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ABSTRACT 

The research presented here fills a gap in the congressional literature by documenting 

the historical institutionalization of the U.S. Senate. After an extensive review of the 

institutionalization literature in Chapter Two, Chapters Three through Six qualitatively 

document the Senate's institutionalization over four chronological time periods: 1789-

1860; 1861-1900; 1901-1946; 1947-1996. Using both primary and secondary sources, 

these chapters provide a comprehensive historical analysis of Senate development, 

covering key aspects such as committees, leaders, personnel and operations. Chapters 

Seven and Eight chart the Senate's institutionalization in a more systematic maimer. 

Chapter Seven presents multiple indicators for each of four components of 

institutionalization: adaptability; autonomy; complexity; and coherence. Chapter Eight 

then models the process of Senate institutionalization. Using ordinary least squares and 

weighted least squares regression, it tests the model for each component of 

institutionalization. Political party opposition in the presidency, federal government 

activity, the Seventeenth Amendment and continuous majority control of the Senate by 

one political party all prove significant in one or more components of Senate 

institutionalization. Chapter Nine summarizes the Senate institutionalization process, and 

suggests how the Senate's post-World War II "transformation" fits into this larger, 

historical process. 



CHAPTER ONE: INTRODUCTION 

II 

The congressional literature agrees on one simple point: Congress has changed a 

great deal since its establishment in 1789. Yet, for all its enormity and diversity, 

comprehensive theories of congressional development are few. Scholars seem 

preoccupied with specific research questions. Experts hypothesize and test whether 

certain factors (professionalization, workload, partisanship, party control, reelection) or 

certain events (realignment, a set of reforms, a particular scandal) instigate change in a 

particular area of congressional operations (committees, leadership, voting, media 

relations) or in members' behavior (constituent relations, bill sponsorship, intra-chamber 

cooperation) during a particular time period (the twentieth century, the post-World War II 

era, the 1970s). The results are many fine studies on congressional development that may 

have limited theoretical relevance. This dissertation, which focuses on the historical 

development of the United States Senate, is one attempt to overcome this problem. 

The most prominent theory of congressional development argues that members' 

actions, including how they organize and operate their chamber, are driven by their 

primary goal of reelection (Mayhew 1974; Fiorina 1977). To help them achieve this goal, 

members of Congress organize their respective chambers in a manner that enhances their 

reelection prospects. For example, the congressional committee system exists because it 

offers members of Congress multiple opportunities to publicly take positions and pursue 

particularized benefits for their constituents. The seniority system exists because it 

"convert[s] turf into property," offering members of Congress a reliable me±od by which 



they can assess, achieve and publicize their own congressional power. Weak political 

parties provide members of Congress with the benefits of a party label; but they also 

allow members to take policy positions supported by their constituents and contrary to 

their party's position, without party retribution. Members of Congress have extensive 

Capitol Hill offices and staff, regardless of party or seniority, in order to respond more 

efficiently to constituents' inquiries and requests (Mayhew 1974, 84-102). 

One drawback of this theory is its historical applicability. The Senate operated for 

nearly six decades without a seniority system, and the House of Representatives even 

longer. The 1880s and 1890s were a time of relatively strong and increasingly cohesive 

political parties, and throughout the nineteenth century individual members of both 

houses represented their constituents with minimal staff support, if any. In other words, 

this theory works far better in describing and explaining twentieth century congresses 

than it does earlier ones. It especially fails to explain development during the Senate's 

earliest years of operation, when senators "fled the Capitol.... almost as fast as was 

humanly possible" (Price 1975, 5).' 

By increasing the number of goals members of Congress pursue, a second theory 

of congressional development is more historically inclusive. Fenno (1973) argues that 

making "good" public policy and obtaining influence within the chamber, in addition to 

seeking reelection, are goals pursued by members of Congress. Although based on his 

study of the modem Congress, Fenno's theory provides the incentive necessary for 

senators to serve in the early congresses—they want to make good public policy. It also 

offers additional reasons why contemporary members of Congress have large personal 
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and committee staffs at their disposal, and participate in a vast committee and 

subcommittee system. The former is invaluable in pursuing and producing good public 

policy, and the latter serves to decentralize Congress, making power within each chamber 

more easily obtainable for every member. 

The congressional literature has also recognized the importance of environmental 

factors in forcing changes in congressional operations. For example. President James 

Madison's poor performance during the War of 1812 helped persuade senators to 

establish a standing committee system (Gamm and Shepsle 1989). Emerging national 

issues prompted the creation of new congressional committees during the nineteenth 

century (McConachie 1898; Wilson 1956). The stronger presidency made members of 

Congress realize they needed to reform Congress in 1946 (Davidson 1990). Elections 

have also made a difference. Congressional procedures have been functions of the size 

and homogeneity of the majority party (Cooper and Brady 1981; Binder 1996, 1997). 

The adoption of the Australian ballot prompted House members to pursue organizational 

arrangements (static committee assignments) that would enhance their personal 

reputations (Katz and Sala 1996). 

Changes in congressional organization and procedures are often viewed within a 

theoretical framework of cyclical development, with Congress shifting between periods 

of centralization and decentralization (Ripley 1969a; Sundquist 1981; Dodd 1977, 1983). 

Congress responds to certain events by either centralizing or decentralizing its decision

making processes. Centralization places more power among fewer people—the leadership 

of a congressional chamber—but also makes the chamber more responsive to 
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environmental factors. Decentralization disperses power more fairly among all chamber 

rank-and-file members, but also makes collective action more difficult. The problem 

with this framework is that it gives the mistaken impression that congressional stability is 

only temporary in nature. 

One theory of organizational development through which the House, but not the 

Senate, has been studied is institutionalization, the process by which an organization 

acquires value and stability as an end in itself (Huntington 1968; Ragsdale and Theis 

1997). During this process, which is described more explicitly in Chapter Two, an 

organization undergoes changes which help make it a permanent and influential actor in 

the political environment within which it exists. Its composition and procedures 

gradually stabilize, increasing the difficulty for both actors outside and members within 

the organization to change them. In other words, rising levels of institutionalization are 

marked by members' increasing reliance on previous organizational procedures and 

precedents. This process is reflected in gains in four organizational components: 

adaptability, autonomy, complexity and coherence." Unlike the Mayhew and Fenno 

approaches, institutionalization theory does not focus on the motives of members within 

an organization. In not doing so, it inherently recognizes that the goals of organizational 

members may change over time. With the help of historical, quantitative indicators, 

institutionalization theory can help in determining what those goals are during particular 

times, and when and why they changed. 

The absence of a study on the process of Senate institutionalization is somewhat 

surprising, given the theory's popularity with the study of legislatures (Polsby 1968; 



Keohane 1969, Chaffey 1970; Gerlich 1973; Loewenberg 1973; Haeberle 1978; Opello 

1986; Hibbing 1988; Canon 1989; Van Der SHk 1989; Squire 1992).^ One reason for this 

omission may simply be that congressional scholars assume that Polsby's conclusions 

regarding institutionalization in the House of Representatives pertain to the Senate as 

well. As one will see in Chapter Two, Polsby measured three major components of 

institutionalization in the House. Based in large part on Huntington's (1968) four 

components of institutionalization—adaptability, autonomy, complexity and coherence— 

Polsby concluded that the House became highly institutionalized near the turn of the 

twentieth century. But a study on House institutionalization seems to have been 

interpreted as a study of congressional institutionalization. Those who actually broach 

the topic of Senate institutionalization treat is as a fait accompli, with minimal or no 

systematic documentation (Huitt 1957; Davidson and Oleszek 1984; Patterson 1989).^ 

This is unfortunate because the Senate is a unique legislative body that was 

structured, and has evolved, differently than the House (Fenno 1982). Certain 

constitutional characteristics and duties—such as members' alternating six-year terms, 

their election by state legislatures, their advice and consent on treaties and executive 

appointments—may influence the rate of Senate institutionalization. Neither does the 

Senate's history mirror exactly that of the House. For example, the House established a 

standing committee system before the Senate did, but the norm of seniority developed 

decades sooner in the Senate than in the House. During its first years of operation the 

Senate preferred to revise House legislation rather then introduce its own, an inclination 

that lasted only a couple decades. 
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Ironically, the differences between the two chambers offer a second reason why 

there is no study of the Senate institutionalization process. The House's larger 

membership, biennial elections, and many formal rules make it a preferable subject to the 

Senate for quantitative election and voting studies. Since all seats are up for election 

every two years, the House is more responsive than the Senate to environmental stimuli, 

making it a more enticing subject for research. The Senate, with its more permissive 

internal rules and smaller membership, is generally perceived as the chamber of 

"individualism." A quality both difficult and time-consuming to quantify, especially prior 

to World War II, congressional scholars have responded in three ways. Some emphasize 

the actions of individual senators as sources of Senate development (Huitt 1961a, 1961b; 

Rothman 1966; Davidson and Baker 1991; Swift 1996). Others neglect the Senate's first 

155 years of operations (Sinclair 1989; Smith 1989; Davidson 1992). Still others 

incorporate the Senate into "congressional" studies that are essentially about the House 

(Mayhew 1974; Fiorina's 1977). Fenno's (1973) study of congressional committees and 

Binder (1997), Dion (1997) and Maltzman's (1997) studies of changing congressional 

procedures each dutifully devote a chapter to the Senate, serving to highlight only ftirther 

their research emphasis on the House.^ 

The increasing dominance of the economic approach in political science is a third 

reason why no one has documented the institutionalization of the Senate (Mayhew 1974; 

Fiorina 1977; Shepsle and Weingast 1987, 1995; Gilligan and Krehbiel 1989, 1990; 

Krehbiel 1991; Cox and McCubbins 1993; Aldrich 1995). This approach, also referred to 

as the new institutionalism, defines institutions as "enduring regularities of human action 
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in situations structured by rules, norms, and shared strategies, as well as by the physical 

world" (Crawford and Ostrom 1995, 582). Institutions are "the rules of the game" that 

"define and limit the set of choices of individuals" (North 1990, 3, 4). New 

institutionalists who study Congress focus their attention on these formal rules and norms 

(the latter also referred to as "informal rules") because they affect congressional behavior 

—they are the "instruments for the achievement of the individual goals of legislators" 

(Stewart 1992, 65). Based upon the assumption that legislators act rationally, the allure 

of this framework is its predictive power.^ 

In contrast, institutionalization theory is criticized for being merely descriptive 

(Cooper and Brady 1981; Swift 1996). Yet the problem with the study of 

institutionalization is not its lack of explanatory power, but the lack of scholarly effort to 

test its explanatory power. Recent studies on the California Assembly (Squire 1992) and 

the American presidency (Ragsdale and Theis 1997) have started to fill this gap, 

explaining why these entities institutionalized in the manner, and at the rate, that they did. 

The sociological approach to institutions and institutionalization is utilized here 

for three additional reasons. First, by defining institutions as rules, new institutionalists 

leave no way for an organization to become an institution. To them the process of 

institutionalization is the development of formal and informal rules—what they refer to as 

institutions—within an organization. As North (1990) argues, "[m]odeling the strategies 

and the skills of the team as it develops is a separate process fi-om modeling the creation, 

evolution, and consequences of the rules" (5). 
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One problem with this approach is that if fails to recognize the dynamic nature of 

rule development. What might be rational to organization members at one point in time 

may not be rational at another point in time. As Maltzman and Smith (1994) write, "no 

single principal-agent relation, no single goal, and no single dimension of conflict 

dominates congressional politics, at least not for long" (473). To get around this problem 

new institutionalists simply assume that their institutions have "relative durability" (Levi 

1990, 403-404). While this makes their analysis easier, it undercuts their position that 

constitutions—the definitive example of formal rules—are also institutions. When first 

established, constitutions have no relative durability.^ 

In contrast, the sociological tradition views formal rules and norms within an 

organization as inseparable parts of that organization. To organize means "to arrange or 

form into a coherent unity or fimctioning whole" {Webster's 1979, 802), something that 

formal rules and norms help accomplish; yet the latter's development is also a vital part of 

the institutionalization process, not separate fi-om it.® 

A second reason for using the sociological approach is that the Senate is far less 

rule-oriented than the House, and new institutionalist theories of legislatures are grounded 

in rules. "The absence of a general germaneness rule or limitation on debate, the ease 

with which legislation is held on the floor and not referred to committee, the unstructured 

amending process on the floor, the complexities of Rule XXII, majority party leaders' 

prerogatives, and several other features of the Senate distinguish it in crucially important 

ways from the House" (Maltzman and Smith 1994, 471-472). These differences 

challenge the utility of the new institutionalism in Senate research. 



A third reason for using the sociological approach is that political scientists and 

others have never stopped talking about the process of institutionalization, even if they do 

not always quantify it. Like Supreme Court Justice Potter Stewart and pornography, these 

scholars "know" institutionalization when they see it, and they have seen it in political 

party relations in the House of Representatives (Binder 1997, 86-131); congressional 

careers (Parker 1989, 109-112); the Senate and House committee systems (Smith and 

Deering 1984, 13-18); the Senate floor leadership (Munk 1974, 35); the modem Congress 

(Davidson and Oleszek 1981, 47; Hertzke and Peters 1990, 14); professional 

congressional staffs (Malbin 1980, 11); the congressional Office of the Legislative 

Counsel (Kofinehl 1962, 184); corruption in the American political system (Berg, Hahn 

and Schmidhauser 1976, 60-85); and the presidency (Fox and Hammond 1977, 3; 

Sundquist 1981, 36). Newspaper stories and columns covering politics claim the 

institutionalization of political "spin" (McGrory 1996), the forces for and against 

affirmative action (Herring 1997), and the ideological split between Democrats in the 

House, and Democrats in the Senate and the presidency (Taylor and Edsall 1995). The 

concept of institutionalization is alive and well. Unfortunately, the frequent failure to 

define institutionalization lessens these arguments and the institutionalization literature. 

More significantly, it has led to the overly simplistic and incorrect notion that something 

is institutionalized when it has been aroundfor a long time. To overcome this problem, 

rigorous measures of adaptability, autonomy, complexity and coherence are needed in 

studies of organizational institutionalization. 
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The lack of a study on Senate institutionalization is not meant to suggest that there 

has been no historical or scholarly literature on Senate development or change. Fermo 

(1973) posits that in addition to the pursuit good public policy, influence within the 

chamber and reelection, the pursuit of a post-Senate career—in other words, the 

presidency—shapes senators' decisions regarding the committees on which they wish to 

serve. Gamm and Shepsle (1989) argue that the establishment of the Senate's standing 

committee system in 1816 was a consequence of timing, as rationally-acting senators 

responded to their increasing workload, an outcome of the War of 1812. Ripley (1969a) 

and Sinclair (1989) document how the shortage of party leadership posts and prestigious 

corrunittee assignments after World War II intensiHed the 1950s and 1960s 

decentralization of power in the Senate, as more junior senators sought better ways to 

influence their colleagues. Combined with changing issues, a rise in the number of 

organized interests, and the increase in the number of senators seeking the presidency, the 

Senate empowered individual senators at the expense of committees, party leaders and the 

collective membership. Binder (1997) and Binder and Smith (1997) take exception to the 

importance of individual senators, arguing that inherited rules and majority party interests 

drive changes in Senate procedure that affect minority rights. 

Still, the Senate literature has its limitations. The few existing comprehensive 

surveys of the Senate's history are informative, but each has its own drawback. Haynes's 

(1938) research is the preeminent study, but is in severe need of updating. Ripley's 

(1969a) study offers historical data and perspective, but his emphasis is clearly on the 

1960s Senate. Baker (1988) and Byrd (1988, 1991, 1993) weave together interesting and 



21 

enlightening stories, but are heavy on historical anecdotes and light on political scientific 

analysis. 

Understandably, most studies of the Senate focus on a particular period in Senate 

history. The major benefit of this method is more rigorous analysis of the Senate. A 

narrower research focus allows scholars to explore more potential sources of Senate 

change, and in greater depth. It also can shield the researcher fi-om data gathering 

problems inherent in longitudinal studies and beyond his or her control, such as changes 

in how certain data are measured or changes in what they actually indicate (in other 

words, changes in measurement validity). In this manner Swanstrom (1962) and Swift 

(1996) describe the Senate's members, precedents and procedures in its early years, 

(1789-1801 and 1787-1841, respectively). Swift argues that the confluence of major 

changes in the nation's political parties, electorate, and governmental agenda, along with 

changes in the Senate's institutional vision and the presence of institutional activists, 

"reconstituted" the Senate in the early nineteenth century fi-om a largely unimportant body 

to a more activist and prominent chamber.' Bogue (1981) analyzes Senate Republicans 

during the Civil War congresses. Rothman (1966) describes the Senate's leaders and 

organizational changes during the late nineteenth century (1869-1901). Matthews (1960) 

explains the de jure and de facto rules of the 1950s Senate. Sinclair's (1989) research 

served as a contemporary update of Matthews's study, describing and explaining changes 

in senatorial procedures, organization and behavior in the 1960s, 1970s and 1980s. 

Research focus is also the reason some scholars survey the Senate's entire history, 

but target and analyze only one area of the Senate. Studies like these are better able to tap 



into tlie dynamic nature of Senate development and less apt to make extraneous 

comparisons across time. In this manner Harris (1953) describes the history and 

procedure of Senate confirmation of executive appointments. Robinson (1954) studies 

the development of the Senate committee system. Burdette (1940) and Binder and Smith 

(1997) both analyze the evolution of the Senate filibuster. Buder and Wolff (1995) 

describe the Senate's election, expulsion and censure cases. 

This dissertation has two primary goals. The first goal is to provide a 

comprehensive historical narrative of Senate development from its inception to the end of 

the twentieth century. By integrating what we know about the Senate, this dissertation 

seeks to place and understand recent Senate developments in the broader context of the 

Senate's first 208 years of existence. 

This first goal is particularly important given that the Senate literature over the 

last two decades is heavily skewed towards the post-World War 11 era. This 

overemphasis can be traced, first, to the success of Donald Matthews's (1960) and 

William White's (1956) books on the 1950s Senate, which provide an excellent 

benchmark by which contemporary scholars can document change in the Senate and its 

members. It is also a product of more systematically collected and readily available 

congressional data after World War II, making quantitative analysis of the Senate easier.'" 

The problem is this narrow historical focus limits the applicability of any theorizing about 

Senate development. Factors important in the Senate's recent development may be 

irrelevant during earlier time periods. 
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The second main goal of this dissertation is to describe and analyze the process of 

Senate institutionalization and to determine what has caused it. With that in mind, this 

study tracks and details when the Senate became more adaptable, autonomous, complex 

and coherent. In the process, it directly addresses a chief criticism of institutionalization 

theory—it seeks to explain why the Senate institutionalized. 

An ancillary goal of this study is to introduce to researchers several informative 

but untapped sources of Senate data. Most of the new data offered here is utilized to 

develop indicators of Senate institutionalization. However, other congressional scholars 

may find the data useful for their own research on the Senate. 

The preceding goals are pursued in the following marmer. Chapter Two reviews 

the scholarly literature on the process of institutionalization, and then develops and 

explains the components of institutionalization used in this study. Using both primary 

and secondary sources. Chapters Three through Six qualitatively document the Senate's 

institutionalization over four chronological time periods: 1789-1860; 1861-1900; 1901-

1946; 1947-1996. Looking at key aspects of the Senate, such as membership, 

committees, leaders, employees and operations, they provide the historical groundwork 

needed to, first, make legitimate comparisons between Senates fi'om different decades and 

different centuries, and second, analyze Senate development in an historically 

comprehensive manner. Chapters Seven and Eight chart the Senate's institutionalization 

in a more systematic marmer. Chapter Seven begins with a discussion of the data. It then 

presents multiple indicators for each of the four components of institutionalization: 

adaptability; autonomy; complexity; and coherence. Using one indicator for each 



component. Chapter Eight then models the rise of each component in the Senate. This is 

followed by a test of each model using ordinary least squares or weighted least squares 

regression. Chapter Nine suirunarizes the Senate institutionalization process, and 

suggests how the Senate's post-World War 11 "transformation" fits into this larger, 

historical process. 
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ENDNOTES 

1. One possible way to extend the applicability of this theory back through the period of 
strong political parties is by arguing that members of Congress pursued their primary 
goal of reelection through party organization and operations, rather than through 
congressional organization and operations, during the latter half of the nineteenth 
century. 

2. Procedures can also become institutionalized, but the focus in this research is on 
organizational institutionalization. 

3. Two institutionalization studies discussed in Chapter Two do include the Senate. 
Canon (1989) studies the institutionalization of leadership in both the House and the 
Senate. Van Der Slik (1989) studies institutionalization in the First Congress. 

4. Huitt's 1957 remarks regarding Senate institutionalization obviously were not 
influenced by Polsby (1968). 

5. Binder (1997) and Binder and Smith (1997) do focus on the Senate in other 
publications. 

6. The economic approach can be divided into three basic approaches: the distributive 
approach (Mayhew 1974; Fiorina 1977; Shepsie and Weingast 1987) which argues 
that "internal operations of Congress are designed to promote the distribution of 
policy benefits to electorally important constituencies"; the informational perspective 
(Gilligan and Krehbiel 1989, 1990; Krehbiel 1991) which argues that "the policy 
expertise of individual lawmakers and committees constitutes a potential public good 
for the chamber"; and the partisan perspective (Cox and McCubbins 1993; Aldrich 
1995) which argues that "important features of congressional organization are 
primarily designed to advance the electoral and policy goals of the majority party" 
(Evans 1999, 608-609). 

7. New institutionalists increasingly recognize this problem. "Much of the current 
political-economy approach to legislatures has been based on scholars' experience 
with the textbook Congresses of the 1960s and 1970s. Such a time span it too short 
for accumulating the stylized facts that need to be explained by a theory of 
legislatures in general or of Congress in particular" (Poole and Rosenthal 1997, 228-
229). 

8. According to institutionalization theory, while formal rules and norms are necessary 
in an organization, they may not be sufficient enough to transform that organization 
into an institution. 

9. "Reconstitutive change .. [is] a rapid, marked, and enduring shift in the ftmdamental 
dimensions of the institution" (Swift 1996, 5). 
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10. One reason for this was the establishment of Congressional Quarterly Weekly Report 
and Congressional Quarterly Almanac during the 1940s. These resources have 
proved invaluable to congressional scholars ever since. 
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CHAPTER TWO: THE THEORY AND PROCESS OF INSTITUTIONALIZATION 

Introduction 

To observe and comprehend the process of Senate institutionalization, one needs 

to understand a theory of institutionalization. This chapter defines, details, and explains 

several components of institutionalization, drawing upon both the theoretical literature 

and the various empirical studies which examine the process of political 

institutionalization. It is divided into eight sections. The first four sections define and 

explain institutionalization in theoretical terms, and then examine political 

institutionalization studies in a roughly chronological manner. They detail the various 

components and ind'cators of institutionalization that different scholars have used in their 

research. The last four sections define, explain and justify more fiilly the four 

components of institutionalization used in this study. They also introduce a number of 

indicators that can be used in measuring Senate institutionalization. 

Instimtionalization in Theorv 

Institutionalization is the process by which an organization acquires value and 

stability as an end in itself (Huntington 1968; Ragsdale and Theis 1997). More 

specifically, institutionalization is the process of infusing an organization "with value 

beyond the technical requirements of the task at hand" (Selznick 1957, 17). During this 

process an organization becomes more concerned with "self-maintenance" (ibid., 20). It 

gradually takes on a life of its own (Ragsdale and Theis 1997), existing increasingly 
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independently of the individuals who belong to the organization or the problems facing it 

(Loewenberg and Patterson 1979, 20). 

When an organization institutionalizes, its structure and procedures stabilize, as 

members of the organization collectively keep those aspects they favor and discard those 

they dislike. The opportunity and capability for members, or the environment, to shape a 

new organization's structure and procedures is enormous. Because members have 

invested little effort in maintaining them, they are not reluctant to change them. In fact, 

environmental factors may force organization members to adopt new subunits, procedures 

or leaders so the organization can survive. However, as time passes and the 

organization's structure and procedures increasingly reflect those characteristics members 

favor, the more value these members attach to the organization and the more difHcult It is 

for members, and the environment, to force changes in these features. In Selznick's 

(1957) words, the organization changes "from an expendable tool into a valued source of 

personal satisfaction" (17). Concurrently, the ability of members to change the structure 

and procedures of the organization becomes less influential than the impact the structure 

and procedures have on members' behavior. Pinpointing when this transition occurs is 

difficult, since the process of gaining value and stability is largely incremental. However, 

one can identify and analyze differing levels of value and stability, and hence, 

institutionalization. 

Turning the concepts of an organization's value and stability into measurable 

variables with clear empirical referents is at the heart of institutionalization research. 

Samuel Huntington (1968) took a major step toward that goal by identifying four major 
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variable components of an organization's institutionalization: adaptability, autonomy, 

complexity and coherence. Highly institutionalized organizations, those infused with 

value and stability, are more adaptable (less rigid), more autonomous (less subordinate), 

more complex (less simple), and more coherent (more unified) than their lesser 

institutionalized counterparts. These four components, described briefly below (and in 

greater detail later), enhance the value and stability of an organization in different, but 

occasionally overlapping ways. 

An organization's ability to successfully respond to environmental changes and 

challenges directly affects its chances of survival. "The more challenges that have arisen 

in [an organization's] environment and the greater its age, the more adaptable it is" 

(Huntington 1968, 13). As other environmental actors and members of the organization 

recognize its increasing likelihood of persisting, an organization's value to both increases. 

External actors increasingly take the presence of the organization into account in their 

own decision-making. Organization members find it advantageous to stay within an 

organization that increasingly looks like it will endure. In turn, this helps stabilize the 

organization's place among other actors in the environment. 

Autonomy refers to the ability of an organization to withstand external attempts to 

alter its internal operations. In other words, an organization and its procedures "are not 

simply expressions of the interests of particular social groups" outside of the organization 

(ibid., 20). Higher autonomy enhances organizational stability, since it reduces the 

chance of these intrusive efforts being successful. This enhances the organization's value 

because it protects the integrity of its decision-making processes. Long-term value comes 
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from predictability, and actors outside and members within the organization can better 

predict the actions of an organization when it is highly autonomous. 

Complexity within an organization helps stabilize it because it takes more energy, 

resources and time to abolish or reduce a more complex organization. More subunits also 

lessen the impact that change in one subunit will have on the entire organization, 

enhancing the organization's overall stability. If the subunits are highly differentiated, an 

organization's value is enhanced as well. When members of an organizational subunit 

pursue tasks unique to them, they value both the subunit and the organization more. In 

other words, "[t]he greater the number and variety of subunits the greater the ability of the 

organization to secure and maintain the loyalties of its members" (ibid., 18). 

Coherence refers to the ability of an organization to operate effectively. This 

requires "substantial consensus .... on the procedures ^OST STWSOIa r ing disputes which come 

up within [an organization's] boundaries" (ibid., 22). In other words, it requires the 

evolution of standard operating procedures. Such procedures help stabilize an 

organization because members of the organization understand what tasks are expected of 

them. This not only increases the value of the organization among its members, but it 

also increases its value among external environmental actors. As with highly autonomous 

organizations, other actors are more likely to engage and interact with an organization if 

the results of that interaction are predictable. 
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Institutionalization in Practice 

Nelson Polsby (1968) drew heavily from Huntington's four components in his 

study of the institutionalization of the U.S. House of Representatives, the first attempt to 

operationalize specific components of political institutionalization. His three components 

of an institutionalized organization—it is relatively well-bounded, it is relatively complex, 

and it uses universal criteria and automatic methods in conducting internal business— 

strongly paralleled Huntington's components of autonomy, complexity and coherence, 

respectively. Polsby developed a variety of measurements for each component. The 

historical decrease in the number of first-term representatives in each Congress, the 

historical increase in the number of terms served by representatives in each Congress, and 

the development of certain characteristics in past Speakers of the House indicated the 

establishment of House boundaries, or well-boundedness.' Historical growth in the 

importance of committees, in specialized agencies of party leadership, and in the 

expenditures made by the House of Representatives indicated the chamber's increasing 

complexity. Declining seniority violations in the selection of committee chairs, and the 

increasing effort to decide contested House elections based upon merit rather than 

partisan considerations, indicated increasing universalism in the House. His indicators 

lead him to the now familiar conclusion that the House became highly institutionalized 

near the turn of the twentieth century. But of equal importance, his article established a 

methodological format largely duplicated in later studies of political institutionalization. 

In his study of the United Nations General Assembly, Robert Keohane (1969) also 

relied heavily on Huntington (1968). But while he also identified only three 



institutionalization components—durability, autonomy and differentiation—they 

encompassed the major characteristics found in all four of Huntington's components. The 

component Keohane labeled durability strongly paralleled Huntington's adaptability." 

However, the component Keohane called autonomy encompassed both Huntington's 

autonomy and coherence since "autonomy implies that the organization's norms and 

patterns of behavior significantly affect the outcomes of its political process" (862; italics 

added). In other words, Keohane believed an organization would not have much 

autonomy without some level of coherence. In a similar fashion, the component Keohane 

labeled differentiation encompassed both Huntington's autonomy and complexity. 

Differentiation not only referred "to the development of organizational distinctiveness 

from its environment " but also to "the distinctiveness of participants in the organization" 

(862, 864; italics added). Keohane identified indicators for all three of his components, 

but presented empirical evidence only for differentiation. In this case, his indicators 

included the length of time Permanent Representatives of member states served in the 

U.N. General Assembly, and several patterns of individual recruitment to its leadership 

posts.^ His results were mixed, but he concluded "that there is considerable 

differentiation of the organization from its environment and .. some internal 

differentiation ..." (892). In Huntington's terms, the U.N. General Assembly was fairly 

autonomous and somewhat complex, an indication that it was more institutionalized than 

it had been decades earlier. 

One of the earliest recognized benefits of institutionalization research was its 

potential for compeirative analyses of similar but different political organizations. 
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Huntington (1968) argued, "[i]f.. criteria can be identified and measured, political 

systems can be compared in terms of their levels of institutionalization" (12). Over the 

long run this capability has largely remained underutilized, although some of the earliest 

studies of political institutionalization attempted to capitalize on its potential comparative 

research benefits (Chaffey 1970; Welfling 1973; Komberg 1973). 

Douglas Chaffey (1970) compared the lower houses of two state legislatures—the 

more professional Wisconsin Assembly and the less professional Montana House of 

Representatives—in an effort to determine if the process of professionalization directly 

affected levels of institutionalization. Chaffey hypothesized that the more professional 

Wisconsin Assembly, with its longer session, less membership turnover, higher member 

salaries, and more staff and facilities, was more institutionalized than the Montana House. 

In other words, the former legislature would make more use of automatic methods of 

conducting internal affairs than optional or discretionary methods, and would have greater 

internal complexity and specialization of its roles. Chaffey's measures were based on 

legislative calendar control, committee appointments, committee influence, and 

committee chairs. As expected, his results showed that the Wisconsin Assembly had 

more automatic calendar control than the Montana House. Surprisingly, however, 

committee members and chairs in the Montana House were selected more automatically 

(through seniority) than in the Wisconsin Assembly. Their committee system was also 

more complex and specialized than Wisconsin's Assembly. 

Chaffey's results were more suggestive than conclusive since he compared only 

two legislatures, but he made an important point: "a legislative body will seek to 
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overcome the restrictions placed on it by its environment" (194). In this case it was the 

relatively short term of the Montana House session, limited to sixty calendar days, which 

essentially forced this legislature and its political parties to establish strict operating 

procedures so the chamber could successfully deal with the items on its legislative plate. 

This contrast, between the Montana House and both the Wisconsin Assembly and the 

U.S. House, the latter two institutionalizing largely due to increased professionalization, 

showed that legislatures could institutionalize in different ways and at different rates. 

In measuring the institutionalization of thirty-one black African party systems 

from 1945 to 1970, Mary Welfling (1973) conducted what still is the largest comparative 

study of political institutionalization. The four components she described as "essential" 

to institutionalization were boundary, stability, scope and adaptability. Boundary and 

adaptability were similar to those components of the same name described by Polsby and 

Huntington, respectively. Stability reflected what Huntington called coherence. 

Welfling's fourth component, scope, did not directly correspond to any components in 

other studies. She defined scope as "patterned and stable" organizational activities 

important enough that other actors must take the institutionalized organization into 

account when acting. 

Welfling developed a total of thirteen indicators for her four components of 

institutionalization; one for boundary, four for stability, two for scope and six for 

adaptability. The results of her multifaceted statistical analysis suggested that 

"institutionalization itself is in part a function of environmental stress" (57). This 

conclusion advanced the theory of institutionalization by offering a potential cause of the 
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process; but her measures were not as universally applicable. For example, Welfling 

measured boundary—or lack of one—by the percentage of seats held in the governmental 

legislature by independents, an indicator similarly suitable for measuring U.S. political 

party institutionalization. But several of her indicators were less appropriate for 

measuring institutionalization in the U.S. political system. For example, in measuring the 

adaptability (or more directly, unadaptability) of party systems, Welfling uses the 

indicators "arrests," "partial bans," "bans," and "refusing registration," weighting them by 

both the size of the political party acted against (minor, moderate or major) and the 

success of each action (complete, partial or none). While there is a difference between 

major and minor political parties in the U.S., few have recently been banned, refused 

registration by the government, or had members arrested for political reasons. For future 

researchers the lesson was that valid institutionalization indicators did not necessarily 

cross research agendas. Even though they were trying to measure the same theoretical 

components of institutionalization, researchers needed develop their own indicators 

relevant to the subject at hand. 

Probably the best example of the immediate impact Polsby's research had on the 

political science community was a 1973 edited volume by Allan Komberg titled 

Legislatures in Comparative Perspective. The book, which included over a dozen essays 

by some of the discipline's most eminent scholars, was the culmination of an academic 

conference with institutionalization as its theme. Among the numerous theoretical essays 

and empirical studies, three specifically dealt with institutionalization. Briefly described 
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below, two focused on European parliaments and one focused on the Iowa Supreme 

Court. 

Peter Gerlich argued that two patterns of development were particularly important 

in comparing levels of institutionalization among fifteen European parliaments; "the 

opportunity for parliaments to exert influence on governments" and "the recruitment of 

new members to parliament." He designated these the influence and selection 

dimensions, respectively, of institutionalization (97). The parliaments that 

institutionalized faster were those whose respective countries took less time and less steps 

to shift from constitutional regime to their current parliamentary regime, and to shift fi-om 

first extension of suffrage to its attainment of universal suffrage."* 

Gerhard Loewenberg took a different approach, utilizing the institutionalization of 

legislatures as the independent variable to see their effect on citizens' attitudes towards 

government. He compared parliaments in England, Germany and Italy with the U.S. 

House of Representatives. He found that those countries whose citizens who had 

experienced turmoil in their legislatures, ostensibly because they were less 

institutionalized, were less optimistic about their governments. 

John Schmidhauser contested Polsby's (1968) notion that institutionalization 

necessarily enhanced an organization's power and influence. He compared a number of 

indicators, all which reflected Polsby's concept of boundedness, over different time 

periods between 1838 and 1961. He argued that the Iowa Supreme Court, which 

displayed aspects of institutionalization, was gradually becoming "a haven of refuge for 

superannuated political leaders of secondary rank" (140). In other words, it was declining 
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in influence and becoming weak, changes contrary to what was expected from increasing 

institutionalization.^ 

Drawing upon the nomenclature of both Huntington and Polsby, Walter Opello 

(1986) measured the autonomy, complexity and universalism of the Portuguese 

Parliament. Some of his indicators reflected those used in previous institutionalization 

studies. The turnover rate of Deputies measured the legislature's autonomy, and the 

proportion of personnel and money allocated for Assembly operations measured its 

complexity. Other indicators, like the number of parliamentary groups each session as a 

measure of autonomy, reflected distinctive features of the Portuguese Assembly. 

However, the most unique aspect of this study was its conclusion that the Portuguese 

Parliament was not institutionalized. This was not entirely surprising, since it had existed 

for only ten years at the time, a far shorter time than subjects in previous non-comparative 

institutionalization studies. 

John Hibbing (1988) closely imitated Polsby's methodology in measuring the 

institutionalization of the British House of Commons. He used a number of changing 

characteristics in its membership and its Speakers to indicate the assembly's increasing 

autonomy. They included the decline in membership turnover; the decrease in the 

number of uncontested seats; the increase in the percentage of new members who 

previously contested a seat; the increase in the number of paid positions in the 

government filled by members of the House of Commons; increasing length of service 

before becoming Speaker; decreasing elapsed time between cessation of duties as Speaker 

and death; and the fact that Speakers were increasingly elevated from the chair of Ways 
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and Means rather than from a ministerial position. Increasing legislative costs indicated 

increasing complexity, and the extensive protocol that had developed governing Question 

Time indicated increasing universalism.® 

Despite these results, Hibbing was not fully convinced that the House of 

Commons was highly institutionalized. While there had been an increase in the number 

of standing and select committees, "many people inside and outside Westminster 

believe[d] that the added machinery [was] a waste of time" (699). Legislative parties may 

have become more elaborate, but they were not necessarily more distinct from the party 

machinery external to the Parliament. This incongruity between his indicators and his 

observations lead Hibbing to doubt the value of institutionalization theory. It seemed to 

him that no matter the subject studied, one would always be able find some indicators 

suggesting rising levels of institutionalization. For institutionalization scholars, it served 

to reemphasize the need for multiple and diverse indicators when measuring each 

component of institutionalization. 

Relying on Polsby's theoretical components, Peverill Squire (1992) measured the 

California Assembly's institutionalization from 1951 to 1985 via eight indicators of 

boundedness, six indicators of internal complexity and two indicators of universal 

standards and automatic methods. Several of his indicators were based on Polsby's study, 

for example: mean years of service for boundedness; legislative appropriations for 

internal complexity; and method for deciding contested Assembly elections for 

universalistic standards and automatic methods. 



The importance of Squire's effort is two-fold. First, his use of an interrupted time-

series model reintroduced methodological sophistication into institutionalization research, 

something that had been missing for nearly two decades (since Welfling's 1973 research.) 

Second, he confirmed Chaffey's conclusion that legislatures can institutionalize 

differently. After determining that the California Assembly had internal complexity and 

well-defined boundaries but no universalistic and automatic methods of operation. Squire 

suggested that decentralization of power was a better indicator of universalism in 

legislatures than seniority. Unlike in the House of Representatives, seniority was not 

important in the California Assembly because members of the latter had career ambitions 

that incorporated political offices external to the Assembly. A career in the state 

assembly was not one of their goals, making seniority unimportant to them. 

Lyn Ragsdale and John Theis (1997) incorporated all four of Huntington's 

institutionalization components—adaptability, autonomy, complexity and coherence—in 

their study of the U.S. presidency. Being one of the few studies that did not focus on a 

legislature, Ragsdale and Theis developed several new indicators of institutionalization, 

some unique to the presidency. Increasing adaptability was demonstrated through the 

dual indicators of the number of new subunits created by each president (indicating 

flexibility) and the increasing mean duration of presidency subunits (indicating 

resiliency). The organization's budget and the ratio of policy-specific executive orders to 

total executive orders indicated increasing autonomy. The number of presidential 

subunits and staff, and the percentage of top-level White House Office staff not assigned 

specific functional areas or titles, indicated increasing complexity. The sum of executive 
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orders approved and enrolled bills handled annually, and the increasing percentage of 

Executive Office of the President and Office of Management and Budget staff that are 

retained after the arrival of a new president, indicated increasing coherence. 

In terms of institutionalization theory, their study was important for several 

reasons. First, they successfully challenged the notion that organizations caimot become 

institutions. Second, they clarified Huntington's components of institutionalization, and 

introduced resiliency and flexibility as measurable aspects of organizational adaptability. 

This allowed them to develop the new quantitative indicators for institutionalization 

mentioned above. Third, their use of regression analysis allowed them, like Squire, to 

model the process of institutionalization so that they might explain what causes it. 

Institutionalization and Congress Since Polsby 

Since Polsby's 1968 study of the House of Representatives, only three other 

institutionalization articles have focused on the U.S. Congress. Two employed lower 

levels of analysis, measuring the institutionalization of certain congressional intemal 

subunits. The third focused on the level of institutionalization in the First Congress. 

In his study of post-war subcommittee institutionalization in the House of 

Representatives, Steven Haeberle (1978) measured three "traits" of institutionalization— 

activity, permanency, and distinctiveness—which corresponded nicely with Huntington's 

coherence, adaptability and autonomy, respectively (although activity also suggested 

autonomy.) The dramatic increase in the number of subconunittee meetings indicated 

increasing subcommittee activity. The increasing number of standing subcommittees and 



the simultaneous decreasing number of special (non-permanent) subconrniittees indicated 

increasing permanency. The declining number of subcommittees that were referred to by 

a number rather than by a specific name indicated increasing subcommittee 

distinctiveness. 

Looking at each indicator firom roughly the Eightieth (1947-1949) to the Ninety-

fourth (1975-1977) Congresses, Haeberle observed "a moderate trend toward 

institutionalization," but found that this trend intensified during the Ninety-second 

through Ninety-fourth Congresses (1971-1977). This "take off," Haeberle argued, was 

the direct result of the "subcommittee bill of rights," a group of House reforms 

implemented during those years that decentralized power among its members. Hence, 

here was another example of an external actor (the House membership) affecting the 

institutionalization of an organization (House subcommittees). 

David Canon (1989) analyzed the institutionalization of political party leadership 

in both houses of the Congress since 1911. He adopted Polsby's components of 

institutionalization: complexity, boundedness, and universal norms and rules. But he also 

included a fourth component, durability, originally used by Keohane (1969). Canon 

considered this component the most important of the four, arguing that the other three 

could not evolve without it. Durability occurred when organizations, such as leadership 

offices, persisted over time, and when powers and duties had institutional rather than 

personal definition (416). He concluded that the leaderships of both parties in the House 

were "highly institutionalized on all dimensions" (435). In the Senate the Democratic 
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leadership was somewhat institutionalized, with the Republican leadership the least 

institutionalized of his four subjects. 

What is unusual about these two studies, compared to other studies of 

institutionalization, is that they focused on subunits of larger organizations—the House 

and the Senate. Yet both ignored the impact their results had on their parent 

organizations. In other words, they did not address the question whether the level of 

institutionalization in these subunits directly affected the level of institutionalization in 

the larger units. The likely answer is that they do affect the larger organization. 

Institutionalized subcommittees (Haeberle) and institutionalized leadership (Canon) in 

the House probably make the House more institutionalized, since they are a vehicle the 

House uses to adapt, and their institutionalization increases the complexity and coherence 

of the House. 

Jack Van Der Slik's (1989) study of the First Congress (1789-1791) was similar to 

Opello's (1986) study in that he focused on the institutionalization of a political 

organization at its establishment. Using Polsby's components of boundedness, 

complexity, and universal and automatic rules. Van Der Slik argued that the men who 

served in the First Congress "gave it the characteristics of an institution" (2). For 

example, the small percentages of House and Senate members in 1789 who had not 

served in a state legislature, a state or U.S. constitutional convention, or the Continental 

Congress (7.7 and 3.8, respectively), suggested some degree of congressional 

boundedness, with governmental experience serving as the threshold and esprit de corps 

for most members of Congress. Van Der Slik also argued in this largely qualitative study 
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that the First Congress had been a complex organization that had utilized universal and 

automatic rules. He explained the actors involved and the steps followed in drafting 

legislation in the House, and documented the establishment of many of the House's 

formal rules. The Senate had been less complex and coherent than the House, although 

its behind closed doors operations and senators preferences for revising House bills rather 

than introducing their ovm bills, suggested a certain degree of Senate boundedness and 

universality, respectively. 

Finding universal and automatic rules in both houses of the First Congress is not 

entirely unexpected. Establishing an organization with members, naming it, and selecting 

its leaders necessarily begets some degree of autonomy, complexity, and coherence, 

beginning the institutionalization process. But displaying these institutional 

characteristics does not necessarily mean an organization is highly institutionalized. Like 

the First Congress under die Constitution, the Continental Congress also had institutional 

characteristics similar to previous congresses, such as those found in the states (Jillson 

and Wilson 1994). Yet the Continental Congress adjourned permanently in November 

1788, four months after the ratification of the Constitution, a very strong sign of its low 

level of institutionalization. In other words. Van Der Slik's conclusion ignored the 

importance of permanency in institutionalization, a component that Canon (1989) argued 

is essential. So while the First Congress may have had "institutional characteristics," or 

was institutionalizing, it was by no means institutionalized. 
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Lessons From the Institutionalization Literature 

One can draw several lessons from this review of the institutionalization 

literature. First, scholars who study institutionalization sometimes revise Huntington's 

four original components in individual efforts to refine and strengthen the theory of 

institutionalization. However, after more ±an thirty years, Huntington's components of 

institutionalization have remained largely intact. Three of his four components-

autonomy, complexity and coherence—are almost universally accepted in the 

institutionalization literature. The fourth component, adaptability, is less frequently 

identified, but is often reflected in the changes that occur in the other three. 

Second, multiple indicators of each component are a necessity in studies of 

institutionalization, since "indicators are imperfect approximations of a concept" 

(Welfiing 1973, 18; italics added). It is also important to try to develop indicators that are 

independent of each other. This allows one to more strongly defend arguments regarding 

the level of an organization's institutionalization. 

Third, the study of institutionalization has advanced with the use of more 

sophisticated statistical methods and analysis (Welfling 1973; Squire 1992; Ragsdale and 

Theis 1997). Such efforts are valuable in understanding why an organization 

institutionalizes. However, similar methods have yet to be used in studies of 

congressional institutionalization. 

With these lessons in mind, the next four sections justify more clearly 

Huntington's components of institutionalization. Based on research just reviewed, they 

also suggest a variety of quantitative indicators that measure each component in the U.S. 
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Senate. Although not formally utilized until Chapter Seven, it is useful keep them in 

mind while reading the historical narrative on the Senate in Chapters Three through Six. 

Adaptabilitv 

Adaptability is the ability of an organization to respond successfully to the 

challenges in its envirorunent (Huntington 1968; Welfling 1973). Successful responses— 

the process of adapting—come in the form of organizational changes that allow an 

organization to persist over time. In short, adaptability is "a function of environmental 

challenge and age" (Huntington 1968, 13). There are two aspects to adaptability: 

flexibility and resiliency. The ability to respond to environmental challenges, by making 

changes in an organization's key units, reflects the flexibility of an organization. 

Flexibility is what keeps an organization from becoming irrelevant and losing its value. 

The ability of an organization's key units to persist over time reflects the resiliency of an 

organization (Ragsdale and Theis 1997).' Resiliency is the foundation of an 

organization's "stability," and creates the opportunity for "value" to develop and grow. 

Flexibility allows an organization to change, while resiliency keeps the organization from 

changing "too much."® 

The ability to persist over time is a unifying theme of this institutionalization 

component alternately called adaptability (Huntington 1968; Welfling 1973; Ragsdale 

and Theis 1997), durability (Keohane 1969), permanency (Haeberle 1978), and duration 

(Canon 1989). However, of the four institutionalization components identified here, 

adaptability is the one component political scientists most frequently eliminate in their 



theorizing (Polsby 1968; Opello 1986; Hibbing 1988; Van Der Slik 1989; Squire 1992). 

One reason may simply be the fact that Polsby failed to include adaptability in his study 

of the House of Representatives, influencing other scholars to do the same. Another 

possibility is that to some, organizational adaptability may have seemed inherently 

anathema to institutionalization. If adaptability requires the adoption of some sort of 

organizational change—referred to earlier as successful responses to environmental 

challenges—then a highly adaptable organization suggests a great deal of change. This 

contrasts sharply with the idea that institutions, or those organizations institutionalizing, 

are increasingly dominated by routines and standard operating procedures, leaving less 

room for adaptation. A final possibility for the exclusion of adaptability in the 

institutionalization literature is that the process of organizational adaptability seems self-

evident. If an organization ceases to exist, by definition it has failed to adapt to its 

environment. For example, because they no longer exist, political scientists do not argue 

that the Continental Congress or the Bull Moose Party are highly institutionalized 

organizations. 

Yet the importance of time—and the importance of adaptability—in the process of 

institutionalization is too crucial to ignore in assessing whether an organization is highly 

institutionalized or not. This is especially true in today's political environment which is 

increasingly based upon the duplication of success. Given enough resources, it is not 

necessarily difficult today to form a new organization that is relatively autonomous, 

complex and coherent. For example, budding political campaigns are wise to organize in 

a manner similar to recent political campaigns that have been successful partly because of 
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their autonomy, complexity and coherence.' But having these three attributes does not 

necessarily mean that an organization will persist over time and become highly 

institutionalized. Borrowing from Selznick (1957), it takes time to infuse an organization 

"with value beyond the technical requirements of the task at hand" (17). 

Measuring both the resiliency and flexibility of an organization is important 

because no political organization operates in a vacuum. How an organization deals with 

its environment, regardless of its autonomy, complexity or coherence, is important. The 

Senate's envirormiental challenges, to which it must adapt, come from a variety of 

sources. One set of envirormiental actors the Senate competes with are other 

governmental units. These include the House of Representatives, the presidency, the 

federal bureaucracy, the federal courts and state governments. While technically 

separated from the Senate in their duties by the constitution and decades of judicial 

rulings, these actors grapple with the Senate in the national governing process as they all 

attempt to direct and produce public policy. The Senate also contends with a variety of 

non-govemmental actors, such as interest groups, political parties, the mass media, voters 

and the public. These actors are not in a competitive zero-sum struggle for power with 

the Senate, as are the governmental actors, but they both use and challenge the Senate 

when attempting to accomplish their goals, and all have the capability to affect Senate 

decision-making. Finally, the Senate must also respond to less predictable environmental 

changes that loom larger than all the political actors mentioned. Economic depressions, 

international conflicts, and rapidly changing social, economic and political conditions all 
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have the potential to strain and alter Senate operations. The Senate's response to any of 

these challenges is the process of adapting in action. 

The Senate's resiliency can be measured in chronological and functional terms, 

and its flexibility can be measured in generational and functional terms (Huntington 1968, 

13-17). The chronological and generational measures utilized in Chapter Seven— the 

Senate's age and the number of Senate generations (variously defined) that have passed 

through the Senate, respectively—can be helpful quantitative measures when analyzed in 

historical perspective. 

One excellent source for measuring both the Senate's resiliency and flexibility is 

the Senate's committee system. Like the presidential subunits Ragsdale and Theis (1997) 

used in measuring the presidency's resiliency and flexibility. Senate committees are the 

principal mechanism by v^^hich the Senate handles its workload (Wilson 1956; Sinclair 

1989). One good indicator of Senate resiliency is the mean duration of all the Senate's 

standing committees at the beginning of each congress. As standing committees 

increasingly exist and operate from congress to congress, senators develop expectations 

of them. These expectations serve to stabilize the Senate, as options concerning the 

committee to which legislation should be sent become more and more routine, limited by 

past decision-making procedures. In short, the Senate becomes more resilient. On the 

other hand, new standing committees in a congress may disrupt such routines, as 

members of new committees seek to increase their jurisdiction or resources at the expense 

of other standing committees. Equally important, select and special committees—usually 

temporary in nature—are established in response to an issue or situation that cannot be 
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adequately addressed within the existing standing committee system. Consequently, they 

are an excellent indicator of the Senate's flexibility. 

Autonomy 

Autonomy refers to the amount of control an organization has over its operating 

procedures vis a vis other competing environmental actors (Huntington 1968; Keohane 

1969; Opello 1986; Ragsdale and Theis 1997). Also frequently referred to as 

boundedness (Polsby 1968; Welfling 1973; Hibbing 1988; Canon 1989; Van Der Slik 

1989; Squire 1992), autonomy is the component most universally accepted in the 

institutionalization literature. If other environmental actors easily influence the internal 

operations of an organization, then that organization has low autonomy. Conversely, high 

autonomy implies that the organization's operating procedures significantly affect the 

outcomes of its political processes regardless of external pressures. In short, 

organizational autonomy means operational independence. Autonomy is an important 

component of institutionalization because organizations that largely respond or cater to 

the values and decisions of other actors will fail to develop their own values and 

perspectives. This makes these organizations inherently unstable. 

One good quantitative indicator of autonomy is the size of its budget. Whether 

measured by expenditures, appropriations, receipts, or the like (Keohane 1969; Canon 

1989; Ragsdale and Theis 1997), "[t]he larger the budget, the more the organization 

develops an identity separate from other organizations, as it is better able to perform new 

and existing activities, and thus acquires value" (Ragsdale and Theis 1997, 1286). 



Furthermore, larger budgets serve as an organizational defense against termination, the 

definitive loss of organizational autonomy. For one thing, the more activities an 

organization performs, the less likely targeted budget cuts will cripple the organization's 

overall operations and make the organization dependent upon other actors. Second, 

larger budgets ostensibly help an organization better perform its existing activities, 

making it more difficult to argue for and find support for budget cuts in the first place 

(Wildavsky 1974; Kaufinan 1976).'° 

Not all institutionalization scholars agree that budgetary measures indicate 

organizational autonomy. Some argue that budgets better reflect organizational 

complexity, implying that an increasing (or decreasing) budget corresponds directly with 

increasing (or decreasing) number of subunits in an organization (Polsby 1968; Hibbing 

1988; Squire 1992; Aldrich 1995). However, organizational budgets include much more 

than just staff salaries. They include material and production costs, overhead costs, and 

transportation costs. Instead of hiring more employees, a budget increase may instead 

allow an organization to move fi'om cramped office space, improve its computer 

facilities, enhance its communications ability, or develop independent sources of 

information without impacting subunits or personnel. This is particularly true in the 

Senate. Non-salary costs cover everything from the benign to the treasured: maintenance 

of the Capitol and senators' offices, committee offices, and leadership offices; rent for 

state offices; travel for senators and staff, as well as Senate committee wimesses; material 

and production costs, such as the paper and ink necessary to publish Senate bills and 

resolutions, committee reports, the Journal of the Senate, and letters to constituents; 
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certain essential tools, like computers, tape recorders, video recorders and cameras, 

without which the Senate's Recording Studio, Photographic Studio and Computer Center 

could not operate. These resources do not make the Senate more complex, but they do 

make the Senate more autonomous. 

A second source of autonomy indicators are election and service related: senators' 

mean years of service; the percentage of freshmen in each Senate; and the percentage of 

Senate incumbents (of those whose seats are up for election) seeking reelection. While 

all three statistics are interdependent, each offers a distinct insight into the Senate's value 

and stability. 

The percentage of incumbent senators seeking reelection quantifies the value of 

serving in the Senate. The more senators who seek reelection, the more valuable serving 

in the Senate is. The percentage of freshmen each Congress reflects Senate stability 

because it quantifies new and potentially disruptive forces—senators whom have yet to be 

assimilated (Polsby 1968; Opello 1986; Squire 1992). Mean years of service is a good 

measure because increases and decreases reflect not only changes in organizational value, 

but also levels of organizational stability (Polsby 1968; Keohane 1969; Squire 1992). 

A third source of indicators for Senate autonomy "is to consider its leaders, how 

they are recruited, what happens to them, and most particularly the extent to which the 

institution permits lateral entry to and exit from positions of leadership" (Polsby 1968, 

148; Keohane 1969, Hibbing 1988, Squire 1992). Generally speaking, hierarchical 

patterns of leadership change suggest a more autonomous organization, since external 

influences should have more difficulty disrupting the pattern. In contrast, less 



52 

hierarchical arrangements suggest the competition for leadership positions is open, 

meaning forces external to the organization have a greater chance of influencing the 

outcome. Twentieth century party floor leaders and whips are a logical source from 

which to assess this aspect of autonomy in the Senate. 

Complexity 

The third component of organizational institutionalization is complexity (Polsby 

1968; Hibbing 1988; Canon 1989; Van Der Slik 1989; Squire 1992; Ragsdale and Theis 

1997). Increasing complexity in an organization involves the addition and/or 

differentiation of organizational subunits (Huntington 1968). Highly complex 

organizations are inherently more stable than less complex organizations because, one, 

the resources needed by competing actors to dismantle or eliminate it are greater, and 

two, it is more difficult for competing forces to influence an organization with multiple 

and specialized decision-making subunits. If an external actor is able to successfully alter 

a decision in one subunit or at one point in the decision-making process, it may be 

corrected or compensated for in another subunit or at another decision-making point. The 

speciflcation of roles further increases an organization's value, since it establishes "widely 

shared expectations about.. performance" (Polsby 1968, 145). 

