large

number of responses consisted of such statements as "improv
ing my own life," "promote brotherhood," "be more tolerant,"
"become a better citizen," "take a more active interest in
the affairs of government."

Those individuals who felt some

sense of collective guilt, usually liberals, were especially
•inclined to view the assassination as the causae for personal
rededication and recommitment to basic humanitarian values.
The sense of personal shock and grief were felt just
as deeply in the halls of Congress as in the nation as a
whole.

On both sides of the aisle, particularly among lib

erals, there was a clear relationship between grief for the
slain President and determination to carry on his work and
specifically to implement his legislative program.

Senator

Frank Church (D.-Idaho) spoke of Kennedy's "mission" "as the
l|.. Christopher J. Hurn and Mark Messer, "Grief and
Rededication," in Kennedy Aaaassination, op. cit.,
PP. 336-314-7.
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great unfinished business of the nation."-*

"While this is

the occasion of deep sorrow it should be also one of dedi
cation," said Speaker John McCormack (D.-Mass.).

"We must

have the determination to unite and carry on the spirit of
£

John Fitzgerald Kennedy. . .

"We trust this sad hour,"

stated Alexander Pimie (D.-New York), "will cause us to be
even more dedicated to the welfare of. our country and the
preservation of all that is best in our national life."^
And John Lindsay (R.-New York) said:
Out of the wreckage perhaps there will emerge a
greater sense of the nation's needs and fresh
determination to get on with the job. The Con
gress has been divided and deadlocked on civil
rights and other great issues of our time. Per
haps the late President's tragic death will
bring into focus and perspective the futility of
putting private prejudices ahead of public need3
and human rights. . .
And Lindsay added as if anticipating that Kennedy's
death would awaken the nation and Congress to the need for
action on the late President's civil rights program:
Always out of the deepest dark of the night there
comes the first rays of the nei* sun and the new
day. This week we celebrate Thanksgiving Day and
though we mourn our President and weep for his
widow and children, we have much to be thankful
for. . . .
5>. Congressional Record, 88th Congress, 1st Ses
sion, November 26, 1 9£>3» P. 2251/4..
6.

Ibid., p. 22778.

7.

Ibid., p. 22834.

8.

Ibid., p. 22822.
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We are thankful that out of the ashes there
can come a new sense of unity and commitment to
values and purposes other than self.
We are thankful that in the new day the ten
sions and bitterness arising from unsolved prob
lems of human rights may at last be solved by a
people and 'a Congress awakened to the need for
action. We are thankful that this we can do in
memory of the late President (emphasis added).^
The immediate policy consequence of the assassina
tion seems clear; it created within the nation and within
the Congress a determination to carry on the work of the
former President. The effect of the tragedy was aptly
described by TRB of the New Republic who referred to the
"penitential American mood after Kennedy's slaying"^® and by
Rowland Evans and Robert Novak who referred to "a national
longing to atone for Kennedy's assassination."^

The most

direct path to national penitence it seemed to many was the
immediate enactment of the late President's domestic pro
gram.

"This is the least we can do for John Kennedy," was

not an uncommon attitude during these times.
9.

Idem.

10. "TRB from Washington," New Republic, 155
(October 29# 1966),
11. Rowland Evans and Robert Novak, Lyndon 3.
Johnson: The Exercise of Power (Nex* York: The New American
Library, 1966), p. 9.
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Presidential Leadership: Influence of
Lyndon B. Johnson
The assassination was clearly the initial condition
attributing to the opening of the policy-making doors.

But

another very important condition was the skillful presi
dential leadership of Lyndon B. Johnson,

Following the

assassination Johnson looked upon himself, as he later
revealed in a 1970 television interviex*, as the "trustee" of
the Kennedy

program.^

His mission was to enact the pro

grams which Kennedy had been unsuccessful in steering
through Congress.

This became obvious in Johnson's message

to Congress on the night of November 27* 1963.

One cannot

read that speech without being left with one overriding
impression:

let's pas3 these bills for John Kennedy.

The

President began:
All I have I would have given gladly not to be
standing here today.
The greatest leader of our time has been struck
down by the foulest deed of our time. Today John
Fitzgerald Kennedy lives on in the immortal words
and works that he left behind . . .
No words are sad enough to express our sense of
loss. No words are strong enough to express our
determination to continue the forward thrust of
America that he began . . .
12. "Tragedy and Transition," A nationally tele
vised interview with Lyndon B. Johnson as conducted by
Walter Cronkite, CBS Television Network, May 2, 1970.
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• • • now the ideas and the ideals which he so
nobly represented must and will be translated into
"eff ective action (emphasis added).'3
Johnson did not confine his remarks to generalities.
He was specific in the bills he wanted Congress to pass as a
tribute to Kennedy.
First, no memorial oration or eulogy could more
eloquently honor President Kennedy's memory than
the earliest possible passage of the civil rights
bill for which he fought so long. I-Je have talked
long enough in this country about the equal
rights. We have talked for one hundred years or
more. It is time now to write the next chapter,
and to write it in the books of law . . .
And second, no act of ours could more fit
tingly continue the work of President Kennedy
than
which
he fo'_rj__„ „
. . .
Johnson's constant emphasis waa on action, not on
debate and discussion, not on further deliberation until
public problems could be more comprehensively considered,
not on a "cooling off period" until the nation came to grip3
with itself, but on action, action now, action for the sake
of John P. Kennedy, and action for the sake of national
unity.

"This Nation has experienced a profound shock, and

in this critical moment," Johnson-continued "it is our duty,
yours and mine, as the Government of the United States, to
do away with uncertainty and doubt and delay, and to show
13. Public Papers of the President, Lyndon B
Johnson, 1963-614., I, p. ti
14.

Ibid., p. 9.
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that we are capable of decisive action . . . that we can and
will act and act now."

He affirmed his faith "in the

ability of the Congress of the United States to act, to meet
any crisis, to .distill from our difference strong programs
of national action."

"This is our challenge—,11 he said

"not to hesitate, not to pause, not to turn about and linger
over this evil moment ..."
delay.

"In short, this is no time for

It is a time for action—strong, forward-looking

action . . ."15
These were Johnson's thoughts in November, 1963.

In

the months that followed, he embarked on a vigorous campaign
to implement Kennedy's legislative program.

As a former

member of Congress with over twenty years of practical
experience in building legislative majorities, Johnson was
acutely aware of the immense difficulties involved in pass
ing controversial legislation.

As Senate Majority Leader,

he had been instrumental in forming majorities for such
major bills as the 1957 National Defense Education Act and
the Civil Rights Acts of 1957 and 1960.
Like all successful politicians, Johnson had an
instinct for what was politically feasible; for what Con
gress would pass and what Congress would not pass.

He was

well aware of the opportunities presented in 1963 and 196lj.,
but he was also aware of the retarding nature of the
15.

Ibid.t pp. 9-10.
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American pluralistic system; a system which is not designed
for swift action on public problems.

He knew that the

assassination, though it was important in setting the mood,
was not by itself enough to ensure the enactment of
Kennedy1s program.

He knew that strong leadership would be

required to make the various components and groups of the
system work together.

As he said in his State of the Union

message in January, 196Ij.:
We have in 1 9&lj. a unique opportunity and obliga
tion—to prove the success of our system; to dis
prove those cynics and critics at home and abroad
who question our purpose and our competence.
'If we fail, if we fritter and fumble away our
opportunity in needless, senseless quarrels
between Democrats and Republicans, or between the
House and the Senate, or between the South and
North, or between the Congress and the administra
tion, then history will rightfully judge us harshly.
But if we succeed, if we can achieve these goals by
forging in this country a greater sense of union,
then, and only then, can we take full satisfaction
in the State of the Union (emphasis added).''®
He went on to ask the Congress to dispense with its
usual delaying tactics and to take immediate action on his
recommendations.

"Here in the Congress," Johnson said, "you

can demonstrate effective legislative leadership by dis
charging the public business with clarity and dispatch,
voting each important proposal up, or voting it down, but at
16.

Ibid., p. 113
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least bringing it to a fair and a final vote

(emphasi3

added ).^ ?
Johnson was not long in getting the swift, decisive
action he demanded from Congress.

On February 7» the Senate

passed the tax bill which had previously passed the House.
The Senate-House differences were quickly resolved and the
President signed the bill into law on February 26.

On June

10 the Senate made legislative history when it voted to stop
a Southern filibuster against the civil rights bill.

The

vote for cloture was 71-29; k more than actually needed.
This marked only the second time in 29 years the Senate had
voted cloture; the first time ever on a civil rights bill.
The Senate majority defeated all Southern attempts to alter
substantially the bill.

The House passed the Senate bill on

July 2, and the President signed ;Lt a few hours later.
Congress also passed the controversial Economic Opportunity
Act (Poverty Bill) which had been formulated under the
Kennedy Administration but which was more closely identified
with Johnson than Kennedy.

This bill was introduced in

Congress for the first time in March and passed in August.
In his evaluation of the performance of the Second
Session of the 89th Congress, Speaker John McCormack aptly
noted:
At one time, some tried to convince us that this
Congress was a dawdling one, and this institution,
17.

Idem.
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a 'stopgap' body of Government. The legacy we
leave behind in this second session is an une
quivocal refutation of this charge. It is also
a tribute to recently deceased President, John
Fitzgerald Kennedy, and a strong 'vote of con
fidence' for his successor, Lyndon Bainos
Johnson. Whereas Mr. Kennedy had said, 'Let us
begin,' Mr. Johnson has said, 'Let us continue.1
I think that we have begun and we have con
tinued—thanks to this remarkable session of the
88th Congress.^"
In the 89th Congress Johnson attempted to maintain
the momentum of the intense legislative activity begun in
196L|..

He acted as though he knew the momentum would not

last forever and that soon the congressional policy-making
doors would begin to close to prevent the hasty enactment of
legislation.

He seemed anxious for Congress to enact as

much legislation as possible before the doors closed.
The momentum was actually increased in the Plrst
Session of the 89th Congress.

