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ABSTRACT.

This study relies upon Professor Richard P. Fenno*S 
analysis of leadership in the House of Representatives to 
examine the tenure of Oscar ¥„ Underwood (D-Alabama) as 
Majority Floor Leader from 1911 to 191$, Following the 1910 
revolt against Speaker Joseph G, Cannon (R-™Illinois), the 
House underwent a period of democratization. In the course 
of performing his duties as Majority Leader, Underwood had 
to work with many different individuals and units of organi
zations the President, the Speaker, the caucus, the 
Committee on Rules and other standing committees, and the 
minority party, to a lesser extente

- Underwood held three positions of authority:
Majority Floor Leader, Chairman of the Committee on Ways and 
Means, and Chairman of the Democratic Committee on Commit- 
tees. Underwood$s success in achieving party harmony 
depended upon his ability to integrate these three positions 
of authority into one position of effective leadership. The 
real measure of Underwood8s success was that he truly com
prehended the political context.in the House, and in the 
nation, which set the boundaries on how a decision-making 
structure could be established and maintained.

vii ■ '



CHAPTER 1

STRUCTURE OP INFLUENCES THE HOUSE 
OF REPRESENTATIVES

Scholars of American politics long have recognized 
the difficulty in explaining the immense complexity of the 
United States Congress. Writing in 1885# Woodrow Wilson 
observeds

Congress is hard to see satisfactorily and appreci
atively .at a single view and from a single stand
point. Its complicated forms and diversified 
structure confuse the vision, and conceal the 
system which underlies its composition. It is too 
complex to be understood without an effort, without • 
a careful and systematic process of analysis.

Wilson's.timeless remarks apply to Congress overall, 
to each of the two houses individually, and particularly to 
the House of Representatives. With its lj.35 members, each 
with his own political philosophy and each congressional 
district with its own particular demands, it seems a 
"miracle11 at times that the House functions at all.
Elbridge Gerry, a delegate from Massachusetts to the Phila
delphia Convention, believed that the House would be the 
most dangerous branch of the national government because it

1, Woodrow Wilson, Congressional Government (New
Yorks The World Publishing Company, 19$E), p. %T7~~

1



2provided .an '“excess of democracy. ' Despite Gerry's warn-' 
ingSj the House of Representatives has functioned for nearly 
two centuries as .a vital cornerstone of American democracy. 
Describing:how th© House functions is no simple task„ -As 
Professor Paul Hasbrouck has observed, "to most persons, 
even specialists in the field of social science, the mystery 
of how things happen in the .■ House of Representatives has 
been hard to explain.

The purpose of this study is to describe and analyze 
one small aspect of ’’how things happen in the House of 
Representatives, ” The focus here is on one leader at one- 
point in time-~Oscar W. Underwood, Democrat of Alabama, as 
Majority Leader in the House of Representatives from 1911 to 
1912.

Following the revolt in 1910 against Speaker Joseph 
Go Cannon, Republican of Illinois, a major reorganization 
occurred in the House, As a result of this revolt and the 
subsequent House reorganization, the leadership of the House 
of Representatives was transferred from Joseph G, Gannon, 
Speaker of the House, to Oscar Underwood, Majority Floor 
Leader, In recent years, due especially to the prominence 
of Speaker Sam Rayburn, the Speaker has once again emerged

2, Neil MacNell, Forge of Democracy: The House of
Representatives (New Yorks David~McKay~Company, 19^377 P« 2.

3= Paul D. Hasbrouck, Party Government in the House 
of Representatives (New Yorks Macmillan^ 1927 T," p. v.



as the leader of the House, But from 1911 to 191$ the House 
was led by Majority Leader Underwood« In addition to being 
Majority Leader, Underwood was Chairman of the Committee on 
Maya and Mediis, and Chairman, therefore, of the Democratic. . 
Committee on Committees.^* Under the 1911 reorganization , the 
Democratic members of the Committee on Ways and Means were 
given the authority to appoint Democratic committee mem
bers, a power which previously had been exercised by the . .