One good quantitative indicator of organizational complexity is simply the 

number of members and personnel in an organization. The higher the number, the more 

difficult it is to reduce, and the greater the chance the organization will remain in 

existence. With respect to the Senate, more people working for it suggests that more 
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people are involved in its decision-making processes. Not only does this inherently 

complicate the decision-making process, it decreases the chance that one individual in the 

organization can significantly impact an organizational decision. 

As with all components of institutionalization, complexity indicators should not 

be regarded as exact measures of differences in institutionalization. Adding one 

employee to a subunit of a political organization that employs hundreds or thousands of 

people does not make that organization significantly more complex, especially if that 

employee performs the same task or tasks as another employee. However, adding scores 

of additional personnel to the same organization undoubtedly increases its level of 

complexity, and with the passage of time increases the difficulty of getting rid of them. 

Whereas the addition or elimination of organizational subunits and personnel is 

easily quantifiable, the differentiation of organizational subunits and personnel can be a 

bit more tricky (although not impossible; see Haeberle 1978; Ragsdale and Theis 1997). 

The addition of fifty employees can mean a variety of things. On the one hand, it may be 

due to a fifty-fold increase in the amount of work that needs to be done. On the other 

hand, it may mean that the organization is now performing fifty new tasks. It also could 

be any of a number of combinations of the two extremes. Fortimately, many 

contemporary organizations, including the Senate, employ subunit names and job titles 

that are fairly descriptive. These prove enormously helpful in determining the degree of 

differentiation that has occurred in the Senate. 
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Coherence 

Coherence, the fourth institutionalization component, is more commonly referred 

to in the institutionalization literature as universalism (Opello 1986; Hibbing 1988; 

Canon 1989; Van Der Slik 1989; Squire 1992), and reflects the ability of an organization 

to efficiently manage its workload (Ragsdale and Theis 1997). Also referred to as activity 

(Haeberle 1978) and stability (Welfling 1973), it is based on Polsby's (1968) notion that 

an organization using universal and automatic methods in conducting its internal 

business—be they formal rules, norms, or established procedures—is institutionalized at a 

higher level than one utilizing more particularistic and discretionary methods. 

No organization is totally without coherence, since the establishment of decision

making procedures is an inherent part of the process of organizing any entity. Still, newer 

organizations tend be less coherent than older ones; but as an organization's decision

making procedures vary less and less, it becomes more coherent. When an organization 

is iiighly coherent, there is general agreement among members about how things work 

within the organization. In turn, these standards make it easier for the organization to 

accept new members without succumbing to their potentially disrupting views on how the 

organization should operate. 

Of the four components presented here, it is coherence which comes closest to 

being a defining factor in the institutionalization of an organization. Scholars who 

actually define institutionalization focus on the need for things like organizational rules, 

routines, patterns, norms, or operating procedures. For example, Eisenstadt (1964) wrote 

that 
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[t]he process of institutionalization is the organization of a societally 
prescribed system of differentiated behavior.... [This] involves the 
creation and definition of norms to regulate the major units of social 
behavior and organization, criteria according to which the flow of 
resources is regulated between such units, and sanctions to ensure that 
such norms are upheld ... (235-236; italics added). 

Similarly, Sisson (1973) wrote a parliament is institutionalized when the "existence and 

persistence of valued rules, procedures, and patterns of behavior.. enable the 

accommodation of new configurations of political claimants and/or demands" (19). 

These definitions suggest that it is the organizational coherence fostered by collectively 

understood "norms," "rules," "procedures," "criteria," and "sanctions" that best exemplify 

institutionalization. Consequently, even if an organization is highly adaptable, highly 

autonomous, and highly complex, it is not highly institutionalized if it fails to follow 

coherent rules or norms that enhance its value and stability. 

Because the contemporary Senate pursues a variety of objectives, there is no 

shortage of procedures one can observe to evaluate the Senate's coherence. These include 

procedures related, but not limited, to: bills and resolutions, the Senate's primary 

workload; committees, which have always been the principal mechanism by which the 

Senate has handled its legislative workload; the selection of committee members, 

committee chairs and floor leaders; nominations and treaties; constituent casework; 

contested Senate seats—Senate election results and appointments that have been officially 

challenged before the Senate as unconstitutional, illegal, unethically gained or incorrect. 

If the Senate is highly institutionalized, one would expect a certain level of stability in 

how these latter cases are handled. 



Conclusion 

The purpose of this chapter was to describe and explain the theoretical basis of 

institutionalization. After a review of the literature, it presented and justified the use of 

four components of institutionalization for this study (adaptability, autonomy, complexity 

and coherence), and suggested a variety of indicators that should reliably measure the 

process in the U.S. Senate. 

The next logical step is to chart the Senate's institutionalization using these 

quantitative indicators. However, quantitative indicators, regarding any subject, can 

prove misleading without some familiarity with the subject's history. The next four 

chapters are a largely qualitative effort to chronicle the institutionalization of the Senate. 

They offer historical and political context to the many events and changes, both major 

and minor, that occurred in the Senate between 1789 and 1996. They also offer a chance 

to probe the validity, and understand the peculiarities, of the quantitative indicators used 

in Chapters Seven and Eight. 
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ENDNOTES 

1. The latter measure included the increasing number of years representatives served in 
the House before being elected Speaker, and the decreasing numbers of years between 
ex-Speakers' retirements and their deaths. 

2. In fact, "simple adaptability" was one of the three types of indicators Keohane 
identified as part of durability. The other two he called "acceptance" and "system 
stability." 

3. Keohane focused on Permanent Representatives because they "are the most important 
governmental appointees to serve throughout the year at the United Nations" (870), 
and because of the difficulty in including all of the many ofRcials working at the 
United Nations. 

4. A step on the influence dimension was &om the first constitutional regime to the first 
parliamentary regime, or firom one parliamentary regime to another parliamentary 
regime. A step could occur in either direction. For example, Britain took fifty-two 
years and two steps to get from its first constitutional regime in 1689 to its first, and 
current, parliamentary regime in 1741. In contrast, Austria took ninety-eight years 
and six steps to get from its first constitutional regime in 1848 to its current 
parliamentary regime in 1945 (establishing its first parliamentary regime in 1918.) 

A step on the selection dimension was an expansion or contraction of suffrage in 
the country. For example, Norway took ninety-nine years and five steps from its first 
extension of suffrage in 1814 to achieving universal suffrage in 1913. 

5. Schmidhauser's indicators of institutionalization in the Iowa Supreme Court, which he 
looked at over four time periods (1838-1869, 1870-1899, 1900-1929, 1930-1958), 
were: justices' average age at taking oath; the increase over justices' previous average 
age; justices' average years of service; justices' average age at termination; the 
increase over justices' previous average age; justice candidates' quality of legal and 
nonlegal education; justice candidates' location of legal education; justice candidates' 
career emphasis; and public offices held and sought by justice candidates. His 
conclusion may be a result of the fact that he only measured one component of 
institutionalization: boundedness/autonomy. 

6. Question time is "[t]he time set apart in the House of Commons for the oral answer by 
ministers of questions from members" (Hawtrey and Barclay 1970, 176). 

7. Ragsdale and Theis (1997) do not measure what Huntington (1968) refers to as 
chronological adaptability and generational adaptability. What they measure, and 
what they refer to as the component of adaptability, is the equivalent of what this 
study and Huntington refer to as functional adaptability (13-17). 
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8. In the most extreme case, "changing too much" means changing into an entirely 
different organization, one with different purposes and different people. 

9. The assumption here is that, ceteris paribus, an autonomous, complex and coherent 
campaign organization will be more successful electing its candidate than a campaign 
organization that is not autonomous, complex and coherent. It seems logical that 
intra-campaign squabbling and back-stabbing, muddled campaign themes, inefficient 
use of campaign resources (like time and money), and overlapping worker duties are 
likely to occur more within the losing campaign. 

10. These arguments are more often associated with discussions concerning federal 
departments, agencies, bureaus and services. However, such logic seems no less 
appropriate for a constitutionally mandated legislature, like the Senate, that must 
compete with other branches of government for operating resources. 
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SENATE INSTITUTIONALIZATION IN HISTORICAL PERSPECTIVE 

To understand the process of Senate institutionalization, familiarity with Senate 

history is essential. Not only can history shed light on why particular changes in the 

Senate's adaptability, autonomy, complexity and coherence occurred at a certain time, but 

it also enhances the ability to make analytical comparisons across time. For example, one 

conspicuous difference between the early- and late-twentieth century Senates is the 

number of standing conmiittees. After peaking at seventy-five during the Sixty-sixth 

Congress (1919-1921), the total number of Senate standing committees dropped to 

sixteen by the 104th Congress (1995-1997). To the casual observer, this suggests a 

consolidation of the Senate's standing committee system. However, armed with the 

knowledge that before 1921 many Senate standing committees existed solely as a source 

of clerical assistance for each committee's chair, and that subcommittees of Senate 

standing committees have proliferated since World War II, one realizes that the often 

mentioned post World War II decentralization of the Senate (Ripley 1969a; Foley 1980; 

Sinclair 1989) was the continuation of a much longer historical trend. 

The next four chapters divide Senate history into four chronological periods: 

1789-1860; 1861-1900; 1901-1946; 1947-1996. These periods are based roughly on the 

Senate's power within the U.S. political system. They differ in the Senate's importance, 

relative to the presidency and the House of Representatives, in guiding federal 

government policy and operations. The first period, 1789-1860, covers a time of great 

Senate change, from its beginnings operating in the shadow of the House of 
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Representatives, through its transformation into the preeminent venue for national policy 

debates. Not incorrectly, this transition suggests that this era could itself be split into two 

time periods—the "weak" Senate and the "stronger" Senate, divided roughly by Andrew 

Jackson's presidency (1829-1837) (Reinsch 1907, 82-83; Swift 1996). Its treatment here 

as one era reflects the incremental nature of this change in the Senate's power, as opposed 

to a more immediate "reconstitution" of the chamber (Swift 1996). The second period, 

1861 to 1900, was a time when the Senate and its members consolidated their power, 

usurping both presidential and House constitutional prerogatives. Many senators wielded 

enormous influence in their respective states, heading their respective state political party 

organizations and serving as "point-men" for each state's expanding federal patronage 

(Rothman 1966). Compared to the first two periods, the years 1901-1946 were actually a 

time of relative stability in the Senate. But in terms of relative power, it was a period of 

Senate decline, particularly vis-a-vis the presidency. Presidents Theodore Roosevelt 

(1901-1909), Woodrow Wilson (1913-1921) and Franklin Roosevelt (1933-1945) used 

presidential activism to induce governmental activism, with the Senate frequently 

acquiescing. Combined with changes in society (increasingly urban; massive 

immigration), technology (introduction and rise of radio) and political strategies 

(introduction and rise of direct primaries; new electoral coalitions), the power of the 

presidency was both substantively and symbolically enhanced (Ragsdale 1993). During 

the fourth period, 1947-1996, the Senate (as well as the House) sought to offset these 

gains in presidential power. It increased the resources available to its members, passed 

legislation limiting presidential powers (1973 War Powers Act; 1974 Budget and 
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Impoundment Control Act) and expanded executive oversight in an effort to check the 

"imperial presidency." 

The first and last transitions are marked clearly by specific historical events, 

suggesting that these events may have contributed to the Senate's changing status in the 

government's power structure. The beginning of the Civil War divides the first and 

second periods. The end of World War 11 and the 1946 Legislative Reorganization Act 

(1946 LRA) divide the third and fourth periods. In contrast, the turn of the century 

transition is more incremental. During the first decade of the new century the Senate 

operated in much the same manner as it did in the final decade of the previous century. 

The de facto shift in power away fi-om the Senate was almost completely due to 

presidential initiative. 

At first blush, some of the information presented may seem minor or irrelevant. 

But when viewed and interpreted within the context of institutionalization theory, the 

information often illustrates subtle changes in the Senate's adaptability, autonomy, 

complexity and coherence. Whatever the changes—brief or long-term, increases or 

decreases—by observing them in historical context, the next four chapters serve as a 

springboard for the more formal, descriptive analysis presented in Chapter Seven and the 

model of Senate institutionalization presented and tested in Chapter Eight. 
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CHAPTER THREE: EARLY SENATE INSTITUTIONALIZATION, 1789-1860 

Introduction 

As with any new organization, the Senate's first decades were a precedent-setting 

time. During the First Congress (1789-1791) senators had to determine basic matters 

such as their method of voting, their procedures for giving "advice and consent" to the 

president on nominations and treaties, how they would manage their workload, and how 

they would address and respond to messages fi-om the president (Haynes 1938, vol. 1, 

41-78). The most visible sign of an institutionalizing Senate was the establishment of its 

standing committee system in 1816. Previously dependent upon select conmiittees to 

accomplish its work, the organization of more permanent committees suggested a Senate 

more resilient and more complex, and senators seeking more autonomy and coherence in 

their decision-making processes. 

However, changes in Senate procedure and organization were no less numerous 

during this time than were the many precedents to which the Senate began adhering. 

Changing circumstances and competition sometimes required or forced revisions in 

Senate organization or procedures. The Senate was not the only participant jockeying for 

position within the new national government. The president. House of Representatives, 

Supreme Court and state governments also sought to fortiiy their political standing under 

the new Constitution. Consequently, procedures for Senate interaction with each evolved 

through decades of political give-and-take. To complicate matters, the admission of any 

new state, during a time span when the area of the United States more than tripled and its 
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population grew by eight times, had implications for these same power relationships. 

Fledgling political factions, which soon developed into three successive two-party 

political systems were another obstacle to Senate consistency.' The War of 1812, which 

threatened U.S. political and governmental organizations alike, also forced the Senate to 

reevaluate its operations. 

Early dominant policy issues during this period concerned the structure of the 

federal government, such as the establishment and organization of a federal court system 

and national bank, and means for funding the operations of the federal government (in 

other words, tariffs and taxes). Later issues, such as the legitimacy of slavery and the 

rights of states to nullify federal laws, cut more along regional and cultural lines, and 

were couched in the larger antebellum political oratory and debate that "dwelt on the 

interrelationship of state and federal authority, and on natural rights and natural law" 

(Keller 1977, 39-40). 

This unresolved conflict—the rights and powers of the individual states vis-a-vis 

the rights and powers of the federal government—underlied many of the issues the country 

faced after the ratification of the Constitution in 1788. It was the rising national salience 

of this debate, thanks partly to hundreds of partisan affiliated newspapers, that catapulted 

the Senate into the national spotlight, especially after the Missouri Compromise of 1820. 

Senators from states large and small, north and south, were able to vociferously, publicly 

and equally defend their positions, and their states, on the Senate floor. This reaffirmed 

senators' links to the state legislatures that had elected them; but it also forged new ties 

between senators and the general public. The latter relationship eventually served to 
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undermine the former, as the Senate gradually increased its autonomy from the states. 

The result was greater political prestige not only for most senators, but also for the 

Senate, which was establishing itself as a valuable forum for national debates. The 

Senate was institutionalisdng. 

Elections and Attributes of Senators 

The Constitution's Framers constructed the Senate in a manner that they thought 

would make its members less sensitive, than their counterparts in the House, to 

fluctuations in public opinion. As stated in Federalist Paper No. 63, the Senate was 

necessary as "a defense to the people against their own temporary errors and delusions" 

(Hamilton, Jay and Madison 1937, 409). Senators were older (thirty years of age rather 

than twenty-five in the House), served longer terms (six year terms rather than the 

House's two year terms), and were elected by state legislatures (as opposed to being 

elected directly by the people like House members). In addition, only one-third of Senate 

seats were up for election every two years (whereas all House seats were up every two 

years), stabilizing the legislature by retaining two-thirds of its members. Unlike their 

predecessors under the Articles of Confederation, senators were compensated with funds 

from the new federal government rather than paid directly by their respective state 

governments. They were not subject to electoral recall or mandated to follow instructions 

from their state legislatures (Swift 1996, 32). 

Despite this effort to isolate senators from pressure by various interests, some 

Framers and state legislatures expected senators to be highly responsive to their 
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respective states. As "ambassadors" of state government to the federal government, they 

were expected to protect their state's interests and follow instruction resolutions passed by 

their state legislatures. According to this perspective, senators were not supposed to act 

independently. 

Originally the Constitution stated that "The Senate of the United States shall be 

composed of two Senators from each State, chosen by the Legislature thereof (Article I, 

Section 3; italics added). As with other parts of the Constitution, this statement proved to 

be ambiguous. Because the Senate lacked the autonomy from the states necessary to 

definitively clarify it, for more than seven decades state legislatures proceeded to interpret 

and implement this dictate in two different ways. In electing the country's first senators, a 

majority of the thirteen original states each convened a temporary joint assembly 

consisting of all delegates from both houses of their respective bicameral legislatures. 

Each delegate was then allowed to vote once for each senatorial seat, a conunon method 

of electing state officials. In contrast, Massachusetts, New Hampshire and New York had 

their bicameral legislatures approve senators concurrently, meaning that both chambers 

had to separately approve the same senatorial nominees. In later years the states divided 

more evenly between these two methods of senatorial election (Haynes 1906, 19-20; 

Baker 1988, 13-14). 

The Senate's membership more than tripled between 1789 and 1860. For the first 

few months the First Congress (1789-1791) had only twenty senators." A year later all 

thirteen original states were finally represented in the Senate. The number of states and 

senators rose repeatedly over the next seven decades, averaging one new state (and two 
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senators) every three-and-a-half years. The number of senators doubled to fifty-two after 

Michigan became a state in 1837, and the total reached sixty-six with the 1859 admission 

of Oregon as the thirty-third state. During this time, there was no shortage of new faces 

in the Senate. 

The political factions that developed in these early years were not the only 

influences in deciding who was appointed to the Senate from each state. Some states 

"elected one senator from candidates favorable to their more aristocratically inclined 

upper houses and the other suitable to their popularly elected lower chambers" (Baker 

1988, 14). Senatorial appointments in Maryland, New York, Pennsylvania and Georgia, 

and later Vermont, were made so that each state's two senators were from different 

regions of the state. For instance, Maryland stipulated by statute beginning in 1809 that 

"one of the Senators shall always be an inhabitant of the eastern shore and one of the 

western shore." For 100 years it was customary for one of Vermont's senators to reside 

east of the Green Mountains while the other resided west of them (Haynes 1906, 31). 

Senators and would-be senators eventually began taking a more activist approach 

towards the Senate election process. Traditionally they had awaited the outcome of state 

legislative elections to lobby legislators for appointment to the Senate. But as early as the 

1830s some senators and candidates began canvassing the state (otherwise known as 

campaigning) with state legislative office-seekers prior to state elections. Thus, the 

electorate knew that if the state legislative candidate won, he would, in tum, vote for the 

senatorial candidate with whom he was campaigning (Riker 1955).^ 
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The importance of this new approach is two-fold. First, it suggests the Senate was 

gradually increasing in value, since senators and senatorial candidates were expending 

more effort in order to be elected to the Senate. Second, over time it served to alter the 

electoral link between state legislatures and senators. Originally Senate candidates' 

electoral fortunes were dependent upon state legislators. However, with the strengthened 

ties between senators and the public-at-large via canvassing, state legislative candidates' 

electoral fortunes became increasingly dependent upon the public's opinion of the Senate 

candidate with whom he was aligned. As the outcomes of Senate elections became more 

independent of state legislatures, the autonomy of the Senate and its members rose. 

During its formative years, the Senate drew its membership from a relatively 

narrow pool of citizens. Most senators were rich, with at least some having earned their 

wealth after more humble origins. All were probably property owners, given that most 

states had property requirements for their state legislators. During the first ten congresses 

(1789-1809) over half were lawyers, at a time when only a small percentage of men were 

even high school graduates and fanning was the nation's dominant occupation."* Most 

also had governmental experience in legislating, with roughly a third, beginning with the 

Second Congress (1791-1793), having served previously in the House of 

Representatives.® Their average age during the First Congress was nearly forty-eight, 

with Connecticut's William Samuel Johnson the oldest at sixty-one and New York's 

Ruflis King the youngest at thirty-four. Ten years later the Senate was younger, the 

average age of a senator having dropped to below forty-two years, with many men in ±eir 
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early thirties (Swanstrom 1962, 36-38, 44-45; Swift 1996, 48-49, 78-79, 217, endnote 

127). 

Political parties were yet to develop, but two voting blocs became increasingly 

apparent during the first three congresses (1789-1795). In short, the "Pro-

Administration" senators supported President Washington and Alexander Hamilton. 

"Anti-Administration" forces sought less government (Martis 1989, 27). The former 

group evolved into the Federalist political party, and served as the Senate's majority 

through the Sixth Congress (1799-1801). The latter group's members referred to 

themselves as Republicans. They gained their first Senate majority in the Seventh 

Congress (1801-1803), seventeen to fifteen over the Federalists (with two vacancies), and 

remained in the majority through the Seventeenth Congress (1821-1823). During these 

twenty-two years the size of their majority never dropped below a two to one ratio, and 

reached as high as eleven to one during the Seventeenth Congress, providing the 

continuity necessary to operate the Senate in a relatively consistent manner.'^ 

Between the Eighteenth Congress and the Twenty-fourth Congress (1823-1837) 

partisan loyalties declined as the Federalist Party disappeared and the dominant 

Republican Party splintered between those who supported and those who opposed 

Andrew Jackson, the 1824 populist presidential nominee and future president. Yet the 

"diversity" of the men serving in the Senate during the 1830s was a trait both criticized 

and hailed. Those citing the value of an aristocracy in the governing process criticized 

the Senate's lack of independence from the will of the people (Hall 1829, vol. 2, 297, 312-

313; Marryat 1962,464-465). Others marveled at a governing entity comprised of men 
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descended from "Dutch farmers, " "French huguenots," "Scotch puritans," "English 

cavaliers," and "Irish chieftains," and who hailed from states whose location, size, and 

topography differed nearly as much (Martineau 1969, vol. 1,301)/ 

By the 1830s the high quality and character of senators led to the common 

perception that the Senate chamber was superior to the House. One observer wrote 

The senators are generally men of eminence in their several States, who 
may be supposed to bring to the task of legislation the results of more 
mature judgement and varied experience. The tone of debate is therefore 
pitched higher than in the more popular House" (Hamilton 1843, 243). 

"[A] nobler legislative body, for power and principle, has probably never been known" 

extolled another (Martineau 1969, vol. 1, 72). The most famous foreign observer, Alexis 

de Tocqueville (1945, vol. 1), wrote in 1840 that the Senate 

contains within a small space a large proportion of the celebrated men of 
America. Scarcely an individual is to be seen in it who has not had an 
active and illustrious career: The Senate is composed of eloquent 
advocates, distinguished generals, wise magistrates, and statesmen of note, 
whose argimients would do honor to the most remarkable parliamentary 
debates of Europe (211-212).' 

From the Twenty-fifth through the Thirty-sixth Congresses (1837-1861) the pro-

Jackson forces evolved into the Democratic Party, and controlled the Senate nearly 

continuously until 1861. The exceptions were the Twenty-seventh and Twenty-eighth 

Congresses (1841-1845), when the Federalists' ideological successors, the Whigs, briefly 

held the majority. However, by the mid-1850s the opposition Whig Party was replaced 

by the new Republican Party, a collection of former Whigs, Free Soilers £md Know-

Nothings, among others (Martis 1989,34).' 
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Average Senate service rose to roughly four ye£u*s by the 1830s, indicating the 

rising value of Senate service, but stalled there for the next two decades (Ripley 1969a, 

43). This low average, two years less than a full Senate term, was not surprising given 

that "the early Senate is a morass of resignations, short-term appointments, elective 

replacements, and more resignations" (Price 1977, 30). Between 1789 and 1824, forty 

percent of the Senate's members resigned before their term ended (Petracca 1996,260). 

In fact, more senators resigned from 1797 to 1829 than failed to be reelected by their state 

legislatures (Young 1966, 57). This was possible because only 64.0 percent of Senate 

incumbents actually sought reelection during this same time (Benjamin and Malbin 1992, 

291).'° 

There are numerous reasons for such short interest in Senate service. Many 

senators fled not politics, but the relatively unattractive city of Washington, eventually 

serving in state government, the federal judiciary or diplomatic posts in locations more 

hospitable than Washington (Green 1962; Young 1966, 57; Bogue 1994, 110). Others 

apparently sought respite from public vilification after having voted in the Senate 

contrary to constituent expectations (Hall 1829, vol. 2, 301). Some left "to repair their 

personal finances" (Fiorina 1977, 6), while others simply may have sought to end the long 

absences from their families (Hamilton 1843, 245). Still others were influenced by the 

tradition of rotation of public offices in their home states (Petracca 1996, 255-260), or 

simply confronted the unpleasant fact that, based upon his state's most recent elections, a 

senator's politics differed considerably from the majority of his state's legislators 

(Martineau 1969, vol. 1, 241). Whatever the principal reasons for resigning or not 
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seeking reelection, the decision was made easier by the inherent distrust for government 

senators and the public shared (Young 1966, 51). 

The heavy turnover, however, hampered the Senate from acquiring greater value 

in these early years. By leaving, senators were acknowledging that their vested interest in 

the Senate was little. But to some, this lack of institutionalization was to be commended. 

Unlike the British House of Peers, the Senate is not composed of members 
having a direct and personal interest in maintaining the privileges of their 
branch of the legislature. They are men taken for a temporary purpose 
from the common walks of life, to which, at the expiration of their 
political service, they return (Hamilton 1843,255-256; italics added). 

In fact, there seems to have been the expectation by many that senators would not seek 

reelection. Early descriptions of the Senate election process state that one-third of its 

members "go out" every second year (Hamilton 1843, 252; Martineau 1969, vol. 1, 240). 

In defending the structure of the Senate during New York State's 1788 debate over the 

new constitution, Alexander Hamilton argued: 

One third of them are to go out at the end of two years, two thirds at four 
years, and the whole at six years .... Any scheme of usurpation [of power 
within the Senate] will lose, every two years, a number of its oldest 
advocates, and their places will be supplied by an equal number of new, 
unaccommodating, and virtuous men (Elliot 1907, vol. 2, 319). 

Although this proved otherwise, the Framers of the Constitution originally envisioned the 

Senate's autonomy and stability coming from its members' six-year terms, not from 

senators' reelections. 

Operating under untested constitutional rules, one would expect a certain degree 

of confusion and ambiguity in the Senate electoral process. However, the high turnover 



among senators did not result in an extraordinary number of Senate election results or 

appointments that were contested. Only eleven times during the Senate's first fifty years 

of operation was a senator-elect's right to his seat contested. Most challenges were 

motivated by factional or partisan politics, some of these based on rather dubious logic. 

But they enhanced the coherence of the Senate by answering (in varying degrees of 

clarity) electoral questions pertaining to citizenship, gubernatorial appointments, election 

by state legislatures and resignation (Butler and Wolff 1995). 

A continuous, decade-long rise in average Senate service finally occurred during 

the 1850s (Ripley 1969a, 43), not long after Democrats formally began using continuous 

committee service as their primary criterion for appointing committee chairs. 

Implemented in December 1846, this method proved advantageous to Southern 

Democratic senators because not only were they members of the majority party, but they 

also tended to serve longer than their northern counterparts since they came from non

competitive one-party states. New federal proposals which threatened the ftiture of 

slavery, coupled with the loss of a Democratic majority in the 1854 House elections, 

made maintaining Senate seats and certain committee chairs crucial to Southern senators' 

policy goals. For example, in 1848 Congressman David Wilmot (D-Pennsylvania) 

introduced what would become known as the Wilmot Proviso, a bill which proposed "that 

no part of the territory to be acquired [under the Treaty of Guadalupe-Hidalgo with 

Mexico] should be open to the introduction of slavery" (Benton 1897, vol. 2, 695)." In 

1849 Congressman Abraham Lincoln (R-Illinois) proposed abolishing slavery in the 

District of Columbia, which at the time had all of its laws written by Congress. These 
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attacks on slavery likely reinforced in Southern senators their need to remain in office. If 

they were smart enough to maintain a balance between the addition of new free and slave 

states into the Union (Aldrich 1995), then they were certainly cognizant of the influence 

committee chairs could have in controlling the national agenda and shaping public policy. 

The rise of the Republican Party during the late 1850s likely further solidified the 

importance of seniority among Southem Democratic senators, as government policy 

became a partisan zero-sum game. It became easier for Southern Democrats to determine 

when their interests were going to be hurt, and to determine what they needed to do (such 

as stay in office and maintain their committee chairs) to maintain their political 

advantage. 

The clashes over states' rights and the future of slavery also helped fuel an 

increase in contested Senate elections and appointments. Fourteen cases alone took place 

in the sixteen years before the Civil War. A few disputes took place between opposing 

factions of the Democratic Party, but most of the cases stemmed from disagreements over 

the proper constitutional procedures involving the election or appointment of senators 

(Butler and Wolff 1995, 49-85). In the handling of these cases. Senate decisions were 

hardly based on principles universally accepted by the chamber's membership. 

Pay and Perquisites 

Unlike the new government's executive and judicial branch officials, early 

members of Congress were not expected to work in their government jobs for the entire 

year. Congressional service was part-time, and both senators and representatives were 
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expected to have other sources of income. Still, many senators were critical of what they 

deemed inadequate compensation for their work. Some even suggested they were losing 

money by serving in the Senate. As a result, more than a few senators earned extra 

income by representing "private claimants" before Congress, the courts and other parts of 

the federal government (Bogue 1994, 120). 

The Senate proved to have little autonomy in determining its compensation during 

this period. The Senate's first per diem of $6 during the session, plus $6 for every twenty 

miles traveled between Washington and home, was based upon the rate paid to members 

of the Confederation Congress and the Constitutional Convention. Beginning on 

March 5, 1795, senators began paying themselves $7 for each day they attended the 

Senate's session, $ 1 more than their counterparts in the House. But Senate pay dropped 

back to $6 per day the following year, after the House failed to agree to this higher rate 

for senators. In 1816 Congress changed its compensation again, this time to $1,500 per 

year. However, the public was unsympathetic, particularly since the change went into 

effect immediately. The lame duck session of the same Congress consequently changed 

the wage back to $6 per day. Members of Congress increased their per diem again in 

1818 to $8, allowing senators to be compensated even for days in which they did not 

attend the Senate's session. This $8 per diem remained in effect until 1856, when 

Congress changed its compensation to an annual salary of $3,000, retroactive to eleven 

months earlier (U.S. Congress. Senate 1893, 125-128; Haynes 1938, vol. 1, 351; Fisher 

1980, 29-40).'-



Other Senate "perquisites" came in non-monetary forms. Senators originally were 

allowed to receive three newspapers at government expense (and delivered to their 

boardinghouses), an allotment which increased to four in 1847 and five in 1853 (U.S. 

Congress. Senate 1893, 209-210; Martineau 1969, vol. 1,239). They also were given 

unlimited writing materials (until 1868) and the privilege to "fi:ank"~send letters at 

government expense (U.S. Congress. Senate 1893, 147). If senators were aligned with 

the Administration, they might have been able to influence executive policies not 

requiring legislation. This was the case when some senators urged the Jefferson 

Administration (1801-1809) to deposit federal revenues in banks located within their 

states (Cunningham 1963, 63). However, overall senators did not receive many fringe 

benefits for their service to the federal government. 

Sessions. Rules. Norms and Workload 

Between 1789 and 1860 Senate operations changed considerably, as senators 

adapted to changes in the country, the new govenmient, and the issues facing it. 

However, over time senators began to deal with similar organizational, procedural and 

policy issues repeatedly. As the following section demonstrates, a variety of standard 

operating procedures developed, enhancing the Senate's coherence. 

Senate sessions were initially closed to both the public and members of the House 

of Representatives. Scholars have suggested several reasons behind the closed-door 

sessions: they expedited Senate business (Haynes 1938, vol. 1, 76); a precedent had been 

set; they allowed for more frank debate (Swanstrom 1962,67-69, 238-239); and they 



minimized scrutiny by the legislatures that elected them (Swift 1996, 58). However, 

opposition to the closed-door policy emerged during the final session of the First Senate 

and grew in intensity over the next several years. State legislatures, whose members felt 

they could not effectively assess the behavior of those senators whom they had elected, as 

well as the Senate's Anti-Administration minority, were particularly hostile to closed 

sessions. Under pressure sessions were finally opened to the public in December 1795, a 

partial reflection of the Senate's low autonomy; but it was also the result of Pro-

Administration forces realizing that their views favoring a strong, national government 

could more easily win popular support if publicly voiced (ibid., 57). It mattered little 

initially, since few spectators took advantage of the new opportunity.'"* 

Despite the initial lack of an audience, open deliberations instigated newspaper 

coverage and another source of public visibility. In 1802 Samuel Harrison Smith, editor 

of the Republican-leaning National Intelligencer, petitioned the Senate to permit 

reporters access to the floor. Then under Republican control, the Senate agreed and the 

newspaper began providing "modestly reliable stenographic accounts" of congressional 

debates (Baker 1988, 24-25). At first. Senate non-election news amounted to no more 

than one percent of total newspaper column inches in a given session. This amount 

increased to eight percent of total column inches by the last session of the Eleventh 

Congress (1809-1811), where it remained for the next two decades (Swift 1996, 60-61, 

122). 

Around 1820, as the Senate increasingly debated volatile issues, its floor and 

galleries became more crowded with senators, members of the House, reporters and the 
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public.''' Reporters from out-of-town newspapers eventually began complaining that 

local reporters were being accommodated better than they were. As a result, in 1841 

senators established a separate gallery for reporters, removing them from the floor 

(Smock 1999, 159-160). In 1853 they went further, restricting "the lobbies" from access 

to the floor, and barring "themselves from serving as agents of private claimants" (Bogue 

1994, 120). Members of the House, and certain newspaper publishers and editors, 

continued to have the privilege of the floor (Eckloff 1909, 4). Although incremental in 

nature, these moves helped increase both the autonomy and the coherence of the Senate. 

Senate sessions gradually increased in length, albeit inconsistently. By 

constitutional mandate, both houses of Congress met every year on the first Monday in 

December (Article I, Section 4). By the Fourteenth Congress (1815-1817), a pattern had 

evolved whereby the Senate began its first session in December of the odd-numbered 

years and adjourned sometime between March and June of the next year. Beginning in 

the 1840s this first session more often extended into August. The second session began 

the following December and ended three months later on March 3d. Special Senate 

sessions were convened only occasionally, most often immediately after the March 

inauguration of a newly elected president so senators could confirm executive 

appointments. Still, the total number of days each Senate would remain in session was 

unpredictable. The congressional totals ranged from highs of 419 (First Congress, 1789-

1791) and 476 (Twenty-eighth Congress, 1843-1845) to a low of 234 (Ninth Congress, 

1805-1807). 
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The Senate's longer sessions reflected its increasing workload, the source of which 

was a growing nation and federal government. The increasing size of the government 

required an increasing number of personnel subject to Senate confirmation. Treaties had 

to be ratified and private claims had to be handled. Moreover, as each governmental 

actor sought to establish a powerful place for itself within the new government, its duties 

under the Constitution increasingly overlapped with those of other actors, magnifying the 

battle for power. 

Still, no matter the length of the previous Senate session, a number of senators 

always failed to make it to the Capitol in time for the opening of the next session. In fact, 

the Senate's initial attempt at convening on March 4, 1789, failed because only eight 

senators had arrived, four short of a quorum.'^ Achieving a quorum at the start of a new 

Senate never again proved difficult, but punctuality remained a problem. Ten years later 

only seventeen out of thirty-two senators arrived on time for the Sixth Congress (1799-

1801), and twenty years later only twenty-one out of thirty-four senators arrived on time 

for the Eleventh Congress (1809-1811), an indication that not all senators valued the 

Senate (Claussen 1977a; 1977c; 1977d). 

Of course, the distances senators had to travel, along with the modes of 

transportation available to them, were also partly to blame. When Democratic Senator 

Andrew Butler rushed to Washington from his home in South Carolina in 1856, the 

journey still took him four days of continuous travel (Eckloff 1909, 119).'^ In later years 

the task was no less difficult for senators representing newer and more western states. 

When Democrat Milton Latham was elected by the state legislature to fill California's 
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recently vacated Senate seat in 1860, the country's first transcontinental railroad was still 

nine years away. Consequently, his itinerary to Washington from San Francisco included 

an overland crossing of the Isthmus of Panama (Knowland 1959, 5). 

To accommodate absences, the process of "pairing off' took hold in the Senate 

during the 1850s. Borrowed from the House of Representatives, pairing meant "two 

members of opposite political parties agreeing to absent themselves from the duties of the 

[Senate], without the consent of the [Senate]" (Benton 1897, vol. 2, 178). It was usually 

requested by one of the senators knowing that he would be absent from the Senate. It was 

acceptable to his political rival because the latter realized that he probably would find 

himself in a similar situation in the future, and the process closely retained the integrity of 

party divisions in the Senate. In other words, the majority was still in control. "By 1860, 

the practice had become so regularized that a Senator, when called upon to vote, might 

refuse to answer to his name and be excused on the ground that he was paired with 

another member" (Haynes 1938, vol. 1, 366-372; italics added). 

Pairing was a reflection of the decorum in the chamber. To be sure, more than a 

few heated exchanges occurred on the Senate floor during these years, but the Senate's 

smaller size engendered more cordiality and respect among its members than was seen in 

the sometimes incoherent House. In the 1830s the atmosphere was described as "grave 

and dignified" (Hamilton 1843, 243). Charles Dickens concurred twenty years later, 

writing "[t]he Senate is a dignified and decorous body, and its proceedings are conducted 

with much gravity and order" (Smock 1999, 163). 



During the first session of the First Congress (1789-1791) the Senate introduced 

only five bills, compared to the twenty-six the House sent to the Senate. This is not 

surprising, given that senators initially viewed their chamber as a revisory body." In fact, 

the Senate had so little to do that it fi-equently adjourned early so members could observe 

House debates on prospective legislation (Haynes 1938, vol. I, 76; Swanstrom 1962, 86). 

But by the Tenth Congress (1807-1809) the number of bills introduced in the Senate had 

increased to fifty-four. Although still small compared to the House's 173 bills, the 

percentage of "important" legislation was increasing (Risjord 1994, 99). As of the 

Thirtieth Congress (1847-1849), the number of bills senators introduced had increased 

nine-fold to 491, in addition to seventy-one resolutions. 

In these early years the last days of a session were already proving to be hectic. 

This was particularly true in the Senate, where, as the "revising" body, senators often did 

not receive House initiated legislation until the waning days of a session. For example, 

during the second session of the Sixth Congress (1800-1801) the Senate passed thirty-five 

bills, one third of them on the final day. The urgency also rose from the fact that bills 

were not carried over between congressional sessions, even between those in the same 

congress (de Boinville 1982, 201). 

The increase in executive nominations subject to Senate confirmation was another 

source of the Senate's increasing workload. George Washington submitted hundreds of 

nominations to the Senate during his eight years as president. President Thomas 

Jefferson (1801-1809) once remarked that 316 government positions contained his 

appointees (Cunningham 1963, 61). In contrast. Presidents James Madison (1809-1817), 
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James Monroe (1817-1825) and John Quincy Adams (1825-1829) sent 1,164, 1,326 and 

620 nominations, respectively, to the Senate (Swift 1996, 227, endnote 31). To handle 

the nomination workload coherently, the Senate heard all nominations as a committee of 

the whole, in executive session, even after it opened up its doors to the public in 1795. 

Nominations were referred to a committee only if the candidate was unknown or if there 

were some charges pending against him (Commission 1989, 43; Harris 1953,48-52). 

Before sending executive nominations to the Senate, early presidents sought 

advice from a variety of sources (Swanstrom 1962, 94-95; Cunningham 1963, 35). 

Despite such efforts, if a senator from a state in which a federeil vacancy occurred did not 

approve of the president's nominee—be it a judge, district attorney, marshall, collector of 

internal revenue, surveyor, or some other position—the Senate rejected the nomination as 

a courtesy to this senator. The first such instance of "senatorial courtesy" occurred only 

three months into the First Congress (1789-1791). Only four of President Washington's 

other nominations were rejected, but most presidents learned quickly to consult with their 

party's senators on these nominations, probably adding to the senator's influence within 

his state (Harris 1953, 40-41, 215-237). The Four Years Act, passed in 1820, which 

limited new federal government administrators to four years of service, without the 

necessity of firing them, gave a senator additional opportunities "to provide for his fnends 

and dependents" (ibid., 51, cited from Adams 1874-1877, 424-425). 

Senators' unwillingness to accede to all presidential nominations only exacerbated 

this workload, but it increased their influence and the Senate's autonomy. Supreme Court 

nominees were increasingly in the political cross fire between the Senate and the 
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president. Before 1829 only three Supreme Court nominees were rejected by the Senate. 

Between 1829 and 1860, ten Supreme Court nominees either withdrew or were rejected 

(Byrd 1993, 688-689).'* Senators took very seriously the job of filling executive branch 

positions, at all levels. In his 1842 resignation speech. Senator Henry Clay stated that the 

power "of distributing the patronage of a great nation, which is shared by this Senate with 

the executive magistrate," was one of the Senate's advantages over other senates around 

the world (Smock 1999, 164). 

The Senate's response to the first treaties brought before it marked the beginning 

of another "boimdary" battle with the presidency. In May of 1789 the Senate postponed 

action on three Indian treaties sent to it by President Washington. As a result of this 

inaction, the President personally delivered three more Indian treaties to the Senate on 

August 22, 1789. Accompanying him was his Secretary of War, in order to answer any 

questions senators had before they provided their "advice and consent" on these new 

treaties. The presidential tactic to force senators to act failed, as the Senate proceeded to 

forward the new treaties to a committee for review rather than immediately debate their 

merits and vote on them (Holt 1933, 29-31; Haynes 1938, vol. 1, 63-67). 

A rise in constituency-related work was still another source of the Senate's 

increasing workload. During the last sessions of the Second (1791 -1793), Fifth (1797-

1799) and Eighth Congresses (1803-1805) the Senate considered thirty-eight, fifteen and 

twenty-one petitions, respectively. In contrast, during the last sessions of the Eleventh 

(1809-1811), Fourteenth (1815-1817), Seventeenth (1821-1823) and Twentieth 

Congresses (1827-1829), the Senate considered forty-five, 112, 148 and 335 petitions. 
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respectively (Swift 1996, 226, endnote 15)." Particularly in the years leading up to the 

Civil War, responding to these requests, as well as to many less formal ones, was a 

serious burden to senators. Many of their replies were delayed by the fact they were 

writing all their own correspondence, only beginning to take advantage of the telegraph 

(Eckloffl909, 6-7). 

Any senator could seek and generally obtain permission to introduce legislation 

during early senates. Members normally conducted committee work in the mornings and 

on Saturdays. They held regular legislative sessions daily beginning at 11 a.m., with 

recess dependent upon the amount of work before them. Senators worked either at their 

desks in the chamber, some spending the entire day seated there, or in their residences, 

many of which were located on or adjacent to Capitol Hill (Baker 1988, 29). When not 

participating in or listening to Senate floor debate, senators in the chamber might read or 

write correspondence, read newspapers, or chat with visitors or each other (Hall 1829, 

vol. 3, 11; Hamilton 1843, 243; Martineau 1969, vol. I, 290, 302). While the House 

focused on revenue-related measures in the early congresses, the Senate tended to be most 

active in matters related to courts and judicial procedure, organization of state and 

territorial government, foreign affairs, and banking (Swanstrom 1962, 85-85). 

The Senate established its first twenty rules on April 16 and April 18, 1789.-° 

Relatively brief in length, they dealt with issues concerning motions, bills, speakers and 

committees. Vice President Thomas Jefferson attempted to assist when, as President of 

the Senate (1797-1801), he wrote a manual of parliamentary practice. Based upon the 

Constitution, the Senate's existing rules and appropriate British precedents, the House 
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eventually incorporated the Manual as part of its rules, "while the Senate determined that 

it would not be considered a direct authority on parliamentary procedure or a part of its 

own rules" (Baker 1988, 26-27). 

Because of extensive amending, the Senate twice recodified its rules. The 1806 

recodification doubled the number of rules to forty, with most of the additions dealing 

with nominations and treaties. The 1820 recodification resulted in forty-five rules and 

was mostly an effort to organize the old rules in a more coherent manner, but it also 

confirmed the Senate's increasing complexity. For the first time the Senate's rules named 

the fifteen standing committees that then existed in the chamber (Haynes 1938, vol. I, 

341). 

One of the more ominous rule changes occurred in the 1806 recodification when 

the Senate abolished the previous question motion. The intent of this move appears to 

have been to promote further "order and regularity" within the Senate. Although utilized 

infrequently, the previous question motion had become a method by which minority 

forces could postpone decisions or discussion on controversial issues (Binder and Smith 

1997, 35-38).-' However, its elimination effectively created the procedural vacuum 

necessary to sustain a filibuster—the dilatory tactic on the Senate floor used by a minority 

of members "to delay business in order to defeat legislation or to force unwilling adoption 

as a price for time to consider other and perhaps much more important matters" (Burdette 

1940, 5; Binder and Smith 1997, 403). The first filibusters likely were waged by 

Virginian John Randolph (1825-1827), an adversary of President John Quincy Adams 

(1825-1829). While the potential to disrupt Senate operations was apparent, senators 
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responded to the new tactic rather passively, rarely contesting it. "[HJabitually the 

majority had abjectly even if impatiently waited for release by the minority" (Burdette 

1940, 19, 34). 

In addition to the development of filibustering, senatorial courtesy and pairing 

during this period, several other procedures evolved which affected the level of Senate 

institutionalization. They included (but were not limited to) the use of standing 

committees to conduct Senate business, the use of seniority in selecting committee chairs 

(both discussed later) and the weakening importance of instructions to senators by state 

legislatures. 

It was not uncommon for senators to solicit opinions on prospective legislation or 

issues from fellow partisans in their home states. In fact, the "right" of state legislatures 

to "instruct" their respective senators to vote a particular way or pursue a particular 

agenda was a principle generally accepted by both senators and the state legislatures that 

elected them. Mentioned nowhere in the Constitution, state legislatures were familiar 

with the practice from the Articles of Confederation. These "instructions" were usually 

dictated through resolutions passed by the state legislature and then sent to the state's 

senators. They covered a variety of state and national issues, including constitutional 

amendments. Senators often obeyed instructions during the Senate's first twenty years 

(Eaton 1952; Swift 1996), indicating a strong lack of autonomy from the states. 

A constitutional struggle with the presidency served as the impetus for increasing 

Senate autonomy from both the presidency and the states. In 1833 President Andrew 

Jackson, in the face of congressional opposition, ordered the removal of government 
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deposits from the Second Bank of the United States. On March 28, 1834, in response to 

his actions and after several failed attempts, the Senate voted to censure Jackson. The 

President denied the Senate had the authority to take such action. Senators retaliated by 

rejecting a presidential cabinet nomination for the first time in U.S. history, strengthening 

their hand in the presidential appointment process and effectively increasing the Senate's 

autonomy. 

This political debate over Jackson's actions provoked a slew of instructions by 

state legislatures, exposing a divergence of opinions on both the president and the 

propriety of instructions. Virginia instructed its senators to pursue the retum of the 

deposits. New Jersey and Ohio instructed their senators to support Jacksonian policies. 

Alabama, New Hampshire and New York each instructed both of their senators to 

expunge the censure from the Senate record, whereas North Carolina's similar 

instructions were directed only towards its Whig senator." 

Senators responded to these instructions in various ways. Some followed them. 

Others resigned rather than vote against their will. Still others refused to do either. 

Senators and state legislators alike detailed their reasoning on the subject. Some 

supported the rights of states to instruct on policy matters, but not on constitutional 

matters, opening the door to less than mandatory compliance by senators. Others argued 

that instructions encouraged presidents to meddle in state politics and to try to influence 

state public opinion, undermining both the Senate's ability to check the president and its 

isolation from changes in popular opinion. This lack of senatorial consensus eventually 

served to undermine support for instructions among most senators, and by 1860 the 
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doctrine of instructions had little support in the Senate (Eaton 1952; Baker 1988; Swift 

1996). The value of being in the institutionalizing Senate came not from serving one's 

state legislature, but from serving in the Senate. 

Staff 

To help the Senate operate with some degree of coherence, senators hired their 

first officers almost immediately after achieving its &st quorum in New York City. The 

first employee was James Mathers, named the Senate's "Door-Keeper" on April 7th. His 

duties included controlling access to the Senate's sessions (which were closed), 

maintaining the chamber and committee rooms, and, most importantly, helping maintain 

a majority of senators in New York "long enough to organize and begin the business of 

government" (U.S. Congress. Senate 1993, 1). He was given the additional title 

"Sergeant at Arms" in 1798.^ Samuel Otis was named Secretary of the Senate on April 

8, 1789, an administrative job which included purchasing supplies, keeping the minutes 

and records of the Senate, keeping records of Senate elections, and serving as the conduit 

of official messages between the Senate and both the President and the House of 

Representatives (U.S. Congress. Senate 1997, 1). 

Senate officers served as long as they acted competently, appropriately and 

remained politically astute. The "Pro-Administration" appointed Otis served as Senate 

Secretary for twenty-five years (1789-1814), but came close to losing his position during 

the Republican-controlled Eighth Congress (1803-1805). He saved himself by 

transferring the Senate's printing jobs fi-om the Federalist-favoring printer he had been 
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using to a disgruntled Republican-supporter who had complained to Republican leaders 

about his lack of receiving government printing work (Cunningham 1963, 270).-" By 

adapting to the political situation, Otis provided the Senate with some operational 

continuity during its first change in majority party control, enhancing the prospects of 

institutionalization; but in 1824 senators made the selection of its officers subject to 

biennial elections, potentially decreasing these same prospects. The new method inspired 

failed office-seekers to pressure senators even more intensely to replace incumbent 

Senate staff with themselves. It was eliminated in 1849 (Haynes 1938, vol. I, 260). 

No sooner had the Senate hired its first two employees, then the Secretary of the 

Senate required more clerical assistance. Otis's staff soon included a principal clerk and 

an engrossing clerk. By 1816 the Senate had added a second engrossing clerk and a 

deputy doorkeeper, bringing the total number of Senate employees to six (U.S. 

Department of State 1816, 11). By 1838 the duties of those working for the Secretary of 

the Senate were differentiated clearly. 

. . .  t h e  w o r k  o f  t h e  principal clerk pertained to legislative business and 
included the taking of minutes in the Senate, the preparation of the Senate 
journal from those minutes, the handling of bills, reports, and other papers 
needed in the business of each day's session, and the printing of the 
legislative journal. The executive clerk carried out similar duties with 
respect to executive proceedings of the Senate. This included filing and 
indexing of treaties and nominations coming before each session, and the 
transfer of all such documents to and firom the President. This clerk's 
further duties included the distribution of documents to Senators and the 
keeping of all financial records, such as the pay and mileage of Senators, 
salaries of all officers of the Senate, and disbursements from the 
contingent fund. The first legislative clerk handled and filed all reports 
and bills, was responsible for their transmission to the committees to 
which they were referred, and looked after the printing of all such items as 
were ordered to be printed. The second legislative clerk was responsible 
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for recording die titles of bills, the yeas and nays, the action of the Senate 
on each bill, for having at hand all bills and other papers needed in 
transacting Senate business, and for collecting and filing all legislative 
papers. The two engrossing clerks had charge of the engrossing and 
enrolling of bills, transcribed the executive journal, took charge of the 
delivery of printed documents to Senators, and assisted the other clerks 
whenever necessary. The two messengers performed janitorial services, 
kept the fires going, and distributed stationery, in addition to the actual 
carrying of messages (Nuermberger 1947, 302-303; italics added). 

Eighteen-flfty brought the addition of another legislative clerk, another messenger, and a 

new account clerk charged with taking "care of all financial records, which included pay 

and mileage accounts, salary accounts, contracts for supplies, subscriptions to newspapers 

for members of the Senate, and payments from the contingent fund," bringing some relief 

to the executive clerk. By this time the principal clerk had also been given the additional 

task of "keep[ing] a record of all questions of order or of practice decided in the Senate" 

(ibid., 304). By 1860 the Secretary of the Senate had eleven clerks, two messengers, one 

"keeper of the stationary," and one page working for him, bringing the office up to sixteen 

employees (not including one laborer) (U.S. Congress. Senate 1861). 

Other congressional personnel also proved essential to senators. The Senate's first 

page was appointed in 1829, and the number grew to half a dozen over the next two 

decades. Supervised by the Sergeant at Arms, senators gave these sons of widows no 

shortage of menial tasks to perform. Nevertheless, pages served as an important 

nineteenth century conduit of information among senators, between senators and the 

president, and even between senators and their constituents. During the mid-nineteenth 

century pages often earned extra money by addressing printed copies of a senator's floor 



speech with names from a subscription list prepared by the senator. This list sometimes 

numbered into the thousands (Eckloff 1909, 10-11). Research assistance eventually came 

from the Library of Congress, which was established in 1800 with a $5,000 congressional 

appropriation earmarked for the purchase of books. By 1815 the librarian was supplying 

"facts, dates, acts, official communications and even lines of poetry" in response to 

senators' (and representatives') requests (Gude 1985, 6). The first Senate committee 

clerks were hired in the late 1830s and 1840s on a part-time basis, their employment 

provided for by special resolutions passed during each session of a congress (Rogers 

1941, 3; Fox and Hammond 1977, 15). 

Committees 

Pinpointing the first committee clerk is rather difficult, but the annual Reports of 

the Secretary of the Senate provide valuable clues. In the 1837 fiscal year report, no 

clerks are listed as working for Senate committees. The following year two men are each 

described as a "clerk to committee," but the report fails to specify the names of the 

committees. The 1839 fiscal year report lists one "clerk to Committee on Smithsonizm 

Bequest" and one "clerk to Committee on Pensions." That number increased the next 

year, as the three Committees on Claims, Pensions, and Private Land Claims each had 

one clerk working for them. The fact that only these three committees had fiill-time 

clerks in 1840 suggests the organizational nature of committee clerks' work. Each 

committee dealt with subjects that are document intensive; in other words, claims are 
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more easily resolved when documents like land deeds, birth and death certificates, wills, 

military records, and others, are available to support the arguments of claimants. 

By the mid-1850s certain Senate committees had come to depend on clerical 

assistance. Usually these clerks were temporarily borrowed from (and paid by) executive 

departments, because senators believed this was "the only way to secure clerks who were 

experienced with the work going on in the departments." The Senate increased its 

autonomy from the executive branch, as well as its complexity, when in 1853 fourteen 

committees were finally "given authority to hire a clerk to aid in the dispatch of [their] 

work," and other committees soon followed suit (Robinson 1954, 149-151). The clerks 

hired by the Finance and Claims Committees unquestionably assisted them with their 

work. However, some senators complained that clerks of less important committees were 

merely taking care of "the private affairs of members of the Senate with their 

constituency" (ibid., 154). In terms of institutionalization, getting a clerk to assist in one's 

work served as a small incentive to stay in office. The fact that "a small army of 

practicing journalists" filled many clerk positions also proved beneficial to senators 

seeking favorable newspaper publicity (Ritchie 1991a, 62-64). 

The Senate utilized committees to manage its workload from its inception, but the 

competing political factions were wary of them during the earliest years. First, 

committees never had been mentioned in the Constitution. Second, they seemed 

inherently unnecessary among such a small group of individuals. Third, the executive 

branch seemed better suited than the Senate to provide any government-related 

information senators might need. Consequently, most committees during the Senate's 
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first twenty-seven years were select or special committees, temporary in nature (Robinson 

1954, 19-21). 

Still, committees were utilized for all kinds of Senate work because they were a 

flexible means by which to operate. One common practice was for the Senate to refer to 

them various sections of the President's annual message to Congress. Petitions and 

memorials submitted to the Senate by citizens were similarly forwarded to conunittees. 

As previously noted, treaties and certain nominations also were sent to committees for 

examination. More often committees were formed after a senator had offered a 

legislative proposal and the Senate had collectively decided the outline of the legislation 

to be produced. Senators would then vote for members of the committee, usually three in 

number, who would draw up a specific bill to be brought before the Senate. The senator 

who received the most number of votes was appointed the committee's chair, and usually 

was the senator who introduced the resolution to form a committee. Other senators 

appointed to the committee also supported the general idea behind the legislation (Haynes 

1938, vol. 1, 271-272; Swanstrom 1962, 228). The four committees-

committees considered permanent—that did exist, were established during the Senate's 

first two decades and were administrative in nature. Two were joint committees with the 

House.^ Because none handled substantive legislative matters, they were not viewed as 

undermining the Senate. 