This was in large measure a

result of the elections in I96J4..

In that election Johnson

campaigning on a reform platform defeated the conservative
Barry Goldwater by the largest margin of any President in
the nation's history.

Johnson received \\3 million votes to

only 27 million for Goldwater (61 $-38.5/0.

The Democrats

also scored a landslide victory in the House of Representa
tives where they gained lj.7 new seats giving them 295 seats
to 1 J4.O for the Republicans.

In the Senate too the Democrats

Congressional Ptecord, 88th Congress, 2nd Ses
sion, October 3» 196ij., p. 24.195.

I
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picked up strength gaining 3 seats which gave them a 67-33
majority.
Given his predisposition toward reform and the
presence of the. largest Democratic majority in Congress
since 1937» Johnson wasted no time in outlining the programs
he wanted Congress to pass.

In his Joint Message to Con

gress on Civil Rights in 1965 Johnson best explained the kind
of President he wanted to be and in so doing defined his
Great Society Program.
I do not want to be the President who built
empires, or sought grandeur, or extended domin
ion. I want to be the President who educated
young children to the x^onders of the world. I
want to be the President who helped to feed the
• hungry and to prepare them to be taxpayers
instead of tax-eaters. I want to be the Presi
dent who helped the poor to find their own way
and who protected the right of every citizen to
vote in every election. I want to be the
President who helped to end hatred among his
fellow men and who prompted love among the
people of all races and all regions and all
parties. I want to be the President who helped
to end war among the brothers of this earth.'9
And in recalling the Mexican-American children he
had taught in Cotulla, Texas, 37 years before, the President
pledged his assistance to the poor and deprived.
My students were poor and they often came to class
without breakfast, hungry, and they knew even in
their youth that pain of prejudice. They never
seemed to know why people disliked them. But they
knew it was so. Because I saw it in their eyes.
I often walked home late in the afternoon after
19.

Public Papers, op. cit., pp. 286-87.
<%
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the classes were finished, wishing there was more
that I could do. . . .
I never thought then in 1928 that I would be
standing here in 1965. It never occurred to me
in. my fondest dreams that I might have the chance
to help the sons and daughters of those students.
and to help people like them all over the country.
But now X do have the chance, and will let you in
on a secret.'' I mean to use it (emphasis added).^Q
And Lyndon B. Johnson did use his chance in the 89th
Congress.

"The Do-It-All 89th," in the words of one Wash

ington correspondent, "brought to harvest a generation's
backlog of ideas and social legislation."^
a vintage Congress.

This was indeed

In 1965 Congress passed such landmark

legislation as medicare, the first general federal aid to
education bill, another major civil rights bill, a revised
immigration bill which had been proposed by every President
since Harry Truman, the most comprehensive housing act since
19^9, and legislation creating the Department of Housing and
Urban Development.

Over-all in 1965 the Congress passed 69

per cent of Johnson's program, the highest percentage passed
by any Congress in the history of the Congressional Quar
terly (see Table VIII).
The legislative pace of the Second Session was not
as fast as the First due mainly to growing criticism within
20.

Ibid., p. 286.

21. Robert C. Albright, "Democrats' 196]+ Platform
Enacted by Do-It-All 89th," Washington Post (October 17»
1965).
'
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TABLE VIII
PRESIDENTIAL-CONGRESSIONAL BOXSC ORE
RECORDS—1 953-1 968

Year

Proposals
Submitted

Approved
by Congress

Percent
Approved

1953

*

%

#

1954

232

150

65$

1955

207

96

46

1956

225

103

46

1957

206

76

37

1958

234

110

47

1959

228

93

41

1960

183

56

31

1961

355

172

48

1962

298

<133

45

1963

401

109

27

1964

217

125

58

1965

469

323

69

1966

371

207

56

1967

431

205

48

1968

414

231

56

aFigures

for 1953 are not comparable to those for
subsequent years. Before 1954* C. Q. used a different sys
tem, grouping Presidential requests in relatively broad
categories.
^Congressional Quarterly Almanac, 1968, p. 97*
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Johnson's own party on his conduct of the war in Vietnam and
the 3tate of the economy.

But even in 1966 Congress was

more productive than normally passing such major legislation
as the Model Cities Program providing new federal funds for
a coordinated attack on blight on the local level, the Pair
Packaging and Labeling Act authorizing federal officials to
establish standard weights and quantities for packaged com
modities, the National Traffic and Motor Vehicle Safety Act
and Highway Safety Act, and legislation creating the Depart
ment of Transportation.
Most of the time the presence of a large Democratic
majority, and particularly the liberal dominance of that
majority, was enough to ensure the enactment of Johnson's
program.

But Johnson took nothing for granted.

He remem

bered the bitter experience of Franklin Roosevelt in 1937-the year Johnson first wa3 elected to the House of Repre
sentatives—when Roosevelt too had large congressional
majorities but was unsuccessful in steering many New Deal
programs through Congress.

Johnson paid careful attention

to the details of the legislative process.

He worked

closely with the leaders of his party in Congress.

He used

them primarily a3 a means of informing himself of the con
gressional mood and planning over-all legislative strategy.
But Johnson also used his personal influence on congress
men—most of whom he knew personally from his many years in
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Congress.

Ho made frequent visits to the Capitol, and con

ferred often on the details of legislation with congressmen
at the White House.

One of his favorite techniques was the

use of the telephone to persuade members of Congress to his
point of view.

For example, at the request of Lawrence

O'Brien, Johnson telephoned eleven members of the House to
switch their votes on a cotton bill.

When Congress was on

the verge of giving Governors the veto power over the antipoverty programs in their states, Johnson phoned several
Democratic Governors, changed their minds, and persuaded
them to lobby against the veto with members of their homestate delegations. 22
- A simple telephone call to a Governor or congress
man from the man who had received the largest popular
mandate in the history of the American presidency could
indeed be a powerful influence.

One southern Democrat

described the principal Johnson method this way:
What he really twists is your heart. He's got to
have your help, and the tears are practically
coming out of the telephone receiver. And he
always seems to remember later. Six days after
he called me, I went to a White House reception
and was in line with 150 people. He gripped my
arm and said, 'I really thank you.",23
22.

Evans and Novak, op. cit., p. 515.

23. William Chapman, "LBJ's Way: Tears, Not ArmTwists," Washington Post (October 17» 1965).
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In retrospect it seems clear that Johnson instinc
tively knew that the period from 1 961j. to. 1966 was the right
time to make an all-out push for the program which had been
on the agenda of the liberal wing of the Democratic party
for many years.

Speaking before the National Urban League

in December 1 96ij., Johnson made a statement which revealed
much about his idea of presidential leadership and indi
cated his determination to take advantage of the opportuni
ties presented to him in 1 96i|..
Great social change tends to come rapidly in
periods of intense activity before the impulse
slows. I believe we are in the midst of such a
period of change. Now the lights are still on in
the White House tonight--preparing programs that
will keep our country up with the times (empha
sis- added).24
Johnson's statement clearly indicates that he per
ceived these to be unusual times; that policy-making would
not and could not continue as usual; that it would not take
as long to enact change as it does normally.

His statement

would appear to refer not only to the opportunities for
action in the specific area of civil right--the subject of
his address—but also to the opportunities for legislative
action in a more general sense as well.

The high produc

tivity of Congress in 1 961|. and in the 89fch Congress were due
not just to the impulse for action engendered by the
21)..

p. 16£3.

Public Papers of the President, n, op. cit.,
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assassination of John Kennedy, but also to the skillful
leadership of Lyndon B. Johnson who seized the opportunities
presented to him by circumstances to steer through Congress
some of the most important reform legislation of the twen
tieth century.
Organization of Congress
As in the 63rd Congress, certain changes were made
in congressional organization and procedure during this
period.

All these changes were designed to make it easier

for a majority to enact its will.
House
The major changes made in the House of Representa
tives were designed to nullify the delaying power of the
Committee on Rules and to make that Committee more of an
instrument of the majority leadership.

The first step to

curtail the power of the Committee was taken by President
Kennedy in 1 961.
Kennedy was anxious to pass a number of liberal
measures, but he knew he could not do this without the
cooperation of the Committee on Rules.

Since the late

1930's this Committee had served generally the interest of
conservative groups.

The Committee Chairman, Howard V/.

Smith of Virginia, used his power in much the same way
Speaker Cannon had used his a half century earlier.

The
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bills Smith stopped in the Rules Committee were in many
cases very important ones, legislation greatly sought by
liberals, such as federal aid to education, civil rights,
public housing,- statehood for Alaska and Hawaii, depressed
areas aid, presidential disability, absentee voting, appro
priations measures, and federal judgeships, to name only a
few.
The liberals' frustration reached a culmination in
1960 when Smith used his power to stop action on the first
broad scale federal aid to education bill since the Morrill
Act of 1862.

The bill passed both Houses, but the Rules

Committee invoked its power to deny the request for a rule
to allow the House bill to be sent to a conference committee
so that House-Senate differences could be resolved.
When Kennedy came to the White House in 1961, he and
Speaker Sam Rayburn led an attempt to reduce the powers of
the Rules Committee.

As the Committee x*as then constituted,

there was a 6-6 anti-administration, anti-liberal stalemate.
Kennedy and Rayburn sought to increase committee membership
and then appoint liberals to the new positions.

This fight

over the rules as one political scientist has noted, "sym
bolized the President's interest in the organization and
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power structure of Congress as they relate to the implemen
tation of his legislative program."2^
The argument used by the liberals in 1961 was very
similar to the argument used by the progressives to curtail
the power of Speaker Cannon in 1910.

House liberals argued

that the Committee on Rules was a roadblock to the majority.
It was not permitting the House to decide issues which a
majority wished to vote on.

The liberal argument was that

the Rules Committee should serve as an instrument of the
majority leadership, not as an instrument of minority
veto.2^
After a bitter debate on the issue the House voted
217-212. to add three members to the Committee.