Underwood* s political career, however, includes more 
than his service in the House of Representatives. He served 
in the House from 1897 until his election to the Senate in 
1915* "While in the Senate, he served as Majority Leader 
from 1921 to 1923, thus becoming the only member of Congress 
to serve as Majority Leader in both Houses. Twice he was

ll-- Today the Majority Floor Leader does not serve, 
as Chairman of the Committee on Mays and Means.. When the 
Republicans regained control of the House, of Representatives 
in 193.9, their Majority Leader relinquished his membership 
on all committees to devote himself entirely to the manage
ment of the business of the House. The Democrats followed 
the Republican precedent when they recaptured the House in 
I93I. For a discussion of this., see George B. Ualloway, 
History, of the.House of Representatives (Hew York: Thomas.
T. f Crowell ^mpany, 1^271':Wv: il7"lWT^ .

When Underwood went to the Senate in 1915,
Claude Kitchen of North Carolina became the Majority Floor 
Leader in the House. Like Underwood, Kitehen served as 
Chairman of the Committee on Ways and Means. Kitchen’s 
leadership, however, was made difflOult by virtue of his 
opposition to President Woodrow Wilson’s war policy. See 
.ilex M. Arnett, Claude Kitchen and the Wilson War Policies 
(Boston; Little, Brown^ 19377. "



considered a leading candidate for the Democratic presi
dential nomination! first in 1912^ and again in 192l|..̂  This 
study* however* is concerned only with Underwood1s leader
ship in the House.

Scholars who have studied congressional history from 
1910 to 1915 all acknowledge that the House leadership
shifted from the Speaker to the Majority Floor Leader and

athat Underwood became the leader of the House. Under his 
leadership a high degree of party unity was maintained* and 
the House passed such landmark measures'as the Underwood- 
Simmons Tariff* the Federal Reserve Act* and the Clayton 
Anti-Trust Aet.^ But* surprisingly* there has been no study

6. See Arthur S'. Link* "The Underwood Presidential 
Movement of 1912*11 The Journal of Southern History* XI
(M ay,-1911-5), 230-2457

7. For an account of the Underwood presidential 
movement in 1924* see Herbert Eaton* Presidential Timber 
(New Yorks The Free Press of Glencoe* 19547* pp. 291=311? 
and John F. Kennedy* Profiles in Courage (New York: Pocket 
Books* Inc.* 1962)* p. 193«

8. For example* see George B. Galloway* History of 
the House of Representatives (New York: Thomas Y. Crowell*
195277 Charles R. Atkinson* The Committee on Rules and, the 
Overthrow of Speaker Cannon TNew York: Columbia University
Press* 1911)"! George Brown, The Leadership of Congress 
(Indianapolis: Bofobs Merrill*. 1922)! Arthur Dunn* From.
Harrison to Harding* Vol. II (New York: Putnam1 s* 192277™

9. For studies on these bills* see H. Parker 
Millis, "The Tariff of 1913," Journal of Political Economy* 
XXII (January* 1914), 1-42! Carter Glass, An Adventure in
Constructive Finance (Garden City: Doubleday* Page and 
Company* 192?7T™aIid J. Lawrence Laughlin* "The Banking and 
Currency Act of 1913, " Journal of*. Political Economy* XXII
(April* 1914), 293-318'. ' . - • "7 "" '
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which specifically analyzes Underwood*s leadership in the 
H o u s e . • .

An analysis of Underwood*s leadership should be 
especially informative to students of congressional history,
the role of political parties in Congress, and House leader
ship in general.

An underlying assumption of the study is the view
that political history is of great value to students of

11contemporary politics. To understand the contemporary 
political system fully, one should have an understanding of 
the evolution of that system. For example, to understand 
why the Committee on Ways and Means today serves as th© 
Democratic Committee on Committees, one should appreciate 
the political situation in the House from 1910 to 1911. The 
fact that Oscar Underwood was Chairman of this Committee and