The Senate conmiittee system became more resilient with the establishment of 

eleven standing committees on December 10, 1816. It named eleven standing 

committees, each dealing with a particular area of legislation: Foreign Affairs; Finance; 
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Commerce and Manufactures; Military Affairs; the Militia; Naval Affairs; Public Lands; 

Claims; the Judiciary; Post OfiRces and Post Roads; and Pensions. A twelfth committee 

on the District of Columbia was established ten days later (Robinson 1954, 53). Each 

committee consisted of five members, split roughly proportionate to their partisan 

strength in the Senate—three Republicans and two Federalists or four Republicans and 

one Federalist. State and sectional interests, and to a lesser extent individual ability, were 

also considered in committee assignments (McConachie 1898, 267). 

There seems to be no single reason for this transition to standing committees in 

1816. Speculation centers on four causes: the governing organizational pressures related 

to the conduct (or, more appropriately, misconduct) of the War of 1812 (Young 1966, 

182-186; Gamm and Shepsle 1989, 56); senators' animosity towards President James 

Madison, which incited the Senate's latent desire to actively pursue a government agenda 

(Kravitz 1974, 29-30); the House of Representative's own success with a standing 

committee system (McConachie 1898, 315); and the burden of electing members to 

nearly 100 select committees during the 1815-1816 session (Haynes 1938, vol. 1, 272). 

The fact that the Senate's select committees were already operating with some degree of 

coherence probably also encouraged the Senate's transition to standing committees 

(Swanstrom 1962, 226; Swift 1996, 131-132). The same senators were often appointed 

to different select committees which dealt with similar issues, and senators often referred 

similar matters to the same select conmiittees. Whatever the reason, by the Twenty-first 

Congress (1829-1831) there were twenty Senate standing committees, a numerical 

threshold the Senate maintained or exceeded up to the Civil War (Byrd 1993, 516-519). 
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Until 1846 the Senate used a variety of methods for selecting standing committee 

members and chairs. Committee members were more often determined by ballot, but 

were sometimes appointed by the Senate's presiding officer, usually the President pro 

tempore or the Vice President of the United States. The latter scenario at least once 

undermined the Senate's majority, hi 1825 Vice President John Calhoun, "serving" under 

President John Quincy Adams (1825-1829), appointed enough supporters of Adams 

presidential election opponent (Andrew Jackson) to important committees that they 

controlled them. Four months later the Senate voted to return to balloting in making 

committee assignments (Haynes 1938, vol. 1, 274). The different methods of selecting 

committee chairs included: giving it to the senator with the greatest number of votes 

among those elected to the committee; election by a separate ballot of the entire chamber; 

and appointment by either the Vice President or the President pro tempore (Haynes 1938, 

vol. 1, 294-295; Packwood 1975,64). Through the early 1830s many committees rotated 

their chair fi-om session to session, the order of rotation based on the number of votes 

received when the committees were appointed (Robinson 1954, 71). 

Even as these committee selection procedures changed, a number of formal and 

informal rules developed. In 1824 the Senate established the right of the majority party to 

the most number of seats on any particular committee. In 1826 the Senate passed a rule 

giving the majority party the right to chose all committee chairs (McConachie 1898, 274-

275). In 1835 systematic majority party dominance of the standing committee system 

was introduced. The majority party was guaranteed the majority of seats on each 

committee and chaired all important committees (Kravitz 1974, 31). As already 
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chamber's first committee clerks. 

In December 1846, continuous Senate service within the majority party formally 

became the primary criteria for selecting and replacing committee chairs in the Senate. 

During the previous December, Democrats and Whigs alike had become wary (again) of 

vice presidential (and the current pro tempore's) involvement in committee selection. 

Consequently, the Senate had reverted back to balloting as the method of committee 

selection. However, the selection of committee members and chairs by ballot proved 

time-consuming during the first days of the second session of the Twenty-ninth Congress 

(1845-1847), no doubt holding up more pressing legislative business (Haynes 1938, 

vol. 1, 277; Robinson 1954, 130)."® The impasse was finally broken when 

[t]he Democratic floor leader then presented motions which arranged by seniority 
the names of committee members and safeguarded the majority's succession to 
chairmanship which might become vacant. After several committees had been 
filled by this method, the Senate proceeded to elect upon one ballot a list of 
candidates to fill the vacancies on all of the remaining committees. This list gave 
to each committee thus filled its chairman and the majority of its members from 
the same party which held a majority in the Senate (Packwood 1975, 68). 

Thus began what would eventually become one of the most well-known Senate traditions 

the seniority system. 

As certain deposed individuals found out, however, the application of seniority 

was "conditional". Committee chairs remained secure only "so long as the incumbent 

abide[d] by a variety of behavioral norms" (Price 1977, 42-43). For Democratic chairs, 

that meant acting in a manner consistent with pro-slavery policy. For example, the 
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Democratic Caucus stripped Missouri's Thomas Hart Benton of his Military Affairs chair 

(along with all but one of his committee assignments) in 1849 because he opposed 

extending slavery into the new territories (Smith 1958,263; Byrd 1993, 612). In another 

instance in December of 1858, the Senate Democratic caucus ousted Committee on 

Territories Chair Stephen Douglas (Illinois) from the position he had held for the 

previous eleven years. Douglas, who only weeks before had been newly elected by the 

Illinois legislature, had angered Democratic President James Buchanan and Senate 

Democrats from southern states between 1857 and 1858 by opposing Kansas statehood."^ 

While party betrayal was the source of Douglas' misfortune, by this time the ranking of 

committee members was an established fact. When some of the anti-Douglas forces 

argued that they only voted for a new chair because Douglas was not due in Washington 

until January and they did not want to inconvenience the committee, an editor countered 

that "it had been common practice in such a situation for the next ranking member to 

assume temporary charge of the committee" (Johannsen 1973, 686).-® 

By 1859 the political advantage (or disadvantage) of the seniority system was 

clear. That is when Republican Senator George Pugh (Ohio) complained that its 

utilization by the Democrats "has operated to give to Senators from slave-holding states 

the chairmanship of every single committee that controls the public business of this 

Government. There is not one exception" (Haynes 1938, vol. 1, 298). These senators had 

enormous influence on the Senate's agenda and pending legislation. They were the 

closest thing the Senate had to leaders. 
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Leadership 

Of course, technically the Senate did have a leader. The Constitution formally 

named the Vice President of the United States as President of the Senate (Article I, 

Section 3), and during these early years the Vice President was a fairly regular attendee of 

the Senate. In this capacity he was able not only to sometimes participate in making 

committee and chair assignments, as previously mentioned, but also to influence Senate 

floor action and debate. As years passed, senators increasingly despised vice presidential 

encroachment on their political turf, particularly when the V.P. was a member of the 

Senate's minority party. Senators responded by limiting the vice president's Senate 

prerogatives and overturning his rulings when necessary. The Senate's President pro 

tempore, who served as the chamber's presiding officer in the absence of the Vice 

President, and who was elected by the Senate membership, was subject to the same 

limitations. 

Select committee chairs often led the debate over legislation during the Senate's 

first two decades of operation. A small group of senators held a large percentage of 

committee seats during this time, in effect serving as the chamber's legislative leaders. 

Six Federalist senators held forty-five percent of all committee seats during the First 

Congress, and forty, thirty-six, thirty-six and forty percent of conunittee seats, 

respectively, during the next four Federalist-controlled congresses. When Republicans 

gained the majority during President Thomas Jefferson's Administration, the top six 

senators held fifty percent of the committee seats each session, five being Republicans 

(Swanstrom 1962, 230-231; Risjord 1994, 89-90). 



As political parties developed and influenced who served in both Congress and 

the presidency, informal party leaders emerged in the Senate, and were generally people 

who had the support of the president and other prominent party powers (Swift 1996, 77). 

These leaders usually offered "the time-honored motions that belonged to the opening 

days of a session," but usually led only when a legislative crises was taking place on the 

Senate floor (McConachie 1898, 339). Consequently, "the Senate's agenda as a whole 

moved in no particular direction" (Binder and Smith 1997, 46). 

The chair of the Senate's Committee on Finance was likely the most powerful 

senator, since the cormnittee's powers and functions cut across all jurisdictional lines 

existing among the committees. The committee had jurisdiction not only over all 

measures dealing with finances, both revenue and appropriation bills, but also over all 

bills proposing regulation of the three major executive departments at the time—State, 

Treasury and War. The committee members and chair's power extended further from 

their position "as a bulwark between the executive and the economy-minded House of 

Representatives." The Finance Committee was so influential that no recommendation 

made by it between its establishment in 1816 and 1835 was ever rejected by the Senate 

(Robinson 1954, 107-108). 

Not until the 1830s did more visible and influential Senate leaders emerge, aided 

by full Senate galleries and newspaper coverage of the Senate now equal to that of the 

House (Swift 1996, 166-167). The major source of this change was the nation's 

increasingly intense debates over slavery and state's rights, which were being articulated 

in the Senate. The "authoritarian" actions of President Andrew Jackson (1829-1837) also 
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served as a source of congressional enmity, creating a political atmosphere that provoked 

the Senate to publicly rebel. The Senate's foremost leaders were the "Great Triumvirate" 

of Henry Clay (Kentucky; 1806-1807, 1810-1811, 1831-1842, 1849-1852), John Calhoun 

(South Carolina; 1832-1843, 1845-1850), and Daniel Webster (Massachusetts; 1827-

1841, 1845-1850). More famous for their disputes, they also shared increasingly intense 

hostility towards President Jackson (Peterson 1987). Other leaders included: Thomas 

Hart Benton (Missouri, 1821-1851), apparently unmatched in his verbosity on the Senate 

floor;-' Charles Sumner (Massachusetts, 1851-1874), who bitterly opposed the expansion 

of slavery; and Stephen Douglas (Illinois, 1847-1861) who led the effort to pass the 

Compromise of 1850 and who was a strong supporter of the principle of popular 

sovereignty within the states.^" 

In the 1840s the major political parties attempted to establish more formal 

leadership and control over their members. Their respective caucuses began appointing a 

"steering committee," composed of five to nine Senators. In turn, these steering 

committees appointed each party's Committee on Committees, whose duty was to select 

the members and chair of all committees (Avery 1901, 245). However, such party control 

was difficult in the years leading up to the Civil War (Ripley 1969a, 25), probably 

because party, policy and regional preferences were not highly congruent. Consequently, 

Senate leadership was there for the taking, either by the force of a personality or the 

committee chair trying to make a difference. 
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Congfttgipn 

The Senate underwent a variety of changes during its first seventy-two years. 

Originally a closed-door, legislative body that spent the bulk of its time revising 

legislation proposed by the House of Representatives, it became a chamber that actively 

pursued its own legislative agenda, drafted more of its own legislation and debated in 

front of packed galleries. What began as a body whose members thought nothing of 

resigning from it, gradually turned into a body in which resignation became the most 

drastic act a member could take to display his disapproval of some Senate or state action. 

By January 4, 1859, when the Senate moved into a new, larger chamber, its value and 

stability had increased measurably since its establishment in 1789. It had become "the 

forum to which states sent their ablest men to determine fundamental issues of morals 

and of the structure of the Government" (Haynes 1938, vol. 2, 1001). 

Yet the process of Senate institutionalization took place in fits and starts. 

Envisioned as an elite chamber in which the best and brightest served their country 

isolated from public opinion, at times the Senate exhibited very little independence. It's 

members capitulated to calls by the public and state legislatures to open its sessions. 

They were forced to repeal multiple pay raises. The method for selecting committee 

members and chairs changed more than a few times during the Senate's first decades of 

operation. 

But more often than not, in the decades prior to the Civil War, the Senate was a 

model of routine. Formal and informal rules increasingly dictated more aspects of Senate 

life: decorum in the chamber; committee jurisdictions; selection of committee chairs and 
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ranking of committee members (seniority); handling of executive branch nominations 

(senatorial courtesy); and absences during floor votes (pairing). At the same time, the 

decline of instructions and the rise of canvassing allowed senators to function 

increasingly autonomously from state legislatures. However, it is the transition from a 

select to a standing committee system that best exemplifies the institutionalization of the 

Senate. Like the Senate, its committees were becoming more resilient and operating 

more coherently, in an atmosphere that was increasingly complex. 
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ENDNOTES 

1. These party systems were: Republicans versus Federalists, mid-1790s-1820s; 
Republicans versus Whigs, 1830s-mid-1850s; and Democrats versus Republicans, 
mid-1850s-1860. 

2. North Carolina and Rhode Island sent no senators because they had yet to ratify the 
Constitution. New York State, host to the First Congress, sent no senators because its 
bicameral legislature, controlled by two competing political factions, had yet to agree 
on a method for electing its senators. After state-wide elections gave state legislators 
supporting President George Washington and the policies of Alexander Hamilton 
control in both chambers, New York elected its senators, who began serving in July 
1789 (Baker 1988, 14). 

3. Joint canvassing also may have served as a preemptive partisan effort to avoid having 
a party candidate's election held-up by a "deadlocked" state legislature—one that could 
not agree upon a Senate candidate. Such a scenario left both the state and party 
underrepresented in the Senate. 

4. Swanstrom (1962) points out that some of these lawyers were also involved in 
agricultural pursuits and/or owned large plantations or estates (40-41). 

5. Sources of governmental experience included the two Continental Congresses, the 
Confederation Congress, the Constitutional Convention, colonial and state 
legislatures and executives, and after the First Congress, the House of 
Representatives. 

6. Party information is taken from Martis (1989). Martis refers to members of the two 
major political parties from the Fourth through the Seventeenth Congresses (1795-
1823) as Federalists and Republicans. Begiiming with the Thirty-fifth Congress 
(1857-1859), he refers to members of the two major political parties as Democrats 
and Republicans. As those familiar with early United States history know, these two 
sets of Republicans are unrelated. In fact, the earlier Republicans, referred to by other 
scholars alternately as Jeffersonian Republicans, Jeffersonian Democrats or 
Democratic-Republicans, are the organizational predecessors of the contemporary 
Democratic Party. 

7. In some instances the descriptions presented here by Hall (1829), Hamilton (1843 
(1833)), Martineau (1969 (1838)) and Marryat (1962 (1839)) are strikingly similar, 
suggesting that the authors who wrote later may have been influenced by the books 
published earlier. 

8. In his autobiography, Missouri's Senator Thomas Hart Benton (1897) disagreed with 
the assessment, held by many, that the Senate's higher quality was due to senators 
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being elected by state legislatures rather than directly by the public. He argued that 
the superior nature of the Senate resulted firom several other factors: it was a smaller 
body; it was full of men older and more experienced in the business of governing; 
senators served for longer periods of time; it gained the best members of the House; 
and the tradition of rotation of ofiBce increased the turnover in House membership 
(vol. 1, 205-208). 

9. The Free Soil Party was organized by anti-slavery elements. Members of the 
American Party, or as critics called them, Know-Nothings, were strongly nativist, 
anti-Catholic, anti-foreigners and anti-immigration (Martis 1989, 32-35,41-42). 

10. This calculation by the author is based on data in Benjamin and Malbin (1992). 

11. Listed here as a Democrat, Wilmot was a delegate to the Free-Soil Democratic 
Convention in 1847, the Pennsylvania State Democratic Convention in 1848, and the 
National Free-Soil Convention in 1848 {Biographical Directory 1950, 2025). 

12. For comparison, in 1828 New York State and New Hampshire paid its legislators $3 
and $2 per day, respectively, "for their trouble and loss of time, and also for their 
travelling expenses" (Hall 1829, 231). 

13. The Senate continued to discuss treaties and executive nominations in closed session, 
and it reserved the right to close regular legislative sessions at any time (Baker 1988, 
25). 

14. It became so crowded during the 1830 Webster-Hayne debates that some women in 
attendance not only sat on the Senate's floor, but in senators' chairs (Martineau 1969, 
vol. 1, 255). 

15. Eleven states having ratified the Constitution, a quorum, which in this case was a 
majority, of twelve senators was needed for the Senate to conduct business. It was 
finally reached on April 6, 1789. 

16. The catalyst for his trip was the assault by Representative Preston Brooks, his 
nephew, upon Senator Charles Sumner (R-Massachusetts) on the Senate floor. 
Senator Butler rushed to Washington in order to defend his nephew. 

17. "Three of these [Senate bills] dealt with the Federal judiciary (establishing the system, 
regulating processes, and defining punishment for crimes against the United States), 
one established the postal system on a temporary basis, while the fifth was a private 
bill. Four of these bills—all but the measure defining punishment for crimes—passed" 
(Swanstrom 1962, 86). 

18. The term "rejected" is used broadly here, referring not only to the nominee being 
rejected in a Senate vote, but also to the nominee having his nomination withdrawn 
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by the president (knowang that it would be rejected), having a vote on his appointment 
indefinitely postponed, or having his nomination simply not acted upon. 

19. This rise in petitions considered remains high even when one takes into account the 
increase in the number of senators. Over the same time period the average number of 
petitions considered per senator rose fi-om 0.78 to 3.58 (Swift 1996, 64, 123). 

20. The Senate adopted its first nineteen rules on April 16, 1789. A twentieth rule was 
adopted on April 18, 1789. 

21. If a vote on the previous question motion failed to receive a majority, the outcome 
sought by the minority forces, then fiorther debate or votes on the issue at hand were 
temporarily postponed. 

22. The state's other senator was a committed Jacksonian who needed no instructions. 

23. This title addition appears to be the result of Mather's representing the Senate in its 
effort to return Tennessee Senator William Blount to Washington fi:om Tennessee for 
his impeachment trial. As understood from the Senate Journal, the change was 
conferred on February 5, 1798, as part of a larger debate concerning proper Senate 
impeachment procedures (Claussen 1977b, 95; Butler and Wolff 1995, 13-15). 

24. The Librarian of Congress was expected to be politically astute as well. In 1828 the 
librarian and his assistant "were removed from their positions when it was claimed 
that he allowed the Library to be connected with partisan politics and had been 
Librarian of'one side of the aisle only*" (Gude 1985,6). 

25. The four standing committees and the days they were established are: Joint Standing 
Committee on Enrolled Bills, July 31, 1789; Senate Committee on Engrossed Bills, 
March 26, 1806; Joint Standing Committee on the Library, December 17, 1806; and 
Senate Committee to Audit and Control the Contingent Expenses of the Senate, 
November 4, 1807 (Haynes 1938, vol. I, 211, footaote 2). 

26. At this time, committee members and chairs were selected at the begiiming of every 
session of the Senate, not at the beginning of every Congress. 

27. Douglas opposed Kansas statehood because that state's convention had been rigged, 
and its constitution drafted, by pro-slavery forces. 

28. Out of forty-four Senate Democrats, only twenty-four were present for the caucus 
vote on Douglas. The final tally was 17-7 in favor of ousting Douglas as chair. Three 
Southern senators—Thomas Clingman (North Carolina), Albert Gallatin Brown 
(Mississippi) and Robert Toombs (Georgia)~and James Green (Missouri), who was 
selected to be Douglas's successor, were among those voting to retain Douglas as 
chair, although each for different reasons. At one point during the controversy Green 
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had actually taken de facto control of the committee, since he and the majority of 
committee members favored Kansas statehood with slavery (Johannsen 1973,685-
686). 

29. Benton also led the effort to expunge the Senate's 1834 censure of President Jackson 
from the Senate Journal. He was successful in 1837. 

30. Given the fluctuating nature of political parties at this time, these senators were 
affiliated with a number of different political factions during their congressional 
careers. Martis (1989) categorizes their partisan affiliations as U.S. senators this way: 
Henry Clay-Republican (1806-1807, 1810-1811), Anti-Jackson (1831-1837), Whig 
(1837-1842, 1849-1852); John Calhoun-Nullifier (1832-1837), Democrat (1837-1843, 
1845-1850); Daniel Webster-Adams (1827-1829), Anti-Jackson (1829-1837), Whig 
(1837-1841, 1845-1850); Thomas Hart Benton-Republican (1821-1823), Jackson 
Republican (1823-1825), Jackson (1825-1837), Democrat (1837-1851); Charles 
Sumner-Free Soiler (1851-1855), Opposition (1855-1857), Republican (1857-1873), 
Liberal Republican (1873-1874). Stephen Douglas was always a Democrat. 
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CHAPTER FOUR: THE SENATE INSTITUTIONALIZES FURTHER, 1861-1900 

Introduction 

The Civil War, Reconstruction and a rapidly growing and industrializing country 

all placed unprecedented demands upon the federal government between 1861 and 1900 

(White 1958; Keller 1977; Skowronek 1982). Issues such as tariff rates, civil service 

reform and bimetallism increasingly dominated the congressional agenda, and the public 

expressed a growing concem with the rise of railroads and corporations and their 

accompanying monopolies and trusts. These and other changing national issues, as well 

as the increasing size of the federal government, expanded the battleground for power 

that the Constitution had inherently created among the branches of the federal 

government. 

The Senate responded to these changes with more committees, more staff and 

more legislation. But thanks to nearly continuous Republican Party control during these 

forty years, many of the formal and informal procedures established during the Senate's 

first seventy-two years hardened into senatorial tradition during the next forty. Coupled 

with monumental growth in the federal government, and the explosion of political 

patronage they controlled, senators became increasingly successfiil at extending the 

length of their own Senate careers. The result was not only universal and automatic 

methods of operation, such as seniority, senatorial courtesy and pairing, but zdso 

enormous power and influence over other governmental actors—a power that senators 

increasingly felt bound to defend. 
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But the more power senators and the Senate gained and exhibited, the more 

numerous and unflattering their critics became. Rightly or not, as the twentieth century 

neared the Senate was increasingly perceived as an unchecked and uiu'epresentative body 

that too often served the interests of business to the detriment of the public at large 

(Ostrogorski 1902, vol. 2, 181-190; Reinsch 1907, 83). The Senate, however, seemed 

unaffected by such charges. 

Elections 

Problems with Senate elections only seemed to intensify during and immediately 

after the Civil War, as results were more frequently contested. One cause was 

Reconstruction. In an effort to change the politics and policies of the South, the federal 

government and military helped establish "new" state legislatures in the Southern states. 

White Southerners resented these legislatures, and the carpetbaggers and African-

Americans who helped fill them. As a result, sometimes two state legislatures both 

claimed to be the legitimate representative of a Southern state, and the right to elect that 

state's U.S. senators. A second reason for these disputes was the fact that there still was 

no universal agreement on whether the proper constitutional procedure to elect senators 

required joint or concurrent sessions of state legislatures. The Senate responded to these 

cases in a manner fxdl of "contradictions and inconsistencies" (Butler and Wolff 1995, 

xxii). So although the Constitution gave the Senate autonomy over such disputes, there 

existed no equivalent level of de facto autonomy or coherence through the 1860s and 

1870s with respect to these matters. 
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In 1866 Congress attempted to clarify these procedures, prompted specifically by 

a contested New Jersey seat in which the senator-elect participated in a Senate vote 

concerning his own case. The new law directed each house of a state legislature to begin 

the election process by holding separate votes for senator. If one individual received a 

majority of votes in each chamber, that individual was elected senator. If no individual 

received the necessary majorities, the law directed the two chambers to meet jointly 

beginning the next day, and vote daily (at least once) until a senator was elected by a 

majority of the collective gathering (Haynes 1906, 23-25). 

The new law did little to decrease the number of deadlocked Senate elections as 

multi-party politics and intra-party disputes kept bicameral state legislatures fi-om 

agreeing on a majority backed nominee. Haynes (1906) coimted no less than thirty-two 

cases of deadlocked state legislatures from 1891 through 1900, and in eleven of those 

cases the seats remained vacant for an extended period of time (38-39, 60). 

However, by requiring a viva voce vote rather than secret balloting, the 1866 law 

may have actually helped strengthen some state party organizations. Maine's Republican 

Senator William Fessenden originally opposed the law, arguing that a voice vote was 

liable to put senators "under restraints from party discipline which would lead them to act 

against their conscientious convictions of what was right and proper in the individual 

case, and which might bring a sort of compulsory pressure upon them which might be 

objectionable" (Garrison 1891, 229). Two sources attest to the increasing power of party-

politics in (uncontested) Senate elections in the 1880s and 1890s. Bryce (1911) wrote: 
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The State legislature means, of course, the party for the time dominant, 
which holds a party meeting (caucus) and decides on the candidate, who is 
thereupon elected, the party going solid for whomsoever the majority has 
approved. Now the determination of the caucus has very often been 
arranged beforehand by the party managers .... Circumstances may 
change, compromises may be necessary; still, it is now generally true that 
a reduced freedom of choice remains with the legislature. The people, or 
rather those wire-pullers who manage the people and act in their name, 
have usually settled the matter at the election of the State legislature (100-
101). 

Rienow and Rienow (1965) elaborated further: 

A legislative gathering in a senatorial year .. was a frantic maneuvering 
for position. Forces and factions were consolidated by combining the 
choice of Speaker [of the state legislature] with that of Senator—a package 
deal to draw on the extensive patronage of the Speaker's office to swing 
votes for the choice for Senator. First, the supporters of a given candidate 
for Senator would agree to give reciprocal aid to a faction seeking the 
speakership; then the Speaker, once he was chosen, made his appointments 
according to promises of votes for the correct candidate for the Senate. 
Since the boss normally commanded the govemor's office as well, he, too, 
offered jobs for senatorial votes. One sees how intricate the deals could 
become. Most significant, however, is that the senatorial election 
overshadowed other state interests. [State l]egislative committee 
chairmen, for instance, were picked by the Speaker primarily because they 
played a key role in the choice for Senator (133-134). 

Fortunately for senators, in the midst of these quid pro quos they often gained the 

political upper-hand. Many began controlling the growing allocation of federal patronage 

within their respective states, which they "increasingly lorded .. over the House" (Price 

1975, 8). This won them control of their state political party machines, heightened the 

value of serving in the Senate compared to the House, and enhanced the stability of the 

Senate by increasing senators' own chances for reelection. By 1885 resignations were 

one-third the number they were forty years earlier, even with the admission of ten more 
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states, and average Senate service was rapidly increasing (Ripley 1969a, 43; Price 1975, 

8-9). The increasing value of remaining in the Senate also stemmed from a rising 

national interest in public service, and the Senate's central role in the federal government, 

which created tariff policy, monetary policy and race policy (Calhoun 1996, 198-199). 

The rising value of a Senate seat and autonomy of the Senate may also suggest 

why charges of bribery and corruption were increasingly being made in connection with 

Senate elections. Between 1861 and 1900, nine cases of bribery were brought before the 

Senate. The Senate's deliberately nan'ow inquiry resulted in most of the accused being 

exonerated, but the outcomes were far from unanimous decisions. The investigating 

committee's minority often produced its own report, disputing the conclusions of the 

committee's majority (Haynes 1906, 51-59).' 

These examples of corruption and deadlocked state legislatures only intensified 

the public outcry for the direct election of senators by the public. Deadlocked state 

legislatures not only kept some states from receiving their full representation in the 

Senate, but they also kept many states from attending to their own legislative duties 

(Beard 1922, 226-227). So resolutions calling for the direct election of senators, first 

championed by Populists and later by Progressives, were introduced in Congress. They 

passed the House by two-thirds majorities five times between 1893 and 1902; yet each 

one failed to make it out of the Senate, attesting to the Senate's high level of autonomy 

(Haynes 1938, vol. 1,97). 
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Attributes of Senators 

The Civil War marked the beginning of five decades of nearly continuous 

Republican Party control in the Senate, with Republicans organizing the chamber over 

forty-eight ofthe next fifty-two years (1861-1879, 1881-1893, 1895-1913). This made 

conditions ripe for institutionalization, since Republicans had ample time, and without 

major disruption, to establish lasting organizational or procedural patterns in the Senate. 

One could not have predicted such dominance, as Republicans originally only 

occupied thirty-one of the sixty-eight potential Senate seats during the Thirty-seventh 

Congress (1861-1863), less than a majority (Martis 1989, 36).- But the secession of 

eleven Southern states from the Union, along with the expulsion or resignation of most of 

their Democratic senators, boosted the Republican proportion of Senate seats to a 

majority sixty-two percent. When southern states began getting readmitted to the Union 

beginning in 1866, Republicans were able to maintain their majority through an orderly 

admission of new states that kept or enhanced their Senate majority (Stewart and 

Weingast 1992) and the arrival of new southern Republican senators elected by the 

federally and militarily backed Republican controlled state legislatures (Butler and Wolff 

1995, xxii; Josephy 1975, 232).^ 

But Senate Republicans were far from a cohesive group. During Reconstruction 

"[a] persisting tension existed between those Republicans for whom ideology was most 

important, and those (the majority, and the more influential) for whom Radical ideology 

was secondary to factional and partisan political considerations" (Keller 1977, 57). 

During the 1870s Liberal Republican senators opposed efforts to fortify party discipline 
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(Rothman 1966, 23). In 1884, under the leadership of Missouri Republican Carl Schurz 

(1869-1875), "Mugwumps" campaigned for Democratic presidential nominee Grover 

Cleveland (Bates 1936, 293). 

Several third political parties also made their mark on the Senate as the new 

century neared. The most successful one at getting congressional representation was the 

Populist Party, which espoused ideas favorable to farmers and farming organizations 

(rather than the commercial establishment), such as government ownership of railroads, 

an income tax and lower tariffs. It was represented in the Senate from 1891 to 1903, 

reaching its peak during the Fifty-fifth and Fifty-sixth Congresses (1897-1901) with five 

senators (Bates 1936, 306; Martis 1989, 46).'* The short-lived Silver Party, as well as 

Silver Republicans, whose chief issue was the U.S. government's return to bimetallism, 

also got some members elected to the Senate (1893-1901). The Silver Party had one 

senator in the Fifty-third Congress (1893-1895) and two in the Fifty-fourth through Fifty-

sixth Congresses (1895-1901). Silver Republicans had five senators in the Fifty-fifth 

Congress (1897-1899) and three in the Fifty-sixth Congress (1899-1901) (Martis 1989, 

47-48). 

Senators still generally came from the higher end of the socio-economic ladder. 

Many were rich and lawyers still dominated, although businessmen were increasing their 

ranks (Wilson 1956, 153; Bryce 1911, 121; Hoogenboom 1968, 54). As the century 

approached, the Senate was increasingly viewed as a "Millionaires' Club," although hard 

evidence was difficult to come by. "In 1882 a newspaper man estimated the personal 

fortunes of seventeen senators at over $6 million" (Green 1963, 17). 
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An 1886 North American Review essay provides one of the "better documented" 

assertions: 

It is rapidly becoming a House of Millionaires, and of the attorneys of 
great corporations. At this very hour—the first week of January [ 1885]— 
five States are discussing "the claims" of senatorial candidates. From 
California comes the news that her chair is offered to the greatest 
millionaire of The Coast; in Rhode Island four millionaires are contesting 
for the prize; in Illinois a republican millionaire is struggling against a 
democratic millionaire; in Pennsylvania both candidates are millionaires, 
while in our own State [of New York] bullion is again pitted against 
brains. No wonder that a great journal of New York should say: "It seems 
as though only millionaires were eligible as candidates for the United 
States Senate ("Our 'House of Lords'", 463-464). 

Rothman (1966) argued that this generalization was incorrect and unfair. During 

this time period the Senate became more open to men of all classes of society. Certainly 

many senators were prosperous, but they were self-made successes with humble origins 

who had utilized the highly organized political parties to participate and advance in 

politics and government. One contemporary observer wrote "[n]ot one-fifith of the 

senators are men of great wealth, nor men chargeable with having used their money to 

buy legislatures" (Russell 1893,410). Eight years later another observer called most 

senators "poor," particularly those fi-om the South. "To two-thirds of the Senators the 

annual salary of $5,000 is a consideration not to be despised" (West 1901, 430). So the 

Senate did become more bounded between 1861 and 1900, but those boundaries were 

based more on incumbent and prospective senators' ability to manage their state parties, 

than on their ability to attain wealth. 
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Pay and Perquisites 

In 1866, ten years after changing its pay from a per diem to an annual salary of 

$3,000, Congress increased this amount to $5,000, making it retroactive to sixteen 

months earlier. Only seven years later Congress debated and passed a similar salary 

increase in the waning days of the Forty-second Congress (1871-1873). Via a rider to an 

appropriation bill (an unconventional method at the time). Congress voted to raise its 

salary fifty percent to $7,500. This increase proved to be extremely poor political 

judgement. Members of Congress made the increase retroactive for the entire Forty-

second Congress, effectively granting each member of Congress a $5,000 windfall. The 

decision proved highly unpopular with the public, and the "Salary Grab of 1873" was 

repealed within a year (Fisher 1980,40-41). Only eight out of twenty-five incumbent 

senators up for reelection actually ran two years later, and Congress did not pass another 

pay raise for over thirty years.' Although the Senate was more autonomous than it had 

been a half-century earlier, it was not as autonomous as senators had come to believe. 

Institutionalization was not a monotonic process. 

This pay raise retreat was unfortunate for many members of Congress because 

Washington was becoming an increasingly expensive city in which to live. In addition, 

senators were trying to maintain two households, one in their home state and one in 

Washington (which was often a hotel.) Senators' wallets were further stretched because 

"[e]very Senator is persistently approached by stranded constituents, who expect, and 

generally receive, financial assistance" (West 1901, 430; Calhoun 1996, 194-195). 
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Given this struggle to receive what they perceived as a fair salary, it is not 

surprising that senators sought and/or accepted other sources of compensation. Many 

senators benefited from a variety of "unofficial" perquisites that helped them bridge, if 

not eliminate, the gap between their work and living expenses, and their salary. Several 

of these added value—literally, cash value—to serving in the Senate. Free railroad passes 

were both offered to and demanded by senators and some staff as enticements for future 

assistance (Barry 1924, 124; Rothman 1966, 200). With legislation they helped pass, a 

few senators made money through speculation (West 1901,430). Corporations 

sometimes offered senators loans, jobs for relatives or the chance to purchase company 

stock at very attractive prices, a practice the Credit Mobilier scandal exposed (Hoar 1903, 

vol. 1, 314-324; Bates 1936, 261-265; Rothman 1966,199-207). Senator-lawyers who 

continued to ply their trade were particularly sought after. In 1886 The Nation reported 

that legislation was killed in the Senate which would have: 

prohibit[ed] Senators from acting as counsel for corporations which have 
or may have legislation before Congress. This measure was aimed at a 
crying scandal—the practice of Senators appearing before the courts in the 
capacity of lawyers to plead the causes of railroads in matters which they 
may be called upon to consider in their capacity of legislators [sic]. Nor is 
this the only indecent feature of the practice. The Senatorial lawyer not 
merely appears before a judicial tribunal in a case which may come before 
him as a law-maker, but he pleads his cause to a bench which he has 
himself oftentimes helped to create. He first as a Senator persuades a 
President to nominate a friend for a Federal Judgeship, and secures the 
confirmation of his man; and then as a lawyer takes a fee to argue a case 
before the man who owes his seat to him. It is notorious that great 
corporations employ Senators as counsel in the Federal courts chiefly for 
these two reasons—that they may secure lawyers who enjoy some personal 
advantage with the judges, and that they may virtually bribe the Senator to 
favor their iaterests in matters of legislation. "Matt" Carpenter, who was 
always delightfully frank, used to joke freely about the giant falling off in 
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the number of his retainers in railroad cases before the Supreme Court 
after his first term in the Senate expired, and the equally significant 
increase of his business as soon as he was elected again a few years later 
("Degeneracy", 49). 

For the right price some senators even were willing to change their votes (Rothman 1966, 

195-196). James Bryce (1911) may have suimned up the compensation situation best, 

when he wrote "Some ... are senators because they are rich; a few are rich because they 

are senators" (121). 

The rising value of the Senate was also apparent from members' expanding 

official perquisites. Each senator's allocation for stationary and newspapers increased to 

$125 per session in 1868. Restrictions governing the franking privilege, originally 

limited to letters and packets sent during or soon after a Senate session and no more than 

two ounces in weight, generally became less stringent. In 1884 the Senate passed a 

resolution allowing every senator, not just those who chaired committees, to hire a clerk 

at government expense to assist him in his duties (U.S. Congress. Senate 1893, 147, 208). 

As the new century approached. Senate offices expanded into a rented building nearby, 

and senators were again reimbursed for their travelling expenses (West 1901, 430; 

Rothman 1966, 143). Senators sometimes were appointed to governmental organizations, 

as Regent of the Smithsonian Institution, for example. Such positions apparently were 

highly coveted, since "a very eminent Republican Senator complained that [Hoar] was 

getting more than [his] share of the prominent places in the gift of the Senate" (Hoar 

1903, vol. 2, 108). 
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As alluded to earlier, one of the biggest and expanding perquisites of senators had 

evolved from their constitutional duty to confirm executive nominations: nanung people 

to fill the growing number of patronage positions within their state. Because of the 

impact of senatorial courtesy, senators' suggestions to the president became enormously 

influential, and served as a crucial mechanisms in developing state party organizations 

which they could then control. For example, Keller (1977) wrote: 

Federal patronage was of prime importance to the Republican state 
organization of the seventies. One of the attractions of the Senate was that 
it gave state leaders access to the jobs and money dispensed by the federal 
government. The New York and Detroit customs houses were important 
political instruments. They employed thousands of staffers who in fact 
worked for the party. More important still was the nation's postal system 
... ( 256). 

In turn, a strong state party organization gave some senators the ability to influence who 

would be their party's House candidates. These successful candidates then owed their 

election to the state party organization that senators now controlled. 

During these four decades, the Senate constantly defended its prerogative over 

federal appointments. Whenever presidents sought to reassert their authority, senators 

reacted intensely, even when both branches were controlled by the same political party. 

For example. President Andrew Johnson's removal of hundreds from federal jobs incited 

the Senate initiated 1867 Tenure of Office Act. Eventually passed over the president's 

veto, it originally "was designed emphatically to assert the share of the Senate in the 

removing power " (Fish 1905, 193). When President Ulysses Grant submitted his cabinet 

nominees without consulting Senate committee chairs, several nominees withdrew in the 
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face of the resulting Senate hostility, and most of the rest were gone within a year and a 

half of their appointments (Baker 1988, 61). In 1877 when President Rutherford Hayes 

sought to develop a Republican organization loyal to himself by removing a number of 

Grant-appointed officeholders, senators were furious (Keller 1977, 70, 265). In 1881 

when President James Garfield sought to reward some of his New York supporters with 

patronage appointments at the expense of New York's senior Senator Roscoe Conkling, 

the latter and his state colleague resigned in protest (Fish 1905, 205).® 

However, as the number of federal government jobs rapidly expanded, patronage 

turned into a double-edged sword. Senators were besieged by office seekers, and as many 

as a dozen might press their claims for the same jxjsition, whether postal clerk or cabinet 

member (Calhoun 1996, 195). This part of their job became so time-consuming that a 

Senate report on the subject griped "strength is exhausted, the mind is absorbed, and the 

vital forces of the legislator, mental, as well as physical, are spent in the never-ending 

struggle for offices" (U.S. Congress. Senate. Committee on Civil Service 1882, iii). In 

other words, rising Senate autonomy sometimes came at tlie expense of rising Senate 

coherence. 

Sessions. Rules. Norms and Workload 

Several rules changes during this time sought to make the Senate operate more 

efficiently and coherently. In 1868 the Senate recodified its rules for the first time in 

forty-eight years, increasing their number from forty-five to fifty-three. The more 

important changes sought to prevent the addition of riders not germane to appropriation 
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bills, specified procedures for the handling of special orders, clarified nomination 

procedures, and codified acceptable decorum within the chamber. In 1872 the Senate 

approved the "Anthony Rule," which established a half-hour period at the conclusion of 

the morning hour during which noncontroversial measures might be perfected under the 

five-minute rule (Rothman 1966, 39-40). The Senate recodified its rules again in 1884, 

this time reducing their total to forty. Among the less trivial changes: two relating to 

general appropriation bills; a new provision to bring to a close the debate upon a pending 

measure; an updated list of standing committees; and the provision to prevent the 

insertion of new matter in conference reports (Haynes 1938, vol. 1, 341-342). 

Not all rules changes promoted efficiency. An 1870 decision by the Senate's 

presiding officer, and sustained by the Senate, opened the door wider for obstruction on 

the Senate floor. It allowed senators to "read papers in debate that are irrelevant to the 

subject matter" (Binder and Smith 1997, 7). The timing was ominous. Only seven years 

earlier a failed filibuster had occurred which was "the first in Senate annals which can be 

said without shadow of doubt to have been truly intense." 

[T]he opponents of the filibuster employed strategy so forceful and 
effective that it has not to this day been outdone in the Senate. It is 
interesting, too, that this filibuster was staged near the end of a session 
when prospects for success might well have been brightest; it was 
organized with determination; and its participants utilized dilatory tactics 
as varied and as obstructive as the Senate had seen. Filibusterism as a 
potential champion of desperate causes had emerged full-panoplied into 
the Senate arena" (Burdette 1940, 34). 

By and large, however, the Senate operated routinely. The first session of a new 

Congress would usually begin thirteen months after House elections, the constitutionally 
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mandated first Monday in December. This "long session" would run until sometime 

between June and August of the following year. The "short session," or lame duck 

session, began the following December, after the next election, and continued until early 

March, when the Congress ended. The Senate often met in special sessions for periods 

usually no longer than a month immediately after a new president was swom-in.^ 

Most Senate rules did not change. In fact, some of the Senate's new rules after 

recodification were already established de facto rules. Examples were the taking up 

legislation anew and making committee assignments only at the beginning of each 

Congress rather than at the beginning of each session (McConachie 1898, 323), and the 

executive clerk referring nominations to the appropriate standing committees for initial 

screening, before they were debated and voted upon by the entire Senate" (Commission 

1989, 43). 

Yet, the best evidence of the increasingly coherent and resilient Senate was not the 

1868 or 1884 recodifications of Senate rules. It was the 1893 Senate volume titled 

Precedents Relating to the Privileges of the Senate of the United States of America (U.S. 

Congress. Senate 1893). Compiled by George Furber, Clerk to the Senate Committee on 

Privileges and Elections, the 350 page volume categorized and chronologically listed 

statutes. Senate resolutions, and decisions by the Senate or its presiding officer, 

concerning Senate procedures. Among the more important precedents listed were those 

concerning secret sessions, floor debate and conunittees. Not only was this volume a 

tangible reminder of how coherently the Senate operated and how resilient it had become, 

but it also was a testament to the Senate's autonomy. The Constitution gave the Senate 
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the authority to make its own rules. This volume made clear what the Senate did with 

that authority, and that it had command over changes in its operation. 

A number of unwritten norms among senators evolved and hardened as well in the 

decades immediately after the Civil War. Floor speeches were generally of appropriate 

length. Both Bryce (1911, 120) and Wilson (1956) lauded senators' abilities to conduct 

debates of limited length given the chamber's unrestricted rules. Freshmen did "not 

deliver any speeches in their first session" (Rothman 1966, 145). Filibusters were 

tolerated, but not encouraged. Senatorial courtesy, pairing and the seniority system, 

which were established during the first half of the century, became standard operating 

procedures. As Wilson (1956) suggested, maverick politicians were no match for the 

Senate. 

If a new Senator knock about too loosely amidst the free spaces of the 
rules of that august body, he will assuredly have some of his biggest 
comers knocked off and his angularities thus made smoother; if he stick 
fast amongst the dignified courtesies and punctilious observances of the 
upper chamber, he will, if he stick long enough, finally wear down to such 
a size, by jostling, as to attain some motion more or less satisfactory (145-
146). 

This is not to suggest that floor speeches were never superfluous. A century 

before Mayhew (1974) described Congress' "electoral connection," senators actively 

participated in position-taking and advertising. Bryce (1911) wrote that: 

The least useful debates are those on show-days, when a series of set 
discourses are delivered on some prominent question. Each senator brings 
down and fires off in the air a carefully-prepared oration which may have 
little bearing on what has gone before. In fact the speeches are made not 
to convince the assembly,~no one dreams of that,~but to keep a man's 
opinions before the public and sustain his fame. The question at issue has 
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usually been already settled, either in a conunittee or in a "caucus" of the 
party which conunands the majority, so that these long and sonorous 
harangues are mere rhetorical thimder addressed to the nation outside 
(120-121). 

Bills were handled in a routine manner. According to one senator's estimate, 

roughly half of the Senate's business was done by unanimous consent. After being read in 

the Senate twice, a bill would be referred to the committee having jurisdiction of the 

subject-matter of the bill, as were all petitions, memorials, and papers related to the bill. 

Bills relating to an executive department were usually first referred to the head of the 

department concerned. 

[U]pon the return of the papers the chairman usually assigns the bill to a 
sub-committee of his committee. These sub-committees are composed 
usually of firom two to five Senators, who, more or less informally, discuss 
and amend the bill and draft their report. Both the bill and the report are 
presented at a meeting of the ftill committee, passed upon, and a report, 
either favorable or adverse, ordered to be made to the Senate. Oftentimes 
the minority of a committee disagreeing with the majority, will file a 
"minority report," setting forth the reasons of their dissent (Avery 1901, 
247-248). 

Originally bills were listed on the Senate's calendar chronologically, based upon when 

each was introduced (McConachie 1898, 302). But as the twentieth century neared, and 

Republicans tightened their grip on Senate operations, their leaders sought even more 

coherence in the policy-making process. Their "caucus committee determined the 

schedule of business, arranging in detail the program for a working day... [A] place on 

the calendar directly affected the history of a bill" (Rothman 1966, 74). 
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The Senate's workload continued to increase. To some "[bjusiness ha[d] rather 

been forced upon it. If the Senate had even kept up its proportion, the number of its bills 

would now be twice as large as it is" (McConachie 1898, 315). One particular source for 

the increasing number of bills was the rising number of citizens seeking redress from 

Congress for executive branch decisions rejecting their pensions and claims cases. 

During the Fortieth Congress (1867-1869) Congress passed 275 special pension acts. 

During the Fifty-first Congress (1889-1891) the nimiber of special acts, either allowing 

pensions or increasing their amount, peaked at 1,388. Plenty more never successfully 

made it out of the Senate or were vetoed by the president (White 1958, 76). At the tum of 

the century the total number of private bills, of all types, introduced in the Senate again 

began numbering into the thousands. During the Fifty-fifth Congress (1897-1899) 1,044 

private bills became law. This number jumped to 1,498 during the Fifty-sixth Congress 

(1899-1901) (Yacker 1979, 22). 

Others argued that it was the Senate's own grab for power that increased its 

workload (Low 1906; Ostrogorski 1902, vol. 2, 543). Despite the fact that the Senate 

continued to hold most of its nomination and treaty debates in closed-door executive 

sessions (Ritchie 1989), the appointment process became increasingly contentious and 

public. 

Under Grant there were 58 contested cases, of which 9 resulted in 
rejection; under Hayes 92 contests, 51 being decided against the president; 
in Garfield's short administration there were 7 contests with 2 rejections; 
37 of Arthur's nominations were contested, 8 successfully; Cleveland 
suffered 8 defeats in 30 contests. The Senate had always possessed the 
power of rejection, and had at times used it freely, but never before so 
continuously in the case of nominations by presidents with whom the 
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majority were on friendly terms. To be sure, some of these rejections 
reflect special hostili^ to Grant and Hayes; but on the whole they were 
scattered pretty evenly, and indicate a fixed policy of aggression rather 
than a temporary expedient (Fish 1905, 204-205). 

That aggression extended to foreign relations as well, an increasing part of the 

governmental agenda thanks to the growing wealth and population of the U.S., improved 

communications and "the economic organization of the world on international lines" 

(Holt 1933, 121). Partisan considerations were to blame for some treaty rejections after 

the Civil War, but senators' efforts to increase their autonomy over the treaty process 

played a larger part. In 1888 some senators went so far as to declare their right to confirm 

negotiators of treaties, although precedents proved otherwise (ibid., 145).* Still, the 

extent of the problem facing presidents was enormous, as the following situation 

indicates. 

In 1897, Secretary of State Richard Olney finished negotiating a General 

Arbitration Treaty with Great Britain that developed machinery by which future disputes 

would be settled. Upon arrival in the Senate, its members proceeded to amend it to the 

point of being unrecognizable. In a letter to a colleague at the U.S. Embassy in London, 

and for the benefit of the English, Olney explained the treaty's rejection by the Senate: 

In the first place, it must be borne in mind that the Senate is now engaged 
in asserting itself as the power in the national government. It is steadily 
encroaching, on the one hand on the executive branch of the government, 
and on the other on the House of Representatives This aggressive 
attitude of the Senate towards other departments of the government is 
largely responsible for the treatment it has given the General Arbitration 
Treaty. After long protracted and troublesome discussion and negotiation, 
a perfected Treaty was laid before the Senate by the executive branch of 
the government exercising therein an undoubted constitutional function. 
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The Senate immediately assumed an hostile attitude. The Treaty, in 
getting itself made by the sole act of the executive, without leave of the 
Senate first had and obtained, had committed the unpardonable sin. It 
must be either altogether defeated or so altered as to bear an umnistakable 
Senate stamp ... and thus be the means both of humiliating the executive 
and of showing to the world the greatness of the Senate. Hence, the Treaty 
has been assailed from all quarters by Senators of all parties and although 
the present executive advocated its ratification no less warmly than his 
predecessor (ibid., 159). 

According to Wilson (1956), the source of presidential problems with the Senate was the 

latter's autonomy. 

All through the direct dealings of the Senate with the President there runs 
this characteristic spirit of irresponsible dictation. The President may tire 
the Senate by dogged persistence, but he can never deal with it upon a 
ground of real equality. He has no real presence in the Senate. His power 
does not extend beyond the most general suggestion. The Senate always 
has the last word (161; italics added). 

Consequently, one can appreciate President William McKinley's effort to preempt Senate 

defeat of a treaty with Spain after the Spanish-American War. Appointed among his five 

Peace Commissioners were three members of the Senate's Foreign Relations Committee 

(Fleming 1930, 322). 

As Secretary Olney indicated above, the presidency was not the only 

governmental entity lacking in autonomy, and thus yielding to the influence of the Senate. 

After the Civil War the Senate increasingly circumvented the House of Representatives' 

one constitutionally mandated privilege over the Senate; the initiation of revenue bills 

(Reinsch 1907, 109-112). Low (1906) described the Senate's modus operandi: 

Surely when the Senate strikes out of a tariff bill passed by the House 
everything except the enacting clause, writes in a new bill, and returns it to 
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the House with an ultimatum that the House must either accept the Senate 
"amendment" or no tariff bill will be passed, it is obvious that that 
particular bill has originated in the Senate, even though the constitutional 
form has been observed because its origin can be traced to the House (7). 

Senators also frequently found themselves the subject of appeals by their state 

colleagues in the House, thanks to a decision by Maine Republican Thomas Reed. Reed, 

who was elected Speaker of the House in the Fifty-first Congress (1889-1891), sought to 

remedy two problems in his chamber. One was the inefficient floor procedures of the 

House, which rose from the fact that the House "majority, because of the adoption of 

foolish rules, was at the mercy of the minority" (Low 1906, 8; Reinsch 1907, 107; Follett 

1974, 190-216). The second was "the rising tide of extravagance that threatened to 

swamp the treasury." His solution was new House rules "that centralized all power in the 

hands of the Speaker and deprived the 'private member' of all power" (Low 1906, 9). 

While the House did begin to operate more efficiently under these rules, "because of the 

Speaker's rigid ideas of economy, members who were unable to secure appropriations 

induced Senators to offer these bills in the Senate in the form of amendments" (ibid.).' 

Senators must have relished this task, as it served to enhance their stature and power in 

both their home state and among their state's congressional delegation. 

Staff 

Upon gaining control of the Senate in 1861, Republicans appointed their own 

Secretary and Sergeant at Arms. In a clear indication of institutionalization, they retained 

many of the Democratically-appointed staff in an effort to keep the Senate operating 
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efficiently. However, their decisions were not emulated after they lost control of the 

Senate in 1879. The Democrats proceeded to fire most of the Senate's employees, 

including those their party predecessors had originally appointed, and Republicans had 

retained, two decades earlier. Republicans were outraged (Haynes 1938, vol. 1, 260-261). 

The institutionalization process occurred more smoothly on other fronts, as new 

employees made the Senate more complex. Committees increasingly hired clerks to 

assist them after 1860. When Republicans took control of the Senate in 1861, the 

Committees on Finance, Commerce, Foreign Relations, Judiciary, Military Affairs, Naval 

Affairs, Pensions, and Post Office and Post Roads received full-time clerks.'" Agriculture 

and Public Buildings and Grounds followed in 1864, Appropriations in 1867, Education 

and Labor in 1870, and Rules in 1876 (Rogers 1941, 3, footnote 2). 

Because a committee's clerk was, in reality, the chair's clerk, many new 

committees were established near the turn of the century as senators demanded "quarters 

and clerical aid at public expense" (McConachie 1898,293). As early as 1884 Missouri 

Senator George Vest (D) argued that there were at least six committees that "never had a 

bill or a resolution or a particle of business before them." Stated Rules Committee Chair 

William Frye (R-Maine), "[t]here are a dozen or sixteen committees of the Senate that 

can be dispensed with just as well as not; and if each Senator has a clerk, the necessity for 

those committees, if ever there was any, ceases with the employment of that clerk" 

(McConachie 1898, 294). Still, by fiscal year 1889 the Senate had sixty committee 

employees on the Senate payroll, mostly clerks and messengers. The number of salaried 



128 

committee stjifF rose to seventy-five by 1899, in conjunction with the establishment of 

many new Senate committees (U.S. Congress. Senate 1889,12-13; 1899, 11-12). 

Clerical help for individual senators was sought in January 11, 1882, when 

Senator Joseph Brown (D-Georgia) introduced the following resolution: 

Resolved, That each Senator who does not, as chairman of a committee, 
have a clerk, be, and is hereby, authorized to employ a clerk at a salary of 
$1,200 per annum, said salaries to be paid out of the contingent fund of the 
Senate. And in case the clerk of any chairman of a committee now 
receives less than $1,200 per annum, the salary of such clerk shall in future be 
$1,200 (U.S. Congress. Senate 1893, 207). 

Brown was inherently arguing for a more complex Senate. But when he made his case in 

June on the Senate floor, his arguments better reflected other aspects of 

institutionalization. Clerks would help senators, and the Senate, act more flexibly, 

autonomously and coherently. 

The primary reason behind Brown's push for clerical help was the thousands of 

claims that senators were forced to investigate and respond to each year. This casework 

took up too much of every senator's time, and proved detrimental to each senator's 

fulfilling his more important legislative duties. Brown complained that in dealing with 

the thousands of claims brought before the Senate~"claims for pensions, land claims, 

military claims, naval claims, war claims of various kinds, claims for mail service, for 

overpayments in the revenue service, and scores of other claims of almost every 

conceivable character"~senators spent as many as "five, six, or eight hours a day in 

visiting the Departments on business of [their] constituents, and doing much labor in 



129 

writing letters to them on these subjects" (Cong. Rec. 12 June 1882,4774, All(i). 

Consequently, he argued that; 

If each Senator were relieved from the immense amount of clerical 
duty he now has to perform—mere drudgery—work that any twelve-
hundred-dollar clerk covild do just as well, he might appropriate the time 
thus used or misused to the investigation of important matters of this 
character that come before Congress, and he might save many times his 
salary to his constituents and to the whole people. He should give his 
whole time to the discharge of the high official functions confided to him, 
and not be required to waste it in physical labor that can be as well 
performed by any intelligent agent or clerk (ibid., 4775). 

In other words, clerical help would not only make each senator more efficient, and allow 

each senator to concentrate on his legislative duties (which was in the public interest), it 

would also save the United States Government money. Brown was certain that "not only 

tens of thousands but hundreds of thousands, and even millions, of dollars appropriated 

from the Treasury of the United States in payment of claims of various characters that 

come before Congress .. ought not to be paid," but were paid because the overwhelming 

number of cases made it impossible for senators to carefully probe the verity of each case 

(ibid., 4774). 

Brown sought support for his resolution on several other fronts as well. In an 

appeal to senatorial vanity. Brown noted the hundreds of clerks available to secretaries of 

the executive departments. 

The Secretary of the Interior and the Secretary of the Treasury each gets a 
salary of $8,000 a year. The office that either holds is nor more important 
then the office that each of you holds, and yet you give each of them more 
than two-thousand clerks to aid in the discharge of the duties of his 
Department (ibid., 4775)." 
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Brown also suggested that the Senate was in danger of becoming unrepresentative. 

Acknowledging that some senators who could afford to employ clerks already did, he 

argued that "[a]s the business of this country grows—and it is growing very rapidly—it will 

soon reach the point when at the present salary a gentleman who is not a man of wealth 

cannot even aspire to a seat in this Chamber" (ibid.). 