Two liberals

and one conservative were selected to fill the new posi
tions giving the liberals a 8-7 margin.

The change was made

permanent in the First Session of the 88th Congress.
25• Stephen K. Bailey, The New Congress (New York:
St. Martin's Press, 1966), p. vii.
26. For an insightful analysis comparing the over
throw of Speaker Cannon with the reduction in the powers of
the Rules Committee in 1961 see Charles 0. Jones, "Joseph G.
Cannon and Hov/ard W. Smith: An Essay on the Limits of
Leadership in the House of Representatives," Journal of
Politics, 30 (August, 1968), 617—6IJL6. For details on the
reduction in the power of the Committee on Rules, see Milton
C. Cummings, Jr., "The Decision to Enlarge the Committee on
Rules: An Analysis of the 1961 Vote," and Robert L. Peabody,
"The Enlarged Rules Committee," New Perspectives on the
House of Representatives, eds. Robert L. Peabody and Nelson
W. Polsby (Chicago: Rand McNally and Company, 1963), pp.
129-166 and 167-191+. Also see, William MacKaye, A New Coa
lition Takes Control: The House Rules Committee Fight 'i yfa'i'
(New York: McGraw-Hill, 1963)..
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In January 1965 at the opening of the 89th Congress
the House Democrats, led by the liberal Democratic Study
Group, made two other changes to reduce the power of the
Rules Committee.

These changes, as Majority Leader Carl

Albert later recalled, were "the most significant and farreaching reforms of House rules since the revolt against
Joe Cannon in 1910. ..."

Without these changes, Albert

maintained, the President would not have gotten his Great
Society programs through the House.^
The first and most important change was the adoption
of the "21-day rule" whereby the House acting through the
Speaker gained the power to bring a bill from committee to
the floor if the Rules Committee failed to so act within 21
days.

This rule had been adopted once before in the 81st

•Congress.

During that Congress the rule was evoked 8 times

and generally functioned to induce the Rules Committee to
release measures which it might otherwise have delayed.
pQ
rule was deleted, however, in the 82nd Congress.

The

The House liberals were successful in invoking the
21-day rule during the 89th Congress on such important
27. Congressional Record,. 89th Congress, 2nd Ses
sion, May 23» 19o6, p. 11166. TEis is a remarkably candid
address by the House Majority Leader revealing much about
the enactment of liberal legislation in the 89th Congress.
28. For an account of these significant House rules
changes in 1 96£, see Rowland Evans and Robert Novak, "The
Liberal House," Washington Post (January 6, 1965).

18i4legislation as the repeal of 1lj. (b) of the Taft-Hartley Act,
the bill authorizing a National Foundation on the Acts, and
a bill providing additional financial aid to public schools
affected by natural disasters.

In total•the rule was used

6 times in 1965 and twice in 1966. However, the 21-day rule
l •
was deleted frora the House rules when the 90th Congress con
vened in 1967.

Just as in 1 95>1» a coalition of southern

Democrats and Republicans voted to rescind the

rule.

The second rules change was the adoption of a
method to by-pass the Rules Committee and speed up the
process for sending a bill to conference committee.

Under

the old rules, unanimous consent was required before a bill
was sent to conference.

If one member objected, the bill

was taken to the Rules Committee.

Under the new rule, all

that was required was an agreement between the Speaker and
the relevant committee chairman.^
During this period, the House made another change in
procedures, not related to the powers of Rules Committee,
but still intended as a means for speeding up the legisla
tive process.

For many years, any member could temporarily

delay a final vote on a bill simply by requesting that a
29. The vote was 233-18£. The majority was composed
of 157 Republicans and 69 Southern Democrats. Congressional
Quarterly Almanac, 1967, pp. 180-182.
30* Congressional Record, 89th Congress, 1st Ses
sion, January~Ij!7^r^55^
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fully engrossed copy of the bill he read to the House.

This

delaying tactic, as Majority Leader Albert noted, had long
been considered an "anachronism" in the House procedure.
The House voted to abolish this prerogative in the 89th
Congress.^
There was also an attempt during this Congress to
lower the number of signatures required for discharge peti
tions.

According to House rules, 218 signatures are needed

before the House can force a reluctant committee to report
a bill.

It is very difficult to convince this many con

gressmen to force oi^e of their colleagues to report a bill.
The Democratic Study Group proposed to reduce the number to
1 75.

However, there was such a difference of opinion in the

DSG meeting on January 2 that the proposal was dropped
entirely.^
Senate
The rules changes in the Senate were not nearly so
dramatic as those in the House.
31.

In the Senate liberals made

Idem.

32. Actually, the liberals assumed that the 218
signatures could bo obtained to free the District of
Columbia home-rule bill—the primary target of the proposal
for discharge—petition reform. As it turned out, the homerule bill was discharged later in the session, but was
defeated on the floor. For information on this, see Roger
H. Davidson, David M. Kovenock, and Michael K. O'Leary,
Congress in Crisis: Politics and Congressional Reform
(Belmont, California: Wadsworth Publishing Company, Inc.,
1966), p. 138.
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certain attempts to change that institution's voting pro
cedures, to speed up the policy-making process, and to make
it difficult for a small minority to veto majority demands.
The first and certainly most important attempt, somewhat of
a liberal ritual in every Congress, was to change Senate
Rule XXII—the filibuster.

Under this rule, any Senator or

any group of Senators has the power to delay and frustrate a
bill favored by a majority simply by "talking it to death."
The filibuster can be stopped under the cloture rule, but
this requires the support of two-thirds of the Senators
present and voting.
In the 88th Congress, the liberals led by Senator
Clinton P. Anderson (D.-N. M.) introduced a resolution
(S. Res. 9) lowering the majority needed to invoke cloture
from two-thirds to three-fifth of, the members present and
voting.

The liberals main procedural problem in implement

ing this reform is that the proposal to abolish the fili
buster can be filibustered to death.

This is exactly what

happened to the Anderson resolution.

The vote was

favor of cloture, 8 votes short of- the necessary two-thirds
majority.33
Anderson introduced the same resolution at the open
ing of the 89th Congress.

This time the liberals were

33. This is discussed in greater detail in David
son et al., op. cit.
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persuaded to send their proposal to the Senate Rules and
Administration Corcimittee which was requested to report back
to the Senate by March 9.

Minority Leader Everett M. I*irk-

son who led the fight against the resolution announced that
the purpose of sending it to the Committee on-.Rules and
Administration was to see S. Res. 6 "buried in the deepest,
deepest grave with enough earth over it so that we will
never see its ugly face again.

On March 9 the Committee

reported the resolution with unfavorable recommendations.
And no attempt was made to call the resolution up during the
rest of the session.
The Senate, however, did make two small changes in
its rules during this period.

One was an amendment to Rule

VIII 30 that "germane" debate would be required during a
•three hour period following the morning hour.

This change

had been recommended in 1963 by the "Ad Hoc Committee for
the Expeditious Handling of Senate Business," chaired by
Senator Mike Monroney (D.-Okla.).

The purpose of the change

was to speed up the legislative process by forcing Senators,
at least for part of the time, to -address their floor
3if.

Quoted in New York Times, January 8, 196£.

35. Davidson et al., op. cit.t pp. 153-151+. The
Senate did invoke cloture in May on the Administration's
voting rights bill, but in October rejected cloture on the
Hou3e-passed bill to repeal Section 1 ij.(b) of the TaftHartley Act.
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remarks to the relevant issue at hand.

The amendment was

passed on January 23, 196i+. by a 57-25 roll call vote.
A week later the Senate amended Rule XXV to allow
standing committees to meet during floor sessions until com
pletion of the morning hour.

Formerly, unanimous consent

was required for committees to meet while the Senate was in
Session.

Normally, such permission was granted, but it

could be denied at the request of any Senator.

Sponsored by

Senator Frank Church (D.-Idaho), the amendment passed the
Senate by a 1+7-35 vote.37
The Senate also agreed at the opening of the 89th
Congress to establish a Joint Committee on the Organization
of the Congress.
House.

A similar resolution was passed in the

Hie Committee generally was intended as a successor

to the 19^5 LaFollette-Monroney Committee which resulted in
the important Legislative Reorganization Act of 19i|6.

The

1965 Committee, in fact, was sponsored by the co-sponsor of
36. Ibici., p. 151 and Congressional Record, 88th
Congress, 2nd Session, January 23,
p. 1076. The
Monroney committee actually recommended that "germane"
debate be required for four hours. This was reduced to 3 hy
the Committee on Rules and Administration.
37- Davidson, et al., op. cit., p. 151. Congres
sional Record, 88th Congress, 2nd Session, January 30, '•96^,
p. II4.09. A third rules change which also had been a recom
mendation of the Monroney group was enacted in October,
1963. This change, not related to acceleration of the
policy process, authorized former Presidents to address the
Senate after giving prior notice to the presiding officer.
It passed by a voice vote.
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the 'ii5 Committee, Senator Mike Monroney.

In introducing

the resolution, Monroney said that he recognized "there are
many rules and precedents in both Houses which contribute to
delay and inefficiency. ..."

He proposed that this Com

mittee make "a full and complete study of the organization
and operation of the Congress."3®
The Committee, which became known as the MonroneyMadden Committee, held public hearings and reported its
findings in July 1966.

To the regret of many liberals, who

saw the 89th Congress as an golden opportunity to liberalize
the congressional structure, the Committee did not make
recommendations on the big issues of congressional reform
such as, the filibuster, the Rules Committee, and the senior
ity system.

Rather, the Committee confined itself to recom

mendations on such things as improvement in congressional
staff rules, the Legislative Reference System, and improved
congressional access to information through data processing
techniques.

The more important recommendations were sug

gestions on how to give a majority of a committee's member
ship the right to convene meetings and report bills if the
chairman refused to do so and a recommendation to create a
permanent Joint Committee on Congressional Operations.
These recommendations, far from being radical, were in
38. Congressional Record, 89th Congress, 1st Ses
sion, January Ij., 1965, p. 12.
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keeping with Monroney's incremental!st approach to proce
dural reform.