10, Also, there is no full-length biography, of 
Underwood. A sketch by Claude G-. Bowers appears as the for
ward of Oscar-W, Underwood, Drifting Sands of Party Politics 
(Mew Yorks The Century Company, 1928%. For the best contem
porary analysis of Underwood*s leadership in the House, see 
Burton J. Hendrick, "Oscar W. Underwood, A New Leader from 
the Mew South,11 in McClure8s- Magazine, XXXVIII ' (February, 
1912), li.05-i4.2O. For 'a general historical account of Under
wood* s political career from 1894 to 1915$ see Evans Combs Johnson, "Oscar W. Underwood: The Development of a National
Statesman, I89l4.-19l5li (unpublished.Ph.D. " dissertation.
Dept, of History, University of North Carolina, 1953)=

11. For an excellent paper discussing the value of
history to political science and vice versa, see Allan.B. 
Bogue, "Fission or.Fusion?Historians, Political Scientists . 
and Quantification," A paper delivered at the .1966 Annual 
Meeting of the American Political Science Association, 
Statler-Hilton Hotel, New York City, September 6-10, 1966,
pp. 1-21. '
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the fact that he exercised his power the way he did, help 
explain why the Committee on Ways and Means, and not some 
other committee, today serves as the Committee on Commit tee s..

This study should also be valuable to students con
cerned with the function of leadership in the House. An 
analysis of some of the factors which made Underwood a 
successful leader should provide useful insights into the 
requirements for effective House leadership.

An analysis of Underwood6a leadership in the 62nd 
and 63rd Congresses should fee particularly valuable to 
students concerned with the role of political parties in
Congress. Some scholars maintain that congressional parties

X?are relatively weak and ineffective. This was not the 
case during Underwood*s leadership. The Democratic Party in 
the House was, fey no means, a weak and ineffective party. 
Acting through the party caucus, Underwood and the other 
party leaders maintained a high degree of party discipline 
and regularity.^ How much of this was due to Underwood?
This study will shed some light on this question.

12. For example, see James M. Burns, The Deadlock 
of Democracy (Englewood Cliffs: Prentice-’Hall, 1963)1 arid- 
E. E. Schattschneider, Party Government (New York: Farrar .
and Rinehart, 191J.2).

13* Els ton E, Roady, "Party Regularity in the 
Sixty-third Congress" (unpublished Ph.D. dissertation,. Dept, 
of Political Science, University of Illinois, 1951)«
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To paraphrase Moodrow Wilson, the diversified struc

ture of the House of Representatives makes, it difficult to 
explain Underwood8s leadership without the use of a system
atic process of analysis,^ Professor Richard P. Penno,
Jr,, one of the leading contemporary students of Congress, 
offers a useful theoretical framework within which to 
analyze the way the House conducts its business. Fenno8s 
general framework of analysis is used in this study to 
explain the 1910-1911 reorganisation of the House and the 
emergence of Underwood as House leader. Fenno8 s framework 
is useful' in explaining the organizational structure within 
which Underwood operated.

"Every action taken in the House of Represent
atives, !? Fenno says, "is shaped by that body8s structure of 
influence. That structure, in turn, has emerged.as a 
response to two very basic problems of o r g a n i z a t i o n . it 
is by focusing on these twin organizational problems that 
one can best understand the House as a political decision
making institution.

The first problem is that of "decision-making."
That is, who shall be given influence over what,
.and how should he (or they) exercise that influence?

11}., Wilson., op, eft,, p. 5?«
1£>. Richard F, Fenno, Jr., "The Internal Distri

bution of Influence: The House," The Congress and America8a
Future, ed. David B. Truman (Englewood CliffsT Prentice 
Hall, Inc., 1965)» p. 52o



Influence can be defined simply as a share in the 
making of House decisions. The House8s first 
prpbl@ms then^ involves the distribution of these 
shares among its members and, hence the creation 
of a decision-making structure,-^

The second problem is that of ''maintenance. 11 That
is s

How . . . should the members be made to work 
together so as to minimize disruptive internal 
conflicts. The House must be capable of making 
decisions, but it must not tear itself apart inthe process,-̂7

The House of Representatives, like all institutions 
with a set of rules and a set of internal norms to govern 
the conduct of its members, must establish a method for 
making decisions. It must decide how widely influence is to 
be distributed in the House and who is to have the major 
positions of influence. It must decide such things as who 
shall appoint committees. What should be the function of 
the Committee on Rules? How much formal influence should 
the Speaker have? The House must also devise a means of 
maintaining the decision-making structure, once it is »
created. Conflict and disagreement are bound to occur in an 
organization of such diversity. If the House.of Represent
atives is to take action on public problems, there must be 
some means of minimizing disruptive internal conflicts.