To critics' contentions that if the Senate appointed itself these clerks then the 

House of Representatives would follow, Brown noted that each senator's workload was a 

reflection of the number of people he represented. Thus, senators were more in need of 

clerical help than House members, and senators who represented highly populated states 

were in more dire need of help than those senators from small states. Brown doubted that 

the House would object to an affirmative Senate decision in this matter, considering it 

pertained to the Senate's internal operations, an issue the House historically had not 

intervened in.'-

Brown proved unsuccessful in this 1882 effort, partly because the Senate 

ultimately voted on an amended version of the bill. That version gave all senators, even 

those chairing committees with clerks, a personal clerk.But in January 1884 the Senate 

passed a resolution similar to Brown's original measure, and not quite as expensive. In its 

amended form, which passed 35-19, it stated: 

Resolved, That each Senator, except the chairman of standing or select 
committees, may appoint a clerk, to serve during the sessions of the 
Congress, who shall perform such clerical work as shall be assigned by the 
Senator appointing him in aid of the discharge of his official duties, and 
shall be paid out of the contingent fund of the Senate at the rate of $6 a day 
(U.S. Congress. Senate 1893, 208). 
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Although on a per diem basis rather than an annual salary, government paid sta£f for all 

senators had ofiHcially arrived in the Senate. In terms of institutionalization, the Senate 

became more complex in an effort to become both more autonomous and operate more 

coherently. In short, for reasons legislative and political, a need for staff developed and 

the Senate became more complex. 

Committees 

The Senate's committee system underwent a number of changes in the four 

decades beginning with the Civil War. The standing committee system proved quite 

flexible, as it grew from twenty-two standing committees in 1861 to fifty-five in 1899, 

provoked by the number of new issues facing the Senate and the desire for the perquisites 

that accompanied the position of a committee chair (McConachie 1898, 293, 315). Not 

only did a committee chair receive clerical assistance, as previously discussed, but he 

took "possession of the room assigned to his committee, and during this chairmanship it 

remain[ed] not only the home of his committee, but his personal headquarters, whence he 

may direct the conduct of political affairs in his State." The more important committees 

surrounded the Senate Chamber (Avery 1901, 244, 247). 

The size of committees grew as well during this time period. Even with the 

admission of a number of new states to the Union, the average number of committee 

assignments for each senator nearly doubled. In 1871, 197 committee places were filled 

by seventy-four senators, an average of 2.7 committee assignments per senator. By 1893, 
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eighty-four senators occupied 459 committee slots, an average of 5.5 committee 

assignments per senator (Nelson 1994, 139). 

Committee meetings were usually held in the morning, before the Senate's 

meeting hour of noon. Cabinet officers frequentiy appeared before committees to support 

prospective legislation, and were "careful not to incur the disfavor of the chairman or any 

of the members of the committee ... upon which they depend[ed] for appropriations and 

for special legislation." Committees also often held less formal meetings in their 

respective rooms nearby when floor debate became uninteresting (Avery 1901, 249-251). 

By the end of the century some committees had appointed "standing sub

committees" to concentrate on specific areas of the committee's increasing workload. 

Subcommittee reports were very influential over the full committee, and "the report of the 

full committee upon a measure carrie[d] with it great prestige" within the Senate 

chamber. Occasionally individual senators were allowed "to perform the functions of 

both committee and sub-committee" because of their expertise on a particular subject. 

Consequently, it was possible "that the finding of one or two Senators, considering a bill 

as a sub-committee, eventually be[came] the judgement of the Senate itself" The fate of 

a bill also depended upon the committee to which it was referred—whether it faced "a 

tribunal of friends, or of foes" (ibid., 247, 251). 

After Republicans took control of the Senate for the first time during the Thirty-

seventh Congress (1861-1863), they used party loyalty in making committee assignments 

and a variety of other criteria in selecting conunittee chairs. A party caucus committee, 

which eventually became known as the Committee on Committees, usually made the 
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recommendations. Continuous committee service was very important in selecting 

committee chairs, but was used in conjunction with other factors, such as each senator's 

length of Senate service, constituency characteristics, personal preferences and character 

(Ripley 1969a, 39; Bogue 1981, 62-69). Still, in that first congress Republicans 

controlled 

[t]he prominence of New England in the Senate was exceptional. So many 
positions of influence were assigned to her that it created no small degree 
of jealousy and ill-feeling in other sections. The places were allotted 
according to the somewhat rigid rules of procedure which obtain in that 
body, but this fact did not induce senators from the Middle and Western 
states to acquiesce with grace (Blaine 1884, vol. 1, 324, italics added). 

What these senators from other states were complaining about was the fact that out of 

twenty-two standing committees, eleven were chaired by New England senators (who 

only numbered twelve), including all of the important ones. 

Democrats, on the other hand, never organized a Committee on Conmiittees until 

1879, when they finally returned to the majority. In fact, between 1863 and 1865, their 

committee assignments were made by the Republicans without consultation (Robinson 

1954, 138-140). 

The next several examples attest to the different logic used in selecting and 

removing committee chairs. Senator John Hale (New Hampshire), who had served in the 

Senate longer than any other Republican member of the Thirty-seventh Congress (1861-

1863), was implicated in an infiuence-peddling scandal in 1864. This scandal, coupled 

with the animosity between him and the Secretary of the Navy, prompted the New 

Hampshire state legislature not to send Hale back to the Senate for a second consecutive 
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full term.'^ Despite Hale's pleas to retain his position until his term expired in March of 

1865, the Republican caucus replaced him as chair of the Committee on Naval Affairs for 

the second session of the Thirty-eighth Congress (1863-1865). He was succeeded as 

chair by the next ranking Republican, James Grimes of Iowa (Bogue 1981, 86-87). 

In 1866 Republican Senators Edgar Cowan (Pennsylvania), James Dixon 

(Connecticut) and James Doolittle (Wisconsin) lost their chairs during an unusual second 

session committee selection. They were dropped to the lowest rank on their respective 

committees—Patents, Post Offices and Indian Affairs—because they had failed to support 

the Republican Radicals in a vote to override President Andrew Johnson's veto of a major 

civil rights bill (Haynes 1938, vol. 1, 302, footnote 2). 

In the Fall of 1869, Lot Morrill was appointed member and chair of the 

Appropriations Committee by the Republican Committee on Committees not long after 

he was appointed to fill the vacancy caused by the death of Maine senator and 

Appropriations Committee chair William Fessenden. The reason for his elevation to this 

post over its five other Republican members was that "everyone agreed that Maine 

deserved the post. It would have held the chairmanship had Fessenden not suddenly died 

and it ought not to be punished for an act of God" (Rothman 1966, 20).In 1873, afier 

Morrill had left the committee and returned to it, the Appropriations Committee chair was 

again open and again the most senior senator on the committee was passed over for the 

post. The unlucky fellow this time was Rhode Island's William Sprague, whose floor 

speeches denouncing a variety of things (including his Republican colleagues) coincided 
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with his personal problems becoming increasingly public (ibid., 20-21). For a third time, 

Morrill became Appropriations Committee Chair.'' 

In a more famous slight. President Ulysses Grant helped engineer the 1871 

removal of Massachusetts's Charles Sumner not only from the chair of the Foreign 

Relations Committee, but from the conmiittee altogether. Precipitated by Sunmer's 

opposition to Grant's proposal to annex Santo Domingo and Grant's dismissal of a 

Sumner friend as ambassador to England, Sumner apparently crossed the line of party 

tolerance when he refused to meet or talk with either the President or the Secretary of 

State. After losing his chair by a 26-21 vote, Suirmer declined his assignment as chair of 

the newly established Committee on Privileges and Elections (Haynes 1938, vol. 1, 302-

303; Rothman 1966, 21-23)." 

In sum, during the 1860s and 1870s, following seniority within standing 

committees was not a universal Senate procedure, but it occurred more often than not. It 

was the notoriety of the above cases that broke this informal rule that drew reporters and 

scholars to write about them. 

Sometime in the final quarter of the nineteenth century, the use of conunittee 

seniority in the selection of committee chairs hardened (McConachie 1898; Rothman 

1966; Ripley 1969a; Price 1975). For example. Senator John Sherman (R-Ohio) resigned 

from the Senate in 1877 to become President Rutherford Hayes's Secretary of Treasury. 

When he reentered the Senate in 1881, he was placed last on the Finance Committee, the 

committee he had chaired during his previous Senate stint (Young 1946, 111). In another 

instance, Edward Walthall (D-Mississippi) lost his previous committee standing when he 
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returned to the Senate in March 1895. Having resigned his seat only fourteen months 

earlier due to ill health, he became the lowest ranking Democrat on Military Affairs 

behind three other Democrats, a committee he had chaired before his resignation (Price 

1977,45; U.S. Congress 1897, 71)." 

Using seniority helped the Senate operate more coherently, since it eliminated a 

potential source of disagreement or power struggle among senators. In explaining the 

decision-making process of the Republican Committee on Committees in 1897, Rothman 

(1966) wrote: 

The obligation to respect the Senate's traditions somewhat simplified its 
tasks. Vacant chairmanships were assigned to the ranking members, and 
no one who objected was removed from his place. The rule of seniority in 
selecting committee heads was common knowledge; the frequent practice 
of the 1870s had become an iron-clad formula two decades later (51). 

The system also provided some degree of faimess. By 1895, if not earlier, senators who 

found themselves at the head of two or more committees when a new Congress convened 

were required to choose only one to chair (McConachie 1898, 326). Meanwhile, with the 

rule of seniority, "important committees developed reputations for real expertise and 

became the primary units" through which the Senate processed legislation (Ripley 1969a, 

23). 

However, this new level of institutionalization came at a price. It hindered the 

abilities of "natural" leaders in the Senate committee system. As one critic of the Senate 

complained: 

A Webster entering the Senate to-day would perforce sit at the foot of the 
table and find it futile to try and oppose the chairman; and a Webster 
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would find himself on a committee of minor importance, while men his 
intellectual inferiors and his juniors in years, but his seniors in service, 
would be members of great committees (Low 1902, 244). 

Leadership 

The Civil War served to unite the Senate's Republican majority, but during the 

succeeding two decades the Republican Party and the Senate operated largely leaderless 

as their members divided into various factions. The Republican caucus was occasionally 

used for legislative purposes, but more often than not was unable to unify on substantive 

legislative issues. Both party caucuses continued to elect a chair, but these individu£ils 

displayed no special ability to lead their colleagues. In fact, the greatest accomplishment 

among Republican caucus chairs such as Henry Anthony (1869-1884), George Edmunds 

(1885-1891) and John Sherman (1884-1885; 1891-1897) may be the previously discussed 

Anthony Rule which helped the Senate daily get through routine business."" The office of 

President pro tempore carried no power, and in 1876, and again in 1890, the Senate 

decided to appoint its president pro tempore indefinitely, rather than naming a new one 

every time the Vice President vacated the chair (McConachie 1898, 333; Swift 1996, 76-

77). The position "lost any remaining preeminence once the floor manager controlled the 

proceedings (Rothman 1966, 59). 

The de facto leaders of the Senate were senators who could lead by force of 

personality, skill and intelligence. In the 1870s they included Illinois' Lyman Trumbull 

and Indiana's Oliver Morton, both Republicans; but it was New York's Roscoe Conkling 

who was generally viewed as the Republican leader. An intimate of President Grant's 
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with a strong personality, he was able to orchestrate numerous favors for his friends both 

in the Senate and in New York, though his legislative accomplishments were negligible 

(McConachie 1898, 338; Rothman 1966, 15-35). Woodrow Wilson (1956) sununarized 

the leadership situation best when he wrote "[n]o one is the Senator. No one may speak 

for his party as well as for himself; no one exercises the special trust of acknowledged 

leadership" (146-147). 

Republicans, who were able to maintain party unity on Senate organizational 

questions, gradually built a formal political organization in the Senate. A Committee on 

Committees continued to appoint senators to legislative committees (Rothman 1969, 16-

17). Then in 1874 the Republicans appointed a committee to prepare a legislative 

schedule. The procedure proved more successful than having the entire caucus attempt to 

make scheduling decisions and was repeated in succeeding years. In the mid-1880's a 

formal Steering Committee, appointed by the caucus chairman, began making scheduling 

decisions (Ripley 1969a, 37). Democrats appointed a similar committee during the two 

Senates when they were in the majority (1879-1881, 1893-1895) (ibid., 78). However, 

not all proposals to empower the Republican caucus were welcomed. Efforts to make 

party caucus positions binding on all Republicans when they voted on the Senate floor 

were always rebuffed (Rothman 1966,61). 

After the electoral realigimient of 1894, political circumstances favored more 

centrzdized leadership. First, the election had helped create a more homogeneous 

Republican Party, decreasing ideological differences among party members (Brady, 

Brody and Epstein 1989). Second, many senators understood from running their state 
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party machines that party unity increased their collective power (Rothman 1966,93, 135-

136). Consequently, as the new century approached. Republican senators were more 

willing than their predecessors to allow centralized leadership. That leadership was 

provided by Iowa Senator William Allison, senior Senate Republican, Appropriations 

Committee chair and caucus leader as of 1897, and Nelson Aldrich, who became chair of 

the Finance Committee in 1899. 

Aldrich and Allison began to consolidate their power and authority through 

appointments of like-minded colleagues, such as Connecticut's Orville Piatt, Wisconsin's 

John Spooner and Maine's Eugene Hale, to the party's Committee on Committees and 

Steering Committee. In this way these men controlled the standing committee 

appointment process, the standing committees, the party's legislative agenda and the floor 

schedule. Such coordination proved helpful in running the Senate, especially since 

Republicans were not required to vote with their party on policy issues (Haynes 1938, 

vol. 1,475-478; Ripley 1969a, 27). The amount of change that occurred in Senate 

leadership may be best summarized by Rothman (1966) discussing the Republican 

Committee on Committees in 1869: 

The tasks of the Committee on Conmiittees were not mechanical. 
It exercised a wide range of discretion, for the guidelines of seniority were 
not yet firmly established. Senators noteworthy only for their sectional 
diversity, determined the vital decisions. This was a random group; the 
five to seven committeemen represented nothing more than the various 
geographic regions of the nation. Senators of long tenure served as 
chairmen, but anyone could be appointed after a few years of service. Its 
members did not themselves hold notable assignments, and the head of 
outstanding working conmiittees exerted no unusual influence .... At the 
end of the nineteenth century. Senate leaders would use the leverage of 
committee assignments to control the chamber's business, and the ability 
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to reward friends and punish enemies would entrench their power. In 1869 
this possibility seemed remote (17). 

This is not to say that Aldrich and Allison were omnipotent. Even they 

experienced legislative setbacks. Silver Republicans won several concessions in the 1897 

tariff bill, and in 1899 the Allison-chaired Appropriations Committee lost some of its 

power when several other standing committees won the right to appropriate the money 

spent within their legislative jurisdictions (Rothman 1966, 65-67; Ripley 1969a, 27-28; 

U.S. Congress. Senate 1995, 9-10.) But overall, the Senate was more autonomous and 

operated more coherently under Allison and Aldrich. 

Conclusion 

During the two decades after the war, the Senate was uruivalled and 
undisputed in its sway. It succeeded in wrecking the independent policy of 
[President] Johnson; and the senatorial group, the first approach to a 
political syndicate we have had, making use of the inexperience of Grant 
in matters of civil government, were able to impose on him their point of 
view. Though thwarted in isolated instances by Hayes and Garfield, the 
senatorial government did not meet a powerful rival until Mr. Cleveland 
became President [in 1885] (Reinsch 1907, 83). 

As the country, its problems, and its national government all expanded between 

1861 and 1900, the Senate sought to dominate everything and everyone. New 

committees were established. More employees were hired. Expenditures increased. The 

Senate resisted, at all times, attempts by the House and the presidency to assert 

themselves. It relied on the Constitution (advice and consent on nominations and 

treaties), tradition (senatorial courtesy, patronage), and ingenuity (the undercutting of 
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House legislation via wholesale amendments) to get its way. The more savvy presidents 

learned to consult senators before they ran into trouble. House members learned to 

consult senators after they ran into trouble. 

As with the previous period, the process of Senate institutionalization was not 

without some obstacles. The two decades after the Civil War were ones of inter- and 

intra-party discord, and for a time after Reconstruction major legislative accomplishments 

were rare. The Salary Grab of 1873 showed that senators' successftil efforts to operate 

independently from their respective state legislatures did not necessarily translate into 

independence from public opinion. Neither was the Senate's dominant position in the 

federal government left completely unchallenged by the presidency. After a total of fifty-

two vetoes between 1789 and 1860, the Senate and House suffered 824 over the next 

forty years (Ragsdale 1996, 396). 

But by the end of the century the Senate was stable, and it's relevance in virtually 

all aspects of government policy made it a highly valued place to work. It had adapted, 

having survived a Civil War and the numerous new issues it faced. It was more complex, 

with more senators, more staff and more committees. It operated more coherently thanks 

to longer serving senators and long-established precedents, and more efficiently under the 

direction of a homogeneous Republican party. And its autonomy, from which it derived 

much of its power, was such that: 

Authority within the institution was not related to stature beyond its walls; 
the senator who dominated the politics of New York might well stand 
meekly before the senator from Iowa or from Rhode Island. By 1900 the 
United States Senate had become modem, enjoying a life of its own 
(Rothman 1966, 72). 



Both the Senate and the public recognized this new "life," but with differing 

interpretations. As the Senate's own report stated: 

It is a fact that must be apparent to all that during recent years an 
impression, deep-seated and threatening, whether well founded or 
otherwise, has obtained in the American mind and among the masses of 
the American people to the effect that the Senate of the United States has 
become a sort of aristocratic body—too far removed from the people, 
beyond their reach, and with no especial interest in their welfare. The 
Senate has in the past few years been assailed, as we believe causelessly, 
from time to time, by many of the leading and most influential journals of 
the country of both political parties (U.S. Congress. Senate. Committee on 
Privileges and Elections 1896, 10). 
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ENDNOTES 

1. There were also many alleged instances of bribery and corruption by losing 
candidates. However, these were never even considered by the Senate since they 
would not change the outcome of the election (Haynes 1906, 57). 

2. Virginia and Tennessee seceded from the Union, but were represented in the Senate. 
The holdover Virginia senators, James Mason and Robert Hunter, withdrew in March 
1861 and were officially expelled in July 1861. The Unionist restored government of 
Virginia elected Unionists John Carlile and Waitman Willey to replace them. They 
were seated within two weeks after the beginning of the First Session. Tennessee 
holdover Senator Alfred Nicholson was never seated and was expelled from the 
Senate in July 1861. His counterpart. Union Democrat Andrew Johnson, was allowed 
to retain his seat after Tennessee seceded in June 1861. Johnson resigned in March 
1862 to become military governor of occupied Tennessee. Both Tennessee Senate 
seats remained vacant until 1866 (Martis 1989, 37-38). 

3. Tennessee was readmitted in 1866. South Carolina, North Carolina, Louisiana, 
Alabama, Arkansas and Florida were readmitted in 1868. Georgia, Virginia, 
Mississippi and Texas were readmitted in 1870 (U.S. Congress. Senate 1995c, 
1091-1092). 

One result of these Northern backed state legislatures was the nation's first 
Afncan-American senators, both Mississippi Republicans. Hiram Rhodes Revels was 
elected in 1870, upon the readmission of Mississippi to the Union, and served until 
the end of the Forty-first Congress (1869-1871). Blanche Kelso Bruce, served a full 
Senate term from the Forty-fourth through the Forty-sixth Congresses (1875-1881) 
(Ragsdale and Treese 1990). 

4. The Populist's Party's formal name was the People's Party. 

5. Figures are from Benjamin and Malbin( 1992, 292). Only nine out of twenty-four 
incumbents ran for reelection in the months surrounding passage of the Salary Grab, 
suggesting that some senators foresaw the resulting public outcry. 

6. Conkling and his state colleague, Thomas Piatt (who had only served in the Senate a 
little over two months), expected to be immediately reelected to the Senate by the 
New York State Legislature. However, the plan went awry when the state legislature 
elected two other Republicans, apparently tiring of Conkling's antics (Rothman 1966, 
34-35). 

7. Even breaking certain rules became routine. It was apparently neither uncommon nor 
unusual to have the Assistant Doorkeeper turn back the hands of the Senate's clock at 
the end of a session in order that the Senate could finish its business before the 
session "officially" expired (Commission 1989, 19). 
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8. A report by the Democratic minority on the Committee of Foreign Relations 
concluded that, since 1789, thirty-five negotiators had been confirmed by the Senate, 
compared to 438 who had not (Holt 1933, 145). 

9. These rules were largely maintained by the Democratic majority from 1893 to 1895, 
and again by Republicans and Speaker Reed from 1895 to 1899. 

10. Although "full-time," these clerks were paid a per diem rather than an annual salary. 

11. Senators earned $5,000 a year at the time. 

12. Brown, first appointed and then elected, served in the Senate from May 26, 1880 until 
March 3, 1891. Although he denied "selfish motives" were the cause of this bill 
(Cong. Rec. 12 June 1882,4774), Brown was probably used to having clerical help at 
his disposal. Before serving in the Senate, he was Georgia's governor (1855-1865), 
Georgia's Chief Justice of the Supreme Court (1865-1870), and president of the 
Western & Atlantic Railroad Company (1870-1880). 

During this debate. Senator James Beck (D-Kentucky) argued that the need for 
clerical help was a secondary concern to senators. More important was the need for a 
place for senators to write their correspondence. Other than tables in committee 
rooms, the only space for them to write was their desk upon the Senate floor, a place 
where it was difficult to concentrate (ibid., 4775). 

13. The amended resolution, defeated 28-20 on June 13, read: 

Resolved, That each Senator be and he is hereby authorized to employ a clerk at a 
salary of $ 1,200 per annum, to be paid out of the contingent fund of the Senate 
{Cong. Rec. 12 June 1882, 4774). 

14. The Committee on Commerce actually had a sub-committee with its own sub
committee. 

15. Hale actually served in the Senate twice: first, from March 4, 1847 to March 3, 1853; 
then from July 30, 1855 to March 3, 1865. In the latter case he was first elected to fill 
the vacancy caused by the death of his predecessor, Charles G. Atherton. 

16. Technically this was a violation of seniority, but Rothman (1966) failed to note two 
facts. First, Morrill had previously served in the Senate from 1861 to March 1869. 
Second, Morrill had served as the Appropriations Committee's first chair from 1867, 
when it was established, until his first retirement in 1869. In other words, he already 
had experience at chairing this committee. 

17. Sprague's problems included his wife's increasingly public affair with New York 
Republican Senator Roscoe Conkling, and the bankruptcy of his textile mills 
(Rothman 1966, 21). 
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18. Timothy Howe (Wisconsin), head of the Republican Caucus, always denied that the 
Republican Committee on Committees had dropped Sunmer at the request of Grant 
(Rothman 1966, 22). 

19. This case is particularly interesting because when Walthall resigned on January 24, 
1894, he had already been reelected in 1892 by Mississippi's state legislature to his 
next term, which began in 1895. Anselm McLaurin served in the seat in the interim. 

20. The beginning date of 1861 for Anthony came from Rothman (1966, 16). The ending 
date of 1884 came from the United States Senate website on December 1, 1999: 
http://www.senate.gov/leaming/stat_6.html. The author has been unable to confirm if 
Anthony served as caucus chair uninterrupted during this fifteen years. 

http://www.senate.gov/leaming/stat_6.html
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CHAPTER FIVE: THE SENATE IS SUPERSEDED, 1901-1946 

Introduction 

As the United States entered a new century, the ability and credibility of the 

Senate continued to be criticized with increasing fervor. David Graham Phillips' 1906 

scathing series in Cosmopolitan titled "The Treason of the Senate" not only attacked the 

Senate, but served as the impetus for more critical coverage of the Senate by competing 

newspapers and magazines (Ritchie 1991a, 187-194). Eight months later the lead article 

in the inaugural volume of the American Political Science Review was titled "The 

Usurped Powers of the Senate" (Low 1906, 1-16). 

The most signiflcant change in government between 1901 and 1946 occurred in 

the presidency, which began wielding power more actively, increasing its own autonomy 

from the Senate. It began with President Theodore Roosevelt (1901-1909), the 

Progressive Movement's most visible supporter and a man who preferred to lead 

Congress rather than be lead by it. Presidents Woodrow Wilson (1913-1921) and 

Franklin Roosevelt (1933-1946) then used national crises to take advantage of and 

expand the power at the president's disposal. By 1946 it was generally conceded that the 

presidency was now the central actor in federal government policy. 

Meanwhile, the Senate continued to institutionalize. The departure of the 

established Republican leadership between 1906 and 1911 ended the ideological 

homogeneity that had previously existed among Republican senators, but the Senate 

continued to operate largely under the same formal and informal rules it had at the end of 
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the previous century. To be sure, there were some important changes: the Seventeenth 

Amendment; introduction of cloture; the availability of more professional staff. But over 

the long term, these changes allowed incumbent senators better control over their 

electoral fate, actually increasing the autonomy and institutionalization of the Senate. 

Elections and Attributes of Senators 

As the United States entered the twentieth century. Republicans remained in 

control of the Senate and the government. During the first decade the Republican 

advantage over the Democrats never dropped below twenty-four senators, their numbers 

expanding from fifty-three during the Fifty-sixth Congress (1899-1901) to sixty during 

the Sixty-first Congress (1909-1911) (Martis 1989, 25-26).' 

On the heels of the rural Populist Movement of the previous century rose another 

political reform effort—the more urban Progressive Movement. Distrustfiil of party 

organizations far more than government action. Progressives pushed for electoral 

methods—initiatives, referendums, recalls and direct primaries, for example—that placed 

political power more directly in the hands of the public." Among these was the direct 

election of senators, an idea that had been floating among politicians and Senate critics 

for several decades. The problem of deadlocked state legislatures gave further credence 

to this proposal. Between 1901 and 1905, Delaware, Montana, Nebraska, Oregon, North 

Carolina, Washington, Maryland and Missouri all experienced deadlocked legislatures. 

The problem was particularly acute in Delaware, whose legislature twice failed to break 
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the deadlocks and subsequently left Delaware underrepresented in the Senate (Haynes 

1906, 22-50). 

During the first years of the twentieth century Progressives operated largely within 

the Senate's two-party structure, increasing their ranks among both Republicans and 

Democrats. The ideological diversity they created within the Senate's Republican 

majority (Brady, Brody and Epstein 1989)^ intensified with the Sixty-second Congress 

(1911-1913), which raised the number of insurgents—Republicans with Progressive 

leanings—to at least ten. A major consequence of these political inroads was the Senate 

passed, for the first time, a constitutional amendment resolution calling for the direct 

election of senators. This idea became reality with ratification of the Seventeenth 

Amendment to the Constitution on April 8, 1913 (Haynes 1938, vol. 1, 106-115; Holt 

1967, 1-15)^, just as Senate Democrats were beginning their first of six consecutive years 

of Senate control (1913-1919), their longest since before the Civil War. 

Although the Seventeenth Amendment was an effort to diminish the autonomy of 

the Senate, its implementation provoked no major exodus of incumbent senators. Its 

impact was actually diminished by the fact that many states had adopted legislation prior 

to 1913 in which their senators were elected by the people (Grimes 1978). By 1910, 

twenty-eight of forty-six states had already "provided in one way or another for the 

nomination of party candidates for the Senate at the party primary" (Riker 1955, 466). 

However, the amendment did provide a rise in the number of contested Senate seats. A 

few challenges resulted fi-om differing interpretations of the 134 word amendment itself 

More numerous were challenges that stemmed from extremely close election results, or 
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charges of election or campaign irregularities, issues sparked largely by the new method 

of electing senators (Butler and Wolff 1995). 

The Seventeenth Amendment altered little the demographic make-up of the 

Senate's membership, which remained largely white, male and Protestant. Freshmen 

senators entered at an older age, and senators in general were more experienced than their 

predecessors, many serving three terms or longer (Hoogenboom 1968, 52). There were 

some small signs of change by 1940, the Senate having greeted its first American-hidian, 

first women and first Hispanic-American senators. However, the fact that these new 

faces were more often appointed rather than elected to their Senate seats, suggests that the 

electoral process, and an autonomous Senate, were still obstacles to most minority group 

members.^ 

When Democrats took over the presidency and came to power in the Senate in 

1933, they held large majorities. From the Seventy-third Congress (1933-1935) through 

the Seventy-seventh Congress (1933-1943) their numbers respectively totalled fifty-nine, 

sixty-nine, seventy-six, sixty-nine and sixty-six in a chamber that had ninety-six 

members. Yet they were far fi-om a cohesive lot. Although conservative Democrats 

initially felt loyalty to FDR, the first Democratic president since 1920, most had actually 

opposed his party nomination (Mooney 1971,44). Their opposition intensified as FDR 

pushed his New Deal vision. These Democrats believed "that the New Deal was 

betraying the whole historic mission of the Democratic party—a mission they saw in 

ftmdamentalist Jeffersonian terms as the defense of states' rights and resistance to 

enlargement of the federal authority" (Schlesinger 1959, 482). One result was the 
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formation of a "conservative coalition" between these conservative Democrats and 

Republicans, who shared their opposition to Roosevelt and his New Deal policies. In 

turn, this created a Senate environment conducive to the growth of a common, non

partisan Senate value, enhancing the Senate's level of institutionalization. 

Two actions by FDR helped solidify this alliance. The first was Roosevelt's 

attempt in 1937 to expand the number of justices on the Supreme Court, in order that he 

might appoint new members more favorable to his New Deal proposals (Patterson 1967, 

77-127; Rohde 1994, 158). The second was the President's effort during the 1938 

congressional primaries to defeat a number of conservative Democratic senators. He 

outwardly campaigned against the renominations of Georgia's Walter George, South 

Carolina's Ellison Smith and Maryland's Millard Tydings, and ignored Colorado's Alva 

Adams and Nevada's Patrick McCarran on a cross-country trip. Roosevelt's failure 

attested to the Senate's high level of autonomy, even after the implementation of the 

Seventeenth Amendment. It also likely inflamed the feeling among senators that the 

Senate needed to reassert its authority in the public policy process (Patterson 1967, 277-

287). 

Pay and Perquisites 

After the "Salary Grab of 1873" debacle. Congress resisted the urge to raise its 

compensation again until 1907, when the salary was increased fi-om $5,000 to $7,500 

"non-retroactively." The Sixty-eighth Congress (1923-1925) increased members' annual 

salary another $2,500 to $10,000, effective the Sixty-ninth Congress (1925-1927). But at 
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least in matters of pay, senators and representatives were still sensitive to public opinion. 

In the wake of the Great Depression, Congress actually cut its salary in 1932 by ten 

percent (from $10,000 to $9,000) and by another $500 the following year (from $9,000 to 

$8,500). Congress carefully reversed these reductions in 1934 and 1935, and by April 

1935 annual congressional salaries were again $10,000 (Fisher 1980,41-42). 

The familiar perquisites were still available to senators, as were some new ones. 

The completion of the Senate's first office building in 1909, with comfortable office 

accoimnodations for every senator, was a welcome change. Senators' expenses for 

official duties were increasingly covered in the Senate's appropriations (ibid., 40-42). 

The franking privilege, which "[i]n theory .... extend[ed] only to Congressional 

documents, books, papers, and letters relating to official business," in practice covered 

"almost everything that members of the Senate or House [had] in their possession" 

(Logan 1908, 127). For example, senators frequently mailed excerpts from the 

Congressional Record. Sometimes these excerpts conveniently contained information or 

arguments, favorable to an interest group, that had been inserted into the record by a 

member of Congress (Herring 1967, 67-68). 

Yet in one particular area. Senate influence began to wane. Civil service reforms 

limited the Senate's once extensive reach into the executive branch work force. Senators 

still exercised senatorial courtesy during the nomination process like they almost always 

had, but according to one source by 1926 "their load [of appointments was] nothing like 

what it [had been] half a century ago" (Luce 1926, 90). Neither did unified party control 

of the Senate and the presidency guarantee executive branch cooperation. In 1933 
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Democratic senators' pleas for political patronage [and projects] became more futile under 

Franklin Roosevelt, as certain administration figures held a "self-righteous attitude 

toward political patronage," and sometimes refused to help or meet senators (Mooney 

1971, 64). However, these changes were not a reflection of the Senate losing autonomy. 

They were an indication of the presidency and its vast bureaucracy Hnally gaining some. 

Sessions 

Through 1933 congressional sessions usually consisted of a first, longer session 

and a second, shorter session, both beginning on the first Monday in December as 

required by the Constitution (Article I, Section 4). The differing length of the two 

sessions can be traced to a unique confluence of historical events. First, after the ninth 

state ratified the Constitution in June 1788, the Confederation Congress designated that 

the new government, including congressional and presidential terms, would begin on the 

first Wednesday in March 1789. This happened to be March 4th. Because the 

Constitution set representatives' terms at two years, members of the First Congress (1789-

1791) were to serve until March 4, 1791. 

However, the use of March 4th created an odd situation because the Constitution 

also stated that "Congress shall assemble at least once in every year, and such meeting 

shall be on the first Monday in December" (ibid.). So when the First Congress convened 

the constitutionally required first Monday in December 1790, it was only three months 

before it was to end and the Second Congress (1791-1793) was to begin.® This pattern of 

beginning the last session of a congress only three months before it was to end continued 
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for almost the next century and a half. While it created the peculiar "lame duck" sessions 

of congress, it actually made some sense. Like members of the House, state legislatures 

were elected in November; but because they did not elect some senators "until late in the 

winter or during the spring" (Grimes 1978, 105), it was logical to delay the start of a new 

congress until the most recently elected senators could serve. 

With the passage of the Seventeenth Amendment, however, there was no point to 

continue this schedule. Senate elections coincided with House elections, so the begiiming 

of a new congress no longer needed to wait and the*"lame duck" sessions could be 

avoided. The solution was the Twentieth Amendment. Ratified in 1933, it mandated that 

new congresses convene at noon on the third day of January following congressional 

elections.' Combined with the new January 20th date for presidents and vice presidents 

to be sworn in, the terms of members of Congress, presidents and vice presidents now ran 

more concurrently (ibid., 104-108). 

The relevance of this discussion is that the passage of the Twentieth Amendment 

had enormous implications for the future institutionalization of the Senate. It potentially 

added another half-year in which Congress could legislate its ever increasing workload, a 

potential which was quickly realized. It also made potential filibusters less threatening to 

the legislative process, increasing the coherence of Senate legislative operations. The 

Senate (and the president) now had more quality time, if not yet the staff and resources, to 

deal with more of the issues facing the country. 
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Workload. Rules and Norms 

Actually, the Senate had already enhanced its coherence in 1917 when the Senate 

established its first-ever procedures for closing floor debate. Filibusters were not 

uncommon in the early 1900s, but they seemed to grow longer and more numerous as the 

years passed, disrupting the Senate's normal legislative process as well as the passage of 

any number of senators' pet projects (Oleszek 1991, 33). Towards the end of the lame 

duck session of the Sixty-fourth Congress (1915-1917), a group of twelve senators 

conducted a twenty-three day filibuster to successfully defeat President Woodrow 

Wilson's World War II bill to arm United States merchant ships. Amid public outrage 

over the defeat, and at Wilson's urging, when the new Congress convened it almost 

immediately amended Rule XXn, providing for cloture on a pending measure if it 

received the support of two-thirds of those present and voting (Haynes 1938, vol. 1,402-

405). This cloture maneuver provided some degree of increased coherence to the 

legislative process; but it also revealed that under some particularly intense 

circumstances, the Senate's level of autonomy, which had been increasing for over 100 

years, was still not absolute.* 

The norms of the Senate also remained in place. Mrs. John Logan, whose 

husband served in the Senate in the late nineteenth century, later wrote in her book Our 

National Government that 

" . .  a b s o l u t e l y  n e w  m e m b e r s  a r e  r e a d i l y  a s s i m i l a t e d .  T h e y  q u i c k l y  f i n d  
that nothing offends so much as violations of Senate traditions of dignity 
and respect and courtesy. The one unpardonable sin in the Senate is to be 
unsenatorial" (Logan 1908, 115). 
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The same was true four decades later. 

"[t]he emphasis in the Senate is not on party regularity but on abiding by 
the rules of mutual consideration and the acceptance of established 
routine. The pressure to make a dissident member—usually a newcomer-
conform to the comity of the Senate is strong and cold and austere and 
forcefiU" (Young 1946, 156). 

For example, it was well-known that freshmen senators were to "be seen and not heard 

until they have finished the first six months or year" of their term (Stokes 1921; Bean 

1921, 8). This did not mean that the limits of these norms were never tested. A 1907 

New York Evening Post editorial noted how a few freshmen senators had recently made 

their maiden Senate speeches without waiting the traditional amount of time. These 

individuals included: South Carolina's Benjamin Tillman, who waited only 58 days; 

Indiana's Albert Beveridge, who waited only 36 days; Wisconsin's Robert La Follette, 

who waited 109 days; Arkansas's Jeff Davis, who waited only nine days (Reinsch 1909, 

183-185)." 

The nomination process remained largely the same during this period. Senatorial 

courtesy remained strong since presidents, not wanting their policy proposals bogged 

down in Congress as retribution, generally yielded to senators' nominations (Young 1946, 

156). For years the Senate's autonomy was enhanced by the fact that it conducted its 

nomination hearings behind closed doors, barring both the public and the press. Senators 

argued that they could more easily discuss the individual merits of nominees when not on 

public display. However, because the substance of these hearings often was leaked to the 

press, closed hearings made it difficult for nominees, who rarely testified themselves, to 
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respond to charges made against them (Harris 1953, 249-255).'° So in 1929 the Senate 

began opening its executive sessions to the public when considering nominations. 

Although private bills eventually decreased, other constituency-related work did 

not. A state's population played a part in the amount of mail a senator received. 

According to his secretary (and grandson), if Maine Republican Senator William Pierce 

Frye (1881-1911) "received more than ten letters a day he felt he was being imposed 

upon. All communications were replied to by handwritten letters ..." (Knowland 1959, 

6). After World War I Senator La Follette's mail jumped to a thousand letters a day, in 

part because senators were now bombarded with "printed arguments" by organizations 

and associations of various kinds (Luce 1926, 51; Galloway 1946, 278). Overall the 

growing amount of mail was not detrimental to the Senate's autonomy or coherence, and 

it served as an impetus for more clerical support. 

Some rules changes were made in the Senate's ongoing effort to make itself more 

efficient. In 1908 the Senate's presiding officer established several precedents by ruling 

that: the chair can count senators to determine whether a quorum is present to do business 

(because senators present in the chamber often reftised to answer in the affirmative in an 

effort to delay proceedings); debate cannot be considered intervening business (meaning 

that more than debate must take place between quorum calls); and senators can be 

prevented under the rules from speaking on the same subject more than twice in one day 

(Binder and Smith 1997). 

World War I marked the beginning of an enormous expansion in the 

congressional workload, an expansion fiirther exacerbated by the 1929 Depression and 
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World War n (Galloway 1946, 52). The Senate and House proved quite flexible. 

Roosevelt's efforts to deal with the Depression made for a particularly intense 

congressional session in 1933, when Congress passed an unprecedented amount of 

legislation in the session's first one-hundred days." The most impressive effort was the 

Emergency Banking Act, which passed both houses of Congress on the opening day of 

the Seventy-third Congress (1933-1935) within eight hours of being introduced (Rohde 

1994, 158). 

However, FDR's unprecedented legislative success prompted some members of 

Congress and observers to criticize what they saw as a congressional surrender of power 

and prerogatives (Patterson 1967,4; Mooney 1971, 54). After the Senate passed the 

Government Reorganization Bill in 1938, one newspaper lamented that the Senate had 

"let the people down, broken their hopes that the American form of democratic 

government can be kept intact and opened the door to the kind of dictatorship which is 

plaguing the countries of Europe and which stands today as a menace to the peace of the 

world" (Young 1946, 9-10). The extent to which presidential power had expanded was 

made clear by Roosevelt in a 1942 Labor Day address to Congress. In demanding a 

repeal of the six-month Emergency Price Control Act, FDR threatened "[in the] event that 

the Congress should fail to act adequately, I shall accept the responsibility and I will act" 

(Binkley 1947, 266). 

As was the case with executive branch appointments, the Senate had not so much 

lost its autonomy, than the presidency had gained some. Presidential pursuit of legislative 
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initiative had begun and already expanded under Presidents Theodore Roosevelt and 

Woodrow Wilson. 

The contribution of Theodore Roosevelt to the presidential message was 
two-fold; first, he used the address on the State of the Union to present his 
legislative demands to the Congress with a vigor and insistency new to the 
traditions of presidential communications; second, and much more 
important, he brought into public view and legitimized the practice of 
sending bills from the White House to the Capitol as avowed 
administration measures (Egger and Harris 1963, 49). 

Wilson went one step farther, reviving the practice of delivering the State of the Union 

message personally to a joint session of Congress. A convention last used by President 

John Adams (1797-1801), in the early 1900s it helped solidify the president's conunand 

of the country's legislative agenda (Ragsdale 1993, 64). 

The House also asserted itself vis-a-vis the Senate. Organized interests continued 

to lobby the Senate for appropriations higher than passed in the House. However, in the 

1920s the House reduced the Senate's end-of-the-session leverage within conference 

committees. Its members passed a rule forbidding its conferees to agree to any Senate 

amendment that would have violated the House rule on the bill had the amendment been 

offered in the House. Only with specific authorization from the House by separate vote 

could House conferees agree to a Senate amendment. "As the House rule thus controlling 

[was] very strict, the Senate [was] no longer able to force appropriations that [did] not 

commend themselves to the House" (Luce 1926, 85). While these actions by the 

president and the House gave each of them more leverage against the Senate, they dealt 

more with policy matter, and did little to halt the institutionalization of the Senate. 
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Initially the number of private bills continued to rise rapidly after the turn of the 

century, with the number that became law jumping to 2,311 during the Fifty-seventh 

Congress (1901-1903) and 3,467 during the Fifty-eighth Congresses (1903-1905). Their 

number peaked at 6,248 during the Fifty-ninth Congress (1905-1907). The passage of 

general pension laws caused the number of private bills to drop dramatically. Only 234 

became law during the Sixtieth Congress (1907-1909) (Yacker 1979, 22; Koed 2000). 

Staff 

By 1914 the increasingly complex Senate had 198 committee staff and seventy-

two personal staff The latter total soon soared, rising to 280 by 1930 and 424 by 1935 

(Fox and Hammond 1977, 171). A major reason for this increase was that in 1919 many 

committee personnel—who had primarily worked for their respective committee chairs, 

but not on committee business—were recategorized as personal staff (White 1999, 15). 

Although their duties essentially did not change, the recategorization made de jure the de 

facto differentiation in staff duties that had risen, giving the Senate more organizational 

coherence. 

The introduction of professionals to assist senators also helped the Senate operate 

more coherently. In 1914 legislation granted the Librarian of Congress permission to 

establish the Legislative Reference Service, which would, as eventually stated, "gather, 

classify, and make available, in translations, indexes, digests, compilations, and bulletins, 

and otherwise, data for or bearing upon legislation, and to render such data serviceable to 

Congress and committees and Members thereof (Gude 1985, 7). The Legislative 
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Drafting Service, which became the Office of Legislative Counsel in 1924, was 

established in 1918 to assist senators in writing legislation properly. 

These new sources of information also helped make the Senate more autonomous 

vis-a-vis the presidency, organized interests and the public. For years Senate and House 

committees had relied on executive branch clerks for research support and expertise 

(Rogers 1941, 5, 9). According to Senator Kenneth Wherry (R-Nebraska), as late as the 

last three months of 1944, fourteen Senate committees borrowed ninety-five persons fi-om 

twenty-five executive branch agencies (Galloway 1946, 95). Similarly, organized 

interests provided a wealth of information to senators, particularly their friends, to assist 

them in their decision-making (Herring 1967, 66-71). 

Committees 

The number of Senate standing committees continued to rise during the first two 

decades of the twentieth century, hitting seventy-five by the Sixty-sixth Congress (1919-

1921). The largest expansion of Senate standing committees occurred in 1909, when 

eight of the executive-oversight expenditures committees were converted from select to 

standing committees. As a result, in "1911, the ninety-two senators in the Sixty-first 

Congress served in 700 places on 71 separate committees-an average of 7.6 places per 

senator" (Nelson 1994, 144). 

Many committees never even met, their value and rising numbers stemming from 

the clerical and office perquisites their chairs received, and which less senior senators 

coveted. The lack of legislative importance of some committees was best exemplified by 
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the fact that in 1907, the Republicans took 61 chairmanships, and assigned 10 ro the 

minority. Consequently, in 1921 when a Senate rules change abruptly reduced the 

number of standing committees from seventy-five to thirty-four, the result was not a 

threat to the Senate's stability. The changes, based upon a 1920 Senate bipartisan 

proposal for committee reorganization, were essentially an effort to increase the value of 

serving on a committee be eliminating extraneous committees (Haynes 1938, vol. 1, 283, 

footnote 4; White 1999).'" 

This reorganization did not reduce the complexity of the Senate. As previously 

mentioned, many clerks of eliminated committees continued to do their jobs like they 

always had done. Now they were just listed correctly as personal staff rather than 

committee staff Also, subcommittees, often depicted in the congressional literature as a 

post World War U phenomena, were already a familiar method by which committees 

accomplished their work. In 1915 seven committees had permanent subcommittees: 

Appropriations; Commerce; Corporations Organized in the District of Columbia; District 

of Columbia; Pensions; Post Offices and Post Roads; and Naval Affairs. At least twenty-

one other Senate committees made use of temporary subconunittees. Not authorized 

anywhere in the Senate's rules, subcommittees were appointed by either the full 

committee or its chairman, and often led the committee in its decision-making regarding 

the specific legislative area it had been tasked to study (French 1915; Haynes 1938, 

vol. 1,307). 

The Senate's high level of coherence was best exemplified by the fact that during 

the first quarter of the twentieth century the last Senate violations of the seniority system 
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in selecting committee chairs occurred. Upon winning chamber control in 1912, after an 

eighteen year drought, the Democratic Steering Committee refused to make Benjamin 

Tillman (D-South Carolina) chair of the Appropriations Committee, a position due him 

under seniority rules. Tillman's age and mental health were questioned (Haynes 1938, 

vol. 1, 301; Holt 1975, 10). But the action was part of a broader effort by Progressive 

Senate Democrats to push their legislative agenda over any opposition by more 

conservative Democrats. Technically, "[t]wenty-eight 'violations' of the old Senate 

seniority rule occurred when the Democrats organized the Sixty-third Congress" (1913-

1915), but it was part of an organizational compromise between progressive and 

conservative Senate Democrats. "[SJenators with important chairmanships would drop 

on the seniority lists of other committees below those without such chairmanships" (Holt 

1975, 16-18). 

The 1924 cases were also ideological in nature. Robert La Follette lost the chair 

of the Committee on Manufactures and Edwin Ladd (R-North Dakota) lost the chair of 

the Committee on Public Lands and Surveys because of their support of the Progressive 

Party.Albert Cummins (R-Iowa) lost the chair of the Interstate Commerce Committee 

because he wanted to remain President pro tempore of the Senate.'" The Republican 

Caucus then bypassed La Follette, the next most senior Republican committee member, 

as well as every other Republican on the conunittee. In a political compromise, on the 

thirty-second ballot the Senate finally elected as chair South Carolinian Ellison Smith, the 

ranking Democrat on the Interstate Commerce Committee (Haynes 1938, vol. 1, 303-

304). 
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With these exceptions, the process of selecting committee chairs continued to 

operate in the coherent manner that had developed the previous fifty years, enhancing the 

Senate's autonomy as well. Haynes (1938) wrote that: 

(i)n the shifting of chairmanships in the past half-century there probably 
has not been one instance in fifty when the caucus Warwicks have failed to 
place the crown upon this universally recognized 'heir apparent.' So 
assured is such an unchallenged succession that voters are often exhorted 
to consider it as a main reason for reelecting a Senator of great 
expectations (vol. 1, 295-296). 

This served to benefit Southern Democrats when Franklin Roosevelt was president and 

Democrats controlled the Senate. Coming mostly from single-party states, they tended to 

serve longer in the Senate than their Democratic colleagues from the rest of the country. 

They were still able to thwart and adjust some liberal, Roosevelt supported proposals that 

they opposed (such as civil rights and the expansion of the Supreme Court), even in this 

period of expanding presidential power, because their positions as chairs of most standing 

committees were inviolable. 

Leadership 

In the first decade of the new century, both parties appointed a different floor 

leader almost every session of Congress. Still, for the Republicans there was no 

mistaking who was in charge. Senators Aldrich, Allison and their lieutenants continued 

to control the Republican caucus and Senate committees through their appointment 

prowess (Ripley 1969a, 28-29). Among Democrats, j)ower was more dispersed. They 

attempted to present a more unified party in 1903 and 1933 by making their caucus 
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decisions binding on the Senate floor, but it rarely worked with the Democrats' 

ideologically diverse membership (ibid., 36-37). 

Between 1905 and 1910 the power of the Republican leadership started to decline. 

Piatt died in 1905 and Aldrich, Allison and Spooner began to divide on important 

substantive issues.'^ Progressive senators were increasing their ranks in the Republican 

caucus and anxious for government and party reform. Aldrich retained much of his hold 

on the Senate, but he began losing more legislative battles with the Progressive 

Republican President Theodore Roosevelt (ibid., 27-28). Meanwhile, the media's 

scrutiny of the Senate, which had begun two decades earlier, intensified and now targeted 

the Senate's leaders. 

After Woodrow Wilson won the presidential election of 1912 and Democrats 

retook the Senate majority for the first time in eighteen years. Progressive Democrats 

pushed for a like-minded floor leader. They did not support Thomas Martin, a 

conservative Virginian who had been elected to lead the Democrats in April 1911 during 

a special session of congress. Instead, they rallied behind Indianan John Kem, who had 

served a total of two years in the Senate, but who shared their ideals and had been their 

party's vice presidential nominee in the 1908 election (Holt 1975, 14). His selection 

marked the beginning of a new period in Senate history, because "[n]ever before had the 

president's party in the Senate intentionally elected a floor leader for the primary purpose 

of implementing an executive-initiated legislative program" (Munk 1974, 31)."^ Soon 

after the Democrats appointed Illinois' J. Hamilton Lewis to serve as party whip. His 
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primary task was "to see that Democrats [were] present or paired at every roll call" 

(Oleszek 1985, 5). 

Republicans elected leaders to similar positions, though the position of floor 

leader was not formalized until 1925. New Hampshire's Jacob Gallinger served as the 

Republican Conference chair until his death in 1918. Henry Cabot Lodge, the most 

senior Republican in the Senate, was elected to succeed Gallinger. Formalized leadership 

positions were becoming a reality, they lacked the generally high level of autonomy that 

the Senate exhibited. 

As the power of the presidency increased, its occupants occasionally ignored the 

boundaries between the presidency and the Senate. At their own peril they exercised or 

attempted to exercise what they felt was their prerogative in determining who would be 

their party's leader in the Senate. President Wilson tacitly favored the Progressive Kern 

over the southern conservative Martin as floor leader because the latter's goals and ideas 

differed so markedly from his own (Munk 1974, 27-31; Holt 1975, 13-14). Herbert 

Hoover wanted Senate Republicans, who held a one seat majority after the 1930 

elections, to allow Democrats to organize the Senate. This way he could better contrast 

himself with the Democrats, and thus boost his 1932 presidential reelection efforts. 

Senate Republicans rejected the idea (Schwarz 1974, 97). FDR alienated a number of 

senators when he intervened in the race for majority leader after incumbent Joseph 

Robinson died in 1937. He successfully supported Kentucky's Alben Barkley over the 

better liked Pat Harrison from Mississippi (Mooney 1971, 98; Ritchie 1991b, 127-129, 

135-136). Roosevelt then paid particular attention to Barkley's 1938 reelection effort, not 
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wanting Harrison to attain the leadership post due to a Barkley reelection loss (Patterson 

1967, 278, footnote 78). So while the new leadership positions made the Senate more 

complex, they did not necessarily enhance the autonomy of the Senate through World 

War n. They were also supposed to extend the operational coherence of the Senate, first 

seen under Allison and Aldrich. But the formal designation of party leader did not 

necessarily make the job of leading the Senate any easier. There were always obstacles, 

not the least of which was reelection, as Kera found out in 1916. Lodge, who was 

"deeply resentful that the executive had during the [First World W]ar accumulated 

powers previously thought to have belonged to the Congress," certainly had the 

intellectual capacity to lead during his years of service (1893-1924) (Widenor 1991, 41). 

But the philosophical differences within his party, and the success of the so-called 

"agricultural bloc" across party lines, served as another obstacle to leadership. 

Robinson may have been the most politically astute floor leader during this time. 

He remained on the Senate floor nearly continuously while the Senate was in session each 

day, safeguarding the rights of his party and colleagues from bills, resolutions or motions 

that might violate their rights. He and his leadership staff also "dispensed campaign 

money, liquor, food, cigars, and advice" from an office just off the Senate floor (Bacon 

1991, 73-74). But as discussed earlier, when Democrats regained the Senate's majority 

and the presidency in 1933, FDR took the lead in legislating. He held conferences with 

congressional leaders and congressional committees to persuade them to support his 

views. Robinson did not always personally support legislation FDR proposed, but did so 

publicly and pushed for its passage (Ripley 1969b, 75). 
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Like Lodge, Barkley was also saddled by a philosophical split within his caucus. 

His 1944 resignation (and then reelection) as majority leader in protest over a Roosevelt 

veto restored his "personal prestige, respect, and authority," but did little for the formal 

position itself (Ritchie 1991b, 144-151). To summarize the state of party leadership from 

1913 through 1946. 

[a]ctive and aggressive floor leaders remained the exception rather than 
the rule. Institutional development of the office did not proceed much 
beyond clear identification of the post and the presumption both inside and 
outside the Senate that the holder of the post would, in fact, be the chief 
spokesman for his party on legislative questions (Ripley 1969a, 29). 

Conclusion 

There were few dramatic changes in how the Senate operated or organized 

between 1901 and 1946. The two most striking exceptions were the adoption of the 

Senate's first cloture rule in 1917 and the change to direct election of senators, but most 

other changes were of minor significance or more incremental in nature. The committee 

reduction in 1921 was more symbolic than substantive. Committees were periodically 

expanded and reduced in size to the benefit of the majority party (or a majority within the 

majority party), but seniority remained in tact. The positions of party floor leaders were 

formalized, but leadership remained restricted by partisan, collegial, and presidential 

concerns. The number of Senate employees grew in response to the rising problems of a 

growing population. 

Still, for an organization that was institutionalized, the Senate appeared to its 

members to be losing too much influence. With the passage of the Seventeenth 
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Amendment, senators could no longer rely on the state party organizations that many had 

come to dominate, and that often ensured their reelection. The opening up of Senate 

executive sessions in 1929 made their decision-making more vulnerable to public and 

interest group opinion. The Senate's new cloture rule passed only after pressure from the 

president and the public. Representatives actively sought to check Senate amendments on 

House initiated revenue bills by passing their own rules requiring their conference 

participants to abide by House recommendations. Presidents expected their party's Senate 

floor leader to work with the White House in securing legislation. Presidents were 

successfully using public opinion to influence the Senate. 

But the reason major reforms did not result in major changes in how the Senate 

operated, in this time of expanding presidential power, is because the Senate was very 

institutionalized. It proved flexible, resilient, autonomous, coherent and somewhat more 

complex. In essence, these characteristics served as a buffer against the changing 

political terrain. 
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ENDNOTES 

1. Republicans had their highest numbers, sixty-one, during the Sixtieth Congress 
(1907-1909). 

2. Several other constitutional amendments, as well as a 1924 proposed amendment to 
"limit, regulate, and prohibit the labor of persons under 18 years of age" that failed, 
also reflected Progressives' pursuit of more democratic, efficient and uncorrupted 
government. The Sixteenth Amendment established the national income tax (1913). 
The Eighteenth Amendment prohibited the manufacturing, sale and transportation of 
intoxicating beverages (1919). The Nineteenth Amendment nationally established 
women's right to vote (1920). The Twentieth Amendment ended the lame duck 
session of Congress (1933) (Grimes 1978, 65-108). 

3. Only one senator held the Progressive Party designation in the Senate during this 
particular time: Washington's Miles Poindexter (1913-1915). Wisconsin's Robert La 
Follette, Jr., was a member of the Progressive Party two decades later (1935-1947) 
under different political circumstances. 

4. No resolution regarding the direct election of senators was brought to a vote in either 
the House or the Senate between 1902 and 1911 (Haynes 1938, vol. I, 106). 