During the news conference in which he pre

sented the Committee*s recommendations, Senator Monroney
expressed the belief that the recommendation, to be
presented to the House—Senate as the "Legislative Reorgani
zation Act of 1966," would be enacted before the adjournment
of the 89th Congress.

Monroney's predictions, however, did

not materialize.39

Majority Party in Congress
Other political conditions explaining the congres
sional productivity of this period, very similar to the
political conditions during the 63rd and 73rd Congresses,
were:

the control of the White House and Congress by the

same political party, the Democrats; a substantial congresi

sional Democratic majority in the 89th Congress; the com
mitment of most of those Democrats to a liberal program, and
the liberal Democrats' success, particularly in the House of
Representatives, in making several changes in the party
organization to enhance the probability of enacting liberal
legislation.
The Democrats' majority in the 88th Congress, espe
cially in the House of Representatives, was not nearly as
39. The Committee's Recommendations can be found in
Congress and the Nation, II, pp, 907-908. For a discussion
of the Committee, see Davidson, et al., op. cit., pp. 15l\.-60.
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large as their majority in the 89th Congress.
line-up in the 88th was:

The party

House of Representatives (D-2£8,

R-176); Senate (D-68, R-32).

This majority seemed larger

than it actually was, however.

The conservative coalition

consisting of Republicans and southern Democrats dominated
most of this Congress.

During the First Session of the 88th

this coalition was successful in blocking most of Kennedy's
major legislative proposals—the civil rights bill, medicare,
federal aid to education, and the tax cut only to mention
some of the more prominent ones.

This was the same Congress,

the same party make-up, the same conservative coalition*
which Lyndon Johnson was so successful in working with in
19614-.
It would appear, therefore, that the major reason so
much liberal legislation was passed in 19(civil rights
bill, poverty bill, and tax cut) was not so much the fact
that the President and Congress were of the same political
party or the fact that the Democrats had sizeable majorities
in Congress, but more because of the public mood following
Kennedy's death and the successful" leadership exerted by
Lyndon Johnson in exploiting the situation to pass the
Kennedy program through Congress.
The situation in the 89th Congress, however, was
vastly different.

The landslide Democratic victory in 196I4.

was an extremely important factor explaining the enactment
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of so much liberal legislation in 1 96f> and 1966.

In the

House of Representatives the Democrats gained l\.7 seats.
new party line-up there wa3 D-295, R-ll+O.

The

In the Senate

where the Democrats gained three seats the party line-up was
D-67, R-33.
Although probably a necessary condition, the pres
ence of this large Democratic majority was not a sufficient
condition for liberal policy output.

The Democrats had an

even larger majority in the 7$th Congress (1937-1939).

In

that Congress the Democrats had 333 seats to 89 for the
Republicans (13 third party members).

In the Senate the

Democrats had 75 seats to 17 for the Republicans (1| for
third party members).

The 75>th Congress, however, turned

out to be conservatively oriented.

This was the Congress

that handed Roosevelt major defeats in his New Deal program
and refused to yield to his famous "court-packing plan."
More important than simply the size of the Democratic major
ity in the 89th Congress, therefore, was the ideological
composition of that majority.
Ideologically, the new Congress was controlled by
liberal Democrats.

The Republican Party's fiasco in 1961|

had resulted in a large number of liberal Democrats replac
ing Republicans.

These liberals held the balance of power

in the 89th Congress.

The conservative coalition of south

ern Democrats and Republicans which had dominated Congress
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since tne late 1930's
ness in 1965.

w&3

dramatically reduced in effective

In the House of Representatives the potential

voting strength of the coalition, which had been as high as
311 in 1957* was reduced from 280 in 1 96I4. to 2I4.O in 1965*
In the Senate its potential, as higfr as 71 in 1957» wa3
reduced from 59 in 1 961}. to 54 in 1965 (see Table IX).
The coalition still maintained a voting majority in
both Houses, but they were unable to win on most issues
because of the defection of liberal Southern Democrats and
liberal Northern Republicans.

In 1965 the coalition won an

average of 33 per cent of the issues they contested.

The

largest drop by far was in the House where the coalition
dropped from 67 per cent in 1 961j. to 25 per cent in 1965.
They won slightly more often in 1966 winning 45 per cent of
the time.

By 1967 due to the conservative swing in the 1966

elections the coalition had reasserted itself winning 63 per
cent of the issues.

By 1968 the coalition was well

entrenched as they won 73 per cent of the time (see Table
X).
By the commencement of the 90th Congress, therefore,
some of the most important conditions for liberal congres
sional policy output had disappeared.

The 1966 congressional

elections had indicated a shift in the temper of the times
to conservativism.

This shift was very noticeable in Con

gress where the voting strength of the conservative coalition

19UTABLE IX
POTENTIAL VOTING STRENGTH OP THE
CONSERVATIVE COALITION
House

Senate

Year

Total

Year

Total

1957

311

1957

71

1958

311

1958

71

1959

26k

1959

58

1960

261

1960

59

1961

282

1961

59

1962

285

1962

59

1963

283

1963

56

1962+ .

280

1961*

56

1965

21*0

1965

514-

1966

238

1966

55

1967

278

1967

57

1968

278

1968 •

57

aSource:

Congressional Quarterly Almanac, 1957-1968•
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TABLE X
CONSERVATIVE COALITION SCORES
1961-1968
Coalition Appearance—Percentage of roll calls on
which the coalition appeared:

Coalition Victories
Total
1961

House

55^

W

62

71

44

1963

50

44

67

1964

51

47

67

1965

33

39

25

1966

45

51

32

1967

63

54

73

1968

73

80

63

1962

'

aSource:

p. 141 »

Senate

Congressional Quarterl:/- Almanac, 1959,
Congressional (Quarterly Almanac, 1968, p. 820.
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was increased and where they began to win on more issues.
The coalition in fact dominated the legislative process in
the 90th Congress.
But during the 89th Congress, that period in which
the doors of change swung open, the liberals on both sides
of the aisle took advantage of their opportunity to enact
some of the most far-reaching change in the history of the
Republic.

The conditions were right for liberal legislation.

A committed liberal, legislatively skillful President was in
the White House.

The Democrats had scored a landslide vic

tory in the 196ij. congressional elections.

Liberals on both

sides of the aisle interpreted this election as a public
mandate,for major change.

The liberal Democrats succeeded

in altering the congressional structure to make it more
responsive to liberal demands.

In view of all these condi

tions, there was very little the conservative coalition
could do to alter liberal legislation.
In addition to these political conditions, there was
another factor present during this period, also comparable
to the 63rd and 73rd Congresses, which tended to enhance the
possibility of getting more liberal legislation through.
Just as in 1913 and 1933* the majority party made certain
innovations in its congressional organization to make it
easier for a majority to govern.
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Organization in the House
The House Democrats did not make,any changes in
their party organization during the Second Session of the
88th Congress.

They followed the same procedures and cus

toms they followed in the Firsi, Session.

There were, how

ever, a number of innovations made in party procedures at
the beginning of the 89th Congress.

These changes reflected

a renewed attempt by the liberal Democrats, reminiscent of
similar efforts in the 63rd and 73rd Congresses, to increase
united party responsibility and control over the legislative
process.
The first of these changes was the decision by the
Democratic caucus to discipline two of their members for
publically supporting the Republican presidential candidate
in I96I4..

This was the first time the Democrats had taken

such action since 1911.

The two men disciplined were John

Bell Williams (Miss.) and Albert W. Watson (S.C.).

Their

fellow Democrats voted 157-115 in favor of stripping them of
their seniority.

Watson lost little in the way of senior

ity, but Williams, a member of the House since 19i+7» dropped
from second-ranking Democrat on the Committee on Interstate
and Foreign Commerce and from fifth-ranking Democrat on the
District of Columbia Committee to the bottom of the ladder
on both committees.

The New York Times referred to this
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caucus decision as "an important first step toward estab
lishing party responsibility in the 89th, Congress.
During their caucus the Democrats also unanimously
approved the changes in the House rules.

Although these

changes, previously discussed under the "Organization of
Congress," became part of the rules of Congress, they were
approved first by the Democratic caucus.
The second innovation, another attempt to centralize
the party organization and promote the idea of collective
responsibility, was the decision to reconvene the caucus to
pass judgment on the committee assignments made by the
Democratic Committee on Committees,

Theoretically, in

accordance with the rules of the House Democrats, the Party
as a collective unit has had the authority to ratify com
mittee assignments since 1909.

In practice, however, the

caucus usually is not convened for this purpose.

But the

89th Congress was not the usual type Congress in many
respects.

Because of the strong influence of the liberal

party members, principally the leaders of the Democratic
Study Group, the caucus was reconvened on January 18 solely
for the purpose of reviewing committee assignments.

The

l|0. New York Times, January I4., 1965. For addi
tional information on thi3 event, see Davidson, et al., op.
cit., pp. 138-139 and Congressional Quarterly Almanac, 1"9"63,
p. 25. Watson on January 12 switched to the Republican
Party and ran for re-election in a special election in South
Carolina and vjon. Williams later resigned from Congress and
ran successfully for Governor of Mississippi.
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party was exerting its right to control the action of its
leaders.

After weighing the alternatives, however, the

liberals decided not to challenge any of the recommenda
tions.

As one observer notes:

It was felt that the mere precedent of having the
second caucus would be sufficient for the time
being. The review caucus could conceivably be
employed in the future to challenge certain
assignments on a selective basis. 'We'll pick a
target, amend a committee list, and set still
another precedent.' a Democratic Study Group
leader predicted.*+l
The third attempt by the Democrats to increase party
responsibility was the creation in late January of a new
Steering Committee, to be chaired by a liberal, Ray J.
Madden (Ind.).