■: 16, Ibid,
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The House6s response to these twin problems of 

decision-making and maintenance has not always been the 
same and, therefore, the structure of influence in the House 
has not always been the same. For example, the structure of 
influence developed under the rule of Speaker Joseph 0, 
Gannon was not the same as the structure of influence devel
oped during the rule of Majority Leader Oscar ¥. Underwood. 
The former can be described as a structure of concentrated 
influence with power centered in the Speaker. The latter 
can be described as a structure of diffused influence with 
most of the power, but not all of the power, centered in the 
Majority Leader. The point simply is that shares of influ
ence were more widely distributed in the latter than the 
former. To note the difference in the distribution of 
influence in the two structures helps explain the different 
function of leadership in the two structures.

The three central questions to which, this study.is 
addressed are £ What was .the structure of influence during 
the reign of Speaker Gannon? What was the structure of 
influence from 1911 to 1915? How did Underwood work within 
the new structure to maximise his leadership?

Organization of the Study
Chapter 2, “Overthrow of Speaker Joseph G. Cannon,!i 

is a description of the decision-making structure under the 
leadership of Speaker Cannon and the maintenance of that



10
strueture. This chapter also analyzes the effects of 
"Cannonism*" the revol t of 1910 in which the Speaker * s 
powers were curtailed/ and the beginning of a new era in 
House politics.

Chapter 3$ '‘Democrats Organ!a@ the Houses” is an 
analysis of the organizational problems faced by the Demo
crats after they gained control of the House in the 1910 
congressional elections. The Democrats faced the twin . 
problems of creating a new decision-making structure and 
maintaining that structure. Their response to these organ
izational problems determined the basic structure of 
influence within which Underwood had to operate as leader. 

Chapter ij.# "Underwood as Majority Floor Deader, ” is 
an analysis of Underwood1s leadership techniques as Majority 
Leader, Underwood’s success in achieving party unity 
depended upon his ability to work within the new structure 
of diffused influence, In the course of performing his task 
as Majority Leader, Underwood had to deal with many differ
ent individuals and units of organization--the President, 
the Speaker, the caucus, the various standing committees, 
particularly the Committee,on Rules, and, to a lesser 
extent, the minority party,/ This chapter analyzes Under
wood’s relationship with each component in the new decision
making s true ture.

Chapter 5, "Underwood as Chairman of the Committee 
on Mays and Means,” analyzes Underwood’s Chairmanship of the



11
Committee on Ways and Means.and the Democratic Committee on 
Committees, These two committees were separate in function 
but not in membership* . The Committee on Ways and Means was 
the most important committee of the day because its purpose 
was to draft the controversial tariff bill* The Committee 
on Committees was also important because this Committee 
appointed the other committees*

Chapter 6, “Conclusions,” is addressed to three 
questions» How effective were the Democrats in distributing 
more influence to the members of the House? What factors 
contributed to the maintenance of the new structure of 
influence? . How did Underwood maximize M s  influence in the 
new structure'?



CHAPTER' 2

OVERTHROW OF SPEAKER JOSEPH G. CAI0-JOH

The Speaker of the House of Representatives was the
dominant figure in the House from 1890 to 1910, Under the

1 PSpeakerships of Thomas B. Reed., Charles F.. Crisp, and
Joseph G, Garmonp the Chair dominated and controlled House 

kdecisions„‘
For many years the Speaker had the power to serve on 

the Committee of Rules and the power to appoint all com
mittees . But the powers of the Chair were strengthened 
further during Reed’s Speakership, Under the "Reed Rules," 
adopted in 1909, the Speaker gained the power to deny the 
minority its long standing custom of refusing to answer roll

1. Speaker from 1889-1891, 1895-1899. For infor
mation on Reed’s Speakership, see Samuel W. McCall, The Life 
of Thomas' Brackett Reed (Boston: Houghton Mifflin Co.,
191571 and-Wiliiam Robinson, Thomas B. Reed: Parliamen
tarian (New York: Dodd, Mead, 1930).