The insurgents were not always unified. Before final approval of the resolution 
(64-24), six of them voted with the Democrats in a losing effort to amend the 
proposed constitutional amendment in a maimer that would have given oversight of 
senatorial elections to state legislatures rather than the federal government (Grimes 
1978, 81). 

5. Charles Curtis (R-Kansas; 1907-1913, 1915-1929) and Robert Owen (D-Oklahoma; 
1907-1925) were the Senate's first American-Indians. The first woman, Rebecca 
Latimer Felton (D-Georgia), served for a day during the Sixty-seventh Congress 
(1921-1923). Hattie Wyatt Caraway (D-Arkansas) became the first elected female 
senator in 1932. Initially appointed to the seat held by her deceased husband. 
Caraway went on to serve for over thirteen years, winning one special (1932) and two 
regular (1932, 1938) Senate elections before being defeated in 1944. Octaviano 
Larrazola (R-New Mexico; 1928-1929) and Dennis Chavez (D-New Mexico; 1935-
1962) were the Senate's first Hispanic-Americans (U.S. Congress. House. 1991; 
Biographical Directory 1997, 780). 

6. This session was the third of the First Congress, and eventually ran from 
December 6, 1790 through March 3, 1791. 

7. Amendment XX: Section 1. The terms of the President and Vice President shall end 
at noon on the 20th day of January, and the terms of Senators and Representatives at 
noon on the third day of January, of the years in which such terms would have ended 
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if this article had not been ratified; and the terms of their successors shall then begin. 
Section 2. The Congress shall assemble at least once in every year, and such meeting 
shall begin at noon on the third day of January, unless they shall by law appoint a 
different day (Grimes 1978, 180). Four subsequent sections are not pertinent here. 

8. This is something the Senate election results after the Credit Mobilier scandal and the 
Salary Grab of 1873 also revealed. See Chapter Four. 

9. Tillman took office on March 4, 1895. Beveridge took office on March 4, 1899. 
La Follette took office on January 4, 1906. Davis took office March 4, 1907. 
(Congressional Quarterly's 1994). 

10. Presidents did have some limits with respect to executive branch appointments. 
Theodore Roosevelt knew that members of Congress may ordinarily "name the man 
but I shall name the standard and the men have got to come up to it" (Bishop 1920, 
235). On occasion both he and President Wilson refused to accept nominees or 
extend appointments for patronage positions supported by senators. President 
William Taft (1909-1913) favored placing many patronage jobs under the civil 
service, but he never achieved the necessary legislative support (Harris 1953, 93). 

11. The legislation included the Economy Act, the Reforestation Relief Act, the Federal 
Emergency Relief Act, the Agricultural Adjustment Act, the Federal Securities Act, 
the National Employment System Act, the Home Owners Refinancing Act, the 
National Industrial Recovery Act and the Farm Credit Act. 

12. Democrats opposed the committee reorganization. Important Senate committees, 
which had been reduced in size under the 1920 proposal, were expanded by one 
Republican slot in the proposal that passed the newly strengthened Republican Senate 
(White 1999, 4-7). 

13. Although not committee chairs. Senators Smith Brookhart (R-Iowa) and Lytm Frazier 
(R-North Dakota) were stripped of their committee seniority for the same offense. 

14. Not a position of Senate power for some time, it became one when Vice President 
Coolidge assumed the presidency after President Warren Harding's death. This left 
the Senate without a president. 

15. Piatt died on April 21, 1905. Spooner resigned April 30, 1907. Allison died on 
August 4, 1908. Aldrich retired on March 3, 1911, having not sought reelection. 

16. In a difference of opinion, the Senate Historical Office cites Oscar Underwood (D-
Alabama) in 1920 as the first "officially designated Democratic floor leader," and 
Charles Curtis (R-Kansas) in 1925 is cited as the first "officially designated 
Republican floor leader" (http://www.senate.gov/leaming/brief_l .html on 
December 2, 1999). 
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CHAPTER SIX: THE SENATE REASSERTS ITSELF, 1947-1996 

Introduction 

In the aftermath of the New Deal and World War II, senators and representatives 

realized the degree to which Congress had become ill-suited to handle its workload and 

check the presidency. In response to this, and to the increasing criticism from scholars, 

reporters and other observers regarding its ineffectiveness in the political process. 

Congress passed the 1946 Legislative Reorganization Act (1946 LRA). Among other 

things, this act revamped the Senate's committees and their jurisdictional boundaries, and 

nominally increased Senate staff and resources (Davidson 1990, 357-360). 

A combination of factors occurred in the late 1950s, 1960s and 1970s which 

altered the political landscape within which the Senate operated. A number of liberal-

leaning senators were elected to the Senate who challenged the Senate's conservative 

traditions in an effort to have an immediate impact on public policy and the Senate. The 

number and diversity of interest groups seeking to influence the legislative process 

increased. The number of mass media outlets exploded and the rise of television created 

altemative methods by which less senior senators could publicize their causes (Sinclair 

1989). Actions by President Nixon, such as impounding congressionally appropriated 

funds, continuing the Vietnam conflict, and his involvement in Watergate only reenforced 

senators' beliefs that it was past time to themselves. The result was a Senate that by the 

1980s operated differently from its predecessors. 
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But it operated differently, in part, because it was more institutionalized. The 

number of Senate staff and expenditures had exploded between the 1950s and 1970s, 

giving senators the professional personnel and information necessary to make its 

operations more efficient and independent of the presidency. The committee system 

remained in tact, but had adapted to new issues and a rising workload. Power and 

resources became more evenly dispensed. Senators took advantage of these both, causing 

changes in some aspects of how the Senate operated; but they did not necessarily make 

the Senate incoherent. 

Elections and Attributes of Senators 

In the three decades following World War n, the percentage of senators who 

successfully sought reelection generally increased. But since the 1970s, Senate elections 

have been even more competitive, and bieimial incumbent reelection rates have been 

more varied. During the 1980s the average proportion of seats changing party was greater 

and the average margin of control enjoyed by the majority party was smaller in the Senate 

than in the House. 

A number of reasons played a part in this change (Abramowitz and Segal 1992, 

227-240). First, Senate elections attracted higher quality challengers. Representatives, 

large city mayors, governors and other statewide officials who wanted to continue in 

public service were all attracted to this "powerful and exclusive legislative body" which 

many considered second only to the presidency in the American political hierarchy. The 

increased decentralization of power in the Senate (discussed later in this section) had only 
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added to the attractiveness of serving there, since aspirants felt they could make an 

immediate impact. Second, Senate races received more free media exposure than House 

races, increasing the visibility of Senate challengers. In turn, this higher visibility 

increased the chances of even an inexperienced Senate challenger raising enough money 

to campaign effectively (in other words, pay for adequate television advertising), further 

increasing his or her visibility among voters. Third, party loyalty in the electorate had 

declined over the years, and "the rise of candidate-centered, media-based Senate 

campaigns" had taken advantage of this. Finally, national issues, such as presidential 

popularity and the state of the economy, could affect Senate outcomes. In what appeared 

to be a complete reversal to what the Framers of the Constitution had intended, "far from 

being insulated from public opinion, the modem Senate appear[ed] to be highly sensitive 

to changes in the public mood" (227). 

The passage of the Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971 (FECA) and its 

corresponding 1974 amendments added to this volatility. The reelection rates of Senate 

incumbents in 1976, 1978 and 1980 were 64.0, 60.0 and 55.2 percent, respectively; low 

rates unheard of since immediately after World War II (Omstein, Mann and Malbin 2000, 

58). While the 1971 FECA included rather simple measures, such as requiring candidates 

to publicly disclose their contributions and expenditures, the 1974 amendments limited 

the amount of money individuals and organizations could give to candidates. It also 

granted corporations and trade associations permission to establish political actions 

committees (PACs), a convention for making political contributions used in the past 

mostly by labor unions. This congressional action sparked a dramatic rise in the number 
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of political action committees, and changes in how and how much Senate candidates 

raised and spent for their campaigns (Sabato 1984; Schlozman and Tiemey 1986).' In 

1978 PACs spent $10.2 million on Senate campaigns. Eight years later they spent $44.6 

million, over four times as much. PAC spending on Senate elections steadied thereafter, 

fluctuating between $41.2 million and $51.1 million over the next five election cycles. 

Senators' reelection chances correspondingly improved, as they became familiar with the 

new "rules of the game." Only once between 1982 and 1996 did the Senate reelection 

rate drop below 82 percent, hi other words, what appeared to be a decline in Senate 

autonomy between 1976 and 1980 turned out to be an aberration (Omstein, Mann and 

Malbin2000, 58, 103-106). 

As might be expected during a time when senators were increasingly being 

reelected, senators were serving in the Senate longer in the 1950s, 1960s, 1980s, and even 

the 1970s, than they had in the past (Ripley 1969a, 43; Omstein, Maim and Malbin 2000, 

19). One explanation for this rise has been the organization and privileges of the Senate. 

The Senate's committee system and weak political parties allowed senators to widely and 

flexibly advertise themselves to constituents, claim credit and take positions without 

political confi-ontation or repercussions (Mayhew 1974). Moreover, senatorial perquisites 

such as travel allowances (Parker 1985) and the franking privilege (Mikesell 1987) were 

used proactively by senators to stay in touch with their constituents and help them get 

reelected. The result was a highly autonomous Senate whose members were largely in 

command of their own electoral future. 
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There were only nine contested Senate seats between 1947 and 1996, attributable 

to several factors.' One was the professionalization of state election officials, who 

became better prepared at ruiming fair elections (Squire 1992). A second reason was that 

although federal election law had become more complicated over the years, it had also 

become more explicit, eliminating the ambiguity that led to contested elections. Most 

importantly, because the Constitution let the Senate decide its own elections, and because 

direct election of senators were no longer a novelty after World War II, the precedents 

from previous cases served to universalize Senate operating procedures regarding 

contested elections and appointments. 

Between 1945 and 1980, Senate Democrats lost their majority over Republicans 

only twice, during the Eightieth (1947-1949) and Eighty-Third Congresses (1953-1955). 

This is not to suggest that Democrats always dominated the Senate. The "conservative 

coalition" of Southern Democratic and Republican senators that had been forged in 

opposition to FDR's policies often voted together into the 1970s to reject legislation 

generally supported by more moderate and liberal Democratic and Republican senators. 

Moreover, during the 1950s and 1960s Southern Democrats were not afraid to filibuster 

in order to thwart the passage of federal civil rights legislation. 

The conservative coalition slowly began to diminish in strength with the Senate 

elections of 1958. This election not only increased markedly the Senate Democratic 

majority over the Republicans from 49-47 to 65-35, but also introduced a flood of 

freshmen Democrats who were more liberal than many of their more senior party 

colleagues. Coupled with similar new arrivals after the 1960, 1962 and 1964 Senate 
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elections, the Senate's collective political ideology shifted left through the 1970s (Foley 

1980; Sinclair 1989). 

With the help of Southern voters who began shifting their party allegiance from 

the Democratic to the Republican party. Republicans regained the Senate majority party 

for the first time in twenty-six years with the advent of the Ninety-seventh Congress 

(1981-1983). After six years as the minority party, the Democrats regained control of the 

Senate in 1987 and controlled the Senate for eight years (1987-1995). Republicans 

regained the Senate's majority with the 104th Congress (1995-1997). 

These more recent and relatively frequent (historically speaking) changes in party 

control did not reflect a loss in Senate autonomy. In fact, the Senate's degree of 

autonomy from 1947 to 1996 may best be characterized by how little its membership 

makeup did change. From 1947 to 1957 "[t]he 'typical' senator... was a late-middle-

aged or elderly, white, Protestant, native-bom man with rural or small-town and upper-

middle-class origins, a college-educated lawyer" (Matthews 1960,44). Nearly forty years 

later, men, protestants and lawyers still dominated the Senate in terms of numbers.^ With 

few exceptions, the average age of senators at the beginning of each Congress remained 

between fifty-five and fifty-nine (Byrd 1993, 288). The House of Representatives 

remained a popular source of U.S. senators (Fenno 1982). 

Some changes that did occur served to highlight further how difficult it was for 

some groups to be physically represented in the Senate. Women made unprecedented 

gains in the 103d Congress (1993-1995), increasing their ranks from two to six in one 

election cycle, and reaching nine during the 104th Congress (1995-1997). Still, they 
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made up over fifty percent of the population. Only two AMcan-Americans, two 

Hispanic-Americans and one American-Indian have served in the Senate since World 

War n (Omstein, Mann and Malbin 2000, 26-27, 34-38; Freedman 1997; U.S. Bureau of 

the Census 1998, 72).^ 

Pav and Perquisites 

One thing that has not changed throughout Senate history is its members' 

dissatisfaction with their salaries. Senators increased their pay from $10,000 to $12,500 

with the implementation of the 1946 LRA, and allowed themselves to join the federal 

retirement system on a contributory basis. For the first time each could also draw upon a 

$2,500 annual expense allowance "to assist in defraying expenses relating to, or resulting 

from the discharge of his official duties, for which no tax liability shall incur, or 

accounting be made" (Fisher 1980, 43).^ This allowance was repealed ten years later 

when Congress more than doubled its annual salary from $10,000 to $22,500.^ One 

incentive for this increase was the fact that many senators had continued to supplement 

their senatorial salary with additional income from their previous full-time jobs (law 

practices and businesses) or through writings and lectures (Matthews 1960, 89-90). With 

better pay senators would arguably be less influenced by payments they received. 

Between that 1955 pay increase and 1996, Senate pay increased fifteen times to an annual 

salary of $133,600.^ 

By the 1950s the usual perquisites had expanded in size, although senators often 

felt they still needed more. They received a travel allowance for one trip home each 
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session, an annual $800 stationary allowance, as well as allowances for staff, telephone 

and telegraph expenses (ibid., 87). In 1959 a second Senate office building opened, 

allowing senators and their stafT some relief from their cramped offices. In off-election 

years as many as half of them went on extended, government-financed travel abroad. 

While many of these "junkets" served legitimate Senate and governmental business, "the 

number of statesmen who .. found it necessary to inspect American facilities in Paris and 

Rome [was] amazing" (ibid., 80). Nepotism was not uncommon, as at least twenty-eight 

senators in 1950, and seventeen in 1959, had immediate family members on their office 

payrolls (ibid., 89). 

With the rise of television came more public scrutiny of the perquisites available 

to senators. Senators addressed public concerns during the Ninety-fifyi Congress (1977-

1979) by creating a Select Committee on Ethics to deal with and investigate such matters. 

More recently, during the 104th Congress (1995-1997) the Senate adopted a variety of 

restrictions regarding gifts, outside income and travel for speeches. In conjunction with 

the House, it "extended federal labor and antidiscrimination laws to Congress and its 

related offices" (Congress and the Nation 1998, 890). These changes appear to reflect a 

loss of Senate autonomy, and in some ways they do. However, establishing ethical 

guidelines in an era of mass media is good political sense, and may have enhanced 

incumbent's reelection chances. Moreover, by giving themselves the authority to judge 

their peers in ethical investigations, senators have established another boundary between 

themselves and the public. 
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Workload. Rules. Norms and Sessions 

In 1959, the recently retired Senator William Knowland (R-Califomia) lamented 

The volume of work of the Senate and its members has so 
expanded, the hours have become filled with so many committee sessions, 
with visiting delegations, with meetings with representatives of the 
executive department, and official social and diplomatic functions that 
there is no longer the time for the quiet reflection and the prolonged recess 
study periods available to those who served in the Senate between the 
establishment of the government in 1789 and the outbreak of the Civil 
War in 1861 (Knowland 1959, 7). 

His frustration suggests that the 1946 LRA did not live up to expectations in helping the 

Senate manage its workload. Coincidentally, Knowland uttered these words just as the 

Senate's workload was to begin expanding even more dramatically, thanks to new 

senators more optimistic about the role of government, and enormous growth in the 

number of organized interests and mass media outlets. 

The Senate's workload continued to rise after the 1940s, not levelling-off until the 

1980s. The number of bills introduced each congress by senators increased from 3,186 

during the Eightieth Congress (1947-1949) to 4,867 twenty-two years later during the 

Ninety-first Congress (1969-1971), marked by fluctuations both up and down. With the 

advent of the Ninety-fifth Congress (1977-1979) the number of bills introduced steadied 

at around 3,450 for the next six congresses (1977-1989). The number of bills passed each 

congress, which {leaked in the mid-1950s at over 2,000, dropped to below 1,000 in more 

recent congresses. The number of recorded votes per congress peaked in the mid-1970s 

at over 1,000, but remained below 1,000 after the Ninety-seventh Congress (1981-1983) 

(Omstein, Mann and Malbin 2000, 159).® 
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In order to help them operate coherently, senators have dealt with this expanded 

workload, and the limited time available to deal with individual bills, by passing more 

complicated measures. Substantive bills have become much more complicated since 

World War n. Rather then introducing bills, senators more frequently include their ideas 

"in amendments to large-scale legislative vehicles; authorizations, continuing 

appropriations, or reconciliation bills" (Davidson 1988, 353). The 1,028 bills enacted 

during the Eighty-fourth Congress (1955-1957) totalled 1,848 pages, an average of 1.8 

pages per statute, a post-World War n low. In contrast, the 664 bills enacted during the 

Ninety-ninth Congress (1985-1987) totalled 7,198 pages, an average of 10.8 pages per 

statute. This average was surpassed recently during the 102d (1991-1993) through the 

104th Congresses (1995-1997). With 590,465 and 333 bills enacted totalling 7,544, 

7,542 and 6,369 pages, respectively, the average pages per statute for these three 

congresses were 12.8, 16.2 and 19.1, respectively (Omstein, Mann and Malbin 2000, 

160). The increase in Senate staff, discussed in more detail later, was also a factor in the 

more complex statutes. Committees and senators developed and hired experts on the 

issues they legislated, people who could produce more sophisticated and precise 

legislative language. 

Other staff were required to handle the enormous amount of mail senators 

received. Matthews (1960) estimated that one-third of the incoming mail was casework, 

and that a senator's staff spends "a large majority of [their] time and energy" handling 

cases (224-225). Particular events could also provoke streams of incoming mail. Senator 

Knowland said that his office received over 110,000 letters and telegrams in the ten days 
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following General Douglas Mac Arthur's removal from his command (Knowland 1959, 

6).' Matthews explained the growth and intensity in this manner: 

.. after several decades of rapid expansion of federal government activities 
and services, the average citizen is in intimate contact with the federal 
government every day. The transmission of news by television, radio, 
newspapers, and magazines has been speeded up and increased in volume. 
The typewriter, telephone, mimeograph, improved telegraph, and speedier 
printing have also contributed to the flood of communications which pours 
into the Capitol every day (219-220). 

Senate responses also increased. By the early 1960s senators from large states sent out an 

average of over 100,000 letters a year (Kofinehl 1962, 171). 

In the 1950s the Senate was a chamber where power was distributed unevenly, but 

where all members could successfully reach their goals if they played by the rules. 

According to one observer, the greatest Senate power was welded by an "Irmer Club" of 

senators who did not tolerate "any who would in any real way change the Senate, its 

customs or its way of life" (White 1956, 92). A number of unwritten "folkways"--

apprenticeship, legislative work, specialization, courtesy, reciprocity and institutional 

patriotism—assisted these senators in maintaining their power and the Senate in handling 

its workload (Matthews 1960, 92-117). They also helped the Senate function relatively 

smoothly by helping senators, who differed by party, ideology and geography, 

successfully work together despite their differences. This did not mean that every senator 

approved of them. The actions of Senators Estes Kefauver (D-Tennessee), Wayne Morse 

(R-Oregon), William Proxmire (D-Wisconsin), Hubert Humphrey (D-Miimesota) and 

Joseph Clark (D-Pennsylvania) confirm this point (White 1956; Huitt 1957, 1961b; Clark 
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1963, 1964; Silverstein 1994, 136-140). But the folkways were established enough to 

serve as suitable standards by which many scholars have since observed changes in the 

Senate. 

By the 1980s some Senate's folkways had waned. The breach began with the 

elections of 1958. The more liberal group of freshmen senators chafed under the Senate's 

folkways, unable to make an immediate policy impact. Apprenticeship ended with the 

Eighty-sixth Congress (1959-1960); but courtesy remained, largely because "the southern 

elders" retreated from forcing their new junior colleagues into apprenticeship. As the 

number of political issues increased and intensified, and as the role of government in 

society increased, senators increasingly became policy generalists; but specialization in 

committee and constituency matters continued to be viewed by senators as a necessary 

part of a functioning Senate. As the Senate's liberals won more policy victories, 

enhanced their power and remained in office, they came to appreciate the functional value 

of legislative work, institutional loyalty and reciprocity. President Nixon's abuse of 

power with Watergate and impoundment provoked further congressional reform in the 

1970s. In the Senate these reforms consolidated committee jurisdictions and increased 

resources, decentralizing power in the Senate even further. 

Twenty-five years after Matthews's study was published, five folkways-

legislative work, specialization, courtesy, reciprocity and institutional patriotism—were 

still prevalent (Foley 1980, 118-169; Rohde, Omstein, and Peabody 1985). However, 

there had been some modification by senators in how they perceived these remaining 

folkways, and there had been an increase in the number of norm violations. This 
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conclusion differed sharply from Sinclair (1989), who offered a more critical assessment 

of Senate norms based on data from the 1980s. 

Both in terms of expectations and behavior, the norms of apprenticeship, 
specialization, and legislative work are defunct; reciprocity and institutional 
patriotism have undergone major changes; courtesy is still a Senate norm but is 
more frequently breached in practice (101). 

But the more individualistic Senate weis not "normless." Yes, in the 1980s there: 

was more frequent amending legislation on the floor, even by senators not members of 

the standing committee with original jurisdiction (ibid., 79-89); were increasingly 

complex unanimous-consent agreements (Smith and Flathman 1989; Smith 1992); and 

were more frequent use of holds, filibusters, threatened filibusters (Oppenheimer 1985; 

Smith 1989). But the "show horses" of the 1950s Senate, often derided by their 

colleagues as "grandstanders," "demagogues" and "headline hunters," were accorded 

respect in the "modem Senate" especially if they were media-sawy and interested in 

seeking the presidency (Matthews 1960, 94-95; Hibbing and Thomas 1990, 142-143). 

And senators' length of service, committee assignments and chairs held still influenced a 

senators' bill sponsorship. As Schiller (1995) wrote, "[a]s obvious as this conclusion is, it 

is worth emphasizing that there is a structure that governs the Senate, and that Senators 

acknowledge it, respond to it, and work within it" (201). In other words, the Senate was 

still coherent. 

The changes that did occur coincided with an increase in the amount of time 

senators were spending in their home states. During the 1950s only senators from states 

nearby to Washington would visit home every weekend. Others, "save those solidly 
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entrenched in their seats or from the Far West [made] a trip home once every month or 

six weeks" (Matthews 1960, 89). During the 1960s and 1970s senators from all parts of 

the country visited their states for more days. During the 1960s their number of 

government-paid trips home increased from three to twelve per year (Fiorina 1977, 61). 

During the Eighty-sixth Congress (1959-1961) senators who lived over 2,000 miles from 

Washington spent 24.9 days in their home state. That number more than quintupled to 

137.0 during the Ninety-sixth Congress (1979-1981). Even senators who lived 500 miles 

or less from Washington increased their time at home. Between the same two-decade 

span their number of days spent in the state increased from 14.0 to 177.0 (Parker 1985). 

This combination of increasing workload and more time in states intensified time 

management pressures of senators and necessitated changes in floor management. From 

the Eightieth through the Eighty-second Congresses (1947-1953) the Senate met an 

average of 311 days each Congress, not much different from the 307 days in session 

average for the 101st through the 103d Congresses (1991-1997). But the average amount 

of time the Senate spent in session each day increased considerably, from 5.9 hours per 

day during those same earlier years, to 8.3 hours per day during the same later years 

(Omstein, Marm and Malbin 2000, 156-157). As the number of trips home had increased, 

votes were increasingly being taken on Tuesdays, Wednesdays and Thursdays in order 

that senators could stretch their weekend trips home from two days to four (Deering 

1986). But the formation of an informal Senate "Quality of Life Caucus" in the mid-

1980s suggests that the costs, particularly on one's family, of being a "jet-setting" senator 

were beginning to outweigh the benefits. The time demands, coupled with fragmented 
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schedules and staggering workloads, frustrated senators who sought help from their 

leadership (Baker 1988, 101). One outcome of this effort was a change in 1988 that kept 

the Senate in session three weeks and gave senators every fourth week off for 

constituency visits (Davidson 1988, 361). 

Around the same time, many senators were reluctant to televise their proceedings, 

something the House had begun seven years earlier. Senators feared their time would 

become even more precious as some of their colleagues, enticed by the opportunity to 

increase their visibility, began making more and more lengthy floor speeches (Fenno 

1990; Smith 1989). Senators eventually supported the idea, and their fears were never 

realized. Like Congressional Record excerpts sent to newspapers and constituents a 

century earlier, televised debate served to promote the interests of incumbents, giving 

them increased visibility and a better chance to shape public opinion. 

Staff 

The most visible outgrowth of the Senate's efforts to manage is workload more 

coherently was an explosion which made the Senate very complex. By 1947 Senate 

committee and personal staff had grown to 290 and 590, respectively (Fox and Hammond 

1977, 171). With passage of the 1946 LRA, in which Congress finally began addressing 

its staffing inadequacies in a comprehensive manner, the rise in Senate staff only 

intensified. The act authorized six permanent professional staff and six clerical staff for 

all standing committees (Kravitz 1990, 379). A 1947 supplemental appropriation bill 

also allowed each senator to hire an administrative assistant "to assist him in carrying out 
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his departmental business and other duties." In practice, the type of assistance offered by 

administrative assistants and required by senators varied widely, from working mostly on 

legislative activities to "serv[ing] principally as private secretaries" (Kofinehl 1962, 167-

168). At first, turnover was "fairly rapid," and many senators from small and medium-

sized states did not use their entire office staff allowance (Matthews 1960, 84; Kofinehl 

1962, 171). But dependence on staff grew immensely. By October 1954 the number of 

Senate personnel had risen to 2,061. Twenty-five years later it was 7,011 highly 

differentiated staff (Byrd 1993, 680), necessitating addition of a third Senate office 

building which was completed in 1982. 

The federal government's expansion under Presidents Kennedy and Johnson 

increased the number of people involved with federal programs, but also increased the 

number of bureaucratic snafiis. In response, people increasingly turned to their senators 

(and House members) for assistance in solving the problems. Senators were happy to 

assist. By 1976 the average Senate office staff size was thirty-one, ranging between 

fourteen and seventy (Fox and Hammond 1977, 26). One result was the increasing 

electoral connection between senators and voters that largely bypassed political parties, 

effectively increasing the Senate's autonomy. 

Committees 

The Senate's committee system underwent dramatic changes after World War 11, 

with the 1946 LRA reducing the number of standing conmiittees from thirty-three to 

fifteen. After inching back up to eighteen, in 1977 the Senate again reorganized its 
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standing committees into fifteen. During the 104th Congress (1995-1997) the Senate had 

sixteen standing committees. These reductions did not necessarily make the Senate less 

complex. The fifteen standing conunittees in 1947 had forty-four subcommittees to help 

them manage their work. By the end of the 1980s the system included eighty-seven 

subcommittees, having peaked at 140 in 1976 (Davidson 1990, 366). 

There were also some changes in how standing committees operated. In the 

1960s both political parties in the Senate spread choice committee assignments more 

widely than before the Johnson Rule. Still, those senators most likely to be denied a 

committee seat they so fervently wanted were those that still pushed for basic changes in 

the Senate (Ripley 1969a). 

The 1970 Legislative Reorganization Act (1970 LRA) "addressed problems that 

had emerged or become more critical since 1946." It required committees to give public 

notice of their hearings and prohibited most closed hearings. To help curb the power of 

committee chairs, it required committees to adopt written rules so committee members 

knew their rights. To help committee minority members, it allocated two professional 

staff and one clerk on each standing committee to them, and gave them fiill authority over 

the hiring and firing of these staff (Kravitz 1990, 376-379). In 1977 these minority staff 

numbers increased to roughly one-third of total committee staff when the minority was 

allocated one-third of the committee budget (Parris 1979, 328). But while these changes 

may have opened up the legislative process, the Senate remained highly autonomous and 

coherent. Subcommittee ftmds remained under control of the committee. In 1977 the 

Senate limited "the number of committee and subcommittee assignments a senator could 
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hold and on the number of subcommittees a senator could chair," increasing the Senate's 

value to less senior members (Sinclair 1989, 103). When the Senate's multiple referral 

rules—referral of a bill to two or more committees—were broadened in 1977, they did not 

result in major changes in the handling of legislation (Davidson 1989). 

One "rule" that continued to be observed was the use of seniority in the selection 

of committee chairs. Evidence lies in the fact that news and scholarly accounts no longer 

focused on violations of seniority, since there were none. Instead they highlighted 

prominent examples of senators whose seniority should have been violated, who waived 

or asserted their seniority, who lost their seniority upon returning to the Senate, or who 

challenged the seniority system but failed. For example, neither Mississippi Senator 

James Eastland (D), who supported the Dixiecrats in 1948, nor Idaho Senator Glen Taylor 

(D) who unsuccessfully ran for vice president on the Progressive ticket that same year, 

were demoted within their committees after the election (ibid., 413). Former Kentucky 

Senator Alben Barkley (D), who served in the Senate from 1927 to 1949, serving as 

Democratic floor leader from 1939 to 1949, and as Vice President of the United States 

from 1949 to 1953, was elected to the Senate again in 1954. While his past Senate 

service seems to have played a part in his getting the same two choice committee 

assigrunents he held when he first left the Senate, he was still ranked last on Finance and 

next to last on Foreign Relations, only ahead of Oregon's Wayne Morse (Young 1958, 

70). 

During the Eighty-third Congress (1953-1955), Judiciary Committee Chair 

William Langer (R-North Dakota) angered Republican Leader William Knowland 
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(California) by investigating Chief Justice Earl Warren and, according to White (1956), 

then "publicly dared his detractors to try to remove him as committee chairman. Nobody 

tried" (194). In 1956 Morse and New York's Herbert Lehman (D) were behind an effort 

to block James Eastland (D-Mississippi), "a bitter and vehement racist," from succeeding 

to the chair of the Judiciary Committee, which held primary jurisdiction over federal 

judicial appointments and most civil rights legislation. Eastland still became chair (White 

1956, 192-193). In 1959 Majority Leader Johnson persuaded Rhode Island's ninety-one 

year old Theodore Green (D) to relinquish the chair of the Foreign Relations Committee 

to Arkansas Senator J. William Fulbright (Goodwin 1959, 416, footnote 14). More 

recently, on December 4, 1997, nonagenarian Strom Thurmond announced he would step 

down as Armed Services chair at the end of the 105th Congress (1997-1999), nearly three 

years after concerns about his stamina and his ability to run the committee effectively 

were raised by other senators ("Power Play" 1995; "Sen. Thurmond" 1997). 

Two very public disputes attest to the continuing strength of the seniority system 

in the Senate after the reform decade of the 1970s. The first dispute involved which 

Republican would be the ranking minority member of the Senate Foreign Relations 

Committee after the Republicans lost control of the Senate in the 1986 elections. North 

Carolina's Jesse Helms sought the position over Indiana's Richard Lugar, who had chaired 

the committee the previous Congress. Even though both men joined the Foreign 

Relations Committee the same year. Helms technically was senior because he had served 

in the Senate longer. But Lugar argued he had the support of the committee's Republican 

committee members, who voted 7-0 in favor of his committee leadership.'" However, 
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when the Republican Conference voted January 20th, by a 24-17 vote it directed the 

Republican members of Foreign Relations to select a ranking member "on the basis of 

seniority." Helms became the ranking minority member, based in part on the support of 

fellow Republican but ideological opponent Senator Lowell Weicker of Connecticut, who 

was a vociferous supporter of seniority during this episode (Felton 1987, 143-144). 

The second instance occurred in early 1995, after Republicans had won back 

control of the Senate. Second-term member Connie Mack (R-Florida) and freshman Rick 

Santorum (R-Pennsylvania) lead a group of conservative Republicans in a high profile 

attempt at stripping the much more senior Senator Mark Hatfield (R-Oregon) of his 

powerful Senate Appropriations Committee chair. Hatfield's offense was that in March 

he voted against a proposed balanced budget amendment to the Constitution, a featured 

plank in recent Republican congressional and presidential campaigns. The Republican 

Conference voted in favor of letting Hatfield remain the Appropriations chair (Toner 

1995a). 

These preceding examples reflect the solidification of the seniority system. 

During the nineteenth and early twentieth centuries, when push came to shove, party took 

precedence over seniority, as evidenced by the Douglas, Sumner and La Follette incidents 

(discussed in Chapters Three, Four and Five, respectively). Unlike the House under 

Georgia Republican and Speaker Newt Gingrich (1995-1998), the Senate has neither 

bypassed a more senior senator in selecting a committee chair nor removed a senior 

committee chair recently. However, in a major concession after the Hatfield vote. Senate 

Republicans agreed to limit committee chairs to three terms beginning in 1997 (Toner 
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1995b). Because Democrats have not changed their rules similarly, it is yet to be 

determined how this change will eventually affect the coherence and institutionalization 

of the Senate. 

Leadership 

The Vice President of the U.S. is still the President of the Senate, and still has the 

constitutional authority to break tie votes in the Senate. However, not since Alben 

Barkley (1949-1953), who spent "from half to three-quarters of his time presiding in the 

chamber," has a Vice President presided over the Senate on a routine basis (Ritchie 

1991b, 154). After the 1960 elections, when newly elected majority floor leader Mike 

Mansfield invited his predecessor and newly elected Vice President Lyndon Johnson to 

preside over the Democratic Caucus full-time, the autonomy of the Senate was made 

clear. Democrats rejected the idea "fear[ing] that Johnson would use his customary 

strong-arm tactics to impose the executive's will on the Senate" (Baker 1988, 99). 

Recent party conferences have been structured much like they were in the 1950s, 

although they are now more complex. Both Republicans and Democrats have a floor 

leader, whip (or assistant floor leader), assistant whips, a Conmiittee on Committees, a 

Policy Committee, and a campaign committee. Republicans have divided their leadership 

hierarchy, separating the positions of Floor Leader, Conference Chair, Conference 

Secretary and Policy Committee Chair. In contrast, the Democratic floor leader chairs or 

co-chairs the Committee on Committees, the Policy Committee and the campaign 

conmiittee. Both party conferences, which rarely met in the 1950s, met quite regularly 
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and maintain a sizeable and professional staff which offer a variety of research, 

information and communication services (Matthews 1960, 123; Patterson 1989,405-406; 

Kelly 1995). These organizational structures have enhanced the autonomy of the Senate 

since they created a visible boundary between the Senate and other party organizations 

such as the national committees (RNC, DNC) and House campaign committees (NRCC, 

DCCC)." 

Still, the expanded party structures have not done much to expand the capabilities 

of the Senate's floor leaders, as the following laments by majority leaders make clear. 

Howard Baker equated leading the Senate to "trying to push a wet noodle." Bob Dole 

remarked that "[t]here's a lot of free spirits in the Senate. About 100 of them" (Krehbiel 

1986, 541). Robert Byrd declared "I often say when I am to fill out a form and the form 

says 'occupation,' I should put 'slave'" (Patterson 1989, 403). The capabilities of and 

limitations to strong party leadership are a function of several factors: the Senate's party 

structure; the floor leader's personality; the level of partisanship; the collegial structure of 

party leadership (in other words, its level of decentralization); and the need to mediate 

both between and within parties (ibid., 394-400). Consequently, 

Contemporary legislative leadership .. is fashioned out of services 
provided for individual members and committees who enjoy rights and 
privileges but who find it increasingly hard to realize their objectives 
without the leaders' good offices .... bi the Senate, floor leaders offer a 
wide range of relatively routine services for individual members; if those 
leaders' scheduling powers are augmented, it will be because the 
inconveniences occasioned by decentralization outweigh its advantages. 
There will be no open-ended grant of power to the leaders. In the present 
context, leadership is consultative in the sense of providing channels of 
individual members needs; inclusive in the sense of offering arenas for 
resolving disputes; and routinized in the sense of conforming to the 
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complicated structure and precedents that mark Congress as an institution 
(Davidson 1988, 361). 

The limited impact of majority leaders is not to suggest that they have no impact 

on the Senate. The persuasive abilities of Lyndon Johnson are legendary, and played an 

important role in his getting the Democratic caucus to accept the "Johnson Rule." This 

rule, which specified that every Democrat was to receive one major committee 

assignment before anyone received two, persists today and was eventually adopted by the 

Republicans as well (Huitt 1961a; Sinclair 1989). Mike Mansfield, whose passive 

leadership style contrasted sharply with his predecessor Johnson, created a power vacuum 

in the Senate and made it easier to alter Senate procedures like Rule XXII regarding 

cloture. Under Mansfield's leadership, subcommittees proliferated, providing platforms 

for less senior and less conservative Democrats (Baker 1988, 100). 

Yet, the fact that individuals with personalities and styles as different as Johnson's 

and Mansfield's could both be called "outstanding Senate leaders of the twentieth 

century" suggests the constraints on the floor leader positions were entrenched (Baker and 

Davidson 1991). If any personality could serve in the position "successfully," and be 

elected to the position, this suggests that senators were not concerned with what the party 

leader could do because they are limited. And even Johnson, the modem model for a 

strong floor leader, was well aware of the position's limitations, once saying "the only real 

power available to the leader is the power of persuasion. There is no patronage, no power 

to discipline, no authority to fire senators like a president can fire his members of 

Cabinet" (Duncan 1996, 1369). 
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Conclusion 

In the 1950s a freshman senator was "expected to keep his mouth shut, not to take 

the lead in floor fights, to listen and to leam" (Matthews 1960, 93). But the election of 

more liberal and more impatient senators between 1958 and 1964 started to alter these 

expectations. These junior senators found that Senate norms, like apprenticeship and 

seniority, stifled their efforts to affect public policy meaningfully. Coupled with 

environmental factors like more complex issues, the proliferation of interest groups, and 

the increased role of the media in the policy process, they inaugurated what some called a 

new Senate, and pursued new avenues of affecting public policy. 

By the end of the 1980s the results were a higher degree of partisanship (Smith 

1992); a deterioration in civility and fellowship (Uslaner 1993; Dewar 1995; Matthews 

1996); increasingly complex unanimous-consent agreements (Smith and Flathman 1989; 

Smith 1992); more frequent use of holds, filibusters, threatened filibusters (Oppenheimer 

1985; Smith 1989) and amendments (Sinclair 1989); declining committee autonomy 

(Smith and Deering 1984); and increases in workload and staff (Omstein, Mann and 

Malbin 2000; Omstein, Peabody and Rohde 1993). Chamber norms were also weakened, 

but they did not disappear (Foley 1980; Rohde, Omstein and Peabody 1985). 

The changes that occurred in the Senate between the 1950s and the 1990s can be 

summed up in two words: individualism and equality. By the 1990s senators had at their 

disposal larger personal and committee staffs which provided better and more 

information than in the past. Besides making the Senate more complex, it also served to 

enhance the Senate's autonomy. If only one or a few senators were more powerful than 



195 

their colleagues and able to control the procedures of the Senate, then the president, the 

House or other interested parties would be able to pursue their goals in the Senate by 

negotiating with only a few senators. Because power within the Senate had become more 

decentralized than that, external actors now had to devote more resources to pursuing 

their policy goals via the Senate. In other words, they were now dealing with a highly 

institutionalized Senate. 

" . . .  t h e  t i m e  h a s  c o m e  w h e n  m o s t  S e n a t e  j o b s - e s p e c i a l l y  t h o s e  o f  a  
routine or specialized nature-are filled without regard to, or even 
awareness of, party affiliation. This is but one of many indications of the 
institutionalization of the Senate establishment" (Davidson and Oleszek 
1984, 653; italics added). 
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ENDNOTES 

1. "In Buckley v. Valeo, the Supreme Court [in 1976] threw out several provisions of 
[FECA], including limits on candidates' total expenditures, limits on the amount of 
money a candidate is allowed to spend on his or her own campaign, and limits on the 
amount of money an individual or PAC can independently spend to support or oppose 
a candidate" (Abramowitz and Segal 1992, 124). 

2. To reiterate from earlier chapters, a "contested Senate seat" is one in which the 
legitimacy of its occupant, whether elected or appointed, is challenged. 

3. Between the Eighty-third and 102d Congresses (1953-1993), the percentage of 
senators who were lawyers never dropped below fifty-nine percent, but hit a modem 
low of fifty-four percent during the 104th Congress (1995-1997). 

4. The African-Americans are Massachusetts Republican Edward Brook (1967-1979) 
and Illinois Democrat Carol Moseley-Braun (1993-1999). The Hispanic-Americans 
are Dennis Chavez (1935-1963) and Joseph Montoya (1963-1977), both Democrats 
from New Mexico. The Native-American is Colorado Democrat-tumed-Republican 
Ben Nighthorse Campbell (1993-today) (Omstein, Mann and Malbin 2000, 26-27) 
Other groups had more success in reaching the Senate. The 104th Senate (1995-
1997) was twenty percent Catholic and nine percent Jewish, when their respective 
1995 percentages in the U.S. adult population were twenty-five and two. 

5. The tax-exempt feature of this allowance was repealed by the Eighty-First Congress 
(1949-1951) (Galloway 1953, 391). 

6. This occurred only after the issue of a pay raise was made politically palatable by 
linking it, via a Commission on Judicial and Congressional Salaries, to the subject of 
pay raises for federal judges. 

7. The annual salaries, and years in which they took effect, are: 1947-512,500; 1955-
$22,500; 1965-530,000; 1969-542,500; 1975-544,600; 1977-557,500; 1979-
560,662.50; 1983-569,800; 1984-572,600; 1985-575,100; 1987-577,400; 1987-
589,500; 1990-598,400; 1991-5101,900; 1991-5125,100; 1992-5129,500; 1993-
5133,600 (http://www.senate.gov/leaming/stat_17.html on December 1, 1999). 

8. The number of bills introduced each Congress from the Ninety-sixth through the 
101st Congresses (1979-1991) were 3,480, 3,396, 3,454, 3,386, 3,325, 3,669, 
respectively, averaging 3,452. The number of bills passed each Congress from the 
Eighty-first through the Eighty-fifth Congresses (1949-1959) were 2,362, 1,849, 
2,231, 2,550, 2,202, respectively. Since then the total has not exceeded 2,000. The 
number of recorded votes in the Senate from the Ninety-third through the Ninety-sixth 
Congresses (1973-1981) were 1,138, 1,290, 1,151, 1,043, respectively. 
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9. In 1951 General Douglas Mac Arthur was supreme commander for the allied 
occupation of Japan, conunander of American forces in the Far East, and United 
Nations field commander of the Korean War. He was ordered to relinquish his 
commands in March after making public statements that undermined the goals and 
effort of the Truman Administration in resolving the Korean War (Neustadt 1980, 
9-12). 

10. This votes took place without two Republican committee members attending, 
including Helms. 

11. The RNC is the Republican National Committee and the DNC is the Democratic 
National Committee. The NRCC is the National Republican Congressional 
Committee and the DCCC is the Democratic Congressional Campaign Committee. 
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CHAPTER SEVEN: THE INSTITUTIONALIZATION OF THE U.S. SENATE 

Measuring Institutionalization in the U.S. Senate 

As Vital Statistics on Congress (Omstein, Mann and Malbin 2000) and various 

Congressional Research Service reports make clear, the passage of the Legislative 

Reorganization Act of 1946 (1946 LRA) ushered in an era of systematic compilation and 

broad dissemination of congressional statistics. The most obvious benefit to political 

science has been the ability to conduct more sophisticated and rigorous congressional 

research. Unfortunately, from an historical perspective, this has been accompanied by an 

equally great drawback: an overemphasis on the study of the post-World War U 

Congresses. While many of these studies are interesting and enlightening, their findings 

about congressional development and change are theoretically limited. They have little 

relevance to the development of Congress during its first 156 years. 

This chapter attempts to overcome this problem by systematically measuring the 

institutionalization of the U.S. Senate from 1789 to 1996. It uses multiple, continuous, 

historical indicators of each component of Senate institutionalization—adaptability, 

autonomy, complexity and coherence. Historical indicators expand the range of analysis 

that has been conducted by others. Continuous indicators make comparability and 

quantitative analysis more feasible. Multiple indicators enhance the validity of the study 

and its conclusions. 

As with many historical studies, a variety of obstacles arose in the pursuit of these 

indicators: inaccurate and incomplete records; limited and biased historical accounts; 
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changing organizational charts; changing personnel; the establishment of new and the 

elimination of old procedures, both organizational and legislative; and extraordinary 

historical events that hindered the collection of data or may have skewed indicators in 

ways difGcult to measure. Most problems have been overcome, but some gaps in the data 

were unavoidable, which is another reason why the four historical chapters were 

necessary. 

This chapter begins with a review of the data and their sources, justifying their use 

and identifying and explaining their advantages and limitations. This is followed by four 

separate sections, detailing historical changes in the Senate's adaptability, autonomy, 

complexity and coherence, respectively. Each one of these sections begins with a brief 

review of the theory behind each component of institutionalization. It then offers 

multiple indicators of each component, justifying their use theoretically before describing 

and analyzing the data. 

Data Sources and Collection Methodologv 

The Senate data collected and analyzed in this study come from a variety of 

sources. Some sources are well-known to congressional scholars, such as Congressional 

Quarterly's Guide to U.S. Elections (1994), and the many periodic volumes of the 

government published Congressional Directory. Less familiar are other federal 

government sources that are underutilized. These include the biennially published State 

Department document A Register of Officers and Agents, Civil, Military, and Naval, in 

the Service of the United States (1816-1831), and the annually (and later semiannually) 
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published Report of the Secretary of the Senate detailing the chamber's receipts and 

disbursements (1823-1998). More recently published sources include West Virginia 

Senator Robert Byrd's four volume set The Senate 1789-1989, particularly the fourth 

volume which offers an array of historical Senate qualitative and quantitative data (1993), 

and Gerald Benjamin and Michael Malbin's edited volume Limiting Legislative Terms 

(1992), which includes an appendix with invaluable Senate election-related data 

extending back to the First Congress (1789-1791). Data relating to the establishment and 

termination of Senate standing, select and special committees came from Byrd's (1993) 

fourth volume (516-519; 522-581), which itself was compiled from periodic volumes of 

the Congressional Directory and Walter Stubbs' Congressional Committees, 1789-1982: 

A Checklist (1985). 

One of the biggest differences between budgetary and personnel data presented 

here and in other Senate studies is that the data here are drawn largely from the armual 

and semi-annual volumes of the Report of the Secretary of the Senate. While these 

periodic reports are sometimes difficult to utilize and understand, they offer a wealth of 

expenditure and employee information that is unparalleled. For example, they detail 

specifically how much money the Senate actually spent during specified time periods. In 

contrast, most other studies utilize appropriations as a congressional budgetary measure 

(Omstein, Marm and Malbin 2000, 140-147). The latter method is somewhat less precise, 

since congressional appropriations do not guarantee that the money is spent and 

supplemental appropriations may be overlooked. The Secretary's report offers advantages 

in measuring staff as well. Most sources use the number of Senate staff positions 
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authorized by the Senate (Fox and Hammond 1977,171; Omstein, Mann and Maibin 

2000, 129-138). Yet congressional staff positions often find themselves unfilled. In 

contrast, even nineteenth century volumes of the Report of the Secretary of the Senate 

name the employees of the Seriate, their title, and how much each one was paid during a 

specified time period. They note the specific dates employees began and ended working 

for the Senate, and employees are usually listed in a methodical fashion. Full-time 

employees of different subunits, like the Secretary, the Sergeant at Arms, the committees 

and senators, are generally grouped together. The reports even numbered each full-time 

employee from 1895 through 1948, making counting them considerably easier. It has 

almost always been easy to ascertain from the payment records when a new employee 

replaces an exiting employee, since the old and new employee, along with their (same) 

title, are usually listed sequentially with their respective termination and employment 

dates. 

Post-1953 Senate employee data originally came from the "Monthly Report of 

Federal Civilian Employment" which is published by the Office of Workforce 

Information, a division of the Office of Personnel Management. October totals were used 

to coincide with Byrd's (1993) data, who compiled totals from 1954 through 1991 from 

these reports. Recent volumes of the Congressional Directory were also used as a source 

for recent Senate staff data concerning subunits of the Senate. 

Unfortunately, the Report of the Secretary of the Senate is not without its own 

limitations. First, before 1886 it is difficult to distinguish between actual employees of 

the Senate and those individuals contracted for work by the Senate. Second, numbers 
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were occasionally skipped within these reports, presumably by mistake, when counting 

employees (for example, 182, 183, 184,186, 187 .. .)• Even if these reports do not 

include every employee, they almost certainly include every type of employee, some of 

minimal importance to the legislative process. During the nineteenth century the Senate 

not only hired clerks and messengers, but also laborers, folders, mail carriers, carpenters, 

janitors, elevator conductors, and the Keeper of the Stationary. 

The staff data utilized in this study also conceal a variety of methodological 

decisions made by the researcher. An example illustrates some of these issues and 

methodological decisions. Upon reviewing the 1899 fiscal year Annual Report of the 

Secretary of the Senate (U.S. Congress. Senate 1899), the author calculated that the 

Senate had 329 fiill-time staff This was determined by reviewing the records of the 

second quarter of fiscal year 1899 (beginning October 1, 1898 and ending December 31, 

1898), then counting the number of Senate employees who were being paid as of 

December 31, 1898. This total included seventy-five clerks and messengers for Senate 

committees, thirty-one clerks to senators, and the rest presumably employees working for 

the Secretary of the Senate and the Sergeant at Arms. 

December 31st was used as the measuring date under the assumption that, with 

the constitutionally mandated congressional session begiiming in early December, most 

staffing appointments would have been made by December 31st. Upon passage of the 

Twentieth Amendment, which required new congresses to convene on January 3d, 

March 30th was used as the measuring date, so that the assumptions, if not the date, 

remained the same.' 
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Unfortunately, it appears that some Senate employees who worked for select 

committees were systematically included among the list of Senate expenditures rather 

than with the rest of the personnel in these Reports. These were non-salaried employees 

and/or individuals who frequently contracted their services with the Senate. Although not 

specifically delineated as such, it appears that these employees listed in this section were 

part-time employees-part-time in the sense that they only worked for the Senate when 

needed. Evidence of their existence, pay and "part-time" status is included in a separate 

and much longer section of each Report that lists every payment the Senate made during 

the particular time period. These sections also include, but are not limited to, payments 

for items as varied as pens, paper, newspapers, chairs, firewood, horses and publishing 

Senate documents. 

In spite of this problem, the data utilized here still indicate changes in Senate 

complexity fairly well. The rise in the number of Senate staff during the mid- and late-

twentieth century is already well documented (Rogers 1941; Kofmehl 1962; Malbin 

1980; Byrd 1993; Omstein, Mann and Malbin 2000). Yet even the premier study of 

congressional staff growth offers only limited data on Senate staff before 1930 (Fox and 

Hammond 1977). 

Other problems to overcome were occasional changes in the reporting procedures. 

The biggest ones were changes in fiscal years. The first Reports covered from the 

beginning of December to the beginning of the following December, coinciding roughly 

with congressional sessions. That changed with fiscal year 1871, when annual volumes 

of the Report covered July 1st through June 30th. These dates changed again in fiscal 
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year 1977, when the Reports, now semi-annually, covered October 1st through March 

30th, and April 1st through September 30th.-

The length of congressional service for each senator is calculated from 

membership data in Congressional Quarterly's Guide to U.S. Elections (1994, 785-811). 

Tne mean service of senators for each Congress has been documented in other places, 

although with slightly different results (Ripley 1969a, 43; Stewart 1992, 73). These 

differences are likely due to differences in methodology, although this cannot be 

confirmed since other authors fail to describe their methodology. Especially during the 

earlier years of Congress, deaths, resignations and scandal caused a significant number of 

senators to not take office on the traditional first day of the Senate. In order to get a fairly 

precise measure, service was measured on March 4th from 1789 through 1933, and on 

January 3d from 1934 through 1995. For example, senators whose service started 

February 4th before 1934 would have a one month service used in calculating mean 

service. However, senators who start their service on April 4th would not be included in 

that year's service calculation. They would first be included in the next Congress. While 

one would obtain different service data by using different dates, the Senate's increasing 

trend displayed in Figure 7-10 would be the same. Because of my strict measurement of 

service, my data takes into account that there were only 20 senators serving in 1789 when 

the first Congress convened. 

The number of freshmen senators in each Congress can also change depending 

upon the methodology used. Some scholars use election results (Omstein, Maim and 

Malbin 2000, 19) to determine the number of freshmen in the next Congress. However, 
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senators appointed or elected in special elections after a Congress begins are not 

accounted for in this total. Neither are they included as freshmen in the next Congress if 

they have served any "significant" amount of time in the previous Congress. Further 

complicating these calculations from 1789 through 1933 is the fact that some newly 

elected candidates were sworn in earlier than the traditional March 4th opening Senate 

session because their predecessor resigned. This allowed them to become members of the 

Congress which preceded the one to which they were actually elected to serve.^ 

Freshmen are defined here as any senators who serve less than six months before 

the start of the new Senate year, defined as March 4th from 1789 through 1933 and 

January 3d from 1934 through 1995. This allows more new members to be included in 

the new Congress. Members who serve in office at least two months before the 

November election (and six months before March 4th) are operationalized as incumbents. 

The number of Senate bills introduced was drawn from the indices of annual 

volumes of the Senate Journal. The number of public bills passed per Congress came 

from Historical Statistics of the United States, Colonial Times to 1970 (U.S. Bureau of 

the Census 1975) and Vital Statistics on Congress (Omstein, Mann and Malbin 2000). 

Senate rules were taken from requisite versions of the Senate Manual. The systematic 

data regarding seniority and seniority violations in the selection of committee chairs 

comes from Ripley (1969a), while the specific incidents of seniority violations (or 

supposed violations) presented here and in Chapters Three through Six were found in a 

variety of historical books. Contested Senate seats data comes largely from Butler and 

Wolff (1995), a compilation of the Senate's major expulsion, censure and contested 
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election cases. Information on more recent controversies was drawn from issues of 

Congressional Quarterly and major newspapers. 

The Adaptability of the U.S. Senate 

Adaptability is a necessary component of institutionalization because an 

organization's value and stability are dependent upon the ability of the organization to 

successfully deal with external challenges. Because external challenges, whether from 

competing actors or unforeseen events, are potentially destabilizing to an organization, 

effectively handling them is crucial to the long-term stability of the organization. In turn, 

this enhances the organization's value, since people increasingly act under the assumption 

that the organization will continue to exist and operate. In contrast, organizations that 

handle environmental challenges poorly become increasingly unpredictable, which 

contributes to their instability, and lessens the chance that those within the organization 

will develop any commitment to the organization "beyond the technical requirements of 

the task at hand" (Selznick 1957, 17). 

Organizations have two mechanisms by which they handle external challenges: 

resiliency and flexibility (Ragsdale and Theis 1997). Resiliency is the ability of an 

organization's key units to persist over time. It is the foundation of stability, and creates 

the opportunity for organizational value to develop and grow. Highly resilient 

organizations are more likely to have dealt with external challenges in the past, so they 

are better prepared than less resistant organizations to face further external challenges. 

Flexibility is the ability of an organization to alter itself in response to environmental 
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challenges. Such alterations keep an organization from becoming irrelevant, a sure way 

for it to lose its value. Their names suggest that these two traits are inherently 

incompatible, but an organization can be both resilient and flexible. An organization with 

a high level of adaptability demonstrates its flexibility within parameters established by 

the organization's resiliency. 

Huntington (1968) argued that an organization's adaptability could be measured in 

chronological, generational and functional terms. The next section measures the Senate's 

resiliency in chronological and functional terms and its flexibility in generational and 

flmctional terms. In combination these indicators provide a thorough and insightful look 

at the Senate's changing adaptability over the course of its existence. 

Senate Resiliencv - A Chronological Indicator 

One indicator of an organization's resiliency is simply how long it has existed. 

This "chronological" measure reflects an organization's degree of stability since "[t]he 

older an organization is, the more likely it is to continue to exist through any specified 

future time period" (Huntington 1968, 13). When coupled with historical facts detailing 

changes the Senate has undergone and seen, chronological age is a simple, yet incisive 

indicator of the Senate's resiliency. During the Senate's 210 years of operation it has 

undergone a five-fold increase in its membership (from twenty to 100), a sixty-three-fold 

increase in the public it represents (from 3,929,214 in 1790 to 248,718,301 in 1990; U.S. 