This Committee consisted of six ex officio

voting members:

Speaker, Majority Leader, Whip, Chairman

and Secretary of the Caucus, and Chairman of the Campaign
»

Committee.

The Committee also consisted of 18 regional

representatives, generally the leaders in each geographic
area.

The purpose of the Committee was to provide some

direction and unity of House Democrats.

Viewing this Com

mittee as the logical link between the White House and the
members of his party in the House, president Johnson used
the Committee as a.policy and leadership co-ordinating
agency.

During the 89th Congress he held monthly meetings
I4/I.

Davidson, et al., op. cit., p. II4.I.
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with the Steering Committee and gave the members a full
review of his legislative program.^
The Democrats made a fourth change to improve their
control of the legislative process.

This was a decision

made by Speaker John McCormack and Minority Leader Gerald
Ford to increase the Democratic-Republican ratio on House
committees to reflect the new, large Democratic majority.
The change resulted in giving to the Democrats and taking
away from the Republicans 1 to I4. seats on each of the 20
House standing committees except the Committee on Rules,
which already had a 10-5 ratio.

Under this realignment, the

ratio on the important Committee on Ways and Means was
changed from 15-10 to 17-8.

The fact that Democrats filled

three vacancies on this Committee greatly increased the
probability that the Committee wo.uld report legislation on
medical assistance for the aged, which it had refused to do
in the 88th Congress.^
Senate
The Democratic Party changes in the Senate were not
nearly so numerous or important as those in the House.

But

even in the more independent-minded Senate, where parties
l\2.

Idem.

k-3* Congressional Quarterly Almanac, 1965, p. 26.
The new Democratic members were Richard! Ful'iion (Tenn.), Phil
M. Landrum (Ga.), and Charles A. Vanik (Ohio).
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have traditionally meant le3s than in the House, the Demo
crats took basic steps to improve the likelihood that lib
eral legislation would be enacted.
The first of these steps was the enlargement of the
Steering Committee.

This is a very important .party commit

tee, since it is in charge of making committee assignments.
The old Committee consisted of 15 members giving the con
servative wing of the party a decisive voting advantage.
Senators Carl Hayden (Ariz.) and Alan Bible (Nevada) often
voted with the Committee's 7 Southerners, creating a 9-6
ratio against the more liberal Northerners.

With the new

Whip, Russell Long (La.), replacing Hubert Humphrey on the
Committee, the ratio was increased to 10-5.
ment was unacceptable to the liberals.

This arrange

Senator Joseph Clark

(Pa.), one of the more active liberals, proposed to enlarge
the Committee by Ij. members to be selected according to geo
graphical distribution and the ideological views of Senate
Democrats.
ence 3^-22.

His proposal was defeated in the party confer
^e party, however, did accept a proposal sub

mitted by Senator Mike Mansfield to increase the Steering
Committee by 2 members.
western liberals:

Both of the new members were mid-

Senator Eugene J. McCarthy (Minn.) and

Pat McNamara (Mich.).

"The purpose of this plan,11 as the

Congressional Quarterly Almanac notes, "was to weaken
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conservative control of the Committee.Although the lib
erals did not have a majority on the Committee, the con
servative advantage was reduced to 10-7.^
Senate Democrats also made changes in the size of
the party ratios in the standing committees.
permanent change in the rules.

This was not a

Rather it was a temporary

alteration, made in agreement with the Republicans, to
reflect the increased size of the Democratic majority in the
Senate.

In most cases the Democrats gained a 2-1 control of

committees.
The only major committee on which they failed to
achieve this control was the Finance Committee, where the
ratio remained unchanged from the 88th Congress—11 Demo
crats to 6 Republicans.

Majority Leader Mansfield attempted

to add 2 Democrats to this Committee, but he failed to win
the approval of the conservative dominated Steering Commit
tee within his own party.

The opposition in the Committee

was led by the Majority 'Whip, Russell Long (La.) who was at
that time the second ranking Democrat on the Finance Com
mittee.

The Steering Committee, however, did agree to
44.

Congressional Quarterly Almanac, 19&5>

2ij..

J+5>. Ibid., pp. 2l;-25>. The members of the new
Steering Committee were Mansfield (chairman), Bible, Clark,
McCarthy, Hayden, McNamara, Long, Spessard L. Holland
(Fla.); Olin D. Johnston (S.C.), John L. McClellan (Ark,),
A. Willis Robertson (Va.), Richard B. Russell (Ga.), George
A. Snathers (Fla.), and Harrison A. Williams, Jr. (N.J.).
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changes in 10 of the 16 standing committees.

'.These changes

were intended not only to reflect the increased numbers of
Democrats in the Senate, but also to enhance the possibility
that liberal Democrats would be firmly in control of the
committee system and thereby act positively on liberal
measures.

The increased Democratic ratios in committees wa3

in effect during the 89th Congress only.

The ratios were

reduced in the 90th Congress to reflect renewed Republican
strength in the Senate.^
In the Second Session the Senate liberals succeeded
in making another minor alteration in their party's organi
zation.

On January 11, the Democratic Steering Committee

created the position of i|. assistant whips and assigned ij.
liberal Democrats to fill the posts:

Daniel B. Brewster

(Md.), Philip A. Hart (Mich.), Daniel K. Inouye (Hawaii),
and Edmund S. Muskie (Maine).

The official reason given by

Mansfield was that the new positions were needed because
Long, the Whip, was undertaking extra duties in 1966 by
assuming the chairmanship of the Senate Finance Committee,

lj.6. Congressional Quarterly Almanac, 1965, p. 26.
The Steering "Committee agreed to changes in the following
committees: Aeronautical and Space Sciences, from 10-5 "to
11-5; Agriculture and forestry, from 11-6 to 10-5; Banking
and Currency, from 10-5 to 10-4; Commerce, from 12-5 "to
12-6; District of Columbia, from lj.-3 to 5-2; Foreign Rela
tions, from 21-5 to 13-6; Government Operations, from 10-5
to 10-ij.; Interior and Insular Affairs, from 11-6 to 11-5;
Judiciary, from 10-5 to 11-5; Labor and Public Welfare, from
10-5 "to 11-5; and Post Office and Civil Service from 6-3 to
8-J4..
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which had been, vacated by the retirement of Senator Harry
Flood Byrd (D.-Va.).

The move, however, was interpreted in

a number of quarters "as possibly reflecting dissatisfaction
with the performance of Long."^
Minority Party in Congress
Another political condition operating during this
period, very similar to the situation prevailing in the 63rd
and 73rd Congresses, was the fact that the Republican Party
was weak, divided, and ineffective.

In normal times, one of

the reasons the legislative process is slow is because the
minority party possesses sufficient strength to defeat,
delay, or in some way modify majority proposals.

The major

ity party, therefore, must yield to minority party demands
in order to get bills passed.

But the minority party did

not possess such strength during this period.
The Republican numerical disadvantage in 1961]., espe
cially in the House of Representatives, was not nearly as
bad as it was in the 89th Congress.

During 1961)., however,

the Republicans' role as an effective opposition party was
hampered considerably by the political impact of the assas
sination of President Kennedy.

That assassination, as I

argued earlier, created a public mood conducive to the
enactment of the late President's liberal program.
ij-7.

This

Congressional Quarterly Almanac, 1965>» p. 2l±,
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public mood combined with the adroit leadership of Lyndon
Johnson explains why the Republicans were unable to halt
the liberal policies of 1961)..
The Rep.ubli cans in 1961j. were well aware of the
policy-making consequences of the Kennedy assassination.
The assassination put them at a tremendous disadvantage in
fulfilling their role as the congressional opposition.

The

following exchange between Robert Taft (R.-Ohio) and Sargent
Shriver, who had been picked by Johnson to head the poverty
program, reveals much about the temper of the times in 1961+
and the Republicans' inability to stop liberal legislation.
Mr. Taft, I thought we had been working against
poverty since the beginning of this country. . . .
Why, at this particular point, are we going ahead
with a poverty program as such in an omnibus bill?
Mr. Shriver.

It is a question of timing.

What did Shakespeare say? '"lEere is a "tide of
"times' in the affairs of men, which,' when taken at
the flood, leads on to victory.' There is a time
when the timing is right to bring things together
""bo" go aheaS and solve the probXeml
Mr. Taft. I think you are right.
now why is this the time?

I am asking

Mr. Shriver. I think it is a good time
because I said in my opening statement it is prob
ably the first time when it was possible for a
continental nation to bring this about. . . .
There are a lot of facets which are timely.
Mr. Taft.
years ago?

Why were they not timely three

Mr. Shriver. ... I cannot really justify or
explain, perhaps in detail, why it turned out to
be timely to do it now. . . . the fact of the
matter is now, at this time, certainly the public
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response and interest indicates that the people of
the United States are interested in doing some
thing about it. . . . (emphasis added
The November elections in 196ij. acted to increase the
liberal policy-making momentum and further frustrate the
Republicans.

The results of that election almost assured an

on-rush of liberal bills in the 89th Congress.

In that

election the Republicans decided to give the American elec
torate "a choice rather than an echo."
gave them an unacceptable choice.

The trouble was they

They nominated the ultra-

conservative Barry Goldwater from Arizona.

Goldwater was

defeated by the largest popular margin of any loser in the
history of presidential elections.

More importantly, Gold-

water took with him many Republican members of Congress.
The Republicans lost a total of more than i+OO years of
emulative seniority in the election.

The ij.6 Republicans

who were defeated by Democrats had an average length of
service in the House of nearly 10 years.

This was indeed a

major set back to the Republican Party.^
It is little wonder, therefore, that many observers
attributed the enactment of the liberal policies in the 89th
l|8. Hearings before the Subcommittee on the War on
Poverty Program of the Committee'oh .Education and Labor,
House of Representatives, tibth Congress, <£nd Session, March
17» 18, 19, 20; April 7, 8, 9, 10, 13, and 11+, 196I+, pp.
99-100.

I+9.

Eidenberg and Morey, op. cit., p.
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Congress to Barry uoldwater.