2. Democratic Speaker from 1895-1897, 1897-1899.
3. See L. White Busbey, Uncle Joe Cannon: The 

Story of 9. Pioneer American (New. Yorkl Holt, 1927).
1|.« There is one -exception to the generalization 

that the Speaker dominated the House from I89O to 1910,
This was the Speakership of David B. Henderson, Republican 
from Iowa. He served as Speaker in the 56th and 57th Cong
resses (1899-1903). Henderson did not exercise the same 
dominating Influence over House decisions as did the other 
Speakers. .

12
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calls and thereby denying, the House a quorum to. conduct its

r  • ' . . ' ■ ■ ■ ■-business.'5 ' ■ -
I'lhen Cannon was elected to the Chair in 1903$ he

inherited-the same powers Reed and Crisp had exercised. It
is important to note that the mere existence of power in the
office of the Speaker was not the principal cause of the
revolt of 1910o Rather, it was the way Cannon used his
powers, that caused the revolt and the eventual transfer of
leadership from the Speaker to the Majority Floor Leader.

The Decision-Making Structure 
Under Cannonlsm 

The structure of influence which developed in the 
House from 1903 to 1910 popularly became known as "Garmon- 
ism. " This structure was primarily Speaker-oriented,.
Through his control of the major stages in the decision
making process. Speaker Gannon was able, in effect, to 
impose his own personal wishes upon the House. Cannon's 
control was based upon three principal powers of the 
Speakers the Speaker appointed members to all standing com
mittees; he controlled the Committee on Rules of which he

; 5. George B. Galloway, History of the House of
Representatives (New York! Thomas Y . Crowell, I9S2J., p.



ti?as ChairmanV and h© exercised significant influence through 
his prerogative of recognition.

The Speaker of the House had had the power to
*7' appoint standing committees since the End Congress in 1790.' 

It was not the existence of this power itself, but the way 
in which Cannon exercised his power that caused the revolt 
of 1910. During Cannon8s era, the Speaker could remove the 
chairman of any committee plus any other member of the

O
committee. ' Many members of the House, particularly the 
“insurgent Republicans,^ felt that Cannon used his power 
“arbitrarily11 to reward his friends and punish his enemies.^ 

Perhaps the most important issue in the 1910 revolt 
centered upon the Speaker*s power as Chairman of the Com
mittee on Rules. Again, it must be said, the mere existence . 
of this power in the hands of the Speaker did not cause the

6. Paul D, Hasbrouck, Party Government in the House 
of Representatives. (New York: Macmillan, 19277? p. 2; also
see, Galloway, op. oit. , pp. 53-*54«

7« Lauros McConaehie, Congressional Committees (New 
York: Thomas Y. Crowell, 1898), p." 127«

8. Elston E. Roady, “Party Regularity in the Sixty-
third Congress15 (unpublished Ph.D. dissertation. Dept, of 
Political Science, University of Illinois, 1951)» P» 9«

9« George Rothwoll Brown, The Leadership of Cong
ress (Indianapolis: Bobbs Merrill, 1922), pp. 158-1591 also
see Chiang-wei Chiu, The Speaker of the House of Represent
atives Since 1896 (New York: Columbia University Press, .
19287, pp. 6̂3-108; for an argument supporting the way 
Speaker Cannon appointed committees, see Asher' C, Hinds, . ,
“The Speaker of the House of Representatives 8 “- American
Political Science Review,.Ill (May, 1909)$ 155-166T
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revolt, for the Speaker had served on the Rules Committee
since 1897.10

What created animosity in the House was the way 
Gannon exercised, his power on the Rules Committee, 0 ami on, 
a conservative Republican, used his position as Chairman of 
the Committee on Rules to thwart progressive legislation 
from 1903 to 1910, The Rules Committee consisted of five • 
members, two from the minority, and three from the majority, 
including the Speaker. Cannon appointed only his conser
vative friends to the Committee, In practice, the three 
majority members never consulted the minority, except on 
minor points, concerning the introduction of special rules 
to guide legislation through the House. Most progressive 
legislation was stopped in the Rules Committee. Such action
frustrated the progressives in the House, particularly such