Bureau of the Census 1998, 8), and a constitutional revision in how its members are 

selected (under the Seventeenth Amendment in 1913). It has coexisted with forty-two 
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presidents, and survived the establishment of political parties, the multiplication of news 

media in both numbers and variety, enormous growth in the federal bureaucracy and the 

rise in the number of organized interests seeking to influence it. It also has dealt with a 

public policy agenda that has expanded considerably since the eighteenth century, and 

that has included its share of national crises, among them wars and economic depressions. 

In short, since its establishment in 1789, the Senate has adapted to its environment. It has 

faced no shortage of competing actors and potentially disruptive national events. Yet the 

Senate today is an important governmental entit>- that cannot be ignored in the governing 

process. 

Of course, the fact that the Senate is a constitutionally mandated entity has 

enhanced its ability "to continue to exist.'"' But efforts to radically change or even 

eliminate the Senate are not unprecedented. In the decades before and immediately after 

the turn of the century, the Senate was frequently personified as a bastion of the rich and 

corporate, a legislature unresponsive to the people. Many newspapers and public 

speakers exhorted Senate reform, some going so far as to suggest its abolition ("Our 

'House of Lords'", 1886; Garrison 1891; Russell 1893; Everett 1906). Moreover, actually 

eliminating a national legislature in the United States is not unprecedented. The Congress 

that operated under the Articles of Confederation adjourned for the last time in 1788.^ 

This unicameral U.S. legislature lasted a mere seven years, largely because it remained 

politically impotent in the face of states' sovereignty. In other words, it failed to adapt. 

So as unlikely as it seems today, the existence of the Senate in the federal governmental 

process has not always been a forgone conclusion. 
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Senate Flexibility - Two Generational Indicators 

TO paraphrase Huntington (1968), the longer the Senate has continued to operate 

uninterrupted while replacing one set of members by another, the more highly 

institutionalized it is. By measuring the time it takes for a complete rotation of senators, 

beginning with the First Congress (1789-1791), as well as the number of times such a 

rotation occurs over the existence of the Senate, one can demonstrate the flexibility of the 

Senate. 

Measuring these generational transitions in the Senate is somewhat tricky, since 

members' terms overlap by constitutional design. Consequently, this generational 

indicator assumes that no socialization of any sort takes place in the Senate between older 

and newer members. Stated differently, it assumes that once Senate membership turns 

over 100 percent—once a Senate "generation" has passed—new individuals with 

"formative experiences" different from those who served in the earlier generation can run 

the Senate in any constitutional manner they choose (Huntington 1968, M-IS).*^ 

Table 7-1 lists the years and length of Senate generations since the First Congress 

in 1789. The first generation lasted twelve years, ending in 1801 when the last of the 

Senate's first twenty senators from the First Congress, John Langdon (New Hampshire) 

and James Gunn (Georgia), retired after serving two full terms.^ Their retirements 

initiated the beginning of the second generation, which then ended thirteen years later in 

1814, when no senator remained in the Senate who had served before 1801. In turn, 1814 

marked the beginning of the Senate's third generation, which then ended eleven years 

later, when no senator remained in the Senate who had served before 1814. Continuing 
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this methodology, as of 1996 the Senate was in the midst of its tenth generation, the ninth 

having ended in 1978 and having lasted thirty-four years. The tenth generation will end 

when there are no longer senators in the Senate who began their service before 1978, a 

number that stood at nineteen in 1997 at the beginning of the 105th Congress. As simple 

as this measure is, it shows that the Senate is flexible enough to have different people, 

and different generations, operate it.^ 

However, Table 7-1 also suggests that at some point the Senate became less 

flexible. The duration of a Senate generation nearly tripled, from twelve years to thirty-

four years, between 1801 and 1978. In other words, rather than taking only twelve years 

for complete membership turnover, relatively recently it took thirty-four years. This 

trend, reflecting the rising careerism in the Senate, was also observed when comparing 

the length of earlier generations to later ones. The duration for the first five Senate 

generations averages 14.6 years. That figure nearly doubles to 29.0 years for the next 

four complete generations, indicating that potential sources of change (in other words, 

new members) are coming into the Senate at a slower rate. 

There is one major exception to the increasing trend in generations: the drop from 

twenty-five years to twelve years just before and during the early years of the Civil War. 

High turnover rates in state legislatures, which selected U.S. senators during this time, 

probably played a part in this decline, as did a "powerful electoral realignment" that 

occurred between 1854 and 1860 (Silbey 1991). However, the biggest factor in this 

dramatic decline was probably the senatorial vacancies in eleven southern states during 

the Civil War. At the time Southern senators tended to serve longer than their colleagues 
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from the North (McConachie 1898). Their abrupt departures from the Senate hastened 

the premature end of their generation. 

A related indicator of Senate flexibility is the number of times the Senate's 

leadership has changed. Each transition, from one set of Senate leaders to another set of 

Senate leaders, illustrates Senate flexibility. The Senate remains flexible, and 

institutionalizes, as long as these transitions continue to occur. As Huntington (1968) 

wrote, "[t]he more often [an] organization has surmounted the problem of peaceful 

succession and replaced one set of leaders by another, the more highly institutionalized it 

is" (14). 

Taking reliable and internally valid measurements of such leadership terms is 

difficult. Who actually constitutes a Senate leader (or leaders) has changed over the 

course of the Senate's history. During the eighteenth and nineteenth centuries. Senate 

leaders were men who either served on more committees, developed into statesmen or 

became Senate leaders by virtue of their ability to lead or control the majority party's 

Senate apparatus. But it was not until 1913 that the modem party floor leader was first 

designated in the Senate (Munk 1974). 

Still, one can determine at least a minimal number of leadership transitions simply 

by considering the number of times party control (including control by party-like factions) 

has changed in the Senate.' Between 1789 and 1996 this has occurred twenty times, an 

average of one change every 10.3 years. In other words, the average Senate party 

leadership has lasted about a decade, a period of time that suggests flexibility, but not 

instability.'® 
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Analysis limited to formally designated floor leaders suggests even more 

leadership changes. Since 1913, when the Democrats first formally designated a floor 

leader, nineteen different men from fifteen different states have been majority leader of 

the Senate, an average of one leadership transition every 4.7 years. They have 

represented the Northeast (Massachusetts, Maine), Midwest (Indiana, Ohio, Illinois, 

Kansas), South (Virginia, Arkansas, Kentucky, Texas, Tennessee, Mississippi), and West 

(Arizona, California, Montana)." Both the shorter average and the diversity of states 

suggests that the Senate has maintained some flexibility during the twentieth century, 

even as careerism among its members has increased. 

While telling, the above analyses ignore an important finding drawn from 

Chapters Three through Six: the impact of "Senate leaders" on their colleagues, no matter 

how the concept is defined, has always been limited. Senators have almost always had at 

their disposal procedural techniques for hampering the abilities of the Senate's leaders. 

So although the majority leader is "first among equals," the emphasis, with respect to the 

Senate, should be placed on equals. The Senate consists of equal members who all have 

the same chance (but not capability) to lead. 

Senate Resiliency and Flexibility - Functional Indicators 

Whereas chronological indicators reflect changes in time and generational 

indicators reflect changes in membership or leadership, ftmctional indicators of 

adaptability reflect changes in an organization's tasks. As Huntington (1968) argued, "An 

organization that has adapted itself to changes in its environment and has survived one or 
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more changes in its principal functions is more highly institutionalized than one that has 

not" (15). 

Senate committees have always been and still are the principal mechanism by 

which the Senate handles its legislative woricload (Wilson 1956; Sinclair 1989). Even 

with the increasing emphasis on individualism in the contemporary Senate, "committees 

continue to be the primary arenas for policy-making in Congress" (Evans 1989, 157). 

Hence, they are a logical source for functional indicators of the Senate's resiliency and 

flexibility. Besides handling public and private legislation, their most frequent function. 

Senate committees also budget and appropriate money to the federal, state and local 

governments, judge executive, judicial and military nominations, engage in executive 

oversight, and advise the Senate on internal housekeeping matters like contested 

elections, staffing, conunittee reorganization and ethics. Moreover, the establishment of 

new committees and the elimination of old committees, as well as their names, generally 

reflect changing social, economic and political issues in the United States (McConachie 

1898). For example, the industrialization of the U.S., the country's expanding railroad 

system and its rising immigration numbers were captured by the Senate's establishment of 

the Committee on Education and Labor (1870), the Select Committee to Investigate 

Interstate Commerce (1885), and the Committee on Inunigration (1889), respectively.'" 

One fimctional indicator of Senate resiliency is the mean duration of the Senate's 

standing committees at the beginning of each congress—in other words, the average 

length of time a Senate standing committee has existed.*^ The longer the same standing 

conmiittees have continuously operated in the Senate, the more resilient the Senate 
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becomes. Not only are these committees more likely to continue to exist in the future, but 

future new committees are likely to be established and operate in a manner highly 

compatible with the older committees.''* Figure 7-1 charts the mean annual duration of 

the Senate's standing committees, beginning with the Tenth Congress (1807-1819). 

As discussed in Chapter Three, the establishment of twelve standing committees 

during the Fourteenth Congress (1815-1817) was, itself, an indication that the Senate was 

institutionalizing. The Senate was acknowledging the fact that certain select committees, 

and the senators who had served on them across several congresses, had gained expertise 

in their respective policy areas. In effect, certain select committees had become 

increasingly resilient. Making these committees standing committees recognized this 

fact, and likely saved the Senate some time in dealing with future committee assignment 

and jurisdictional questions. 

Figure 7-1 illustrates the increasing resiliency of the Senate. Through the Thirty-

seventh Congress (1861-1863), the Senate's mean standing committee duration rose fairly 

uniformly, reaching 38.4 years in 1861, and where it remained for the next forty years. 

This indicator began to rise again with the Fifty-seventh Congress (1901-1903) until a 

sharp drop in the Eightieth Congress (1947-1949), resulting from the passage of the 

1946 LRA. Again, the indicator began to rise, this time until the Ninety-second Congress 

(1971-1973). The succeeding decline in mean annual duration resulted fi-om the standing 

committees being restructured in four of the next six congresses. Since the Ninety-

seventh Congress (1981-1983) this indicator has been increasing. As of the beginning of 

the 104th Congress (1995-1997), the mean standing committee duration was 59.5 years. 
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This fails to match the Senate's peak mean standing conmiittee duration of 86.3 years at 

the beginning of the Seventy-ninth Congress (1945-1947). 

The important point is that since 1858 the Senate's mean standing committee 

duration has never dropped below thirty-five years. It remained relatively close to thirty-

five over the next four decades. Even with significant reorganizations in its standing 

committees in 1921, 1947 and 1977, the Senate never razed its standing committee 

system. Some standing committees have always survived, illustrated by the fact that the 

Senate's mean duration remains high. These include the Finance, Foreign Relations and 

Judiciary committees, which were established in 1816, and the Appropriations 

Committee, which dates back to 1867. Together these prestigious conmiittees provide a 

solid foundation for the Senate standing committee system, their lengthy and ever 

increasing continuity making the committee system resilient to wholesale change. This 

may be because they deal with issues that are, to some degree or another, specifically 

spelled out in the Constitution, including raising money, ratification of treaties, 

establishment of a federal judiciary, and appropriating money. 

Figure 7-1 also illustrates that, even with the same general purpose of "improving" 

the committee system, committee reorganization and reforms can have vastly different 

effects on the Senate's resiliency. The mean jumped from 47.8 years to 62.0 years with 

the 1921 committee changes. This sharp increase resulted because a majority of the 

thirty-eight standing committees that were eliminated that year were relatively new. 

Thus, their elimination served to increase mean conmiittee duration-twenty-five had 

been established within the previous thirty years, fourteen alone since 1909. On the other 
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hand, mean standing committee duration dropped after Senate reforms became effective 

in 1947, 1971 and 1977. The passage of the 1946 LRA caused the mean duration of 

Senate committees to drop from 86.3 years, its historical high, to 48.5 years in 1947.'^ 

This decline is not so much the result of seven new committees being formed as it was 

the elimination of twenty-five committees, twenty-two of which were established during 

the nineteenth century. In fact, five of the eliminated committees were established at the 

standing committee system's inception in 1816, a blow to Senate resiliency. Another 

notable drop in resiliency occurred in 1977 when the Senate again reorganized its 

committee system, this time eliminating nine standing committees while establishing six 

new ones (Parris 1979). The mean duration dropped from 60.3 to 44.7 years. 

These changes in resiliency also indicate the Senate's flexibility. When no 

standing committee changes occur between congresses in Figure 7-1, the slope of the data 

line between the two congresses is two, since the duration of each committee has 

increased by two years. Consequently, changes in the slope indicate a change in the 

Senate's standing committee system. For example, the failure of the mean standing 

committee duration to increase greatly between the Thirty-eighth and Fifty-sixth 

Congresses (1863-1901) indicates an extended period of Senate flexibility. These 

changes are more clearly observed in Figure 7-2, which specifically charts percentage 

change in the Senate's mean standing committee duration from the previous congress. 

The Senate may not always demonstrate its flexibility, but generally speaking the Senate 

has remained flexible for most of its history. 
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Another functional indicator of Senate flexibility is the number of select and 

special committees each congress. Because select committees are temporary by 

definition, few indicators are more ideally suited to measure Senate flexibility across 

time. In fact, in discussing the Senate's first committees, which were mostly select 

committees, Swanstrom (1962) writes "the most striking feature of the earlier order was 

its remarkable flexibility." Given that the Senate used more than "two score" committees 

during its first session, the indicator here suggests the same flexibility (224-226). Special 

conmiittees also reflect flexibility. Not granted the authority to propose legislation, they 

serve as a vehicle to address a problem without upsetting the bill-writing duties of the 

standing committee(s). 

Figure 7-3 shows that the number of Senate select and special committees since 

the establishment of the standing committee system has ranged between a high of twenty 

in the Sixty-first Congress (1909-1911) to a low of one in the Eighty-first Congress 

(1949-1951).'^ This data indicates, again, that the Senate historically has been quite 

flexible. Having said that, something has clearly occurred since the 1946 LRA. Between 

the Senate's standing committee establishment in 1816 and 1946, the total number of 

select and special committees during each Congress exceeded five for all but eleven of 

those sixty-six congresses. Since 1946 that total has only exceeded five twice, suggesting 

a degree of stability within the Senate's select and special committees. Closer scrutiny of 

the Senate's select and special committees during the 104th Congress (1995-1997) 

confirms this hypothesis. Some are as much a staple of Senate structure as the standing 

committees established in 1977. The Select Committee on Indians Affairs was itself 
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established in 1977. The Special Committee on Aging was established in 1961. Still 

listed in the 1995-1996 Congressional Directory as select and special committees, 

respectively, their increasing duration ironically suggests that certain select and special 

committees have become increasingly resilient}^ 

The Senate has responded to this recent /nflexibility in its committee system by 

increasingly using another mechanism for adapting to changing circumstances—legislative 

caucuses, informal groups of senators concerned with a specific type of issue. Hammond 

(1997) writes that "[tjoday's caucuses are a congressional adaptation to external demands 

—crises, long-term trends, and emerging issues—and to the inability of the formal system 

of Congress to handle these demands rapidly and flexibly" (275; italics added). As Table 

7-2 shows, an edition of Congressional Staff Directory lists twenty-four of these 

organizations exclusively for senators (Brownson 1996, 413-417).'® An edition of the 

same directory only twelve years earlier lists only thirteen. A few, like the Democratic 

Task Force on Hispanic Issues and the Republican Task Force on Health Care, have 

partisan overtones. But most, like the Beef Caucus, Coal Caucus, Rural Health Caucus, 

and the Western States Coalition, deal with business and/or regional constituency 

concerns that supersede party matters. 

The Resilient and Flexible Senate 

The evidence offered here suggests two things. First, the Senate has demonstrated 

flexibility since its inception. The Senate's reliance on select and special committees 

during its earliest years, and the establishment of the standing committee system in 1816, 
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indicate the Senate's flexibility early in its existence. This is not surprising, as newer 

organizations especially have the potential for flexibility. This aspect of adaptability is 

demonstrated repeatedly with every generation of senators that serve, with every change 

in party power and majority floor leader, and with every minor change in the Senate's 

committee structure. Second, over time the Senate has become increasingly resilient. 

The duration of the standing conmiittee system, and of the Senate itself, are two simple 

indications of the Senate's resiliency. Moreover, the Senate achieved a level of resiliency 

immediately prior to the start of the Civil War, a level that it has maintained ever since. 

This degree of resiliency is enhanced (if not necessarily increased) by every additional 

year the Senate and its committee system remains in existence. In practical terms what a 

high level of adaptability means to the Senate is that it gives new majorities the flexibility 

to create new committees while at the same time providing an established standing 

committee system that allows these majorities to hit the ground running on legislative 

matters. 

The Autonomv of the U.S. Senate 

Autonomy is a component of institutionalization because an organization's value 

and stability are dependent upon the degree to which competing environmental actors 

influence its decision-making. When organizational structure and decision-making are 

vulnerable to competing actors or events, not only is the organization's stability 

questionable, but its value to those within the organization declines as they increasingly 

lose control over the decision-making process. On the other hand, organizations free 
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from the influence of competing actors or events have the pleasure of being able to 

thoughtfully modify their subunits, membership and procedures in a steady and logical 

manner (as opposed to a reactionary manner) regardless of changing circumstances. This 

increases the value of the organization not only because those within the organization feel 

they are making an impact, but also because the organization develops its "own interests 

and values distinguishable from those of other institutions and social forces" (Huntington 

1968, 20). 

Growth of Senate Expenditures 

One indicator of the Senate's autonomy is its operating expenses. As with most 

organizations, spending more money indicates a concerted effort by the Senate to pursue, 

achieve and possibly expand its various goals. How this money is spent also helps 

delineate to competing actors those matters which the Senate feels is its legitimate 

business. This helps the organization develop an identity separate from other 

organizations. The combination of larger budgets and organizational identity make the 

organization better able to survive budget cuts, reduction in authority and elimination, 

improving its stability and adding to the value of the organization (Ragsdale and Theis 

1997). 

Figure 7-4 illustrates the growth in Senate expenditures from 1822 to 1996 in 

constant 1967 dollars." The most striking feature of this figure is the contrast between 

the incremental growth of Senate expenditures from 1822 through 1946, and the 

succeeding fifty years of much more intense growth in Senate expenditures. The logical 
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culprit appears to be the 1946 LRA. As noted in Chapters Five and Six, in the 1930s and 

1940s members of Congress realized that they had ceded too much power to President 

Franklin Roosevelt. The 1946 LRA was a concerted effort to reassert themselves. In 

addition, by most accounts the Senate's policy agenda expanded considerably after World 

War n, expanding the Senate's workload (Sinclair 1989). This is another likely factor in 

the Senate's enormous rise in expenditures. 

A closer analysis of the data featured in Figure 7-4 shows that the long time-frame 

and large range of expenditure data mask the fact that the Senate's expenditures had 

increased very intensely in earlier years as well. To depict this more clearly, the same 

data is divided intro three more figures of shorter time frames. Figure 7-5 covers the four 

decade antebellum period. Figure 7-6 begins during Reconstruction in 1870 and runs 

through 1946. Figure 7-7 covers the post-World War 11 era. 

Figure 7-5 shows that in percentage terms, the forty years before the Civil War 

actually were the most intense years of increasing Senate expenditures. Rising from 

$36,310 constant dollars in 1822 to $1,440,723 constant dollars in 1858, the Senate's 

expenditures rose nearly forty-fold. This is not entirely surprising, given the addition of 

eight new states and sixteen new senators during this time, adding to the Senate's 

workload."" However, the years 1843 to 1857 were a particularly intense period of 

increasing Senate expenditures, partially the result of the competition between slavery 

and anti-slavery elements working the Senate. Figure 7-5 also shows rather large aimual 

fluctuations in Senate expenditures. This is because during this time the Senate's long 
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session, in which it did the majority of its work (and consequently spent more money), 

coincided largely with the Senate's even-numbered fiscal years. 

Figure 7-6 shows that the Senate's expenditures continued rising from 

Reconstruction through World War 0, albeit at a less intense pace.-' In constant dollars, 

the increase was more than five-fold, from $1,836,874 to $10,194,055. Senate 

expenditures usually rose from congress to congress, sparked by some of the same factors 

mentioned earlier. The Union admitted eleven more states, adding twenty-two more 

senators to the chamber. The federal govenmient continued to grow, expanding the 

Senate's agenda. 

However, this extended period was not one of continuous growth. One dramatic 

decline in Senate expenditures occurred from 1911 through 1919, mostly because the 

consumer price index more than doubled. Another period, from 1933 to 1945, is 

characterized by relative stability, somewhat surprising since it coincided with the 

introduction of the New Deal. The Senate's expenditures rose only 8.2 percent during this 

time, from $8,009,937 to $8,667,554 in constant dollars. In marked contrast, non-

military government expenditures increased a remarkable 235.3 percent, from $9,831,191 

to $32,960,451." 

In other words, the Senate's workload was increasing at a much more intense pace 

than its expenditures were increasing. This was because the Senate failed to respond 

sufRciently to its changing political environment, particularly in the decades prior to 

World War II. By 1945 the United States political arena was a very different place from 

the one near the tum of the century. The president and the presidency had achieved a new 



223 

level of success, elevated by victories over the Great Depression and in two world wars, 

and strong individuals serving in it (Rossiter 1956; Neustadt 1980). Presidents now 

helped set, if not control, the country's expanding and diversifying legislative agenda. 

The ninety-six member Senate had not expanded, but represented a population that had 

increased 43 percent from 91,972,266 in 1910 to 131,669,275 in 1940 (U.S. Bureau of the 

Census 1998,8). Constituents requesting senators'assistance multiplied. Meanwhile, the 

Senate operated on a budget in 1945 that was only twenty-two percent larger than its 

expenditures in 1911. 

In response the Senate increased its aimual expenditures at a more intense pace 

after World War II. Figure 7-7 shows that between 1945 and 1996 there was over an 

eleven-fold increase in constant Senate expenditures, from $10,194,055 in 1946 to 

114,866,699 in 1996. The magnitude of the change is even greater, when one considers 

that this was a time period when Senate membership increased by a mere 4.2 percent in 

1959 with the admissions of Alaska and Hawaii to the United States. 

Some of the increase in post-World War II Senate expenditures also can be traced 

to the general growth of the federal government during this time. For example, the 

introduction of federal government programs like Social Security in 1935, and Medicare, 

Medicaid and federal student loans in the 1960s created executive bureaucracies that 

needed congressional oversight and appropriations (Omstein, Mann and Malbin 2000, 

169). 

Figure 7-7 and Figure 7-4 display two dramatic drops in Senate expenditures since 

the 1946 LRA. The first occurred after 1978, when the Senate's expenditures in constant 
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dollars declined three consecutive years. HoM^ever, this was not a case of drastic Senate 

budget cutting or improved workload efficiency. From 1979 to 1981, the Senate's aimual 

expenditures increased $11,579,899, $15,372, 392, and $11,824,919, respectively, in 

budgets that were nearing the $200 million. The reason behind the decline in constant 

Senate expenditiu-es was that inflation in the United States reached modem record levels 

during this time. The annual consumer price index rose an unprecedented 22.0 points 

from 1978 to 1979, 29.4 points from 1979 to 1980, and 25.6 points from 1980 to 1981. 

The result was that Senate expenditure increases of 7.1, 8.8 and 6.2 percent from 1979 

through 1981 were, in 1967 dollars, decreases of 3.7, 4.1 and 3.8 percentage points, 

respectively.^ 

The second and more recent drop in Senate expenditures is between 1993 and 

1995, when Senate expenditures dropped from $115,882,000 to $106,860,000. At least 

part of the reason for this drop was the fiscal year 1994 legislative branch appropriations 

bill, which "directed that all legislative branch agencies with more than 100 employees 

cut their staffs by 4 percent by the end of fiscal 1995~at least 2.5 percent by the end of 

fiscal 1994" {Congress and the Nation 1998, 883). However, in a clear indication that the 

Senate is highly institutionalized, in fiscal year 1996 the Senate's expenditures were back 

up to $114,867,000. 

Historically, the Senate's annual expenditures have risen incrementally. This is 

not surprising, given that many organizations change in a similar marmer. Future 

decisions are based, in part, on past decisions. Future expenditures are based, in part, on 

past expenditures (Lindblom 1959; Wildavsky 1974). However, a number of additional 
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factors seem to have affected the rate. The Senate's increasing workload, which itself is 

sometimes the product of an expanding federal government, increased expenditures. The 

1946 LRA also seems to have played an important part in the post World War II era, as 

the Senate increased its expenditures in a much more intense manner. However, taken in 

the context of the Senate's history since 1822, Senate expenditures levelled ofiF during the 

1990s. It appears that maybe, in this era of professional legislative staffs, the ubiquity of 

computers, and minimal patronage, the Senate has reached the point of adequately 

handling its workload. Senators have all the resources they need—people, supplies, 

technology, office space—to pursue their goals in the individualistic Senate. In other 

words, the Senate is fully autonomous. 

Senate Service 

An organization with frequent membership turnover is the type of organization 

more likely to be influenced by external actors and events for two reasons. First, frequent 

turnover lessens the chance of any collective worth—in other words, "non-technical 

value"~taking root in an organization. The rotation of different people with different 

perspectives into and out of an organization is accompanied by the rotation of different 

ideas about the organization's goals, procedures and relationships with other actors. 

Achieving consensus can prove difficult even on seemingly minor housekeeping matters. 

Second, even if one assumes that some degree of non-technical value does develop in an 

organization, it still takes time to assimilate new members into an organization. This 



226 

assimilation process may prove fiuitless if new members are constantly being replaced by 

even newer members. 

On the other hand, membership stability promotes organizational autonomy. In 

the Senate, membership stability means fewer new members pursuing fewer "new ideas" 

with which more senior members are forced to contend. Such stability also makes it 

easier for members to quickly become more familiar with, leam and possibly master the 

operating procedures of the Senate. 

Three related indicators reflect the historically increasing autonomy of the U.S. 

Senate: the percentage of incumbent senators who seek reelection each election cycle; the 

percentage of freshmen in each Senate; and the mean years of service of all senators at the 

beginning of a Congress. 

The percentage of senators who have sought reelection each two-year federal 

election cycle is one good measure of the Senate's increasing value. One certainly would 

not expect incumbent senators to pursue reelection if serving in the Senate was not 

worthwhile. Figure 7-8 shows this to be the case during the Senate's first 100 years. 

Though at times the percentages were high, the Senate experienced wide fluctuations in 

the percentage of incumbents seeking reelection, dropping below sixty percent twenty-

three times, including ten times below fifty percent. In fact, given the multitude of 

senators who resigned their seat during the Senate's earlier years, these early flgures likely 

exaggerate the value of the Senate. 

Towards the end of the nineteenth century, the Senate's value increased. The 

percentage of senators seeking reelection by their state legislatures steadied and never 
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again dropped below fifty percent after 1878. The Senate's value again increased after the 

Seventeenth Amendment to the Constitution was passed in 1913. The percentage of 

senators seeking reelection, now directly by the public, increased. More senators wanted 

to continue serving in the Senate, and with many state parties less cohesive due to the rise 

of the Progressive Movement, direct elections actually made their chances at success 

more firmly within their own control. 

Figure 7-8 also suggests that the value of serving in the Senate decreased during 

the 1990s. Only twenty-one of thirty-four incumbent senators potentially up for 

reelection—a modem low of sixty-two percent—sought reelection in 1996. While the 

Democrats' loss of the Senate two years earlier likely played some part in these decisions 

—eight of the thirteen not seeking reelection were Democrats—five Republicans decided 

not to seek reelection as well. Almost all were senior senators not only in service, but in 

their public policy expertise and their knowledge of the working Senate. As their terms 

ended in early January 1997 they averaged nearly twenty years of service in the Senate. 

Three of the Republicans chaired and four of the Democrats were the ranking minority 

members on seven different Senate standing committees in the 104th Congress.-'' These 

senators, in particular, were giving up treasured positions. 

The percentage of senators who were freshmen at the beginning of each Congress 

is a good measure of the Senate's stability. The long-term downward trend since the 

earliest congresses seen in Figure 7-9 shows that it became increasingly difficult to 

become a new member of the U.S. Senate. Before the Forty-fifth Congress (1877-1879), 

thirty-four congresses began with twenty percent or more of its senators as freshmen. But 
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the Forty-fifth Congress was the last Congress in which more than twenty-five percent of 

the senators were fi*eshmen. To be sure, this decline in fireshman senators was an 

incremental process, marked by fluctuations in both directions. But this downward trend 

also reflected the Senate's rising value. With at least seventy-five percent of the Senate's 

membership now returning each congress, the incorporation of Senate values, and the 

Senate's value, among its fewer, newer members was an easier task than it had been in the 

past. 

Only eight congresses since the Forty-fifth have begun with more than twenty 

percent freshmen senators.*^ This increasing Senate stability was partially a product of 

the rising professionaiization of the Senate. Senators and Senate hopeftils increasingly 

looked at the Senate as a career. As they stayed longer, they lessened the chance that 

short-term, dramatic changes in Senate operations or procedure would occur, since fewer 

senators were not already assimilated to Senate life. 

Figure 7-9 also makes clear that the Framers of the Constitution designed the 

Senate to be more autonomous than the House of Representatives. Their arguments in 

favor of this idea centered upon the need for a certain degree of congressional stability, 

amid the sometimes too fervent will of the people and the representatives they would 

directly elect to the House. The methods the Framers employed to achieve this goal 

included members no younger than thirty, election by state legislatures, six-year terms of 

service, and biennial elections with only one-third of the Senate's seats up for 

consideration. The impact of these latter two requirements is visibly demonstrated by the 

reference line in Figure 7-9 of thirty-four percent, roughly equivalent to the percentage of 
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Senate seats up for election every two years. The percentage of freshmen senators almost 

never reaches this line. In other words, the Framers attempted to guarantee a level of 

Senate stability by making sure that two-thirds of the senators each congress would not be 

freshmen.-® However, their effort was initially undermined by the many senators who 

failed to serve their entire term. 

This suggests that another indicator of Senate autonomy is mean service of the 

Senate's members at the begiiming of each Congress. Figure 7-10 displays this indicator 

from the Second through the 104th Congresses (1791-1996). During this time the mean 

service of senators has grown tremendously, from its understandable low of 1.45 years in 

the Second Congress to its high of 11.56 years in the 104th Congress (1995-1997). Of 

the three service-related indicators presented here, mean service is the best because it 

reflects both value and stability in the Senate. The long-term rise suggests the increasing 

value of the Senate, as senators successfully pursue multiple terms. The fact that 

dramatic changes in the mean from congress to congress are rare, suggests a degree of 

stability in the Senate. There appear to be five intense periods of increasing mean Senate 

service. 

The first sustained period of increasing service covers the first six congresses 

(1789-1801). The relatively brief service is understandable, given the fact that the Senate 

was a new legislature and that two-thirds of the senators were appointed to two- and four-

year terms (one-third to each) rather than frill six-year terms. Mean service also would 

have been higher had numerous senators not felt the need or desire to relinquish their 
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posts before their terra had expired (Riker 1955; Price 1975; Abramowitz and Segal 

1992). 

The second period of increasing mean Senate service is from the Thirty-second 

through the Thirty-seventh Congress (1851-1863), by which time a seat in the U.S. Senate 

had become "a valuable property" and senatorial resignations were much less frequent. 

Senators enhanced their election by canvassing the voting public (Riker 1955,463; Swift 

1996). They, and prospective senators, campaigned together with state or prospective 

state legislators who were pledged to vote for them should they be elected. Riker's 

description of the process clearly illustrates senators' what "increasing Senate autonomy" 

actually entailed: 

When a candidate for the Senate stumped the state in a campaign for the 
state legislators, he urged voters to vote for those candidates who were in 
turn pledged to vote for him for senator. Gradually, voters came to choose 
between rivals for the state legislature, not on the basis of their capabilities 
as lawmakers, but rather on the basis of the vote they would cast in 
senatorial elections. When this happened, each state legislator then owed 
his office less to his own merit and more to the merit of the candidate for 
the Senate with whom he was aligned. As a result, senators earned 
gratitude as much as they owed it. And, when gratitude flowed in both 
directions, senators depended less on state legislatures and in turn 
national government depended less on local government (463; italics 
added). 

The third period extends from the Forty-fifth Congress through the Fifty-first 

Congress (1877-1891), a time period when senators were increasingly in control of their 

electoral fortunes. By now canvassing with state legislative candidates was a regular part 

of campaigning for a seat in the Senate. Seniority rules had hardened considerably since 

the Civil War. Senate patronage was enormous and influential. Congress now 
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appropriated more than a billion dollars. Consequently, by 1889 there were more signs 

that the Senate was becoming a political career choice. The Fifty-first Congress (1889-

1891) was the first congress in which senators averaged more than one single six-year 

term of service. More than a few senators were successfully being reelected by their state 

legislatures. 

But between 1890 and 1905 average Senate service levelled off, and then declined 

sharply fi-om the Sixty-first through the Sixty-third Congresses (1909-1915). A variety of 

factors played a part: the Panic of 1893 and the 1896 electoral realignment shook-up state 

legislatures and Senate appointment politics; charges of bribery in the election of senators 

from seven states occurred during the same time period (Haynes 1906, 51-59); an 

increasingly vocal agrarian Populist Movement and the beginning of the urban 

Progressive movement; publication of a very critical review of the Senate title "The 

Treason of the Senate" in Cosmopolitan magazine; states began establishing and 

implementing procedures for the direct election of their senators (Grimes 1978, 76). 

The fourth period extends fi-om the Eighty-third Congress through the Ninetieth 

Congress (1953-1969). This coincides with the increase in Senate expenditures featured 

in Figure 7-7. This increase was the result of more senators seeking and winning 

reelection, many with the help of unregulated campaign contributions. This prompted 

passage of the 1971 Federal Election Campaign Act and its 1974 amendments limiting 

contributions to campaigns. In turn, these reforms prompted more senators to decide not 

to seek reelection, and of those who did, more lost (Figure 7-8). Consequently, the 
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Senate's mean service dropped from 10.3 years at the beginning of the Ninety-fourth 

Congress (1975-1977) to 7.5 years at the begiiming of the Ninety-eighth Congress (1981-

1983). As with any congressional reforms, this was a period of adjustment for both 

senators and challengers. 

As incumbent senators adjusted to the new rules of the election game, which 

included the extensive use of political action committee (PAC) money, the fifth period of 

sustained increase in Senate service began, extending from the Ninety-eighth Congress 

through the 104th Congress (1983-1995). It is not surprising that the downturn described 

in the previous paragraph lasted only three election cycles after the implementation of the 

1974 amendments. By the fourth election cycle, every incumbent senator running had 

already successfully sought his or her office under the new campaign rules. Their 

flmdraising efforts shifted from limited personal contributions to PACs. The number of 

PACs rose from 608 in 1974 to 3,525 in 1983. Consequently, since PACs gave 

predominantly to incumbents, it is not surprising that soon afterwards average Senate 

service also increased (Sabato 1984). 

Characteristics of Senate Partv Leaders 

A final indication of an organization's autonomy "is to consider its leaders, how 

they are recruited, what happens to them, and most particularly the extent to which the 

institution permits lateral entry to and exit from positions of leadership" (Polsby 1968, 

148; see also Keohane 1969, Hibbing 1988, Canon 1989, Squire 1992). Highly 
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autonomous organizations should have more predictable patterns of leadership selection 

and service since external actors can not influence them. 

Based in part on these criteria, Canon (1989) wrote that "the boundaries have not 

become better defined [in the Senate] for either the Democratic or Republican leadership 

in the post-World-War-II period" (424; italics added). He argued that the Senate 

leadership was less bounded because in the Senate "the legislative process is more open 

and the leadership more fluid than in the House of Representatives. Senators do not have 

to be in the formal leadership to help shape legislation" (424). Cannon concluded that the 

Senate leadership structures in both political parties were not only less bounded but also 

less institutionalized than their counterparts in the House. Senate leadership was less 

durable and less complex than in the House because the Senate's smaller size had always 

disposed it less towards rules (418, 431). 

Table 7-3 lists three Senate characteristics traditionally associated with 

boundedness in legislative leadership: the number of years a member served in the Senate 

before becoming party floor leader; the number of years the party floor leader served as 

leader; and the circumstances under which the party floor leader left office. These data 

only partially adhere to Cannon's basic premise, that the Senate's leadership is not highly 

autonomous. In a highly autonomous Senate, one would expect to serve a "lengthy" time 

before becommg leader, and as leader, and to serve until the end of his or her career (if 

not his or her life) (Polsby 1968; Hibbing 1988; Canon 1989).-^ Republican floor leaders 

have served in the Senate anywhere from six to twenty-five years, and their Democratic 

counterparts have served between two and twenty-two years.^* Almost as wide-ranging. 
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Republican floor leaders have served as leaders anywhere from one to eleven years, and 

Democratic floor leaders from one to sixteen years. However, floor leaders rarely get 

booted out of office by their party colleagues. Their terms as party leader, as well as their 

Senate careers, usually end as a consequence of their deaths, resignations, not getting 

reelected to the Senate, or seeking the presidency or vice presidency. Only three senators 

have not adhered to this pattern."' 

A statistical analysis of this data, as well as similar data on party whips, is even 

more enlightening. It suggests that Senate leadership is not as boundless as Canon 

believed. Tables 7-4 and 7-5 look at two leadership characteristics, dividing each into 

two groups: before and after 1949 (as did Canon's study).^° Between the two time 

periods, the mean and median years the Republican floor leader serves in the Senate 

before being elected declines by over five years (15.7 to 10.6) and three years (13 to 10), 

respectively (Table 7-4). The mean and median service of Democratic floor leaders also 

declines, although to a lesser degree (9.5 to 9.4 and 9 to 8, respectively). Similar statistics 

on party whips move in the opposite direction.^' For both the Democrats and Republicans 

the mean and median years of Senate service before being selected party whip increases. 

The Democrats have the more dramatic jump, from 5.0 to 8.2 mean years. Republicans 

show a less dramatic gain in the mean service of their selections for party whips, from 5.0 

to 6.9 years. 

On the other hand. Table 7-5 shows the limits of change in Senate floor 

leadership. The average time served as floor leader increases only 1.3 years between the 

two time periods, from 6.0 to 7.3 for the Democrats, and decreases 0.3 years for the 
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Republicans, from 6.3 to 6.0 years. Change was equally undramatic for each party's 

whips. The average service for Democratic whip declined from 5.1 to 4.7 years while it 

increased from 5.2 to 6.0 years for the Republicans. 

These historical changes suggest that Senate leadership is institutionalized to 

some degree. Senators recognize the fact that leading the Senate is a difficult and, often 

times, thankless job. That is why they elect two experienced hands—not freshmen—to 

lead them. Senators in both parties elect leaders who have served a minimum of one full 

Senate term. In this sense, a hierarchical pattern of leadership does exist in the Senate. 

But party whips and more senior senators are not shoe-ins for the leadership posts. 

Committee chairs and ranking members of prestigious Senate conmiittees are equally 

formidable candidates. Consequently, compared to the House, there is more lateral 

movement into leadership positions, but only among senators who have reached the 

threshold of serving one full term in the chamber. 

It is also understandable that Senate leaders fail to serve for longer periods of 

time, a mistaken indication to some that Senate leadership is not autonomous. Senate 

leaders have less control than those in the House, and must seek more compromise if any 

legislative work is to be done. Consequently, leading individualistic-oriented senators 

must take a physical and emotional toll on those in charge. But like the House, they can 

leave their posts comfortable with the fact that the Senate's autonomy will keep their 

departures from turning into a leadership free-for-all. 
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An Autonomous Senate 

The U.S. Senate was more autonomous at the turn of the nineteenth century than it 

was at the turn of the eighteenth century. Similarly, the Senate was more autonomous 

during the 104th Congress (1995-1996) than it was at the end of the nineteenth century. 

While the mean service of senators, and the Senate's autonomy, generally increased since 

the Senate's first years of operation, this figure did not reach six-years until 1889. Given 

that terms six years in length were one of the Senate's few "technical requirements" 

actually written into the Constitution, one can reasonably argue that for much of 

Congress's first century the Senate was less autonomous than the Constitution's fi-amers 

expected it to be. This is true even when considering the some of the decisions were out 

of the hands senators, like some incumbents who unsuccessfully sought reelection. In the 

larger picture of institutionalization, it suggests that for most of the nineteenth century 

The Complexity of the U.S. Senate 

Complexity is a component of institutionalization because an organization's value 

and stability vary depending on the number and differentiation of its subunits. The more 

intricate an organization, the more difficult it is and the more time it takes to alter it. This 

helps stabilize the organization in two ways. First, changing one subunit affects the 

overall operations of a complex organization less than it does a relatively simple 

organization, lessening the impact of such disruptions on operations. Second, because the 

effort needed to change more complex organizations is greater than it is for simpler 

organizations, more complex organizations more easily preempt desires (by members and 
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external actors alike) to eilter them. More complex organizations also tend to be more 

valued by their members. Individuals find value in their work, and in their organization, 

particularly if their duties are not duplicated by others in the organization. Consequently, 

as more people serve in differentiated organizational positions, the value of being part of 

that organization increases for each individual. 

The Senate's increasing complexity is treated as a forgone conclusion in the 

congressional literature, but has yet to be systematically documented. Studies of Senate 

staff, which inherently are studies of Senate complexity, tend to be qualitative in nature 

and focus upon the post World War n era (Kofinehl 1962; Fox and Hammond 1977; 

Malbin 1980). One reason is that systematic quantitative data on Senate staff before 1954 

is not available (Fox and Hammond 1977; Byrd 1993). A second reason is that Senate 

employees are rarely discussed in historical accounts of the Senate, making it difficult to 

document their work or assess their importance in the legislative process. 

This section attempts to overcome these obstacles and measure the Senate's 

complexity using an original data set. It also analyzes more closely different subsets of 

Senate employees in both a quantitative and systematic qualitative manner. These subsets 

are employees of the three main sources of legislative assistance available to the Senate 

and senators from within the Senate; the Office of the Secretary of the Senate (and some 

related offices); certain long-standing Senate standing committees; and senators' personal 

offices. This methodology allows the reader to see both aspects of the Senate's 

historically changing complexity; its increasing numbers of staff and the increasing 

differentiation among them. 



238 

Growth in Senate Staff 

Figure 7-11 shows the growth in the number of Senate employees between 1871 

and 1996. However, the Senate's first period of extended staff growth was its incremental 

growth from 1789 to the 1870s. Most of these increases occurred in the offices of the 

Secretary of the Senate or the Sergeant at Arms, although by the 1850s over a dozen 

committees had also hired clerical assistance (U.S. Department of State 1816-1831; 

Robinson 1954, 149-151). 

The Senate experienced roughly three additional periods of Senate staff growth.^-

During the second period, which ran from the 1870s to 1938, the rate of incremental 

growth intensified. For example, the number of Senate personnel doubled in the twenty-

five years between 1886 and 1911, from 249 to 527. It then doubled again in the twenty-

nine years between 1911 and 1940 to 1,031. These changes appear trivial in Figure 7-11, 

compared to staff totals in the contemporary Senate. However, they were very important 

changes. During this time both committee and personal staff became a regular feature of 

the Senate. These changes are captured better in Figure 7-12, which focuses on the 1871-

1938 time frame. 

The third period of employee growth extends from 1939 to the late 1970s, and is 

marked by a very intense increase. Between 1954 and 1979 the Senate increased from 

2,061 to 7,011 employees. In other words, the number of Senate employees increased an 

astounding 340 percent in the twenty-five years following the Senate's first 165 years of 

operation. This rapid rise was not due to an increase in senators, as only two more states 

were admitted to the union during the same twenty-five years. The 1946 LRA, which 
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dramatically altered Senate rules governing committees and staff, seems to have played a 

part. However, the intense growth in Senate staff appears to have begun nearly eight 

years before the 1946 LRA's passage. This roughly coincides with President Roosevelt's 

1937 failed effort to etilarge the size of the Supreme Court, and his continued effort to 

pass more New Deal legislation. His actions may have served notice to the Senate that it 

was time to reassert itself in the policy-making process. 

The number of Senate staff began levelling off around 1979. Over the next 

seventeen years the number of Senate staff fluctuated between 6,811 and 7,584 

employees. In fact, the number of Senate employees in October 1995,6,979, was actually 

less than the 7,011 Senate employees in October 1979. This tapering off of Senate staff 

increases during this fourth period suggests that the Senate, with its 100 senators and 

sixteen standing conunittees, has recently reached the level of complexity necessary for it 

to adequately do its job. In other words, it is fully complex. This conclusion is supported 

by the fact that since 1979 chamber control has changed hands three times, but has 

affected total Senate persormel little. This is not to suggest that the Senate has not been 

highly complex or highly institutionalized in the past. It is to suggest, again, that the 

political and policy environment in the U.S. plays an important role in the Senate's 

institutionalization. If the U.S. had not seen such an increase in the national agenda since 

World War 11, as widely stated in the literature, the number of Senate staff would likely 

have levelled off years earlier and at a lower level. 
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Growth and Differentiation in the Office of the Secretary of the Senate 

This growth in clerks, messengers and pages working for the Secretary of the 

Senate is not surprising. The number of senators increased from twenty to sixty-four 

between the first sessions of the First and Thirty-sixth Congresses (1789-1859). 

Furthermore, the Senate changed from a chamber which spent most of its time revising 

prospective legislation developed in the House of Representatives to one that took a more 

active approach in developing legislation (Swift 1996). These events served to increase 

the number of bills introduced in the Senate, from the five originally drafted during its 

very first session to the roughly 700 bills and resolutions introduced each Congress in the 

decade before the Civil War (Swanstrom 1962, 86; annual volumes of the Senate 

Journal). Couple these changes with the increase in the number of treaties the Senate 

reviewed during this time (Ragsdale 1996), and one gets a sense of how much the 

Senate's workload was increasing. More senators plus more work meant the need for 

more employees, if the Senate hoped to legislate effectively. The Senate was becoming 

more complex. 

By 1995 the armual Report of the Secretary of the Senate listed twenty-seven non-

political subunits not associated with Senate committees or senators' personal staffs. 

Some of the offices and positions are not directly part of the legislative process, but all 

provide some service important to the operations of the U.S. Senate. Some are part of the 

Secretary's Office, like the Disbursing Office, the Printing and Document Services Office, 

the Public Records Office and the Senate Historical Office (U.S. Congress. Senate 1996). 

Others are supervised by the Sergeant at Arms' Office, like the Recording and 
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Photographic Studio, the Service Department and the Computer Center. Still others 

operate independently of both the Secretary and the Sergeant at Arms, like the office of 

the Legislative Counsel. Established in 1918, the latter consists primarily of lawyers who 

help lawmakers properly draft their legislation (Rogers 1941, 5). Subsequently, the 

number of positions within each subunit has increased, and job titles have clearly become 

more descriptive. This increasing complexity within subunits has added to the Senate's 

overall complexity. 

Tables 7-6, 7-7 and 7-8 show more clearly the extent to which the Office of the 

Secretary of the Senate has grown and become differentiated since it was first established. 

Table 7-6 details the growth and "formal" differentiation of "clerks" working within the 

Office of the Secretary of the Senate. Because clerks have been part of the Senate almost 

since its inception, this table provides an historical look at these changes. In 1845, the 

Secretary had one principal clerk, one executive clerk and four clerks working under 

him.^^ In 1985 the Senate not only had one Executive Clerk, one Chief Clerk, one 

Legislative Clerk, one Journal Clerk, one Bill Clerk, and one Enrolling Clerk, among 

others, but each of these clerks also had an "assistant clerk" to assist them in their 

respective duties. The total number of clerks increased until the end of the nineteenth 

century, when it began to remain somewhat steady between twenty and twenty-six. And 

the percentage of unclassified clerks among all clerks has decreased, especially since the 

1946 LRA. The apparent drop in clerks since 1945 should not be misconstrued £is a drop 

in complexity. It is simply a case of the title "clerk" being utilized less. The Disbursing 

Office handles those duties that earlier financial, account and retirement clerks handled. 
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The Printing and Document Services Office no doubt handles those duties once charged 

to the printing clerk. And the position of principal clerk was not eliminated, but rather 

evolved into the number two position in the Office of the Secretary of the Senate: 

Assistant Secretary of the Senate. 

Table 7-7 captures further the degree to which the Office of the Secretary of the 

Senate has become differentiated, listing the office's fifty-nine 1995 job titles. Contrasted 

with the few positions described in Chapter Three that existed during the early Senate, 

one is struck by the enormity of the change that has occurred. Seventy-two employees are 

listed, more than triple the number of employees in the same office in 1860. Almost all 

positions reflect some degree of specialization. Some titles, such as Principal of the 

Senate Page School and Morning Business Editor, reflect an expansion of the office's 

duties. Others, like the five Parliamentarian-related positions, suggest an increasing 

complexity of the business of the Senate. Still others, such as LAN (local area network) 

Administrator and Computer Specialist, capture the rise of technology in the Senate. 

The role of technology in the rising complexity of the Senate is especially 

reflected in the staff of the Senate's Recording Studio, one of several subunits of the 

Office of the Senate's Sergeant at Arms (Table 7-8). The Recording Studio operates the 

television cameras that record daily sessions and also provides audio and visual recording 

services for all senators (U.S. Congress. Senate 1993, 6). At one point during the 104th 

Congress it employed forty-seven people holding thirty-one different positions. 
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Growth and Differentiation in Senate Committee Staff 

During the nineteenth century the first employee each committee hired was given 

the ubiquitous government title "clerk. Little is written about the duties of committee 

clerks before World War H. Nineteenth century observers of the U.S. government and 

studies of the nineteenth century Senate virtually ignore their existence, let alone their 

purpose (Tocqueville 1945; Bryce 1911; Wilson 1956; McConachie 1898; Rothman 

1966; Bogue 1981; Swift 1996). The lack of attention paid to nineteenth century 

committee staff probably reflects that they were needed for their organizational skills 

more than for any legislative or political skills. Committee clerk duties probably included 

collecting, filing and disseminating bills and other relevant committee information; 

preparing for committee meetings and hearings, as well as taking notes during them; and 

performing any tasks requested by the committee's members, especially its chair. 

Figures 7-13 and 7-14 makes clear that not all change was incremental. Between 

December 1882 and December 1883 the number of salaried committee clerks nearly 

doubled from twenty-five to forty-seven. A number of additional committees hired clerks 

for the first time, possibly in response to the fact that individual senators had been denied 

the chance to hire personal clerks at government expense the previous year. Plus, 

Republicans had a larger majority after the 1882 elections, giving them more control over 

the Senate's organization, in contrast to the evenly divided Forty-seventh Congress (1881-

1883) which resulted in a stalemate with the Democrats. The total number of salaried 

conunittee staff nearly doubled again in 1910 from eighty-seven to 164 committee staff. 

This jump is partly due to the establishment of thirteen new standing conrunittees and 
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three new select committees in 1910. Eleven new conmiittees received clerks and most 

also received messengers. Equally important, the number of assistant clerks jumped from 

six to thirty-seven. 

On two occasions Senate committee stafiT dropped precipitously. Between 1919 

and 1920 salaried committee sta£f dropped from 245 to 119. (See Figure 7-14.) A 

similar drop occurred after the passage of the 1946 LRA, this time from 391 to 157. In 

both cases the drop in staff coincided with the elimination of many standing committees. 

However, these sharp drops in committee employees were accompanied by corresponding 

increases in the total number of employees serving senators in their personal offices. The 

total number of paid Senate employees did not fluctuate heavily during these changes, 

suggesting that what occurred was a de jure restructuring of employees from Senate 

committees to senators' personal staffs that reflected the fact that committee staff were 

already operating as personal staff. This is supported by the fact that until 1946 most 

committee clerks and personal clerks were perceived as interchangeable. On the one 

hand, if a senator were to become a committee chair, his "clerks and assistant clerks shall 

be ex-officio clerks and assistant clerks" of that committee (Rogers 1941, 6; Fox and 

Hammond 1977, 15). On the other hand, the Legislative Pay Act of 1929 stated that 

"where a Senator is the chairman of a committee the clerical force attached to that 

committee is his secretarial organization as well as the force for the transaction of the 

committee business" (Rogers 1941, 8). 

Figure 7-15 offers another level of analysis in understanding committee staff, 

displaying employee growth in the Senate's four oldest Senate committees: 
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Appropriations, Finance, Foreign Relations and Judiciary. In general, these committees 

showed pedestrian growth up until the 1946 LRA. In 1886 Foreign Relations, Finance, 

Judiciary and Appropriations had one, two, two and three salaried employees, 

respectively.^^ In 1890 Foreign Relations added a messenger, and these staff totals 

remained the same for the next two decades. Staff growth did intensify after 1910, when 

Appropriations added two assistant clerks and Foreign Relations and Judiciary each 

added one. Ten years later both Appropriations and Finance had seven staff members. 

Judiciary had five and Foreign Relations four. By 1935 these numbers had increased to 

nine, ten, six and five, respectively. Only two of the four committees. Appropriations and 

Judiciary, actually increased in staff size after the 1946 Legislative Reorganization Act. 

As previously discussed, some conunittee staff members became part of their chairs' 

personal office staff, leading to a decline in the size of some committee staff. But soon 

after the number of committee staff on these four committees continued to rise all the way 

through the 1980s. 

The incremental, increasing committee personnel data here actually 

underestimates the Senate's and senators' needs for staff assistance. For one thing, in the 

first half of the twentieth century the Senate (and House) frequently requested and 

received executive branch clerks for service to Senate committees (Rogers 1941, 9). 

According to Senator Kenneth Wherry (R-Nebraska), fourteen Senate committees 

borrowed ninety-five persons from twenty-five executive branch agencies during the last 

three months of 1944 (Galloway 1946, 95). These employees proved valuable to senators 

not only for their expertise on and familiarity with committee matters, but because they 
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sometimes served as an additional source of assistance on other matters of concern to the 

senator. However, some argued that they also provided another conduit for executive 

influence within the Senate, since these clerks had the opportunity to explain executive 

views. This practice had important implications for the institutionalization of the Senate. 

Not only was the Senate less complex than it apparently needed to be, but it had permitted 

itself to be less autonomous than it could have been. 

Second, the new stafGng was not perfect immediately after the passage of the 

1946 LRA. According to Galloway (1953), only: 

About half of the standing committees .. [were] staffed with well-trained 
and competent experts in the fields involved. Their handiwork [was] 
reflected in the improved performances of their committees, more 
adequate records, better hearings and reports, more effective liaison 
between committees and the corresponding administrative agencies, and 
the development of annual activities reports" (414). 

The fact that the other half of the standing committees did not operate as efficiently or 

coherently led Galloway to conclude that "committee staffing appears to be still in 

transition from the old patronage system to a modem merit system" (415). 

The degree of differentiation within these committees is difficult to determine in 

the decades immediately after the turn of the century. All four committees increased in 

staff size. The Appropriations Committee, which had three employees fi-om 1880 

through 1909, had seven by 1915. The Finance, Foreign Relations, and Judiciary 

Committees, which had two employees each in 1909, had seven, three and five 

employees, respectively, by 1915. Still, virtually all employees were listed as clerks. 
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assistant clerks and messengers until 1914 (FY 1915) when the Finance Committee 

included an "expert for the majority" and an "expert for the minority." 

After the 1946 LRA, the differentiation among committee staff intensified. From 

1949 through 1959 the Report of the Secretary of the Senate grouped all employees of 

each committee together, but listed neither their titles nor their salaries. Only the salary 

total for the entire committee staff was listed in the report, making it difficult to ascertain 

the committee staff hierarchy Fortunately the Congressional Directory began listing 

what appears to be complete committee staff in 1950. The top staff member on each 

committee is listed as either chief clerk, clerk, chief of staff, staff director or counsel (in 

the case of the Judiciary Committee). Other staff members held titles that were not 

equivalent across committees. They include: assistant chief clerk, clerks, assistant clerks, 

staff member, staff assistants, staff director, assistant staff director, clerk-secretaries, 

professional staff member, professional staff assistant, professional staff, technical staff, 

staff associates, clerical staff. While the titles were far from uniform, a distinction had 

developed between clerical staff and professional staff. When staff titles were 

reintroduced in the 1960 fiscal year Report of the Secretary of the Senate, they literally 

reflected the professionalization of committee staff and a new uniformity in staff 

classification. Staff were divided into only four categories: professional staff member, 

chief clerk, assistant chief clerk or clerical assistant. 