As one liberal journalist

humorously put it:.
How did it (liberal output in 89th) happen? There
were twenty years"of backed-up social reform wait
ing above Niagara for the dam to break; there was
the penitential American mood after Kennedy's
slaying; there was the skilled hand of LBJ to
manipulate a majority if he got it; and then there
was Our Barry to hand him the majority. Alas, its
like will not soon be seen again, maybe not for
20 or 30 years. ...
We can't let the Fabulous 89th become history
without a toast to the man who made it all possi
ble, Barry Goldwater. Medicare, schools, demon
stration cities—you know the list. A republic,
alas, is always ungrateful and Barry's own innate
modesty doubtless makes him reluctant to take
responsibility for what he did--the greatest
extension of federal intervention in the affairs
of the citizen in history . . .^
, The Goldwater debacle, indeed, was felt very deeply
in Congress, especially in the House of Representatives.
One of the immediate results was a change in the Republican
House leadership.

The Republicans in the House replaced

Charles Halleck with Gerald Pord as Minority Leader.
Although reportedly the change did not represent a conflict
of political philosophy, it did represent an attempt by the
youthful wing of the Republican Party to reconstruct the
party organization.

Halleck was a "symbol" of the Goldwater

defeat.^
50. "TRB from Washington," New Republic, 155
(October 29, 1966), Ij..
51. For account of this, see Hew York Times,
January 5, 1965. The vote was 73-6?. Other leadership
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£ome Republicans such as Thomas Curtis (R.-Okla.)
. correctly perceived that the conditions of the 89th Congress
were very similar to conditions prevailing earlier in the
century.

Curtis' .remarks were so perceptive that they merit

repeating at length.
In many ways the current situation resembles that
in 1913 when Woodrow Wilson enjoyed strong major
ities in both Houses. Of the 290 Democrats in the
House, 111|. had been elected in 1912. 'Unusual
circumstances,' hi3 biographer Arthur S. Link
writes, 'for a time enabled him to demonstrate
conclusively that the President has it within his
power not only to be the chief spokesman of the
American people but also to destroy the wall
between the executive and legislative branches in
the formulation and adoption of legislative pro
grams.1
Not since Jefferson abandoned the custom of
appearing before Congress had a President made a
speech 'from the throne,' but this did not pre
vent Wilson from delivering his tarix'f message in
person. Johnson's state of the Union message was
hardly as dramatic as Wilson's break with tradi
tion, but speaking to a nationwide audience during
prime television time with Congress as a stage was
a new, and regrettable twist. Will Johnson carry
ing out the comparison with Wilson, also subordi
nate Congress to his will? Not if Republicans and
like-minded Democrats work to maintain the auton
omy and independence of the legislative branch.^2
Curtis was also well aware that united party action
had been a major reason for the success of the Democrats in
the 63rd Congress.

And he seemed to anticipate that the

changes were made as well. Melvin Laird (Wise.) was chosen
to succeed Ford as Republican Conference chaizroan.
52. Congressional Record, 89th Congress, 1st Ses
sion, June 15, 1965, p. 13737•
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Democrats might attempt again in the 89th Congress to
' increase their party control and discipline.

He felt this

would mean the sure, swift enactment of a great variety of
liberal programs.

Realizing this, he made a strong plea

against united party control.
Blind, unthinking party loyalty should neither
obscure nor supersede the duty we owe to the House
and to our constituents.
American political parties function within a
framework of separated but not unrelated institu
tions and they do, as Woodrow Wilson noted, 'hold
the things thus disconnected and dispersed
together and give some coherence to the action of
political forces.1
But they must not, if our
legislature is to avoid the fate of other legis
lative bodies, hold things together so tightly
that Congress becomes a mere appendage of the
•executive branch. A certain amount of tension
between the branches reflects the articulation of
the diverse interests which exist in the American
political system, a system that is quite differ
ent from Great Britain's and hence need3 its own
method of expressing itself. ,. . . As A. Lawrence
Lowell pointed out many decades ago, 'respon
sible' parties are ideal for a people who do not
mind unlimited majority rule, but for the United
States where the rights of the minority are
every bit as sacred as the will of the majority
our perplexing but popular parties are quite
suitable.
The fundamental problem concerns the very
nature of Congress itself: is it going to be a
deliberative body, which involves much more than
simply saying 'No' to the President or holding up
controversial legislation, or is it going to
stifle the voice of the Republican minority and
shirk its duty in the name of a misguided concep
tion of party responsibility.53
53.

Ibid., pp. 13737-738

210
Curtis' worst fears were realized in the 89th Con
gress.

The Republicans virtually were neutralized as an

effective opposition.

There was practically nothing they

could do to stop Johnson's program.

The Republican leader

ship offered alternative proposals, generally of a conserva
tive nature calling for less spending and less governmental
5k
involvement, but usually to no avail.
Minority Leader Ford, frustrated by what he regarded
as one party dominance of the legislative process, drew the
following conclusion about the 89th Congress.
Mr. Speaker, the record of the 1st session of the
89th Congress is spotty. Along with the enact
ment of some meritorious and needed legislation,
the Congress often acted hastily, blindly, and
indiscriminately. . . .
One conclusion to be drawn from the 1 st ses
sion of the 89th Congress is that whenever the
party that holds possession of the executive
branch of the National Government also enjoys
overwhelming dominance in the Congress, the
Congress becomes a satellite of the President.
The failure of the Congress to act as a
deliberative body, coequal with the Executive,
is the most striking feature of this particular
session. . . .
It is one thing for a Congress to adopt
Presidential proposals after thorough delibera
tion and adequate discussion. It is quite
5I+. It should be noted, however, that all Repub
licans were not opposed to Johnson's Great Society program.
A handful of liberal Republicans in the Senate and the
Wednesday Club in the House, an organization of moderateliberal Republicans, could be counted on to support many of
Johnson's recommendations.
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another for a Congress to rush through such pro
posals without careful sailing and without reason
able debate. ....
One-party domination of the legislative and
executive branches weakens the constitutional
system of checks and balances. The subservient
Congress which it produces fails to exercise the
restraint which it should over the executive
branch. . . .55
In the Senate the Republican role took on a similar
tone.

There too they were outnumbered by a 2-1 margin.

As

in the House, there were a few instances in which the Repub
lican leadership actively supported Johnson1s liberal pro
gram, such as Everett Dirksen's strong endorsement of the
1964 and 1965 civil rights bills.

But in most cases

Republicans voted in large numbers against Great Society
proposals.
A number of familiar themes emerge during this
period.

Many of the statements made by Republicans in 1 96£

and 1966 were the same kinds of statements made by their
partisan forbears in 1913 and 1933*

Republicans voiced

strong opposition to the haste with which bills were passed
through Congress.

They complained that Congress was

becoming a rubber-stamp for the wishes of the President.
They saw this as a dangerous violation of separation of
powers.

They argued strongly for congressional independence.

55. Congressional Record, 89th Congress, 1st Ses
sion, 0ctober-22, 1 9&5, pp. 25539-/4-0.
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What was needed, many believed, was a Congress with the
ability to say "no."
By 1968 the policy-making doors were beginning to
close on the liberals.

The President was becoming increas

ingly preoccupied with the War in Vietnam.

The economy was

in trouble; in large measure because of the President's
insistence that the country could afford the Great Society
and war too.

The "Negro Revolution" was becoming violent.

The violence that erupted in a number of cities in the'
summer of 1966 tended to foster a cautious, conservative
attitude among large segments of the American public.
The astute Senate Republican Minority Leader,
Everett Dirlcsen, realized that the tide was changing from a
public mood conducive to the enactment of liberal programs
to a conservative, go slow mood.

Noting this change and

anticipating Republican victories in November, Dirksen had
the following words of advice for the President:
That Mr. Johnson met with historic success in
terras of mere quantity of laws, passed in 1965 is
unquestioned. It was a massive display of power
and pressure; and a Democratic Congress which
then, as today, is controlled by a lopsided
2-to-1 Democratic Party majority, responded to
Mr. Johnson's wishes.
As the weeks and months passed from 1 965 into
1966, what became apparent, and is now a fact,
reminds me of what George Eliot once wrote:
'There are many victories worse than defeat.•
Many of the victorious domestic legislative
chickens of 1965 began coming home to roost this
year.

If the political leader of the so-called Great
Society believed in 1966 he was riding a tide in
the affairs of men, he may have forgotten, or did
not recall, the words of James Russell Lowell in
observing: "Truly there is a tide in the affairs
of men, but there i3 no Gulf-stream settling for
ever in one direction."56
56. Congressional Record, 89th Congress, 2nd Ses
sion, October 1fy.1966, p. 2674^*

CHAPTER 6
SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS
It is appropriate at this point to summarize briefly
the similar political conditions which existed during the
three periods.

There are many differences between the Con

gresses both in terms of the policies and conditions.

But it

is the similarities which have been stressed in this study.
Similar Political Conditions
Temper of the Times
First, I have suggested that there are some common
characteristics in respect to the "temper of the times."
The liberalism of all three periods can be explained par
tially as a response to relatively intense, widespread pub
lic demands for change which, in a number of cases, had
persisted for a long time.

Furthermore, I have suggested

that in many instances these public demands were created by
either a crisis or unusual circumstances which put a tre
mendous strain on the political system.

The crises gave a

sense of urgency to the need for federal governmental
action.
Although the 63rd Congress was not a direct mani
festation of a crisis, there was in 1912-13 a very
211\.
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pronounced mood of public dissatisfaction with the existing
public order.

This dissatisfaction was forcefully expressed

in the philosophy and aims of the progressive movement.
An important aspect of the progressive movement in
creating the necessary political climate for the enactment
of the Wilson reform legislation was that the movement
became very pervasive.

What started out as a small popular

protest against a system of political and economic elitism
in the late 1890's spread very rapidly until by 1912 the
major political parties in one way or another advocated some
national governmental action to meet progressive demands.
These demands put a tremendous stress on the system.