31men as George Norris (R-Nebraska).
The third power used by the Speaker to impose his

wishes upon the House was his prerogative of recognition, or
3 2as one observer called the power of “non-.recognltion, ” "*c-

10. De Alva 8. Alexander, History and Procedure of 
the Epuse of Representatives (Boston: . Houghton Mifflin,
Go., I916), p7 41. .

11. Chiu, op. cit., pp. 108-163; James A. Robinson, 
The House Rules Committee (Indianapolis: Bobbs-Merrill, ■
196i3?, PP» 5 0 ^ 2 1 see especially Charles R, Atkinson, The 
Committee on Rules and the Overthrow■of Speaker Garmon (New 
York: Columbia University Press, 1911T. ” -

12, Hashrouek, op. cit. , p. 6.
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The House adopted as early as 1789 the rale that when two or 
more members rise at once the Speaker shall name the member 
who is first to speak.^ The right of the Chair to recog
nize members had long been considered a power inherent in 
the Speakership. What created resentment against Speaker 
Cannon was the way he exercised his prerogative of recogni
tion. Cannon followed the precedent set by Reed and Crisp. 
If a member wanted a bill passed he had to go to the 
Speakerp state his case, and ask to be recognized from the 
floor. If the Speaker did not wish to recognize him, the 
member had no recourse, Together with his power to appoint 
committees and his power as Chairman of the Committee on
Rules, Cannon used his power of recognition to thwart "pro-

Ik.gressive" legislation.
The Speaker influenced all major stages of the 

decision-making process. If Speaker Cannon showed benevo
lence at one stage in the process, he could always exert his 
influence and stop legislation at another stage. He decided 
who would be given influence over what and how that influ
ence would be exercised. Through his power to appoint and 
remove committee members. Cannon not only determined the

13. Asher C. Hinds, Precedents of the House of 
Representatives (Washington, F^TT^^.^oiernSEF'Printing 
Office, 1907 J, II, lLi.21-llj.281 for a discussion of this 
power, see Floyd M. Riddick, Congressional Procedure (Boston
Chapman and Grimes, 19^1), p.' £>25 and Chiu, op.- eft,, p. 165

Hj.. Ready, op. cit., p. 9
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composition of the committees but also through a variety of 
sanctions decided what action the committee would take. 
Through his domination of the Committee on Rules* he deter
mined what legislation* if any* would reach the floor for 
debate. Through his prerogative of recognition* he decided 
who would be recognized on the floor. Through the exercise 
of these powers* Cannon was able to develop a decision
making structure which was responsive only to the dictates 
of the Speaker. Every member of the House felt Cannon8s 
influence. Once* when a constituent asked his representative 
for a copy of the House rules and regulations* the member 
responded appropriately by sending him a picture of Speaker 
Cannon. ^

How Cannon!sm Was Maintained
Cannon ruled, th© House through his close friends.

He established an oligarchy of powerful, men to assist in 
maintaining his decision-making structure. As a conser
vative* Cannon had the support of his conservative friends*

1Awho at that time dominated the House. High on the list of

15. 'Neil MacNell* Forge of Democracy (NewYorkt 
McKay* 196])* p. 79.

16, The Hons© conservatives believed that the rules 
of the House upon which Cannon!sm was built "are the.best 
rules that could have been devised to conduct the business 
of the House." Mr. Dalzell Of.Pennsylvania* a conservative 
and one of Gannon8s close friends once remarked: "The rules
of the House . . . are the evolution of one hundred and - 
twenty years of parliamentary experience. They represent
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Cannon1s personal favorites were Sereno Payne (New York),
Chairman of the Committee on Ways and. Meansj John Dalzell
(Pennsylvania) and James R. Mann (Illinois), (two master
■ parliamentarians ) °p young Nicholas Longworth (Ohio), son-in-
law of Theodore Rooseveltj and James Watson (Indiana).
Together with these men. Cannon controlled every aspect of