By 1996 committee staff titles had become even further differentiated. Table 7-9 

lists the titles of staff of the Appropriations, Finance, Foreign Relations and Judiciary 
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Committees from the Congressional Staff Directory. These titles clearly indicate that the 

Senate's standing committees have become highly differentiated.^^ 

Growth and Differentiation in Senators' Personal Office Staff 

According to the Report of the Secretary of the Senate covering fiscal year 1886, 

as of December 31, 1885, thirty clerks worked for thirty individual senators, the first time 

such a category is found in such reports. For the next two decades their numbers 

fluctuated between a high of fifty-two in 1888 and lows of twenty-three in 1903, 1904 

and 1907, but were generally between the mid-twenties and mid-thirties (Figure 7-14). 

Then in fiscal year 1911 the total jumped to forty-eight. This remained fairly steady for 

four years, when the total jumped to sixty-three in fiscal year 1915. The numbers again 

stayed steady until fiscal year 1920, when they jumped from seventy-seven to 275. 

Employees of individual senators continued to rise incrementally over the next twenty-six 

years, more than doubling to 584 by 1946. The rate of growth of senators staffs only 

intensified over the next forty years, ballooning to 4,097 by 1985 (Omstein, Mann and 

Malbin2000, 131). 

The non-incremental jumps in Senate personal office staff numbers are all 

understandable. As mentioned in the previous section, the 1911 jump appears to be an 

effort by individual senators who were not committee chairs to improve their resources 

vis a vis those senators who served as committee chairs. The previous year the number of 

full-time committee staff had almost doubled from eighty-seven to 164, while the staff of 

individual senators had remained largely the same. The fiscal year 1920 jump is a direct 
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result of the elimination of forty-one standing committees and the corresponding decrease 

in the number of conunittee staff positions. Rather than firing all of these committee 

employees, many simply became employees of the senator who had chaired the 

committee for which they had worked. The truth behind the 200-person rise in individual 

senator employees is supported by the fact that the total number of Senate employees only 

increased from 604 to 666. This gives further credence to the argument that before this 

occurred many conunittee staffers were already providing "non-committee related" 

assistance to the senators. The passage of the 1946 LRA prompted a similar shift of 

employees from committee to personal offices. 

From the single clerk originally allotted to each senator in 1884 who did not chair 

a conmiittee, a highly sophisticated Washington staff has developed. In the first decade 

after the 1946 LRA, when the number of personal staff began increasing more intensely, 

senators listed their office clerks in the Congressional Directory variously as "clerical 

assistants," "assistant clerks," "clerks," "employees other than the administrative 

assistant," "secretary," "legislative counsel," "legislative assistant," "executive secretary," 

"office coordinator," "research assistant," "chief secretary" and "receptionist." However, 

these titles were far more differentiated than the tasks completed by each (Kofmehl 1962, 

167-168). By 1962 Washington-based senatorial staffs averaged 11.6 employees per 

office. As a reference. Table 7-10 lists the employees of the senior senators from the 

states of Arizona and New York in 1962.^® Most often headed by an Administrative 

Assistant, and sometimes including a Legislative Assistant, the bulk of the staff were 

listed as either assistants, staff assistants, clerks, secretaries, or sometimes they were 
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simply unlabeled. Their general duties included: handling the mail, visitors and phone 

calls; speech, article, and book writing; "politickin"; and casework (ibid., 171-173). 

In 1996 senators organized their Washington offices largely along the same lines, 

but the offices were much larger and more differentiated than they were in 1959. The top 

aide to each senator, who oversaw the operation of the senator's offices, was called either 

an administrative assistant or chief of staff. A handful of staff were legislative assistants, 

each dealing with a variety of legislative topics and the committees on which the senator 

serves. They serve as liaisons to interest groups, gather information, and help draft 

legislation. In some offices they are managed by a legislative director, and are almost 

always assisted by legislative correspondents who help answer the mail. Senators have a 

press secretary or director of communications to handle inquiries from local and national 

mass media and to help notify constituents of the senator's activities through press 

releases via the media. Other staff members include personal secretary/scheduler for the 

senator, a computer specialist to help manage constituent databases, and receptionists 

who are usually the first point of contact between a constituent and a senator in 

Washington. The ubiquitous staff assistants and interns rounded out the senator's 

Washington staff, helping in everything from correspondence, to sorting mail, to signing 

the senator's letters with the autopen. Clearly senators' Washington offices had become 

more differentiated. Senator McCain's 1996 staff of twenty-four was more than double 

Senator Hayden's 1962 staff of eleven, and Senator Moynihan's staff of thirty-three was 

fifty percent larger than Senator Javits' 1962 staff of twenty-two. The 1996 Washington-

based staffs of senators averaged 23.6 employees per office, up from 11.6 in 1962.^' 
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Increasing Senate complexity and differentiation are also evident firom the growth 

in the number of senators' state offices, which in 1995 numbered almost 400. While state 

staff offices throughout the country generally deal with the same sorts of casework-

government benefits snafus, military academy nominations, citizenship inquiries, and the 

like—they also serve as liaisons to local government officials, deal directly with local 

issues unique to their area, and keep each senator and his or her Washington office 

abreast of issues in the home state. Figure 7-16 shows that state offices are a relatively 

recent phenomenon. In 1959 over thirty percent of the senators did not have state offices 

listed in the Congressional Staff Directory. And according to the directory, as late as 

1979, two senators, Harry Byrd (I-Virginia) and Robert Byrd (D-West Virginia), still did 

not have any state office listed. But by 1989 all senators had at least one state office, and 

a majority of senators had more than one. Figure 7-17 shows that in 1995 the average 

number of state offices per senator was 3.9. Fourteen senators had only one state office 

whereas thirty-four senators had five or more state offices. Senators Carl Levin 

(D-Michigan), Conrad Bums (R-Montana), and Dirk Kempthome (R-Idaho) had the 

highest number of state offices with eight each. 

A Complex Senate 

The Senate's historically changing complexity is reflected best by the increasing 

niunber of Senate personnel and the increasing differentiation between them. These 

measures clearly, and not surprisingly, indicate that the contemporary Senate is an 

extremely complex organization, making it very difficult to diminish, let alone eliminate. 
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The longer subunits have to become accustomed to working with each other, the more 

interdependent they become. The more interdependent they become, the more people 

there are within the organization that are steadfast against change. In essence, increasing 

organizational complexity (in a reasonable amount of time) stabilizes an organization, for 

better or worse. It is that stability which gives an organization the chance to gain value 

beyond the technical requirements of the organization, and which makes increasing 

complexity an essential component of the institutionalization process. 

An assortment of additional evidence further supports the argument that the 

Senate has become very complex. For example, in 1935 the Senate hired its first 

permanent Parliamentarian. The duty of the Parliamentarian is to assist the presiding 

ofRcer in rendering parliamentary decisions that comply with the rules and precedents of 

the Senate. The fact that the Senate had to formally establish an "institutional memory" 

of its practices suggests just how complicated the rules and procedures of the Senate had 

become. Since its inception the job apparently has become even more demanding. The 

office now includes two Assistant Parliamentarians. In another example, the Report of 

the Secretary of the Senate covering the year 1828 was four pages long. Two more recent 

computer-generated reports, covering October 1, 1995 through September 30, 1996, and 

which are tightly organized, together are over 2,400 pages long."" 

Changes in the Congressional Directory also reveal changes in the Senate's 

complexity. From 1923 through 1947 the Congressional Directory listed among its 

contents a table with the Washington addresses and telephone numbers of each senator 

and his or her secretary. Clearly, if constituents, lobbyists or fellow senators had business 
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with a senator, they had two choices. Either call the senator or the senator's secretary. 

Given a similar situation 1996, constituents and lobbyists were not only more likely to 

deal with a senator's committee or office staff member than with the senator him- or 

herself, but with a specific staff member who dealt with their specific area of concern. 

The recent switch from the Democratically-controlled 103d Senate (1993-1995) to 

the 104th Republican-controlled Senate (1995-1997) demonstrates the Senate's high level 

of institutionalization. In a poorly institutionalized legislature, one with low value and 

stability, a change in party control of a chamber should result in massive changes among 

the chamber's personnel. As the new working majority takes advantage of the "spoils of 

victory," it would replace opposition supporters holding chamber positions with its own 

supporters, much like the Democrats did when they regained control of the Senate for the 

first time in eighteen years during the Forty-sixth Congress (1879-1881) (Haynes 1938, 

261). 

But in this instance, except for a number of the supervisory positions, like 

Secretary and Assistant Secretary of the Senate, there was relatively low turnover in jobs, 

even after Republicans controlled the Senate for over nine months. For example, on 

October 1, 1994 seventy-six paid employees worked in the Office of the Secretary of the 

Senate, including four interns. A year later the number of paid employees worked had 

dropped by only four, to seventy-two, and forty-eight employees now working under the 

Republicans had also held similar positions under the Democrats in the previous 

congress."" The Republicans appeared to have downsized the Senate Recording Studio 

through attrition rather than any major overhaul in the people filling those positions. 
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Every one of the forty-one people who worked in the Senate Recording Studio at the end 

of the reporting period, and nine months into the Republican controlled 104th Congress 

(September 30, 1995), held the exact same position one year earlier during the 

Democratically controlled 103d Congress (October 1, 1994). A total of eight employees 

left the office at different points in the year after January 3, 1995, with the Republicans 

hiring no one to fill their spots. The Legislative Counsel, which drafts legislation, had the 

least change of any of these subunits. Of the thirty-three employees employed in the 

office on October 1, 1994, thirty-two remained in their jobs on September 30, 1995.''" 

Clearly, the lack of turnover had its advantages. Senate business was not delayed 

as new workers learned and mastered their jobs, bistitutional memory was not entirely 

lost. But the reason this occurred was because the Senate was institutionalized. Most 

people continued to work in the same jobs, even after the change in party control, because 

these subunits had value to the personnel not based on partisan concerns. In addition to 

being highly complex, they were autonomous from partisan influences. 

The Coherence of the U.S. Senate 

Coherence is a component of institutionalization because an organization's value 

and stability are dependent upon an organization's operating procedures. As an 

organization's procedures become more logical and standardized, it stabilizes. By 

minimizing uncertainty and establishing reasonable expectations about how the decision

making process will proceed, the value of the organization to those within it is enhanced. 

On the other hand, unpredictable organizational procedures inherently increase the 
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instability of an organization and reduce the potential for creating value in the 

organization. 

Bills Introduced and Laws Passed 

The essence of coherence is workload management (Ragsdale and Theis 1997) 

and a primary measure of the Senate's workload is the number of bills it handles."*^ Yet 

because the Senate's workload is dependent, in part, on the number of senators (since 

each one can introduce bills), their numbers need to be taken into account when 

measuring the Senate's workload management. Hence, one indicator of Senate coherence 

is the average number of bills and resolutions introduced per senator each Congress, 

shown in Figure 7-1S.'" 

The most striking feature of Figure 7-18 is the rapid rise in bills at the end of the 

nineteenth and the beginning of the twentieth century followed by an abrupt decline. As 

discussed in Chapter Five, the major source behind this incredibly large rise in bills was 

the growth of private legislation, as senators sought to address grievances against the 

government by their constituents via legislation. From the Fifty-fifith Congress (1897-

1899) through the Fifty-ninth Congress (1905-1907), 1,044, 1,498, 2,311 and 3,467 and 

6,248 private laws were enacted, respectively (Yacker 1979, 22). Soon after. Congress 

changed its rules on private legislation. Consequently, only 237 private bills were 

enacted into law during the Sixtieth Congress (1907-1909). Similarly, the number of 

private bills introduced into the Senate declined, causing a decrease in the mean nimiber 

of bills and resolutions introduced per senator. In the post World-War II period this 
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downward trend continued, but also stabilized. Fluctuating between an average of 33 and 

48 bills introduced per senator each Congress, during the 103d (1993-1995) and 104th 

Congresses (1995-1997) this average reached new lows of 31.7 and 22.7, respectively. 

The change that occurred with respect to private bills is an excellent example of 

the Senate seeking to operate more coherently. Even though at the turn of the century the 

Senate was handling many of these private bills in a routine manner, thousands of them 

obviously took up time better spent on public legislation. Because the Senate Journal has 

distinguished between public and private bills only recently in their bill compilations, it is 

difficult to compare the mean number of bills and resolutions introduced per senator 

during the disparate congresses. The nature of the dependent variable has changed. In an 

effort to overcome this problem. Figure 7-19 shows the average number of public laws 

passed per senator each congress.^^ Beginning with Reconstruction, there are wide 

fluctuations in this variable. However, in the post-World War II period, there is a general 

decline. For those unfamiliar with Congress, this looks like Congress is legislating less. 

But, this is not the case, since over times bills have become more complex.''^ So in both 

cases, the decrease suggests that the Senate has moved towards an optimal workload. 

Senate Rules 

Another indicator of the Senate's coherence it its rules. Generally speaking, the 

more rules an organization has, the more coherent it is."*' In the Senate a variety of rules 

guide senators in their actions. Some rules help the Senate operate in an orderly fashion. 

Other rules help the Senate operate in an efficient manner. Still other help the Senate 
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operate in a democratic fashion, often at the expense of efiSciency and orderliness. What 

all these rules have in common is that adherence to them produces common expectations 

among the Senate's members. In other words, they create what Polsby (1968) called 

"universal" and "automatic" decision-making parameters which guide the actions of most, 

if not all, senators. However, because senators follow both formal and informal rules, 

quantifying "all" of the Senate's rules is nearly impossible. 

What is not debatable is the text of the Senate's formal rules, since they are 

periodically published in the Senate Journal, the Senate Manual and the Congressional 

Record. Being numbered, the Senate's standing rules are already quantified. For 

example, sources show that the twenty rules established during the First Senate expanded 

to fifty with the most recent codification of the Senate's standing rules in 1979. (See 

Table 7-11.) But rules differ. Some are longer and more complicated than others. Some 

directly impact public policy, while others are more administrative in nature. In short, ten 

rules printed on one page are not equivalent to ten rules printed on ten pages. 

Consequently, simply counting the Senate's rules is a less than satisfactory indicator of 

the Senate's coherence. 

A more valid indicator of the Senate's coherence is the length of the standing rules 

of the Senate.''* Rules communicate and clarify the proper operating procedures in an 

organization.'*' Generally speaking then, the more words in an organization's rules, the 

more clearly defined the organization's proper operating procedures and the less chance 

for an organization to experience idiosyncratic (what Polsby calls "particularistic") 

decision-making. Using this measure. Table 7-11 shows the historically increasing 
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coherence of the Senate. The Senate's first rules of approximately 550 words increased 

after each codification, having grown nearly twelve-fold to 6,875. words during the 

Senate's first ninety-five years (1789-1884). It increased three-fold more, and more than 

another 15,000 words, over the next ninety-five years (1884-1979). A comparison of the 

rules after the 1806 and 1884 codifications highlights the inadequacy of counting rules as 

a measure. While the Senate had forty standing rules after both codifications, the Senate's 

1884 standing rules were more than three times longer than the Senate's 1806 standing 

rules. 

The primary factor in the Senate's expanding rules was the Senate's increasing 

duties. As the federal government's agenda expanded over the years, and the role of the 

national government in people's lives expanded. Senate organization became more 

complex. New states increased the number of senators. New duties increased the number 

of Senate employees and committees. If the Senate was to continue to operate in some 

sort of orderly manner, corresponding rules were needed to help govern these new entities 

and policy areas. The increasing autonomy of the Senate did not increase the need for 

coherence, but improved the chances of achieving coherence, since external influences 

proved less disruptive. 

Decline in Seniority Violations 

Another indicator of Senate coherence is senators' adherence to the seniority 

system in the selection of standing committee chairs. One of the most familiar of the 

Senate's informal rules, it is mentioned neither in the Constitution nor in the Senate 
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rules/'' The importance of this indicator is not simply in the fact that a pattern emerged 

over time, for other informal rules, such as senatorial courtesy and patronage 

appointments have also emerged over time. Its importance relies in the fact that it 

occurred in the central structure of the operating Senate—the committee system—which 

has been the Senate's primary management tool in handling legislation since 1816. In 

turn, committee chairs have been central to their respective committees' operations. 

Consequently, how the Senate has selected its committee chairs through seniority has 

been central to Senate coherence.^' 

The evolution of seniority in the Senate has already been presented in Chapters 

Three through Six. Developing a definitive list of Senate seniority violations is difficult, 

first, because "substantial continuity of committee members and chairmen is frequent, 

even in the absence of a strict seniority system" (Price 1977, 41). Second, seniority has 

not always been a major incentive for senators who serve more than one term in the 

Senate. Some senators served more than one term before the seniority system was 

established in 1846. Third, some committee changes may only look like seniority 

violations, having actually occurred with the cooperation of the more senior senator. 

Fourth, other actions, like Hale's 1864 ouster described in Chapter Four, may be hidden in 

a congress's second session. 

Ripley (1969a) offers the most detailed statistical evidence of the evolution of 

seniority during the nineteenth century. His results, displayed in Table 7-12, indicate that 

seniority in the Republican Party hardened after the 1872 election and became very firm 

two years later. Ripley actually pinpoints 1877 as the turning point, a view reinforced by 
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the attention the few violations of seniority since then receive in the literature. By the 

Forty-ninth Congress (1885-1887) "Senate conunittee chairmanships were being quite 

rigorously handled in terms of continuous committee service" (Price 1975,9). 

The seniority system promotes value and stability in the Senate. Because 

committee chairs are assured to have served on the committee a lengthy period of time, 

they gain expertise in the committee's subject areas and legislative procedures, and are 

familiar with the actors involved as well as their views. Given the fact that many bills are 

reintroduced in successive congresses, the chairs' institutional memory is also invaluable 

in achieving more efficient committee operations The infrequent rotation of committee 

chairs fosters committee stability, allows committee members to develop a working 

rapport among themselves, and protects the committee from succumbing to the whims of 

public opinion. The seniority system is better than suggested alternatives, including the 

most democratic option—selection by secret Senate ballot—which would be much more 

unpredictable and unstable, and decrease the value of a chair. It enhances the Senate's 

coherence. 

It also served as a core principle by on which senators have based their decisions. 

These expectations assist senators in deciding where to spend their energy. From 

congress to congress, senators (and political scientists) can predict with accuracy who is 

going to chair each standing committee. Leaders and rank and file then incorporate this 

information (with personal goal and constituency information) to help them make choices 

regarding: what committees to join and avoid; when to switch committees; whom to 
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befiiend and who they can afford to anger; how best to draft legislation so it is routed to a 

particular conunittee; whom to place on conference committees. 

The rise of the seniority system in the U.S. Senate not only represents increasing 

Senate coherence, but also reflects the process of Senate institutionalization. The 

seniority rules is a Senate value "beyond the technical requirements" of legislating and 

representing. Senator Leverett Saltonstall (R-Massachusetts) no doubt reflected this 

value, and the feelings of a majority of senators, when he once said in discussing the use 

of seniority, "The longer I stay in Washington, the more sympathetic I become with the 

system" (Goodwin 1959). 

Contested Senate Seats 

Because the U.S. Senate has the constitutional authority to "be the Judge of the 

Elections, Returns and Qualifications of its own Members," the process by which it 

handles and decides contested Senate seats serves as another opportunity to measure 

organizational coherence (Article I, Section 5, Clause 1; Polsby 1968). "Contested seats" 

refer to appointments and election results that have been officially challenged before the 

Senate as either unconstitutional, illegal, unethically gained or incorrect.'- They have 

occurred both before and after the passage of the Seventeenth Amendment, which 

established the direct election of senators, and have involved appointments made by state 

legislatures and state governors. Losing Senate candidates have filed the bulk of these 

challenges, but state constituents, state legislatures and sitting members of the Senate 
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have also sought "rectification" of Senate contests, sometimes in combination with the 

losing candidate. 

How the Senate resolves its contested seats is indicative of the Senate's level of 

coherence. First, the decision-making process in resolving such disputes serves as a 

barometer of partisan-political conduct. Unlike other potential Senate coherence 

indicators, related to bill passage or treaty ratification procedures, contested Senate seats 

are largely absent of policy matter. In other words, they serve as a clearer test for the 

Senate's coherence than would more policy-oriented workload indicators, since the latter 

are affected by both cross-cutting cleavages and party affiliation. Second, the value of a 

Senate seat stems, in part, from the knowledge that upon being seated, a senator serves 

for six years. Efforts to block a senator from being seated, especially successful ones, 

decrease the value of the Senate, particularly if they are of dubious constitutionality. If 

not assured of the seat they ran for and won, would-be Senate candidates would 

eventually stop wasting their time running for the Senate. 

Since 1793 there have been 122 major contested Senate seat cases, as illustrated in 

Figure 1-2QP No one precise period stands out, however the majority of cases occurred 

during the nineteenth century, and the decades before and after the Civil War were 

particularly intense.^'' The highest number of cases, five, were initiated in 1868, and four 

cases were initiated in five separate years—1864, 1873, 1877, 1893 and 1925." 

Far fewer Senate seats were contested in the Senate's earliest and latest years. The 

fact that the House was more prestigious than the Senate in those early years, coupled 

with low-partisan Era of Good Feelings (as well as fewer seats), probably played a part in 
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this. On the other hand, the dearth of cases over the last four-and-a-half decades suggests 

a more coherent Senate. First, "would-be Senate contesters" have an historical record 

with which they can accurately gauge their chances for a successful challenge, deterring 

frivolous contests. Second, the source of contestation has changed over time. The same 

historical record shows that recent contested Senate seats center neither on a senator-

elect's qualifications nor appointment. Instead, they center upon very close Senate 

election results, identified in Figure 7-20 as "other." Contested seats based upon 

qualifications or appointment are more prominent during the nineteenth century than 

during the twentieth century. The Seventeenth Amendment initially sparked an increase 

in contested seats, having changed the "rules of the electoral game." However, as 

senators dispensed their decisions on these new cases, they again narrowed the reasons, 

and formalized the procedures, for bringing such cases. Whereas twenty of these cases 

dealt with qualiflcations before 1900, only four have since 1900. Whereas seventeen of 

these cases dealt with appointments before 1900, only six have since 1900. For example, 

on several occasions the Senate has felt the need to scrutinize ballots and election results, 

yet it prefers those contesting election results to first seek redress in federal or state courts 

and looks negatively upon those who do not. 

To be sure, the establishment of these operating procedures was not a smooth 

process. Politics, partisan and otherwise, was in full force during the resolution of most 

nineteenth century contested seats. The Senate's first election cases were often politically 

inspired and decided largely on partisan grounds. "Precedents" were sometimes ignored 

or reinterpreted in the Senate's earlier years (before it was coherent.) When his term 
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expired in March 1825, Senator James Lamman (D) immediately presented credentials 

from Connecticut's governor appointing him to a second term until the state legislature 

met again in May. The Senate voted against Lamman retaining the seat, 23-18, under the 

argument that a state's governor lacked the authority to issue credentials in advance of a 

vacancy. However, this policy was not followed in earlier or later cases, the confusion 

apparent by the fact that it was cited as a precedent both for and against seating 

gubernatorial appointed New Hampshire Republican Charles Bell in 1879. In the 1893 

the Senate refused to seat Montana's Lee Mantle (R), Washington's John Allen (R) and 

Wyoming's Asahel Beckwith (D), ostensibly because they were appointed by their 

respective governors. However, the more likely reason was that these western senators 

would probably vote against pending legislation that would repeal of the Sherman Silver 

Purchase Act (Butler and Wolff 1995, 243-245). 

The Senate has developed a number of other informal procedures in settling 

contested Senate seats. The basic constitutional requirements regarding age, residency 

and citizenship for senators tend to outweigh any misconduct a senator has engaged in 

before his or her selection. If the seating of a senator-elect is contested before he or she is 

seated, that individual is still permitted to take his or her seat "without prejudice" as long 

as the credentials he or she present appear valid and are signed by the proper state 

authorities (ibid., xviii).^® This procedure was even followed in the 1996 Louisiana case 

of Jenkins v. Landrieu, which is notable because Senate Republican Majority Leader 

Trent Lott allowed Democrat Mary Landrieu to be seated, pending an investigation by the 

Senate Rules Committee, in a Senate described as highly partisan." 
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The Senate also helps challenged senators, and sometimes their challengers, 

defray expenses incurred in response to the investigation with reimbursements. Dating 

back to the nineteenth century money has been offered to many disputants on winning 

and losing sides to help them cover their legal costs. When winning candidates have been 

ruled ineligible, the election was declared void rather than simply offering the seat to the 

runner-up candidate, as in English Law. In short, resolving contested Senate seats 

suggests coherence in two ways. First, universal and automatic processes are used which 

define coherence. Second, because contested seats are likely to bring partisanship to the 

surface, the diminishing number of contested seats (elections and appointments) in the 

Senate since World War II reflect Senate institutionalization (Squire 1992, 1042, footnote 

14). 

Yet a review of the twentieth century cases shows that despite precedents and 

established procedures, partisan considerations sometimes still had to be overcome. In 

1976 Oklahoma Republican Senator Henry Bellmon personally lobbied Democratic 

colleagues, who were in the majority, in retaining his seat. Six of the nine Democrats that 

voted in his favor served with him on the Budget and Agriculture Committees (Rich 

1976). Democrat John Durkin only joined his Republican challenger Louis Wyman's call 

for a new election to fill an open New Hampshire seat after some Senate Democrats 

convinced him that they could not end a Republican filibuster (Rich 1975). Whereas 

Pierre Salinger retained his California Senate appointment on a voice vote in 1964, the 

59-29 vote allowing him to be seated while the Rules Committee investigated was largely 

along party lines ("Salinger" 1964). The 1954 53-36 vote seating Democrat Dennis 
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Chavez over Republican Patrick Hurley in New Mexico was hardly a nonpartisan affair. 

Only five of the Senate's majority Republicans supported Chavez (Albright 1954, 1). 

Still, of the thirty-one cases the Senate had the opportunity to vote on since the 

establishment of the Seventeenth Amendment, it decided nineteen of the cases on voice 

votes or unanimous consent. 

A Coherent Senate 

The evidence presented here regarding bills introduced, laws passed, rules 

codified, seniority violations and contested seats indicates that the Senate is highly 

coherent. Senators and the Senate follow complex standard operating procedures in order 

to manage their workload effectively. However, because we are discussing the Senate, it 

is important to remember that managing a workload "effectively" is not necessarily the 

same as managing it "efficiently." Equal representation is a very important principle in 

the Senate, so observers should not be surprised when representation wins out over 

efficiency in the operating procedures of the Senate. 

Conclusion 

The purpose of the chapter was to present a variety of historical quantitative 

indicators for each component of Senate institutionalization. This allowed the reader to 

better grasp the extent of the changes that have occurred, the differing levels of 

institutionalization, and the particular times when certain components of 

institutionalization have increased or decreased very sharply. 
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These indicators showed that rising levels of Senate resiliency, autonomy, 

complexity and coherence generally occurred in an incremental manner, with help from 

the occasional historic event or environmental change. Several points are worth 

emphasizing. First, the Senate's committee system attained a threshold of resiliency 

during the nineteenth century which it managed to maintain during several twentieth 

century reorganizations. Second, important increases in the Senate's autonomy and 

complexity occurred much sooner than the 1946 LRA would have one believe. Third, 

over the years a vast network of formal and informal Senate rules has developed that 

helps senators manage their workload, even as that same workload is increasing. In order 

to determine what factors are most responsible for these changing levels of Senate 

adaptability, autonomy, complexity and coherence, the next chapter tests a multivariate 

model of Senate institutionalization. 
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ENDNOTES 

1. It is not unreasonable to argue that March 30th may have been a better measuring date 
even in the Senate's early years. Many part-time employees, from those who worked 
part-time for a day to those who worked full-time for part of the year, were not hired 
until after the Christmas holidays, when senators were more fully involved in their 
work and more senators were actually in Washington. However, upon rechecking 
various volumes of these annual reports, I can confirm that increases in part-time 
personnel during the first quarter of a calendar year were not accompanied by a 
similar increase in full-time salaried personnel. 

2. Fiscal year 1977 also marks when the Report began being compiled and published 
semi-annually, covering October 1st to March 31st and April 1st to September 30th. 

3. Until 1934 the Senate sometimes convened before the House, usually after the 
inauguration of a new president in order to consider presidential nominations. The 
early swearing-in allowed some members to gain seniority over senators who were 
elected at the same time. 

4. The Constitution enhanced the House of Representatives, the presidency and the 
Supreme Court's ability to continue to exist, as well. 

5. The Confederation Congress adjourned four months after New Hampshire ratified the 
Constitution, an event which guaranteed the new Constitution the two-thirds support 
among the states necessary in order for it to take effect. 

6. While this assumption is untrue, this generational indicator still provides us with a 
foundation for assessing Senate flexibility. 

7. One of Rhode Island's first senators, Theodore Foster, actually served nearly thirteen 
consecutive years (Jime 7, 1790-March 3, 1803), longer than both Gunn and Langdon. 
However, because Rhode Island did not ratify the Constitution until May 29, 1790, 
Foster missed all of the First Congress' first session (March 4, 1789-September 29, 
1789) and a good portion of its second session (January 4, 1790-August 12, 1790). 
Hence, he was not included in the Senate's first generation. 

The author has been imable to verify the reason(s) why neither Senators Gunn nor 
Langdon served a third term. Senator Gunn died on July 30, 1801, at the age of forty-
eight, a little less than four months after completing his Senate service. Senator 
Langdon, who died on September 18, 1819, at the age of seventy-eight, continued to 
serve New Hampshire after leaving the Senate, serving as its governor in 1805 and 
from 1809 to 1811, a position he previously held in 1788 before serving in the Senate. 

8. The generations calculated here are based upon the Senate's first meeting in 1789, the 
logical starting point. If calculations were to be based upon later years, such as 1791 
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or 1793, or including Rhode Island's Theodore Foster in the Senate's first generation 
(see previous endnote), slightly different generations might result, but the historical 
trends would be the same. 

9. This is because the Senate minority party leaders are not typically appointed to Senate 
leadership positions, as they often are in parliamentary systems when a coalition is 
required to form a government. 

10. 10.3 years is based on twenty party control changes from 1789 through 1995. The 
congresses in which party control changed were the: Seventh (1801-1803); Twenty-
third (1833-1835); Twenty-fourth (1835-1837); Twenty-seventh (1841-1843); 
Twenty-ninth (1845-1847); Thirty-seventh (1861-1863); Forty-sixth (1879-1881); 
Forth-seventh (1881-1883); Fifty-third (1893-1895); Fifty-fourth (1895-1897); Sixty-
third (1913-1915); Sixty-sixth (1919-1921); Seventy-third (1933-1935); Eightieth 
(1947-1949); Eighty-first (1949-1951); Eighty-third (1953-1955); Eighty-fourth 
(1955-1957); Ninety-seventh (1981-1983); 100th (1987-1989); and 104th (1995-
1997). The average time between leadership changes declines even more when one 
factors in changes of leadership within the majority party. 

11. West Virginia Senator Robert Byrd (1977-1981, 1987-1989) and Kansas Senator 
Robert Dole (1985-1987, 1995-1996), who both served as majority leaders during two 
different periods because of changes in control of the Senate, were each counted only 
once. The 4.2 average is through 1996, and increases slightly each year the current 
majority leader. Republican Trent Lott, remains in the position. 

12. The Committee on Education and Labor was actually preceded by the Education 
Committee, which was established on January 28, 1869, and terminated on Februaty 
14, 1870. 

13. Senate standing committees used in this analysis generally do not include joint 
standing committees with the House of Representatives, such as the Joint Standing 
Committee on Enrolled Bills, first formed in 1789, and the Joint Standing Committee 
on the Library, first formed in 1806. Two exceptions are made for the Committee on 
Printing, established in 1841, and the Committee on Public Buildings (later the 
Committee on Public Buildings and Grounds), first listed in the Congressional 
Directory in 1838. Both were established and eventually terminated as Senate 
committees, but were listed as joint committees for some years in between. One other 
exception to note in the data is the Committee to Audit and Control the Contingent 
Expenses of the Senate. First established in 1807, it is not mentioned again in the 
Annals of Congress until 1820. With no evidence of its termination, 1807 is still used 
as its establishment date. 

14. This indicator is somewhat conservative, since occasionally new committee names, 
which decrease this measure, are not accompanied by changes in the committee's 
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jurisdiction. Pinpointing all these cases is difficult since jurisdictional changes are 
not always spelled out in the Senate's rules. 

The best example of this concerns agricultural issues, which have always been 
part of the policy landscape in Congress. Listed below are four different Senate 
committees, but all presided over similar agricultural issues 

Committee Name Established 
Agriculture December 9, 1825 
Agriculture March 6, 1863 
Agriculture and Forestry February 5, 1884 
Agriculture, Nutrition and Forestry February 11, 1977 

15. Note that the latter figure is only slightly above the mean standing committee duration 
before the Senate's first committee reorganization twenty-six years earlier. 

16. These totals minimize changes to some extent because even if two consecutive 
congresses have the same number of select and special conmiittees, they are not 
necessarily the same select and special committees. 

17. From its inception during the Ninety-fifth Congress (1977-1979) through the I02d 
Congress (1991-1993), the committee primarily dealing with Indian affairs was called 
the Select Committee on Indian Affairs and was listed with the other select and 
special committees in the biennially published Congressional Directory. In the 
Congressional Directory for the 103d Congress (1993-1995) the committee is called 
the Committee on Indian Affairs, and is listed with the other standing conmiittees. 
For the 104th Congress (1995-1997) the conmiittee was still called the Committee on 
Indian Affairs, but was again listed with the Select and Special Committees in the 
Congressional Directory. 

18. Some caucuses are called task forces. 

19. Figures 7-4, 7-5, 7-6 and 7-7 are based on Senate expenditure data published in 
annual (1822-1964) and semiannual (1965-1996) reports submitted to the Senate by 
the Secretary of the Senate. They control for inflation by dividing the actual Senate 
expenditure totals by a consumer price index based upon 1967 dollars (U.S. Bureau of 
the Census 1975, vol. 1, 210-211; Omstein, Mann and Malbin 2000, 140). 

The beginning of the time fi'ame is 1823 because "[a]nterior to 1823 there are no 
separate reports of the receipts and disbursements of the Secretaries of the Senate" 
(U.S. Congress. Senate 1900, 2). 

20. A slightly expanded time fi-ame, 1816-1859, suggests the growing U.S. and Senate 
were an even greater force on Senate expenditures, with fifteen new states and thirty 
additional senators. 

March 3, 1857 
February 5, 1884 
February 11, 1977 
present 
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21. The years 1861-1870 are omitted from any analysis because the annual Reports of the 
Secretary of the Senate in those years fail to provide totals of Senate expenditures. 

22. With the Departments of the Army and the Navy included, the increase is more than 
fourteen-fold. 

23. In contrast, during the five years immediately preceding and the five years 
immediately succeeding this three year period, the change in the consimier price index 
averaged only 11.8 points, peaking at a high of 16.7 from 1981 to 1982, the first year 
following this high inflation period. 

24. 
Senator State Sgrvigg Pggan Rank 

Committee Chair/ 
Ranking Member 

Republicans 
Mark Hatfield 
Nancy Landon 

Kassebaum 
Alan Simpson 
William Cohen 

Hank Brown 

Oregon Jan. 10, 1967 7 
Kansas Dec. 23, 1978 27 

Wyoming Jan. 1, 1979 29 
Maine Jan. 3, 1979 30 

Colorado Jan. 3, 1991 73 

Appropriations 
Labor and Human 

Resources 
Veterans 
Special Committee on 

Aging 

Democrats 
Claiborne Pell Rhode Island Jan. 3, 1961 3 
Sam Nunn Georgia Nov. 8, 1972 12 
J. Bennett Louisiana Nov. 14, 1972 13 

Johnston 
Bill Bradley New Jersey Jan. 3, 1979 30 
Jim Exon Nebraska Jan. 3, 1979 33 
Howell Heflin Alabama Jan. 3, 1979 33 
David Pryor Arkansas Jan. 3, 1979 33 

Paul Simon Illinois Jan. 3, 1985 48 

Foreign Relations 
Armed Services 
Energy and Natural 
Resources 

Budget 

Special Committee on 
Aging 

This list does not include Bob Dole (R-Kansas) who resigned from the Senate on June 
11, 1996, to run for the presidency. He began serving on January 3, 1969. The 
woman appointed to fulfill his term. Sheila Frahm, lost her bid to remain in that seat 
in a Kansas primary. 

25. With their percentage of freshmen, these congresses are the: Forty-sixth (1879-1881), 
22.7; Forty-Seventh (1881-1883), 22.7; Fifty-fourth (1895-1897), 23.9; Sixty-second 
(1911-1913), 23.1; Sixty-third (1913-1915), 23.7; Seventy-second (1931-1933), 20.8; 
Eightieth (1947-1949), 23.2; and Ninety-sixth (1979-1981), 20.0. 
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26. The exceptions were probably the result of newly admitted states to the Union 
sending two freshmen to the Senate. 

27. The floor leader would also serve in some subordinate leadership position before 
becoming leader. 

28. Kem and Johnson were special cases. Kem, while having only served in the Senate 
for two years, was part of the Progressive contingent of Senate Democrats that were 
demanding change in Senate and party operations now that they had gained control of 
the Senate in the Sixty-third Congress (1913-1915). He had also been the Democrats' 
vice presidential candidate in the 1908 election. Johnson's rise was enhanced by some 
timely luck. The two previous Democrat floor leaders, Illinois' Scott Lucas from 
1949-1951 and Arizona's Emest McFarland from 1951 to 1953, had both lost their 
reelection campaigns. Besides seeking the position when Democrats were in the 
minority, Johnson also sought and received support from Georgia Senator Richard 
Russell, the de facto leader of the Senate's Democrats. 

29. In 1919 Nebraska Senator Gilbert Hitchcock (D) served as acting leader for about six 
months upon the death of leader Thomas Martin. In 1952 New Hampshire Senator 
Styles Bridges (R), who took over the position upon the death of Senator Wherry, 
withdrew from the race, deferring to Senator Taft, who had lost the Republican 
presidential nomination to Dwight Eisenhower. On April 12, 1988, West Virginia 
Senator Robert Byrd (D) aimounced that he would step down as party leader. "Byrd . 
... has faced two open challenges to his leadership in the last four years and growing 
pressure from those who think his style and image are out of date. Nonetheless, many 
colleagues said Byrd would have been reelected had he chosen to run" (Hook 1988). 
He remained in the Senate to chair the Appropriations Committee. 

30. The use of 1949 as a dividing point is more than just statistically convenient. First, 
both political parties in the Senate selected new floor leaders and whips that year, 
making direct comparisons between the parties a relatively easy task. Second, 1949 
occurs two years after the 1946 LRA became effective. With the Act's revisions in 
conmiittee structure, party organization, leadership perquisites, and Senate 
expenditures, it is logical that senators' attitudes towards their goals and their methods 
of achieving them would begin to change around this time. This, in turn, maximizes 
the chance of observing shifts in senators' values. For example, with less committees 
to chair and more resources for Senate party leadership after 1946, positions in the 
latter probably started to look more attractive to each party's membership at this time. 

31. Party whips are now more frequently referred to as Assistant Majority Leader and 
Assistant Minority Leader. 

32. Figure 7-11 shows that the data collected from the Reports of the Secretary of the 
Senate prior to 1954 is consistent with the increasing trend and the post-1953 Senate 
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totals produced by OPM's Office of Workforce Information. The March 1953 total 
staff count is 1872. The October 1954 OPM total is 2,061. 

33. This evidence appears not to correspond with the 1838 description by Nuermberger 
(1947) previously cited. However, the various reports used to gather the data in Table 
7-6 are better suited for comparing the differentiation in clerks in an internally valid 
maimer. 

34. As evidence of the pervasiveness of the title "clerk," note the following Senate 
prepared and published documents from the Fifty-fifth through the Fifty-seventh 
Congresses (1897-1903): warrant pay clerks in the Navy; clerks in post-offices of 1st 
and 2d classes; chief clerk, stream engineering department, Boston Navy-Yard; 
storehouse receiving clerk at League Island, Pennsylvania; clerical force, office of 
surveyor-general, Louisiana; clerks at Mexico City consulate; paymasters' clerks in 
Army in Mexican War; clerical force in office of auditor for War Department; 
financial clerk for Police Court, D.C. (Adler 1975, 108-109). 

35. In 1886 Foreign Relations had one full-time clerk. Finance and Judiciary each had a 
full-time clerk and messenger, and Appropriations had one clerk, one assistant clerk 
and one messenger, who all were full-time. 

36. For the same reason, it is difficult to assess staff hierarchy in senators' personal offices 
at this time. 

37. All titles were taken directly from the Congressional Staff Directory. The degree of 
differentiation suggested by Table 7-9 is slightly overstated since some staff members 
with similar but different titles on different committees likely performed the same 
tasks. 

38. These two states provide a nice contrast in region of the country and size. Moreover, 
the author grew-up in Upstate New York and went to graduate school in Southern 
Arizona. 

39. These averages were calculated from data in Brownson (1962, 71-86) and Brownson 
(1996, 269-368). 

40. Their length is only one of the differences between these two report. The more recent 
reports include additional information not offered in the 1828 report, such as the costs 
of mass mailings by senators and an alphabetical listing of payees, the latter 
information already available in the report. Excluding these sections, the more recent 
report still is over 2,000 pages long. 

41. The Republicans actually had more employees, if one includes many of the interns. 
Fourteen interns worked in the office during the summer, although not all at the same 
time. 



274 

42. While the Senate consi^ of a number of other subunits that I could have selected, 
these three—Office of the Secretary of the Senate; the Senate Recording Studio; and 
the Legislative Counsel—serve my purpose well by playing varied but important parts 
in the legislative and representation duties of the Senate. The comparisons are made 
between October 1, 1994, before the 1994 elections and when the Democrats still 
controlled the Senate, and September 30, 1995, nine months after the Republicans 
first controlled the Senate. 

43. Of course this is not the Senate's only work. The Senate also is constitutionally 
required to advise the president on treaties and certain executive nominations. 
Senators "represent" their constituents in these decisions, as well as in their legislative 
duties, and are responsive to their concerns and requests. Oversight of the executive 
branch, sometimes invoking investigations, is another aspect of Senate workload. 

44. The number of bills introduced in the Senate each congress has yet to be 
systematically gathered before the Thirtieth Congress (1847-1849). Data through the 
Forty-second Congress (1871-1873) came fi-om the index of various voliunes of the 
Senate Journal. Data from the Forty-third Congress (1873-1875) on came from the 
index of various volumes of the Congressional Record. 

45. Unlike the number of public bills introduced in the Senate each Congress, the number 
of public laws passed each congress is readily available (U.S. Bureau of the Census 
1975, 1081-1082; Omstein, Mann and Malbin 2000, 160). 

46. That, in and of itself, is not a problem, since there are sources that list the total 
number of pages in laws (Omstein, Mann and Malbin 2000). The difficulty is that 
they only begin after World War II, again making long-term comparability a problem. 

47. This is not to suggest that all rules work. An organization's rules are the product of 
past experience and the political environment. Over the long run, rules that.... 

48. Codifications are used because they provide the cleanest text to quantify. Rules 
changes do occur between codifications, often accompanied by foomotes. 

49. However, as experience suggests, this does not mean that everyone who reads the 
rules understands them. 

50. Tlie same can be said of some other informal rules, such as pairing and senatorial 
courtesy. 

51. Seniority was not the only pattern that emerged within the Senate's conunittee 
structure during the nineteenth century. Others are taken for granted today since they 
are much less controversial. They include: chairs of important standing conunittees 
going exclusively to the majority party (Rothman 1966); minority representation, and 
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later proportional minority representation, on committees; and minority party 
selection of minority party committee members. 

52. This is in contrast to the more conmionly accepted notion of "contested" elections or 
contested seats in the congressional literature: highly competitive electoral races. 
Contested seats include highly competitive electoral races, a meaning the phrase 
"contested elections" has acquired in more recent decades, but are not limited to these. 

53. The data used and conclusions drawn in the section are based largely on the docimient 
United States Senate Election, Expulsion and Censure Cases 1793-1990 (Butler and 
Wolff 1995). While this source did not include every contested election or contested 
appointment filed in the Senate through 1990, it did include every "major" case, 
defined as those in which "either the full Senate or a Senate committee took some 
action on the matter" (xii). The totals used here do not correspond exactly with their 
total of 108 because (I) some multiple cases are separated into individual cases, and 
(2) a recent case occurred after publication of their book. 

54. Each case is plotted by the year in which the election result or appointment was first 
contested before the Senate. 

55. In some of these years two cases regarding same seat. 

56. Seating without prejudice allows a state full representation in the Senate while the 
Senate investigates the contested seat. (A Supreme Court ruling ruled that a state 
cannot demand its two senators.) However, it also makes it easier to remove the 
senator in question. Only a simple majority vote is now needed to "excuse" the 
senator, rather than the two-thirds majority vote necessary to "expel" the senator. 

57. In this contest for the seat vacated by the retiring Senator Bennett Johnston (D), 
Democratic candidate Mary L. Landrieu beat Republican candidate Louis "Woody" 
Jenkins 852,945 votes to 847,157. The 5,788 vote victory was challenged by Jenkins, 
who claimed that "vote buying, multiple voting and other election fraud" was the 
source of Landrieu's win (Cassata 1997b, 1487). He asked the Senate to void 
Landrieu's election victory, declare the seat vacant and order a new election (Cassata 
1997a, 886). 
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CHAPTER EIGHT: DETERMINANTS OF SENATE INSTITUTIONALIZATION 

Introduction 

Selznick presented the idea of institutionalization; Huntington clarified its 

concepts; Polsby first measured it. This theory evoked enough interest among political 

scientists that some of the fields top scholars participated in a 1973 academic conference 

dedicated to the topic. Since then a number of scholars have attempted to measure it. 

Yet, until recently, no scholars attempted to explain what caused it. Even Polsby, who 

moved the idea fi-om the theoretical to the empirical, did not explain why House 

institutionalization occurred. Some have interpreted Polsby's study to show that 

increasing careerism was behind the House's institutionalization (Binder 1997), but what 

caused the increasing careerism? Polsby's study suggested that increasing careerism was 

an indication of increasing institutionalization, not the cause of it. 

Recently scholars have returned to the study of institutionalization, attempting to 

determine what factors contribute to the process. Squire (1992) modeled the process in 

the California Assembly. Ragsdale and Theis (1997) modeled the process in the 

presidency. As of yet, no one has modeled the process of institutionalization in Congress. 

It is hoped the following analysis of Senate institutionalization will provide insights into 

both the development of the Senate and the process of legislative institutionalization. 

The change apparent in the historical indicators of Senate adaptability, autonomy, 

complexity and coherence, raise a central question: what factors have prompted these 

changes, affecting the institutionalization of the Senate? This chapter presents and tests a 



277 

model of Senate institutionalization that includes nine independent variables. Thirty-six 

specific hypotheses are generated from these nine independent variables, since all four 

components of institutionalis^tion—adaptability, autonomy, complexity and coherence-

are tested in the model. 

The hypotheses incorporate independent variables both external and internal to the 

Senate. They include: duration of political party control of the Senate; size of the 

Senate's minority party or parties; political party opposition in the presidency; political 

party opposition in the House of Representatives; growth of federal government 

expenditures; the 1946 Legislative Reorganization Act; passage of the Seventeenth 

Amendment; peaks and troughs in the U.S. economic cycle; and incrementalism. 

The dependent variables come from data presented in Chapter Seven. The mean 

duration of the Senate's standing committees reflects the Senate's resiliency, an aspect of 

adaptability. Annual fiscal year expenditures reflect Senate autonomy. The number of 

Senate staff reflect Senate complexity. The average number of laws passed per senator 

each Senate reflect Senate coherence. 

The model is tested for each component of Senate institutionalization using 

regression analysis. Ordinary least squares regression (OLS) is used for the adaptability 

and coherence models. Weighted least squares regression (WLS) is used for the 

autonomy and complexity models because of the presence of heteroscedasticity. A 

discussion follows the presentation of each set of regression results. 
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Duration Of Political Party Control of the Senate 

Continuous party control should make the Senate more stable, as the majority 

party uses its electoral success to organize and maintain operating procedures with which 

it is comfortable. Therefore, the longer a Senate majority remains in power, the less 

change one should see in the Senate's standing conunittee system, indicating a rise in the 

Senate's resiliency. Similarly, one would expect little, incremental change across 

congresses in the Senate's total expenditures, staff or laws passed per senator, stabilizing 

the Senate's autonomy, complexity and coherence. In other words, the first set of 

hypotheses with respect to Senate institutionalization is that as one political party retains 

the Senate's majority from congress to congress, the Senate's mean committee duration, 

expenditures, number ofstaff and average number of laws passed per senator should all 

increase. 

To test these hypotheses a variable was created indicating the number of years one 

political party continuously controlled the Senate. The first year a party controlled the 

Senate it received a value of zero, since it had not yet held the position for a year. The 

second year it was in the majority it received a value of one, indicating it has been in the 

majority for one year. For each year the same party continued to remain in the majority, 

the variable's value increased by one. When party control changed, the value reverted 

back to zero, and the numbering process began again. 
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Size of Senate Minority 

Some scholars argue that procedural change in a legislative chamber is a function 

of the majority party's size (Binder 1997; Dion 1997). Slimmer majorities provoke 

procedural change because the majority party needs and seeks ways to better control the 

operations of the chamber. Larger majorities are less fearful of losing their majority in 

the next election, so they are less likely to seek changes in procedures. Consequently, one 

would expect a Senate majority to change its committees, spend more money, hire more 

staff and pass more laws in an effort to retain its majority in the next election. However, 

as a practical matter, passing more laws would probably be more difficult with a slim 

majority. A minority party hoping to become the majority party does not want to enhance 

the opposition's reelection effort by assisting it in passing legislation. So the second set 

of hypotheses is that as the percentage of senators in the minority party (or parties) 

increases, the Senate's mean standing committee duration and laws per senator should 

decrease, whereas its expenditures and number of Senate staff should increase. 

To test these hypotheses a variable was created fi'om Senate party data published 

in Martis (1989). The number of minority and third party senators was divided by the 

total number of Senate positions, to calculate the percentage of non-majority party 

senators each congress. One would expect that the higher they are (the closer they get to 

fifty percent), the more change.' 

This argument might seem to be less relevant in the Senate. Given the threat of 

minority filibustering, one would think that the achievement of a filibuster-proof 

supermajority in the Senate might provoke considerable change in Senate organization 
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and procedures. Yet historically most changes in the Senate have had bipartisan support 

(Binder 1997). Binder argued that "working within an inherited institutional context that 

requires supermajorities at best or unanimous consent at worst to change the rules of the 

game, such majorities have failed to secure favored changes.... Senate majorities have 

been able to empower the majority only when a large enough coalition of senators has 

reached mutual grounds for collectively suppressing their own rights," and this usually 

involves bipartisan support (201). Moreover, at least during the twentieth century there 

have been enough changes in the control of the Senate to remind majority senators that 

they will not always be in the majority. 

Political Partv Opposition in the Presidency 

Neustadt (1980) described the relationship between the presidency and Congress 

as "separated institutions sharing powers" (26). A better description might be "separated 

institutions competing for power," and the competition for legislative and political 

supremacy between the presidency and the Senate (as well as the House and the Senate) 

has the potential to impact the Senate's institutionalization. Party control of each of these 

branches plays an important part in the relationships that develop between the Senate and 

the presidency and House, affecting the Senate's institutionalization. 

Underlying much of the campaign rhetoric of the two major political parties in the 

U.S. is the assumption that unified govemment—the same political party controlling the 

Senate, the House of Representatives and the presidency—facilitates coordination of the 

legislative process. In turn, it enhances the passage of legislation favored by the majority. 
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increasing the tatter's chances for reelection and enhancing the Senate's value and 

stability. 

However, unified government—specifically the Senate and the presidency 

controlled by the same political party—is more likely to destabilize and reduce the value 

of the Senate, retarding the process of Senate institutionalization. When the Senate and 

presidency are controlled by the same party, the Senate must take backstage to the 

president more often. Presidents who belong to the same political party controlling the 

Senate are more likely to meddle in the internal affairs of the Senate (particularly before it 

is highly institutionalized.) Presidents may see unified government as a unique 

opportunity to build a successful legislative record to enhance their (and the Senate's) 

electoral fortunes. Senators who are members of the president's party more heavily rely 

upon the presidency's information and leadership resources, decreasing the Senate's 

autonomy and complexity. Unified government also may disrupt the coherence of the 

Senate as presidents pursue more numerous and more ambitious policy proposals. 

In contrast, divided government should encourage the Senate's institutionalization. 

First, the political competition between the Senate and the presidency only intensifies, 

and the value of each grows only stronger, when they are controlled by opposing political 

parties. The Senate would likely spend more resources and hire more employees in an 

effort to defend its political interests, increasing its autonomy and complexity, especially 

if the president is actively hostile towards it. In less theoretical terms, changes in 

expenditures and staff may be the result of increased Senate oversight of the president, 

increased Senate oversight of the president's programs, and increased effort to 
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communicate the Senate majority's point of view to the nation. Second, presidents who 

belong to the Senate's minority party are less likely to meddle in the intemal a£fairs of the 

Senate. However, chances of legislative success would likely go down with divided 

government, since the Senate and presidency are less likely to find legislative common 

ground. Hence, a third set of hypotheses is that when the Senate and the presidency are 

controlled by opposing political parties, the Senate's mean standing committee duration, 

expenditures and number of staff should increase, whereas the number of laws passed per 

senator should decrease. 

To test for the importance of divided government in the institutionalization of the 

Senate, a dummy variable was created. A value of one indicates the Senate and the 

presidency are controlled by opposing political parties. Hence, the coefficient will be the 

change when this political situation occurs. A value of zero indicates that the Senate and 

presidency are controlled by the same political party. 

Political Partv Opposition in the House of Representatives 

Given their overlapping constitutional mandates, the Senate and House are natural 

rivals. This rivalry would seem to only intensify when each is controlled by a different 

political party, each seeking to protect itself from the other with changes increasing their 

resiliency, autonomy and complexity. 

True, historically the two chambers generally have kept out of each other's intemal 

affairs with respect to housekeeping matters such as rules, budgets and committees. But 

history has shown that they do influence each other. On occasion the Senate has taken its 
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cue on organizational and procedural issues from the House. When the Senate increased 

its established its standing committee system in 1816, nine of the new committees "had 

the same functions as nine committees long before entered upon the House list" 

(McConachie 1898, 254). After House Whigs imposed a one-hour limit on floor 

speeches in 1841, the Senate's Whig majority attempted to impose similar constraints (but 

failed) (Binder 1997, 179-181). Resolutions calling for the direct election of senators 

were supported in the House for years before they received the necessary support in the 

Senate. 

Additionally, on occasion each chamber has sought to usurp or circumvent certain 

powers given to the other by the Constitution. During much of the second half of the 

nineteenth century the Senate took such great liberty in amending House revenue bills 

that, by the time they were done, the bills were unrecognizable by their House authors. 

House members' discontent over the Senate's more expensive appropriations continued to 

rankle them through 1962, when a showdown finally took place. When the House 

committee's chair demanded new rules governing who would chair appropriations' 

conference committees, and their location, the Senate "countered with a proposal that the 

upper house originate one half of all appropriations bills" (Pressman 1966, 1-6). In 1993 

a bipartisan coalition of House members was so critical of the idea of a North American 

Free Trade Agreement (NAFTA), that President George Bush's Administration (1989-

1993) felt it vital to receive House as well as Senate approval of the treaty. The House 

ultimately voted on and approved the enabling legislation for NAFTA (Ragsdale 1996, 

290-291). 
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Efforts to cooperate are more likely when both chambers are controlled by the 

same political party. This might result in efforts to decrease wasteful spending, which 

would result in declines in their respective resiliency, autonomy and complexity. 

However, one would also expect an increase in the laws passed per senator when the 

Senate and House are controlled by the same party. Consequendy, a fourth set of 

hypotheses is that when the Senate and the House of Representatives are controlled by 

opposing political parties, the Senate's mean standing committee duration, expenditures 

and number of staff should increase, whereas the number of laws passed per senator 

should decrease. 

To test this hypotheses, a dummy variable was created similar to the previous one. 

A value of one indicates the Senate and the House are controlled by opposing political 

parties. A value of zero indicates that the Senate and presidency are controlled by the 

same political party. 