There

was clearly a public mandate for reform.
The 73rd Congress was also preceded by widespread
demands for change.

The reason for these demands, however,

were far different from those accounting for the produc
tivity of the 63rd Congress.

The 73rd Congress was con

fronted by a national economic crisis—the Depression.
was a major systemic crisis.

This

At stake was not just the

nation's economic structure, but the survival of the Ameri
can system of government.
The productivity of the Second Session of the 88th
also can be explained in part as a response to demands
created by a crisis.
ferent:

The type, of crisis, however, was dif

it was a crisis resulting from the assassination of
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President John P. Kennedy.

The assassination created within

the nation and within the Congress a commitment and re dedi
cation to implement the liberal program of the former
President.

"In a sense," as Sidney Verba notes, "the

(assassination) crisis was the occasion for an unexpected
•1

rededication ceremony."

As a result of the assassination

individuals ih and out of Congress determined to rededicate
themselves to the liberal values for which they thought John
Kennedy had lived and died.
The effect of the tragedy was characterized aptly by
TRB of the New Republic x^ho alluded to the "penitential
American mood after Kennedy's slaying,"2 and by Rowland
Evans said Robert Novak who referred to "a national longing
to atone for Kennedy's assassination."

The quickest path

to national penitence it seemed to many was the immediate
enactment of the late President's legislative program.
"This is the least we can do for John Kennedy" was not an
uncommon attitude in 196I4..
1. Sidney Verba, "The Kennedy Assassination and the
Nature of Political Commitment," The Kennedy Assassination
and the American Public: Social Communication in Crisis,
e'ds. Bradley S. Greenberg"and Edwin B. Parker (Stanford:
Stanford University Press, 1965), p. 358.
2. "TRB from Washington," New Republic, 155
(October 29, 1966), 4*
3. Roivland Evans and Robert Novak, Lyndon B. John
son: The Exercise of Power (New York: The New American
Library, 19^5"), p.~^i
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The liberalism of the 89th Congress can be explained
also to some extent by this mood of collective guilt and
need for penitence.

However, by 1965 the assassination had

become a symbolic influence rather than a direct cause for
legislative action.

A more important factor in 1965 and

1966 was the large electoral mandate Lyndon Johnson and the
Democratic Party received in 196i}..
date.

It was an unusual man

It may very well bo, as many contend, that this

election should be viewed more as a vote against Barry Goldwater than as a vote for Lyndon Johnson.

But the important

point in terms of its impact on policy was that the election
was interpreted by Johnson and his party as a mandate for
major reform.

As the record of the 89th Congress testifies,

they acted consistently with this interpretation.
Nature of Presidential Leadership
A second similarity is that strong, dynamic presi
dential leadership was present during all three periods.
Woodrow Wilson, Franklin D. Roosevelt, and Lyndon B. Johnson
shared similar views on leadership and on the role of the
presidency in the American political system.

All three

Presidents were essentially men of action, the kind of men
to take political advantage of leadership opportunities when
the right time arises.
The exact nature of the opportunities presented them
was vastly different.

Wilson capitalized on the public mood
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for action engendered by a changing social and economic
environment; Roosevelt on demands created by the Depression
crisis; and Johnson on the assassination crisis.
Underlining these different situations, however, is
a fundamental similarity.

All three Presidents seemed to

sense that the times demanded vigorous presidential leader
ship and policy direction.

In 1961}. Lyndon Johnson made a

statement reflecting a philosophy of leadership with which I
suggest Woodrow Wilson and Franklin Roosevelt agreed.
Speaking before the National Urban League in December, 1961+
Johnson said:
G-reat. social change tends to come in periods of
intense activity before tlie"'impulse 3lov.'s. I
believe we are in the midst of such a period of
change. Now, the lights are still on in the
White House tonight preparing programs that will
keep our country up with the times (emphasis
added)i+

The actions of Wilson and Roosevelt suggest that
they shared Johnson's view of change.

The 63rd Congress was

certainly a period of intense legislative activity with fre
quent complaints that Congress was becoming a rubber stamp
for presidential recommendations and that Congress was act
ing too quickly.

But Wilson apparently was motivated by the

belief that it was extremely important for Congress to act
before the impulse for reform slowed.

'"It is only once in a

!{.. Public Papers of the President, Lyndon B. John
son, II, p. 1653.
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generation," Wilson himself once said, "that a people can be
lifted above material things.

That is why conservative

government is in the saddle two-thirds of the time.'"^
was driven by a sense of urgency.
intense pace.

He

He led Congress at an

He kept the pressure on constantly.

He was

in effect asking Congress to become less of a deliberative
body and more action oriented.

As a careful student of

American politics, Wilson was very aware of the advantage
the system bestows on conservatives and those generally
favoring slow, gradual change.

He was determined to imple

ment major reforms while the opportunity was available.
The same observation can be made about Roosevelt's
leadership.

Initially, he had planned to dismiss the 73rd

Congress immediately after the enactment of his first set of
recommendations, and then reconvene it when more permanent
legislation was prepared.

But in light of his congressional

success in the first few days and obvious public support,
ftoosevelt decided to keep Congress in session and ask for
the swift enactment of the remainder of his program.

"Why

not strike again and again while the mood of the country was
so friendly,one Roosevelt biographer noted.

This is

5. Quoted by Arthur M. Schlesinger, Jr., "The
Coming Shape of American Politics," The Progressive, 23
(September, 1959), 23.
6. James MacG-regor Burns, Roosevelt: The Lion and
the Pox (New York: Harcourt, Brace, and World, Inc7, ~1
»
p. 1 65.
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exactly what Roosevelt did.

The result was a massive out

pouring of some of the most important liberal legislation in
the twentieth century.

Roosevelt acted quickly and deci

sively while the doors were open, realizing that soon they
would close again to prevent rapid governmental action.
Roosevelt, I would argue, was guided by the same philosophy
that guided Johnson:

"Great social change tends to come

rapidly in periods of intense activity before the impulse
slows,"
Once the opportunity presented itself and the doors
were open, all three Presidents used similar leadership
techniques to achieve legislative results.

They took the

load in the initiation and formation of policy; they worked
primarily through their own party in Congress rather than
relying on bipartisan coalitions; they conceived the Demo
cratic congressional leadership to be responsible to the
White House and, significantly, the leadership shared thi3
conception; they paid close attention to the details of the
legislative process; they intervened in the process when
necessary; they conferred frequently with congressional
leaders on policy; they relied greatly on public opinion as
a lever for congressional action; they had a superb sense of
timing concerning when to push for key legislation; and they
knew xtfhen to make concessions as well as when to be intran
sigent.
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A most important over-all similarity is that each
President recognized that if quick action were to be
achieved it was necessary to bridge the constitutional gap
between the Congress and President ana to make the legisla
tive and executive branches cooperate on policy.

Normally,

the system of chec.ks and balances tends to delay policy
enactment.

Such delay during these periods would not be

tolerated.
A certain fusion of legislative and executive powers
occurred during all three periods which in some respects
closely resembled parliamentary democracy and responsible
party government of the English variety.

The President and

Congress must always cooperate to a more or less extent.
During the three periods of this study I would suggest that
the cooperation between the president and Congress was so
great that one can argue that an important functional fusion
of powers took place.

This fusion was temporary in nature,

but had a tremendous effect in bringing about rapid action
on policy.
Organization of Congress
Some generalizations may be generated also by the
fact that two of the three periods were preceded by changes
in congressional organization, changes which were designed
to facilitate majority coalition-building and further to
facilitate the passage of liberal legislation which it was
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assumed a majority supported.

These organizational changes

were instrumental in the opening of the congressional
policy-making doors to liberal policies.
The 63rd Congress was preceded by the bipartisan
House Revolt against Speaker Joseph G. Cannon in 1910 and
the subsequent changes made by the Democrats in the 62nd
Congress.

The 88th-89th period was preceded by reforms in

the Rules Committee resulting in the temporary enlargement
of that Committee in 1961 and the permanent enlargement in
1963.

The authority of the Committee was curtailed further

by the enactment of the "21-day rule" in 1965.

There were

as well some minor changes in the Senate organization the
same year aimed at facilitating the building of majorities.
Unlike the 63rd and 88~89th periods, the Democrats
in the 73rd Congress were not concerned with initiating
organizational innovations.

The acute nature of the eco

nomic crisis facing the country at that time had a strong
enough effect to force a nullification of the nomal delay
ing procedures of Congress.

The Democrats were successful,

however, in using the existing rules to maximize their own
advantage.
It should be emphasized that it is not necessary to
make organizational changes to pass liberal legislation.

A

majority, skilled in the use of legislative rules and pro
cedures, can manipulate the rules to achieve its objectives
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without altering the system.
determined and dedicated.

But that majority must be

Furthermore, it would seem that a

majority's chances of countering the rules of Congress i3
enhanced through increased party discipline, control, and
organization.

I agree with Lewis Froman who argues that

"I cannot . . . think of a rule in the House which would
need to be changed if changes were made in the distribution
of power within the majority party.'1?
Majority Party Size and Organization
Three basic similarities should be noted here.
First, during all three periods the White House and Congress
were controlled by the same political party—the Democrats.
This united party control gave some unity to the govern
mental system and helped bridge the gap of the constitutional
division of powers.
The second similarity is that the Democrats had
large congressional majorities during all three periods with
the exception of the Senate in the 63rd Congress.

The size

of the majority facilitated greatly the rapid passage of
legislation.
When the President and the Congress are of the same
political party and when the congressional party has a large
7. Lewis A. Froman, Jr., The Congressional Process:
Strategies, Rules and Procedures (Bo3ton: Little, Brown and
Company, 1*967), p. 215.
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majority, the chances of passing significant liberal legis
lation are enhanced.

The over-all evidence of congressional

output in the twentieth century, however, indicates that
this proposition needs to be qualified somewhat.