Growth of Federal Government Expenditures 

One of the constants in Senate history seems to be the belief by senators—whether 

serving during the Era of Good Feelings, the Gilded Age, the Progressive Era, the New 

Deal, or the post World War II Era—that their legislative workload is bigger than any of 

their predecessors. They all may be right. As the federal govenmient and its 

responsibilities have grown, so have the responsibilities of the Senate. More federal 

programs required additional Senate oversight. A growing nation required more 
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postmasters, ambassadors, federal judges, customs ofRcials, and government bureaucrats, 

many subject to the approval of the Senate. 

Given its constitutional obligation over an increasing federal budget, the value of 

a seat in the Senate increased. In turn, this affected the Senate's institutionalization. 

Increasing oversight of the operation of the federal government required more Senate 

expenditures and staff, increasing the Senate's autonomy and complexity. Adapting to 

these changes in federal expenditures, whether they be due to new or more intense 

problems, one would expect that the mean committee duration decreases. Temporary 

incoherence might occur, but as the Senate adjusted one would expect more laws per 

senator. Consequently, a fifth set of hypotheses is that with an increase in the change in 

federal expenditures from the previous year, the Senate's mean standing committee 

duration should decrease, whereas the Senate's expenditures, number of staff and laws 

passed per senator should increase. 

To test this hypothesis, a variable indicating the federal government's workload 

was created based on the federal government's outlays. This data was drawn firom 

Historical Statistics of the United States (U.S. Bureau of the Census 1975, vol. 2, 1114-

1115) and various editions of the Statistical Abstract. It was then transformed into 

constant dollars using a consumer price index based on the year 1968 (ibid.; Omstein, 

Mann and Malbin 2000). 
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1946 Legislative Reorganization Act 

In 1947 the Senate implemented the 1946 LRA by reducing the number of 

standing committees from thirty-three to fifteen, immediately impacting the Senate's 

resiliency. Less obvious is the impact it had on the Senate's autonomy, complexity and 

coherence. Figures 7-4 zmd 7-11 indicate that the Senate's autonomy and complexity 

increased more intensely after the 1946 LRA, but do not suggest whether the 1946 LRA 

was the stepping stone. Given that the 1946 LRA was to make Congress more efficient, 

one would expect more laws passed per senator. Consequently, a sixth set of hypotheses 

is that with the passage of the 1946 LRA, the Senate's mean standing committee duration 

should decrease, whereas the Senate's expenditures, number of Senate staff and laws 

passed per senator should increase. 

A dummy variable was created for the first year, or first congress, (depending on 

the component tested in the regression), the 1946 LRA went into effect. The years 1947 

and 1948 were coded 1. All other years were coded 0. 

Seventeenth Amendment 

The passage of the Seventeenth Amendment in 1913 marked the culmination of a 

decades-long effort to change the method by which senators were elected. With Senate 

reelection success now in the hands of every state's electorate rather than each state's 

legislature, one would expect senators to change the Senate's operations and procedures in 

such a way that would improve their chances for being reelected by the people (Mayhew 

1974; Katz and Sala 1996). Immediately, one might expect losses in Senate resiliency, 
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autonomy and complexity as senators become accustomed to having the outcome of their 

elections in new hands and pursue revamped electoral strategies. However, over the long 

run, after acclimating to the new political environment, the Senate would become more 

resilient, autonomous and complex, as senators stabilize the conmiittee system, spend 

more on constituent services and hire more staff in order to increase their chances of 

wirming reelection. An increase in laws passed per senator also seems logical, as senators 

seek to produce legislative output that they can hold up as accomplishments to the people 

that elect them. Consequently, a seventh set of hypotheses is that with the 

implementation of the direct election of U.S. senators, the Senate's mean committee 

duration, expenditures, number ofstaff and laws per senator should increase. 

To test these hypotheses a dummy variable was created. All years before 1914 

were coded 0, representing years in which state legislatures elected all or most of the 

senators. All years after 1913 were coded 1, representing the election of senators in all 

states by the state electorate. 

Economic Cycle 

The state of the country's economy is another independent variable included in the 

model. When the economy is good, in other words, expanding, the Senate will 

institutionalize. The Senate is freer to increase its autonomy and complexity. The Senate 

must also respond to a variety of new issues, possibly decreasing it resiliency, but 

displaying its flexibility. When the economy is expanding, the public is less likely to rely 

on the Senate to change things. When the economy is contracting, the public is more 
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likely to seek assistance from the federal government and express their outrage to 

congress, and expect action." Of course, in terms of policy, the Senate may find itself 

more busy when the economy is in a recession. But expansion should allow the Senate to 

manage its workload better. Consequently, an eighth set of hypotheses is that with an 

expanding U.S. economy, the Senate's mean standing committee duration should 

decrease, whereas the Senate's expenditures, number of staff and laws per senator should 

increase. 

To test these hypotheses, a dummy variable was created to indicate an expanding 

economy. This variable was constructed from annual business cycle data between 1790 

and 1853 and monthly business cycle data begiiming in December 1854 (Glasner 1997, 

732-733). The monthly data proved useful because the data could be used to construct a 

variable using fiscal years. If a fiscal year had between seven and twelve months of 

expansion, then the fiscal year was coded one. If the year had six or less months of 

expansion, (in other words, seven or more months of contraction), then the year was 

coded zero. 

Incrementalism 

Of course, the biggest determinant of Senate institutionalization is likely the 

Senate's previous institutionalization. Most changes observed in this research are 

incremental in manner. 

The larger any organization becomes, the more difficult it becomes for members 

to obtain complete information about issues with which they must deal. Consequently, 
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over time many organizations change in an incremental manner, with members relying 

heavily on past organization, procedures and budgets to determine current methods of 

operation (Simon 1947; Lindblom 1959; Wildavsky 1974).^ This would seem to be even 

more true in an organization like the Senate, in which a few individuals have the ability to 

indefinitely disrupt floor proceedings and in which two-thirds of the members remain 

from the previous congress. The constant tension between chamber efficiency and the 

senators' pursuit of individual power (often in an effort to better represent their 

constituents) does not help either. As Ripley (1969a) wrote; 

Widespread support for change or reform of institutional arrangements in 
the Senate is not highly likely Incremental change, however, is 
inevitable because of personnel changes and a fluctuating environment. 
Every senator's instinct is to seek power, and the way to power lies in 
maximizing individualistic tendencies in the Senate. The greater the 
degree of centralization present, therefore, the greater the chance that 
organized change or reform (in the direction of less centralization) will 
succeed" (7). 

The incremental nature of Senate institutionalization is captured in the ninth set of 

hypotheses, that the higher the Senate's mean standing committee duration and number of 

laws passed per senator in one congress, the higher the Senate's mean standing 

committee duration and number of laws passed per senator in the next congress. The 

higher the Senate's expenditures and number of staff during one fiscal year, the higher 

the Senate's expenditures and number of staff the next fiscal year. 

To account for the incremental nature of operational change in each regression 

analysis, a lagged version of the dependent variable is included among the independent 

variables. In the case of resiliency, where the dependent variable is mean standing 



290 

committee duration, the lagged independent variable is mean standing committee 

duration the previous congress. Similarly, laws passed per senator the previous congress 

is the lag utilized in the coherence regression. In the case of autonomy, where the 

dependent variable is Senate expenditures in a given fiscal year the lagged independent 

variable is Senate expenditures the previous fiscal year. Similarly, the number of Senate 

staff the previous fiscal year is utilized in the complexity regression. 

Resiliencv/Adaptabilitv Model Estimates 

Using the Senate's mean standing committee duration from 1819 to 1995 as the 

dependent variable. Table 8-1 presents the estimates of an ordinary least squares model of 

Senate resiliency.^ Four independent variables are significant: change in federal outlays; 

passage of the seventeenth amendment; passage of the 1946 LRA; and the Senate's mean 

standing committee duration firom the previous Congress. A $ 10 million increase in the 

change in federal outlays, in the year before a new congress convenes, results in the 

Senate's standing committee duration declining, as expected, .876 years on average.^ On 

the other hand, as expected, ±e passage of the Seventeenth Amendment coincided with 

an increase of 2.066 years in the Senate's mean standing conunittee duration each 

Congress. Not surprisingly, the passage of the 1946 LRA caused a drop of45.480 years 

in the Senate's mean standing committee duration. Finally, an increase of two years in the 

Senate's mean standing committee duration in the previous Senate results in an increase 

of the Senate's mean standing committee duration of 1.918 years (2 x .959) in the next 

Senate. Economic expansion, party opposition in the presidency, party opposition in the 
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House, majority party duration and minority party percentage all are insignificant factors 

in the Senate's resiliency. In other words, major changes in government spending, 

whether because of dealing with new issues or old issues which have become more 

intense, result in a decline in the Senate's resiliency, as the Senate adapts to the changing 

environment. 

These results indicate that Senate's level of resiliency is a function of the 

government's workload. When the government confronts new or intensifying problems 

or issues, the Senate frequently deals with them by rearranging its standing conunittee 

system. One way it does this is by adding or eliminating standing committees. This hurts 

Senate resiliency (although it suggests flexibility.) On the other hand, the Seventeenth 

Amendment has served as a source of stability in the twentieth century Senate. True, the 

Senate standing committee system underwent three dramatic changes after 1913 (in 1921, 

1947 and 1971). However, it remained unchanged during nearly all other congresses. 

Senators sought to enhance their reelection efforts in new ways, now that the public, and 

not state legislatures, elected them. A stable committee system allowed them to develop 

expertise on certain issues and better achieve legislative success, which they could then 

parlay into votes for reelection. The results also confirm the importance of the lagged 

variable. An organization, especially a legislative chamber in which two-thirds of its 

members served previously, is likely to structure its current committee system based on 

how well the committee system operated during the previous Congress. 

The lack of importance of the party variables is not entirely surprising. Two of 

the three most dramatic changes in the Senate's mean standing committee duration 
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occurred during the Republican-controlled Sixty-seventh (1921-1923) and Eightieth 

Congresses (1947-1949). Yet in both instances the committee reorganization had been 

agreed to during the previous Congress with bipartisan support. The 1921 reorganization 

actually had been agreed to during May 1920 of the Sixty-sixth Congress (1919-1921), 

after Republicans had regained control of the Senate for the first time in ten years, but 

held only a two seat, forty-nine to forty-seven majority over the Democrats (White 1999). 

Similarly, the 1946 LRA took effect in 1947 when Republicans gained control of the 

Senate, but had passed with broad bipartisan support during the Democratic-controlled 

Seventy-ninth Congress (1945-1947) (Thomas 1949; Smith and Deering 1984; Davidson 

1990). 

Autonomy Model Estimates 

Using the Senate's fiscal year expenditures, in constant 1967 dollars, from 1822-

1996 as the dependent variable. Table 8-2 presents the estimates of a weighted least 

squares model of Senate autonomy.^ Three independent variables are significant: change 

in federal government expenditures; party control of the Senate and presidency; and 

Senate expenditures during the previous fiscal year. When the presidency and the Senate 

are controlled by two opposing political parties during most of a fiscal year. Senate 

expenditures increase by $ 1.27 million dollars. For every $ 1,000 increase in the change 

in federal expenditures from year to year. Senate expenditures decrease $14. For every 

$1,000 the Senate spends during one fiscal year, it spends $1,015 the next fiscal year. 

Economic expansion, party opposition in the House, continuous party control of the 
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Senate, minority party percentage of the Senate, the Seventeenth Amendment and the 

1946 LRA are insignificant. 

The most interesting finding is the impact divided control of the Senate and the 

presidency has on Senate autonomy. Already constitutional competitors, being controlled 

by opposing political parties enhances this competition. In seeking to gain the upper 

hand, the Senate consequently spends more money—for staff, expenses, overhead, 

printing—on anything that will help check the power of, or maybe embarrass, the 

presidency. 

The decrease in the Senate's autonomy from rising federal expenditures was 

unexpected. This may imply that increasing federal expenditures are often due to the 

increasing intensity of past issues, not necessarily due to new issues. Consequently, if the 

Senate is already dealing with these types of issues in a routine manner, it may not need 

to spend more money to continue dealing with them. 

It is not surprising that immediate past fiscal year Senate expenditures 

significantly affect succeeding fiscal year Senate expenditures. It is difficult for any 

organization to spend without regard to how its previously spent, especially a legislative 

chamber in which majority is necessary to make any decision and minority rights are 

influential. And the process of institutionalization is a process in which such decision

making, all other things being equal, should become less deliberate and more automatic 

as the Senate institutionalizes. 
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Complexity Model Estimates 

Using the number of Senate staff from 1871-1996 as the dependent variable. 

Table 8-3 presents the estimates of a weighted least squares model for Senate 

complexity.' Three independent variables are significant: continuous control of the 

Senate by one political party; party control of the Senate and presidency; and the size of 

the Senate's staff the previous year. For every year that one party controls the Senate, the 

average Senate staff increase is nearly ten. For every year in which the Senate and the 

presidency are controlled by opposing political parties, the Senate staff increases by 104 

staff For every 100 Senate staff in the previous year, the succeeding year has ninety-nine 

Senate staff. Change in federal expenditures, economic expansion, party opposition in 

the House, minority party percentage of the Senate, the Seventeenth Amendment and the 

1946 LRA are insignificant. 

Continuous control of the Senate by one political party is certainly one way to 

limit constant and/or radical change in Senate organization and procedures, particularly in 

a younger Senate. In an organization with less tradition, changing political party control 

every two years would hurt the process of institutionalization. In contrast, continuous 

party control creates an atmosphere that fosters routine, as the majority party keeps those 

procedures that work for it, and drops those that do not. In turn, this fosters 

organizational stability. 

Changes in Senate complexity due to divided party control of the Senate and 

presidency can overwhelm such incremental changes, but they are needed to retain the 

value of the Senate to its members (or in earlier years, gain that value). A Senate which 
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cannot compete with the presidency is of little value to its members. As with increasing 

expenditures, increasing staff are a vehicle by which the Senate can "check" the 

presidency and the bureaucracy the president heads. Staff paid for by the Senate are 

better able to provide analysis and recommendations independent of presidential 

influence. 

The Senate relies on past Senate staff totals to determine if it needs more Senate 

staff. The Senate does not answer the question "how many staff do we need to fiilly deal 

with our workload?" Rather, whether called "muddling through" or "bounded 

rationality," senators answer the question "how many staff do we need to better cope with 

the workload facing us?" 

It also is important to point out that unlike in the measurement of autonomy, 

federal outlays do not significantly affect the Senate's complexity. This supports the logic 

offered, that Senate expenditures and Senate staff are not measuring the same thing, and 

are valid separate indicators. 

Coherence Model Estimates 

Using the average number of laws passed per senator per congress from 1801 to 

1996 as the dependent variable. Table 8-4 presents the estimates of an ordinary least 

squares model for Senate coherence.® Three independent variables are significant: change 

in federal outlays; passage of the seventeenth amendment; and the average number of 

laws passed per senator from the previous congress. A change in the federal outlays of 

$100 million results in a decrease of 3.21 laws passed per senator. The existence of the 
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Seventeenth Amendment has increased the average by 1.07 laws per senator. Every 

increase of a law per senator in the previous congress results in an increase of .637 laws 

per senator. 

The increase prompted by the passage of the Seventeenth amendment suggests 

that senators needed to get more legislation passed since that was measurable by the 

public. More legislation shows more value. Given this logic, one would think that the 

decline that coincides with a change in federal outlays is illogical. One would think that 

an increase in the change in federal expenditures should provoke more public laws 

(unless all the change was caused by intensifying problems rather than new problems.) 

However, the reason for the decline in laws passed per senator when the federal outlays 

change is simple: laws have become longer—much longer. Since the statistic began being 

kept with the Eightieth Congress (1947-1948), average length of a public statute has risen 

from 2.5 pages to 19.2 pages in the 104th Congress (1995-1997) (Omstein, Mann and 

Malbin 2000, 160). A senator can find plenty of reelection mileage in these fewer but 

more complicated laws. 

Conclusion 

The most insightfixl finding one can draw from this quantitative analysis is that the 

Senate's institutionalization, as is the institutionalization of most organizations, is very 

much a function of its environment. Challenges from external forces have forced the 

Senate to institutionalize in order to avoid becoming irrelevant. The more challenges 

from external factors that an organization successfully faces, the more it institutionalizes. 
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With respect to the Senate, the most influential challenges have specifically come from an 

expanding national agenda, the opposition party controlling the presidency, and the 

Seventeenth Amendment. 

Not unexpectedly, the greatest influence on the Senate's components of 

institutionalization is its inherited institutionalization. The operations and procedures of 

previous Senates play an important part in the operations and procedures of subsequent 

Senates. Senators look to their chamber's previous standing committee structure to help 

them organize their next standing committee system. The Senate spends amounts similar 

to what the Senate spent previously. The Senate bases current staff on previous Senates. 

The reason Senate expenditures and staff have increased almost always is because 

senators have continuously found their resources inadequate for their needs. 
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ENDNOTES 

1. With one exception, all minority percentages were under fifty percent. During the 
Eighteenth Congress (1823-1825), the "majority" was more accurately a pro-Adams 
Administration plurality of 35.4 percent, which consisted of Federalists and 
Republicans who supported the Adams Administration and Henry Clay's presidential 
aspirations. The remaining 64.6 percent were not a cohesive political group either, 
divided between Republican supporters of William Crawford and Republican 
supporters of Andrew Jackson, both also prospective presidential candidates. 

2. For example, subsequent to the Depression, both houses of Congress took a ten, and 
later fifteen, percent pay cut. 

3. What I am referring to here is Simon's (1947) "bounded rationality," Lindblom's 
(1959) "muddling through," and Wildavsky's (1974) "incrementalism." 

4. The analysis begins with the Sixteenth Congress (1819-1821) because it was the first 
congress in which the Senate's standing committee system had a history. In other 
words, it had existed for a congress. 

5. In the resiliency regression equation, the change in federal outlays is calculated from 
the fiscal year prior to the Congress, since the Senate's standing committees are 
usually agreed to at the beginning of a Congress. In the regression models for 
autonomy, complexity and coherence, the change in federal outlays is calculated from 
the fiscal years that most closely coincide with the dependent variable. Change in 
federal and Senate expenditures are in thousands of dollars. 

6. Weighted least squares regression was required because of heteroscedasticity among 
the Senate's expenditure residuals when using ordinary least squares regression. 

Senate expenditure data are missing for the following years: 1823, 1824, 1836, 
1841, 1861-1869, 1872, 1879, 1883, 1913, 1926 and 1976. 

7. Senate staff data are missing for the following years: 1912, 1947-1949, 1951 and 
1953. 

8. Mean laws passed per senator is not the ideal measure of Senate coherence. First, 
actions by the House of Representatives obviously have an impact upon this indicator. 
Second, number of bills introduced per senator would be a better indicator, except for 
the fact that in the early twentieth century, congress began dealing with public and 
most private bills differently, creating a major difference in measurement across time. 
See Yacker (1979). 
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Introduction 

The purpose of the research presented here was to answer the question: When and 

why did the Senate institutionalize? The effort was two-fold. First, it reviewed the 

history and development of Senate membership, elections, pay, sessions, workload, rules, 

norms, staff, committees and leadership from 1789 through 1996 through the prism of 

institutionalization theory. Then it presented a series of quantitative indicators of Senate 

institutionalization in order to make a more systematic assessment of the process. 

Utilizing four of these quantitative indicators as dependent variables, regression analysis 

was performed to clarify further important sources of Senate institutionalization. 

Because of the amount of ground covered over the last six chapters, it is beneficial 

to briefly reiterate what institutionalization is. Based upon the work of Selznick (1957), 

Huntington (1968), Loewenberg and Patterson (1979), and Ragsdale and Theis (1997), 

institutionalization is defined in Chapter Two as: 

the process by which an organization acquires value and stability as an end 
in itself More specifically, institutionalization is the process of infusing 
an organization with value beyond the technical requirements of the task at 
hand. During this process an organization becomes more concerned with 
self-maintenance. It gradually takes on a life of its own, existing 
increasingly independently of the individuals who belong to the 
organization or the problems facing it (27-28). 

An organization's level of institutionalization is a function of four identifiable 

components: adaptability, autonomy, comple.xity, and coherence. When an organization 
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institutionalizes it continues to exist (reflecting adaptabili^); becomes more self-reliant 

and bounded from external forces (more autonomous); becomes larger and more diverse 

(more complex); and becomes more predictable in its decision-making procedures (more 

coherent). When a certain level of all four components is reached, the organization 

becomes an institution. When that moment arrives is difficult to ascertain, since an 

organization's adaptability, autonomy, complexity and coherence do not necessarily rise, 

or reach the necessary critical mass, simultaneously. However, one can identify and 

compare different levels of these components over time, something this study does with 

the U.S. Senate. 

The Historical Process of Senate Institutionalization 

The Constitution never guaranteed a highly institutionalized Senate. In 1789 it 

provided the Senate with a small, but tangible level of institutionalization. Six year 

alternating terms provided some autonomy. Procedures to override presidential vetoes 

provided some coherence, while the ability to make its own rules provided flexibility. 

Still, the potential to be overwhelmed in the governmental process existed. In one way or 

another, the Senate's business overlapped with other governmental actors. Bills required 

passage through the House of Representatives, as well as the Senate, to become law. The 

Senate advised and sometimes consented on treaties negotiated by the executive branch. 

States legislatures elected senators, determining how long senators would remain in their 

seats. 
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The first senators made numerous decisions regarding Senate operations, and 

these decisions helped institutionalize the Senate more. The establishment of the Senate's 

first rules, its use of committees and its hiring of staff demonstrated the Senate's 

flexibility, made the chamber a little more complex, and helped the chamber operate in a 

more coherent fashion than it would have otherwise. In other words, as the Senate 

organized debate, passed legislation and interacted with the House and presidency, its 

"technical requirements" gained value. But the Senate's value was not enough for many 

senators, who declined to finish out their terms or seek reelection. 

As the nineteenth century passed, the Senate became more valuable. Senators 

shaped the Senate in a manner that gained it power and notoriety as the venue for 

debating national issues, producing public policy and battling the presidency. It 

increasingly relied on its precedents in making decisions, a necessity because its workload 

was increasing, as was the country's size and the issues facing it. As the federal 

government grew and dealt with more issues, the Senate adapted (creating a standing 

committee system, surviving the Civil War), became more autonomous (its members 

served longer, and dominated the patronage and treaty ratification process), and became 

more complex (adding committees, subcommittees and staff). It continued to respond to 

certain events and issues with innovation (select committees, introduction of seniority), 

but by the last decades of the nineteenth century Senate operations were increasingly 

universal and automatic: committee chairs went to the majority party senator who had 

served continuously on the committee the longest; freshmen senators did not speak on the 

Senate floor during their first session; senatorial courtesy was respected. The Senate's 
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level of institutionalization reached a critical mziss sometime between the end of the Civil 

War and the turn of the nineteenth century. It started shaping senators far more than 

senators shaped it. 

However, over the next fifty years the Senate faced a series of environmental 

challenges. The Senate's autonomy was the basis of much criticism it received. The 

Populist and Progressive movements around the turn of the nineteenth century made their 

mark by helping elect reform-minded senators—men who probably could not have been 

elected to the Senate when party government reigned in the late 1800s. They attempted to 

make the Senate more accountable to the people by having the people elect them. 

Meanwhile, the value of other government actors increased, especially the presidency. 

Through a combination of personality and timing. Presidents Theodore Roosevelt, 

Woodrow Wilson and Franklin Roosevelt grasped the legislative initiative from Congress 

and actively courted public opinion. 

But it takes tremendous effort and resources to minimize an organization whose 

value and stability have risen over one-hundred years and is constitutionally mandated. 

Instead, the Senate continued institutionalizing in an effort to respond to the new 

twentieth century power of the presidency. It hired more of its own staff, altered its own 

standing committee system, and adhered to norms that strengthened its ability to respond 

to the presidency in a coherent maimer. The 1946 LRA visibly represents these efforts, 

although they were already in the making as of 1946. However, these efforts intensified 

over the next four decades, as Senate expenditures and staff rose in unprecedented 
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amounts. By the 1980s some senators had more personal staff than half of the entire 

Senate did a century earlier. 

By the 1990s the Senate institutionalization process was slowing. The standing 

conmiittee system remained stable, and the growth in Senate expenditures and staff had 

levelled off. The amount of work the Senate accomplished, in the form of bills 

introduced and laws passed, also stabilized. In other words, given the current political, 

economic and social environment, the Senate is highly institutionalized, and may be near 

the peak of institutionalization,. Its primary competitors, the presidency and the House, 

are also very institutionalized, making dramatic changes in relationships with them 

unlikely. Moreover, whereas the Senate has readily increased its staff and resources, it 

has neared its limit on one important resource: time. With the passage of the Twentieth 

Amendment, the Senate dramatically increased the potential time it could remain in 

session during any one congress. This opened up the opportunity for new and more 

numerous issues to be addressed. But that potential time has now reached its limit. 

This helps explain the recent changes in Senate norms. With the help of staff, 

executive oversight, and subcommittee expansion, among other things, to fill this time 

void created by the Twentieth Amendment, senators have pgissionately pursued their goals 

of good constituency relations, good policy-making, power within the Senate, and 

reelection. This has resulted in the elimination of some old norms, and modification of 

others, as senators have sought to enhance their legislative, constituency and reelection 

efforts both on Capitol Hill and in their home states. But now that the Senate is well 

staffed, well funded and a full-time two-year legislature, some new, more individualistic 
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norms have emerged. Senators expect, and attempt to address, potential holds and 

filibusters and floor amendments. 

A Century Long "Transformation" 

Probably the most commonly cited recent study of the Senate is Barbara Sinclair's 

The Transformation of the U.S. Senate (1989). Sinclair's basic argument is that a 

combination of external factors—the growth in the number of interest groups, the 

expanding policy agenda and the proliferation of television—in conjunction with new 

liberal Democrats, caused the Senate to decentralize and change greatly. The problem 

with this argument is that none of these factors are unique to the 1960s and 1970s. 

The growth in the number of issues after the Civil War is well-documented. 

During the 1870s "Washington's agenda underwent unprecedented expansion as the 

persisting legacies of Civil War and Reconstruction collided with the imperatives of 

industrialization, technological innovation, and transcontinental settlement" (Thompson 

1985, 20). The Senate responded with nearly constant tinkering with its committee 

system. Private legislation became a large part of the Senate's workload, as veterans of 

the Civil War and their dependents sought government benefits. "[L]obbying for the first 

time became a vital element in government" (Rothman 1966, 192). 

Other interests formed or evolved, also affecting the government's agenda. "The 

post-Civil War years .... witnessed the start of the modem system by which pressure 

groups vied for government support" (Rothman 1966, 220). From industrial expansion 

emerged a group of corporate interests that couched their demands for governmental 
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assistance in the name of national progress. In response to their success, farmers 

organized, and provided the grassroots for the Populism movement. Yet, as farmers 

began to specialize, with the help of technology, they became a less cohesive force 

(Salisbury 1969). By the end of the nineteenth century, not all interests were "special" 

interests. Senators could hear a variety of arguments on any given issue, "but many 

voices, belonging to the farmers, laborers, professional groups, minorities, and 

consumers, were still absent from Washington" (Rothman 1966, 219). 

Technological innovation not only sparked new organized interests and public 

policy issues, it also shaped the relationship between senators and their constituents. The 

telegraph helped keep senators in touch when they were not in Washington, and improved 

contact with constituents in their state. The magazine revolution before the turn of the 

century expanded considerably the public's outlets for news and information about 

Washington and their representatives. While railroad growth does not appear to have 

induced senators to travel home more, it likely improved communication between senator 

and constituent via speedier postal service and greater constituent access to Washington 

and their senators. Consequently, it is hardly surprising that senators increasingly found 

the need for clerical assistance. 

The number of organized interests continued to grow during World War I, as the 

government encouraged industrial mobilization (Herring 1967; McCormell 1966). 

Pendleton Herring's (1967) 1929 list of465 organizations represented in Washington was 

"the most complete list of its kind," and yet still excluded "professional, educational, 

governmental, agricultural, and religious organizations" (276). According to another 
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estimate, in 1922 there were more than 5500 "general and particular organization[s] of the 

people of the country according to occupation and group interests" (Knappen 1922, 869). 

The methods of this "modem" lobby also expanded. Organized letter writing campaigns, 

paid newspaper advertisements, publication of journals and open congressional hearings 

helped them publicize their point of view. The hiring of ex-senators, newspaper 

employees and "skilled govenunent employees" gave them both technical and public 

relations expertise (Herring 1967, 41-61). Moreover, as senators increasingly became 

subject to direct elections, they had to appeal to, and assist, multiple organizations to help 

them get reelected. Among these groups were the Progressive Movement, a major force 

behind direct Senate elections. Its members also helped expand the government's policy 

agenda with public concem for issues related to labor, education, environment and 

government. 

Technological irmovation and the pursuit of manufacturing efficiency sparked a 

similar pursuit of efficiency in government. Senators hired more staff, established an 

office to help them draft legislation, and in conjunction with the House established a 

research office to assist them. The rise of radio from the 1920s to the 1940s expanded the 

information outlets available to the public again, and kept it informed about Washington 

and their representatives. 

The Depression also greatly expanded the government's agenda. In 1946 George 

Galloway, former chair of the Committee on Congress of the APSA, wrote that "[t]he 

business of Congress-once relatively limited in scope, small in volume, and simple in 

nature—has now become almost unlimited in subject matter, enormous in amount, and 
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exceedingly complex in character" (49). And many of these issues had supporters, in the 

form of groups, many encouraged to form by the government. Trade associations began 

to have a greater role in the policy-making of newly established regulatory agencies 

during the New Deal (interest group liberalism) (McConnell 1966; Lowi 1969). 

Meanwhile, plane travel, and proliferation of the automobile and telephone again made 

senators more easily accessible to their constituents. 

The point is that the environmental factors Sinclair argues are behind the 

transformation of the U.S. Senate are nothing new. Almost continuously since the Civil 

War, the Senate's policy agenda has expanded, interest groups and media outlets have 

grown in number and size, and technological innovation has opened up new opportunities 

for senators to represent and communicate with their constituents. By responding to these 

challenges, the Senate has changed and become highly institutionalized. But it was a 

largely incremental transformation more than a century in the making. 
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TABLE 7-1: INCREASING SENATE RESILIENCY (ADAPTABILITY) 

Generational Age of the U.S. Senate 

Q^ngratipp Ysai Duration of Senate Generation Tin years) 

1789 

1 1801 12 

2 1814 13 

3 1825 11 

4 1850 25 

5 1862 12 

6 1884 22 

7 1912 28 

8 1944 32 

9 1978 34 

10 

Mean Duration 
Generations 1-9 21 years 

Mean Duration 
Generations 1-5 14.6 years 

Mean Duration 
Generations 6-9 29.0 years 

Source: Based on Congressional Quarterly's Guide to U.S. Elections 1994, 785-811. 
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TABLE 7-2: INCREASING SENATE FLEXIBILITY (ADAPTABILITY) 

Senate Caucuses and Task Forces 

1984 
Concerned Senator for the Arts 
Northeast-Midwest Coalition 
Border Caucus 
Caucus on North American Trade 
Coal Caucus 
Copper Caucus 
Drug Enforcement Caucus 
Export Caucus 
Rail Caucus 
Steel Caucus 
Tourism Caucus 
Wednesday Group 

1226 
Caucus on Deficit Reduction and 

Economic Growth 
Concerned Senators for the Arts 
Northeast-Midwest Coalition 

- Great Lakes Task Force 
- New England Caucus 

Anti-Terrorism Caucus 
Auto Caucus 
Beef Caucus 
Caucus on International Narcotics 

Control 
Coal Caucus 
Delta Caucus 
Democratic Task Force on Hispanic 

Issues 
Drug Enforcement Caucus 
Footwear Caucus 
Grace Caucus 
National Guard Caucus 
Rail Caucus 
Republican Task Force on Health Care 
Rural Health Caucus 
Steel Caucus 
Sweetener Caucus 
Textile Steering Committee (Textile 

Caucus) 
Tourism Caucus 
Wednesday Group 
Wetlands Caucus 
Western States Coalition 

Source: Brownson 1984, 231-232. Source: Brownson 1996, 413-417. 
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TABLE 7-3: SENATE AUTONOMY 

Characteristics of Senate Floor Leaders, 1913-1996 

Years in Years as 
Year Republicans .. Senate' . Leader^ .. . . .  R e a s o n  f o r  L e a v i n e  P o s  
1913 Jacob Gallinger-NH . . .  2 2  . .  7 . . .  D i e d  
1918 Henry Cabot Lodge-MA . . . .  2 5  .  .  6  . . . .  . . .  D i e d  
1924 Charles Curtis-KS^ . . . .  9  .  .  5  . . . .  . . .  E l e c t e d  V i c e  P r e s i d e n t  
1929 James Watson-EN . . .  1 2  .  .  4 . . .  N o t  r e e l e c t e d  t o  S e n a t e  
1933 Charles McNary-OR"*,^ ... . . .  1 4  .  .  . . . .  8  . . . .  . . .  D i e d  
1941 Wallace White-ME^ .... . . .  1 2  . .  . . . .  8  . . . .  . . .  R e t i r e d  
1949 Kenneth Wherry-NE .... . . . .  6  . .  . . . .  2  . . . .  . . .  D i e d  
1952 H. Styles Bridges-NH.... . . .  1 5  .  .  1 . . .  W i t h d r e w  
1953 Robert A.Taft-OH . . .  1 4  . .  1 . . .  D i e d  

Willam Knowland-CA ... . . . .  8  . .  . . . .  6  . . . .  . . .  R e t i r e d  
1959 Everett Dirksen-IL . . . .  8  .  .  . . .  1 0  . . . .  . . .  D i e d  
1969 Hugh Scott-PA . . .  1 0  . .  . . . .  8  . . . .  . . .  R e t i r e d  
1977 Howard Baker-TN . . .  1 0  . .  8  . . . .  . . .  R e t i r e d  
1985 Robert Dole-KS . . .  1 6  . .  . . .  1 1  . . . .  . . .  R u n  f o r  p r e s i d e n t  
1996 Trent Lott-MS 7 . serving .... . . .  s e r v i n g  

Democrats 
1913 John Kem-IN . . . .  2  . .  4  . . . .  . . .  N o t  r e e l e c t e d  t o  S e n a t e  
1917 Thomas S. Martin-VA ... . . .  2 2  .  .  . . . .  2  . . . .  . . .  D i e d  
1919 Gilbert Hitchcock-NE' ... . . . .  8  . .  1  . . . .  . . .  N o t  e l e c t e d  
1920 Oscar Underwood-AL ... . . . .  5  . .  3  . . . .  . . .  R e s i g n e d  f o r  i l l  h e a l t h  
1923 Joseph Robinson-AR .... . . .  1 0  . .  . . .  1 4  . . . .  . . .  D i e d  
1937 Aiben Barkley-KY . . .  1 0  . .  . . .  1 2  . . . .  . . .  E l e c t e d  V i c e  P r e s i d e n t  
1949 Scott Lucas-IL . . .  1 0  .  .  2  . . . .  . . .  N o t  r e e l e c t e d  t o  S e n a t e  
1951 Emest McFarland-AZ ... . . .  1 0  .  .  7 . . .  N o t  r e e l e c t e d  t o  S e n a t e  
1953 Lyndon Johnson-TX .... 4 . . . . . .  8  . . . .  . . .  E l e c t e d  V i c e  P r e s i d e n t  
1961 Mike Mansfield-MT . . . .  8  . .  . . .  1 6  . . . .  . . .  R e t i r e d  
1977 Robert Byrd-WV . . .  1 8  .  .  . . .  1 2  . . . .  . . .  D i d  n o t  s e e k  r e e l e c t i o n  

• to post 
1989 George Mitchell-ME .... . . . .  8  . .  . . . .  6  . . . .  . . .  R e t i r e d  
1995 Thomas Daschle-SD .... . . . .  8  .  serving . . . .  . . .  s e r v i n g  

Sources: Based on CQ's Guide to Congress 1994, 1340-1341; Ripley (1969a), 30; Baker 
(1995), 852-853. 
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FOOTNOTES 

1. Continuous years in Senate before election to post. This differs slightly from Ripley 
(1969a) and Jones (1982). 

2. Inclusive of all years in which senator served as leader. 

3. Senator Curtis served in the Senate January 23,1907-March 3, 1913, and 
March 4, 1915-March3, 1929. 

4. Senator McNary served in Senate May 19, 1917-November 5, 1918, and 
December 18, 1918-February 25, 1944. 

5. In 1940, at the request of Senator McNary, Vermont Senator Warren R. Austin served 
as acting leader. In succeeding years, although McNary was still ofificially listed as 
minority leader until his death on Feb. 25, 1944, Senator White served as acting 
leader. 

6. See footnote 5. 

7. Senator Hitchcock served as acting leader for about six months upon the death of 
Senator Martin. 



TABLE 7-4: INCREASING SENATE AUTONOMY 

CAREERS OF PARTY LEADERS IN THE U.S. SENATE 

Senate Service Before Election to Party Leadership 

Position Period Mean S.D. N 

Republicans 
Floor Leaders 1913-1948 15.7 13 6.3 6 

1949-1996 10.6 10 3.6 9 

Party Whips 1913-1948 5.0 4 6.2 5 
1949-1996 6.9 6 4.0 8 

Democrats 
Floor Leaders 1913-1948 9.5 9 6.9 6 

1949-1996 9.4 8 4.3 7 

Party Whips 1913-1948 5.0 3 5.5 7 
1949-1996 8.2 7 5.5 10 
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CAREERS OF PARTY LEADERS IN THE U.S. SENATE 

Senate Service in Party Leadership Position 

Position Period Mean Median S.D. N 

Republicans 
Floor Leaders 1913-1948 

1949-1996 
6.3 
6.0 

6.5 
7.0 

1.6 
4.2 

6 
8 

Party Whips 1913-1948 
1949-1996 

5.2 
6.0 

4.0 
7.5 

3.0 
3.7 

5 
7 

Democrats 
Floor Leaders 1913-1948 

1949-1996 
6.0 
7.3 

3.5 
7.0 

5.6 
5.3 

6 
6 

Party Whips 1913-1948 
1949-1996 

5.1 
4.7 

6.0 
4.0 

2.8 
3.7 

7 
9 
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TABLE 7-6: INCREASING SENATE COMPLEXITY 

Differentiation Among Clerks Within the Office of the Secretary of the Senate 

Tvpe of Clerk 1825 1845 1865 1885 1905 1925 1945 1965 1985 1995 
Principal Clerk 1 1 1 1 1 1 
Engrossing Clerk 2 
Executive Clerk 1 1 1 1 1 1 
Principal Executive Clerk I 
Assistant Executive Clerk I 1 1 I 
Chief Clerk 1 1 1 1* 1 1 
Assistant Chief Clerk 1 
Financial Clerk 1 1 1 1 1 
Assistant Financial Clerk 1 I I 
Minute and Journal Clerk 1 1 1 
Journal Clerk 1 1 1 1 
Assistant Journal Clerk I 1 1 I 
2d Assistant Journal Clerk 1 
Enrolling Clerk 1 1 1 I 1 1 1 
Assistant Enrolling Clerk 1 1 
Reading Clerk 1 1 1* 
File Clerk 1 
Printing Clerk I 1 1 
Legislative Clerk 1 1 1 1 
Assistant Legislative Clerk 1 1 
Legislative Information Clerk 1 
Bill Clerk 1 1 1 
Assistant Bill Clerk 1 1 1 
2d Assistant Bill Clerk 1 1 
Clerk of Enrolled Bills 1 
Retirement Clerk 1 
Manuscript Clerk 1 2 
Clerks 4 11 13 8 17 9 6 0 

Total Clerks 3 6 17 20 19 26 23 20 15 

Clerks/Total Clerks (%) 0 67 64 65 42 65 39 30 0 

* - held both positions simultaneously 

Sources: Various editions. Reports of the Secretary of the Senate. 
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TABLE 7-7: INCREASING SENATE COMPLEXITY 

Differentiation Within the Office of the Secretary of the Senate, 1995 

Secretary of the Senate 
Assistant Secretary of the Senate 
Bill Clerk 
1st Assistant Bill Clerk 
2nd Assistant Bill Clerk 
Legislative Clerk 
Assistant Legislative Clerk 
Journal Clerk 
Second Assistant Journal Clerk 
Executive Clerk 
Assistant Executive Clerk 
Enrolling Clerk 
Assistant Enrolling Clerk 
Legislative Information Clerk 
Manuscript Clerk 
Parliamentarian of the Senate 
Senior Assistant Parliamentarian 
Assistant Parliamentarian 
3rd Assistant Parliamentarian 
Parliamentary Assistant 
Coordinator of the Record 
Staff Assistant 
Intern 
Clerk 
Chief Reporter of Debates 
Reporter of Debates (2) 
Chief Reporter 
Principal, Senate Page School 
Instructor, Senate Page School (3) 
Secretary, Senate Page School 
Deputy Director 
Morning Business Editor 
Assistant Morning Business Editor 
Expert Transcriber 
Messenger 
LAN Administrator 
Executive Secretary 
Editor 

Assistant Editor 
Director, Human Resources 
Assistant to Director of Human 
Resources 
Document Specialist 
Staff Assistant 
Director, Printing Services 
Counsel to Secretary of the Senate 
Account Manager 
Professional Staff 
Computer Specialist/Prognunmer 
Director, Interparliamentary Services 

Source: U.S. Congress. Senate 1995a, 
D1-D2. 
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TABLE 7-8: INCREASING SENATE COMPLEXITY 

Differentiation Within the Senate Recording Studio, a Subunit of the Sergeant at Arms 

Staff Engineer 
Staff Assistant 
Production Manager 
Director-Recording/TV Studios 
Camera Operator (6)' 
Video Operator 
Character Generator Operator 
Graphics Technician 
Technical Director (4) 
Engineering Manager 
Field Camera Operator (3) 
Radio Supervisor 
Production Director (3) 
Head Computer Operator (2) 
Video Tape Operator (2) 
Assistant Production Manager 
Multi-Media Coordinator 
Administrative Manager 
Radio Producer 
Head Computer Operator 
Video Producer 
Maintenance Engineer 
LAN Administrator 
Accounts Manager 
Senior Chyron Operator 
Audio Engineer 
Video Tape Editor 
Audio Technician 
Assistant LAN Administrator 
Assistant Engineering Supervisor 
Video Tape Technician 

Source: U.S. Congress. Senate 1995a, D-12. 

' Three additional camara operators, who stopped working in the Senate Recording 
Studio some time during this time period, are not listed here. 
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TABLE 7-9: INCREASING SENATE COMPLEXITY 

DIFFERENTIATION WITHIN THE SENATE'S APPROPRIATIONS, FINANCE, 
FOREIGN RELATIONS AND JUDICL\RY STANDING COMMITTEES, 1996 

Appropriations 
Foreign 

Finance Relations Judiciary 

Administrative Director 
Associate Counsel 

1 

Budget and Social Security Analyst 

Chief Clerk 
Chief Counsel 
Chief Counsel; Staff Director 
Chief Editor 
Chief Health Analyst 
Chief, Intellectual Property Counsel 
Chief Investigator 
Chief Tax Counsel 
Clerical Assistant 
Clerk 
Counsel 

2 
1 1  

2 
4 
1 

12 

Deputy Chief Clerk 
Deputy Chief Counsel 
Deputy Staff Director 
Documents Clerk 

Editing and Printing 
Editor 
Executive Assistant 
Executive Assistant to the Minority 

Staff Director 

General Counsel 
GPO 

2 
2 

Health Analyst 
Hearing Clerk 

3 
2 
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TABLE 7-9: INCREASING SENATE COMPLEXITY-Continued 

International Trade Counsel 
Investigator 

Appropriations 
Foreign 

Finance Relations Judiciary 

LAN Systems Adminstrator 
Legal Fellow 
Legislative Aide/Assistant 
Legislative Correspondent 
Legislative Correspondent; Mail Clerk 

Majority Clerk I 
Minority Chief Counsel 
Minority Chief Counsel; Staff Director 
Minority Chief Economist 
Minority Chief Social Security Counsel 
Minority Chief Tax Counsel 
Minority Chief International 

Trade Counsel 
Minority C lerk 12 
Minority Counsel 
Minority Deputy Staff Director 1 
Minority Executive Assistant 
Minority General Counsel 
Minority Investigator 
Minority Legislative Aide 
Minority Legislative Correspondent 
Minority Nominations Counsel 
Minority Professional Staff Member 3 
Minority Receptionist 
Minority Research Assistant 
Minority Senior Counsel 
Minority Senior Health Counselor 
Minority Special Counsel 
Minority Staff Assistant 3 
Minority Staff Director 1 
Minority Staff Director and Minority 

Counsel 

2 
1 
5 

3 
1 

10 

1 
2 
I 
1 
2 
1 
2 

1 
4 
I 
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TABLE 7-9: INCREASING SENATE COMPLEXHY-Continued 

Foreign 
Appropriations Finance Relations Judiciary 

Minority Staff Director; Chief 
Counsel 1 

Minority Tax Counsel 3 
Minority Trade Counsel I 

No Title Given 15 
Nominations Clerk I 

Office Manager 1 

Printing Clerk 2 
Press Secretary/Press Spokesmen 1 1 I 
Professional Staff Member 16 2 19 3 

Receptionist 3 2 
Research Director, Library Administrator 1 

Senior Investigative Counsel I 
Special Assistant to the Staff Director 1 
Special Counsel 1 
Staff Assistant 8 1 7 
Staff Assistant, Health and 

Income Security 1 
Staff Assistant, International Trade 1 
Staff Asssistant, Press 1 
Staff Assistant, Tax 1 
Staff Director 2 11 
Staff Director, Chief Counsel 1 
Staff Director, Senior Counsel 1 
Systems Administrator 1 

Tax Counsel 6 

Welfare and Income Security Analyst 1 

Source: Brownson 1996, 373-402. 
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TABLE 7-10: INCREASING SENATE COMPLEXITY 

Titles of Staff in Senators' Washington Persond Offices, 1962 and 1996 

Arizona 
Havden M<?Cmn 
(1962) (1996) 

Administrative Assistant 
Chief of Staff 
Judicial Counsel 
Legislative Director 
Legislative Assistant 
Legislative Research Assistant 
Research Assistant 
Case Worker 
Press Secretary 
Deputy Press Secretary 
Assistant Press Secretary 
Scheduler 
Personal Secretary 
Secretary 
Office Manager 
Director, Constituent Relations 
Receptionist 
Legislative Correspondence 
Correspondence Director 
Correspondence Assistant 
Executive Assistant 
Assistant to Chief of Staff 
Special Assistant 
Staff Assistant 
Secretary 
Mail Clerk 
Chief File Clerk 
Systems Administrator 
CMS Operator 
Unspecified Staff 

Total 

1 

8 

11 

1 

1 
1 
5 

New York 
Javits Movnihan 
(1962) (1996) 

1 

1 
6 
1 
1 

1 
4 
6 

1 
4 
I 
I 
7 

24 22 33 

Sources: Brownson 1962, 77-78; Brownson 1996, 338, 342. 
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TABLE 7-11: INCREASING SENATE COHERENCE 

Codifications of the Standing Rules of the Senate 

Senate Number #of Words to Estimated 
Date Adopted M?mb?r§hip of Rules Linf§ a Line Length 
April 16-18, 1789 20 20 50 11 550 words 
March 26, 1806 34 40 269 8 2,152 words 
January 3, 1820 46 45 236 11 2,596 words 
March 25, 1868 68 53 382 12 4,584 words 
January 11, 1884 76 40 625 11 6,875 words 
November 14, 1979 100 50 3,718 6 22,308 words 

Sources: April 16-18, 17^9, Senate Journal, 14-16; 
March 26, 1806, Senate Journal, 230-239; 
January 3, 1820, Senate Journal, 61-69; 
March 25, 1868, Senate Journal, 340-347; 
January 11, Senate Journal, 145-160; 
November 14, 1979, Congressional Record, 32260-32274. 

The methodology used to estimate word length of the Senate's rules is not ideal, but it 
gets the general point across about the Senate's increasing complexity. Any line with the 
text of any rule was counted as one line, with the exception of headings. Letters and 
spaces were then counted on a number of lines to arrive at an average number of 
characters per line. Assuming that one word equaled five letters and one space, I divided 
the average number of characters by six to arrive at an estimate of the number of words 
per line. 
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TABLE 7-12: CHANGES IN TOP PARTY POSITIONS 
ON TEN STANDING COMMITTEES' 

REPUBLICANS 

Seniority Seniority 
Used Violated Unclear 

PEMOCRATS 

Seniority Seniority 
Used Violated Unclear 

1 4 0 

5 2 0 

1 3 1 

2 0 0 

3 0 0 

3 1 0 

1 0 0 

3 0 0 

0 2 1 

0 1 0 

0 3 1 

1 4 0 

0 1 1 

5 0 2 

2 0 1 

5 0 1 6 0 0 
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TABLE 7-12: CHANGES IN TOP PARTY POSITIONS 
ON TEN STANDING COMMI r 1 Continued 

REPimLICANS DEMOCRATS 

Seniority Seniority Seniority Seniority 
Used Violated Unclear Used Violated Unclear 

1883 2 1-0 110 

1885 0 0 1 4 0 0 

1887 3 1 0 1 0 0 

1889 1 0 0 1 0 0 

1891 2 0 0 1 0 0 

1893 2 0 0 2 0 0 

1895 3 0 0 3 1 0 

1897 3 0 0 4 0 0 

1899 10 0 4 1 0 

Source: Ripley 1969a, 44-45. 

1. The ten committees were chosen by Ripley based on importance. They are the 
Committees on Foreign Relations, Finance, Appropriations, Commerce, Military 
Affairs and the Militia, Naval Affairs, the Judiciary, Post Offices and Post Roads, 
Public Lands, and Agriculture. 

2. Technically, this was not a violation of seniority, since it involved the removal of a 
third-party member from a chair. 
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TABLE 8-1: DETERMINANTS OF SENATE RESILIENCY (ADAPTABILITY) 
(OLS Unstandardized Coefficients, Standard Errors and /-ratios) 

Dependent Variable=Mean Standing Committee Duration Each Congress 

Variable a SE P r-ratio 

Change in Federal Expenditures -.0000876 .0000409 -2.138 

Economy Expansion .357 .656 .545 

Party Opposition in Presidency -.828 .712 -1.162 

Party Opposition in House 
of Representatives 

-.157 .767 -.205 

Majority Party Duration -.0639 .0404 -1.581 

Minority Party Percentage -.00512 .034 -.149 

Seventeenth Amendment 2.066 .997 2.073 

1946 LRA -45.480 4.612 - 9.862 

Mean Standing Committee 
Duration at (c-1) 

.959 .026 36.658 

(Constant) 2.358 1.840 

N = 88 
Adjusted R-squared = .981 
Standard Error of Equation = 2.674 
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TABLE 8-2: DETERMINANTS OF SENATE AUTONOMY 
(WLS Unstandardized Coefficients, Standard Errors and f-ratios) 

Dependent Variable = Senate Expenditures Per Fiscal Year 

Variable a $E p r-ratio 

Change in Federal Expenditures -.014 .004 -3.541 

Economy Expansion -69.339 333.003 -.208 

Party Opposition in Presidency 1269.934 367.471 3.456 

Party Opposition in House 
of Representatives -108.956 405.080 -.269 

Majority Party Duration -16.399 21.011 -.781 

Minority Party Percentage -10.898 25.002 -.436 

Seventeenth Amendment 561.577 389.241 1.443 

1946 LRA -153.371 770.288 -.199 

Senate Expenditures at (t-1) 1.015 .006 160.042 

(Constant) 1517.808 1205.662 

N = 143 
Adjusted R-squared = .997 
Standard Error of Equation = .022 



TABLE 8-3: DETERMINANTS OF SENATE COMPLEXITY 
(WLS Unstandardized Coefficients, Standard Errors and /-ratios) 

Dependent Variable = Senate Personnel Per Fiscal Year 

Variable £ SE p r-ratio 

Change in Federal Expenditures .000 .000 .291 

Economy Expansion -2.697 31.080 -.087 

Party Opposition in Presidency 104.303 34.324 3.039 

Party Opposition in House 
of Representatives 

-37.347 40.109 -.931 

Majority Party Duration 9.623 2.545 3.782 

Minority Party Percentage .009 2.346 .004 

Seventeenth Amendment 63.445 35.637 1.780 

1946 LRA 

Senate Personnel at (t-1) .991 .007 132.669 

(Constant) -74.904 126.113 -.594 

N= 115 
Adjusted R-squared = .997 
Standard Error of Equation = .001 



TABLE8-4: DETERMINANTS OF SENATE COHERENCE 
(OLS Unstandardized Coefficients, Standard Errors and r-ratios) 

Dependent Variable = Number of Acts Passed Per Senator Each Congress 

Variable SE p /-ratio 

Change in Federal Expenditures -.0000321 .0000171 -1.878 

Economy Expansion .242 .345 .701 

Party Opposition in Presidency -.199 .395 -.505 

Party Opposition in House 
of Representatives 

-.406 .433 -.937 

Majority Party Duration -.029 .021 -1.352 

Minority Party Percentage -.005 .017 -.310 

Seventeenth Amendment 1.072 .429 2.499 

1946 LRA .249 1.765 .141 

Acts Passed Per Senator at (c-1) .637 .082 7.787 

(Constant) 2.011 .819 

N = 97 
Adjusted R-squared = .619 
Standard Error of Equation = 1.494 
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FIGURE 7-2: SENATE ADAPTABILITY (Flexibility) 

Change in Mean Duration of Senate Standing Committees 
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FIGURE 7-3: SENATE ADAPTABILITY (Flexibility) 

# of Senate Select and Special Committees Per Congress 

14th-104th Congresses (1815-1996) 
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FIGURE 7-4: INCREASING SENATE AUTONOMY 

Annual Senate Expenditures 
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FIGURE 7-5: SENATE AUTONOMY 
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FIGURE 7-6: SENATE AUTONOMY 
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FIGURE 7-7: SENATE AUTONOMY 
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FIGURE 7-8: INCREASING SENATE AUTONOMY 

Percentage of Senate Class Seeking Reelection 
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FIGURE 7-9: INCREASING SENATE AUTONOMY 

Percent Freshmen Senators in Each Congress 
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FIGURE 7-10: INCREASING SENATE AUTONOMY 

Mean Years of Service in Senate 
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FIGURE 7-11: INCREASING SENATE COMPLEXITY 

Number of Senate Staff 
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FIGURE 7-12; INCREASING SENATE COMPLEXITY 
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FIGURE 7-13: INCREASING SENATE COMPLEXITY 
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FIGURE 7-14: CHANGING SENATE DIFFERENTIATION 

Number of Senate Committee and Personal Office Staff 
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FIGURE 7-15: INCREASING SENATE COMPLEXITY 

# of Staff of Four Standing Committees 
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FIGURE 7-16: INCREASING SENATE COMPLEXITY 

Number of Senators with State Offices 

1959-1995 (86th-104th Congresses) 
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FIGURE 7-17: INCREASING SENATE COMPLEXITY 

Average Number of State Offices Per Senator 

1959-1995 (86th-104th Congresses) 

Year 

Source: Brdwnson, various years. 
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FIGURE 7-18: SENATE COHERENCE 

Mean Nunfiber of Bills and Resolutions Introduced Per Senator 

30th-104th Congresses (1847-1996) 

iT -T—i - i—n~r~T—i  i  i  1 1 i~T"i I I I I I I I f 1 I I ITT^r r r i • i 'i-i i i i » 
30 35 40 45 50 55 60 65 70 75 80 85 90 95 100 

g Congress 

Sources; Based on the Senate Journal and the Congressional Record. 



CO 

01 
C 
<D 
CO 

*5 

(0 
c 
o 

0 
TO 
0) 

QC 
"O c 
(Q 
(O 

1 
u 

FIGURE 7-19: SENATE COHERENCE 

Mean Number of Public Acts and Resolutions Passed Per Senator 

1st-104th Congresses (1789-1996) 

Tin 1 1 1 I I I I I I M M I I I TTi I I I I I I I I I i-m iTn-n i i i i i n-|-i ri i r n 

11 21 31 .^1 51 61 71 
i~i I I I I I I I I r M i"i 11 I r I ri 

81 91 101 

Congress 

Source: Based on U.S. Bureau of the Census 1975,1081-1082. 



FIGURE 7-20: INCREASING SENATE COHERENCE 

Senate Contested Election Cases 

1789-1996 (1st-104th Congresses) 
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