United

party control of government is unmistakedly an important
factor for liberal output, but it also makes a difference
which party is in power and how strong that party's predis
position is toward change in certain policy areas.

This is

related closely to the party's perception of the temper of
the times.

For example, the Republican Party controlled the

White House and had procedural majorities in both Houses
from 1920 to 1932.

However, very few major policy changes

were enacted during this period.

An important reason was

that the Republicans both in the executive branch and in the
Congress were not inclined to change.

The temper of the

times seemed to demand Congress not to "rock the boat" and
not to be as actively involved in problem solving as it had
during the Wilson period.
Also, the 7^1-th and 75th Congresses might be cited as
examples of united Democratic Party control in which rela
tively little, at least when compared to the 73rd Congress,
was achieved in the way of domestic reforms.

In fact, the

Democratic majority in the 7^'fch Congress was greater than in
the 73rd and the 7$th was greater than both.

But the 7^4-

and 75th Congresses were very reluctant to implement the
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President's program.
was over.

Roosevelt's honeymoon with Congress

The economic crisis had subsided and Congress,

although controlled by the liberal wing of the Democratic
Party, was less willing to act without careful deliberation
of policy alternatives.
So in addition to the presence of a rather large
majority another important pre-condition for a liberal Con
gress is an inclination toward activism.

I have suggested

that the policy-makers' commitment to activism often is
increased as a result of a severe crisis or unusual condi
tions which strain the political system.

During such times

policy-makers are likely to perceive that there is a much
greater need for governmental action and change.

To pre

serve the system, it is necessary to make certain funda
mental alterations.
The third similarity is that there was a tendency
during these periods for party leaders to perceive that
certain changes were needed in the party's congressional
organization.

The party leaders were taking no chances.

Despite the existence of a crisis,- strong executive leader
ship, liberalization of the congressional organization, and
a large liberal Democratic majority, they felt that changes
were also needed in the party's organization.

Normally con

gressional parties are not as centralized and disciplined as
parliamentary parties.

During these thre.e periods, however,

the Democratic Party made several changes in its congres
sional organization to increase party unity and discipline.
The changes resulted in the Democratic Party in a number of
instances taking on the appearance of a disciplined and
united parliamentary party.
Minority Party
The final similarity is that the minority party,
which was the Republican Party in every case, was numeri
cally weak and internally divided during all three periods.
During normal times, one of the reasons the legislative
process is slow is because the minority party possesses
sufficient strength to defeat, delay, or in some way modify
majority proposals.

The majority party, therefore, must

yield to minority party demands in order to get bills
passed.

But the minority party did not possess such

strength during any of the three periods.

The Republicans'

ineffectiveness as the opposition party was a product of a
number of circumstances such as the temper of the times,
strong liberal presidential leadership, and large liberal
Democratic majorities in Congress.

But the lack of an

effective opposition party itself became an independent
condition contributing to the massive outpouring of liberal
legislation.
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Lessons for Liberals and Conservatives
A number of special political conditions have been
described.

The prevalence of these special conditions can

be directly correlated to the probability of the passage of
liberal legislation.

Liberals have partial control over

some of these conditions:

the election of a committed lib

eral, legislatively-skillful President; changes in the con
gressional rules which facilitate majority-coalition
building; the election of liberally-oriented candidates to
Congress in sufficient majority; and changes in the majority
party's organization to increase party discipline and unity.
Other special conditions are more generally dictated by the
political environment in which liberals must operate:

a

crisis, actual or publically perceived; unusual conditions
which strain the political system,; a back-log of public
problems unresolved; and a strong electoral mandate for
change which itself is often the result of a crisis.

The

lesson for liberals is to stimulate those conditions over
which they have some control and be prepared to take advan
tage of the others when they might- occur.
The presence of these conditions is dysfunctional to
conservative objectives.

They should work to prevent the

occurrence of those conditions over which they have some
control.

They should work against the election of a

liberally-oriented President; they should resist changes in
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the congressional structure which would make majority
coalition-building easier; they should strongly oppose the
election of liberal candidates to Congress; and they should
discourage changes within either political parties1 con
gressional organization such a3 the adoption of a binding
caucus which would increase party unity and discipline.

A

decentralized party structure works to the advantage of
conservatives in both parties.

Like the liberals, conserva

tives have little control over environmental conditions such
as the occurrence of a crisis or unusual conditions which
strain the political system.
Conservatives, however, do have an advantage not
afforded liberals.

One of the conditions which strains the

political system and which may force sudden, fundamental
change is the existence of a baclc-log of unresolved public
problems.

When problems and demands for solutions build up

to a sufficient pressure such as happened in 1912, 1932, and
to some extent in 196lj., these problems and demands for
action tend to have an independent effect forcing the doors
open.

When this happens, there is_ very little the conserva

tives can do to defeat or substantially alter liberal pro
posals.

The forces for change are® too strong.

The

situation is almost completely out of their control.

For

the most part, they are excluded by the liberals from
effective participation in the policy-making process.

In
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the view of a large segment of the public, the conservatives
become the public villians, the obstructionists.

I would

suggest that the conservatives can prevent this to a large
extent by taking precautions during normal times when they
have the upper hand in the legislative process.

It should

be the responsibility of the conservatives to more fre
quently acquiesce to legitimate liberal demands when the
problems of society require change.

By dictating the degree

of change, they serve their purposes in two ways.
they retain control of the legislative process.

Jjlr'st,

Second,

they prevent the build-up of a back-log of unresolved prob
lems which may in the end force the doors of the system to
open to uncontrollable change.

Furthermore, by projecting

an image of thoughtful and rational progress, they will not
become totally alienated from the policy-making process when
the demands for change approach critical dimensions.

It

does little good for conservatives to oppose necessary
demands for change.

As Everett Dirksen noted in a para

phrase of Victor Hugo:

"Stronger than all the armies is an

idea whose time has come. . . . America grows (and) America
g

changes."

The problem remains for the conservatives to

decide when an "idea's time has come" and to decide how much
change is needed to satisfy that idea.

8. Congressional Record, 88th Congress, 2nd Ses
sion, June 15, 1 96ij., p. 1444-7•

APPENDIX A
NUMBER PUBLIC BILLS INTRODUCED, PASSED,
AND PERCENTAGE PASSED, 1855-1969

Congress

Number Public
Number Public
Bills
Introduced Bills Passed

Percentage
Public Bills
Passed

3i|-th (1855-1857)

1,581}-

157

.09911

35th (1857-1859)

1,687

129

.O76I4.6

36th (1859-1861 )

1,7i+3

157

.09007

37th (1861-1863)

1,651

I4.28

.25923

38th (1863-1865)

1,14-89

1+11

.27602

39th (1865-1867)

2,014.7

14-27

.20859

l+Oth (1867-1869)

3,723

3514-

.09508

I4.I st (1869-1871 )

5,3114-

1+70

.O88I4I}.

i}2nd (1871 -1873)

5,938

531

.089lj-2

J+3rd (1873-1875)

t,k3k

lj.15

.06I4.50

i|ij.th (1875-1877)

5,230

278

.05315

I|.5th (1877-1879)

8,735

. 303

.0314-68

14.6th (1879-1881 )

10,067

372

.03695

^7th (1881 -1883)

10,701}.

M9

• 0391 li-

l|8th (1883-1885)

11,104.3

281}.

.021}.81

i|.9th (1885-1887)

15,002

k2k

.02826

50th (1887-1889)

17,078

570

.03337
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Congress

Number Public
Number Public
Bills
Introduced Bills Passed

Percentage
Public Bill
Passed

51 st (1889-1891 )

19,630

611

.03112

52nd (1891-1893)

1i{.,859

398

.02678

53rd (1893-1895)

12,22lj.

463

.03787

54th (1895-1897)

14,585

434

.02975

55th (1897-1899)

18,463

552

.02989

56th (1899-1901 )

20,893

443

.02120

57th (1901-1903)

25,460

480

.01885

58 th (1 903-1 905)

26,851

575

.02141

59th (1905-1907)

34,879

775

.02221

60th (1 907-1 909)

38,388

411

.01070

61 st (1909-1911 )

44,363

595

.01341

62nd (1911-191 3)

38,032

530

.01393

63rd (1913-1915)

30,053

417

.01387

6J+th (1915-1917)

30,052

458

.0154

65th (1917-1919)

22,594

405

.01 792

66th (1919-1921 )

21,967

470

.02139

67th (1921-1923)

19,889

654

.03288

68 th (1923-1925)

17,462

707

.04048

69th (1925-1 927)

23,801

879

.03693

70th (1927-1929)

23,897

1,145

.04791

71st (1929-1 931 )

24,453

1,009

.04126

-
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Congress

Number Public
Number Public
Bills
Introduced Bills Passed

Percentage
Public Bills
Passed

72nd (1931 -1933)

21,382

516

.021+13

73rd (1933-1935)

11+, 370

539

.03750

7l+th (1935-1937)

18,751+

987

.05262

75th (1937-1939)

16,156

919

.05688

76th (1939-191*1 )

16,105

1,005

.0621+0

77th (191+1-191+3)

11,331+

850

.071+99

78 th (1 91+3-1945)

8,331+

568

.06815

79 th (19l+5-19l|.7)

10,330

731+

.07105

80th (1 914-7—1 91+9)

10,797

905

.08381

81 st (191+9-1 951)

11+, 988

921

.0611+1+

82nd (1 951-1953)

1 2,730

591+

•02+666

83rd (1953-1 955)

11+, 952

781

.05223

81+th (1955-1957)

10,039

1,028

.1021+0

85th (1957-1959)

20,706

936

.01+520

86th (1959-1961 )

20,161+

800

.03967

87th (1961-1963)

20,316

885

.01+356

88 th (1963-1965)

19,229

666

.01872

89th (1965-1967)

26,566

810

.030li-9 .

90th (1967-1969)

29,131+

61+0

.021 96

aSource:

Office of Congressman Walter Jones, 1st
District, North Carolina.
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