17the House decisions.
Through a variety of sanctions, Gannon and his

lieutenants made those Republicans who dared oppose the
Speaker feel as if they were political outcasts and forced
them into what George Norris called a nwar of exterai- 

18nation, " To get. some appreciation of' the manner in which
Cannon attempted to control party members and the consequent
resentment against Cannon, one might examine the reaction of
some of the more frustrated insurgents. John M, Nelson of
Wisconsin, who felt the might of the Speaker’s influence,
once remarkeds

Have we not been punished by every means at the 
disposal of the powerful House organization?
Members long chairmen of important committees.

the wisdom of the best and most accomplished statesmanship, 
so far as our present Pules are concerned, of the last two 
decades of our country.n See Congressional Record, 61st 
Cong., 1st Sess., March 15, 1909, pT 3T.:’

■ 0 I?. MacNeil, op. cit., p, 81j Chiu, op. cit., pp.80-81. —  , _  / —  '
18. For his account of the 1910 revolt, see George 

Norris, Fighting Liberal (New York; Macmillan, 1914-5), PP- 
107-119. " "" .
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others holding high rank--all with records of

. 'faithful and efficient party service to their 
credit--have been ruthlessly removed# deposed# 
and humiliated before their constituents and 
the country because# forsooth# they would not 
cringe or crawl before the arbitrary power of 
the Speaker and his House m a c h i n e , ( S e e  
Table 1)

Effects of Cannon!sm
Cannonism had# at least# three major political

effects. First# the structure of influence, which Cannon
imposed on the House had the substantive effect of checking

onthe, progressive movement in the House for seven years.
During his rule# the House structure successfully prevented 
the enactment# or even consideration# of progressive legis
lation, Gannon was# as one contemporary observer noted#
"temperamentally a conservative. He constitutionally opposed

PI -any change from the existing order."' Cannon consistently 
and successfully imposed his brand of conservatism upon the 
House structure. With Cannon.and. his lieutenants in control 
of the major phases of the decision-making process# it was 
very difficult for the progressive movement to. gain a foot
hold in the House,

19. Quoted in Brown#.op, cit, # pp. 158-159.
20. Lynn Haines, Law Making in America (Bethesda, 

Maryland? Lynn Haines# 1912)# p. 5>?' . “ ■ •
21. - Hubert Bruce Puller# The Speaker of the House ■ 

(Boston? Little# Brown# and Company#' T9097'#"pp. 21lp”2lT9.



TABLE 1
EXAMPLES OP VIOLATIONS OP SENIORITY PRINCIPLE IN 

COMMITTEE ASSIGNMENTS/ 61ST CONGRESS

Member
Committee and Rank,
■ 6Oth Congress

Committee and Rank. 
6lst Congress Comments

Cooper, Wise.

Fowler, N. J,

Haugen., Iowa

Insular Affairs, Chmn.

Banking & Currency, 
Chmn. '.
Reform of Civil 
Service, 2nd

Agriculture, 2nd 
War Claims, 2nd 
Expenditures in 
Interior Dept., Chmn.

Elections #3, 2nd 
Foreign Affairs, 10th

Insular Affairs, 11th 
Reform of Civil 
Service, 2nd

Agriculture, brth 
War Claims, 3rd •

Cooper had been . 
Chairman since 56th 
Congress
Fowler had been 
Chairman since 57th 
Congress, Yreel&nd, 
N,Y., made Chaiman, 
Not on Banking. & 
Currency before.
Was lowest on Appro- 
priations in 60th.
Haugen had been
passed over in 60th 
in Agriculture, In 
6lst two lower-rank
ing members moved 
ahead of him. Same 
on War Claims™-thus 
denying him Chair
manship »



TABLE 1— Continued

Love ring., Hass, Coinages Weights &
Measures$.4th 
Interstate ‘ & ..Foreign 

■... Commerce#
Morse„ Wise. Indian Affairs# 10th

War Claims# 9th

Murdock, Kans. Post-Office and
Post-Roads# 9th

Norris# Nebr. Election of .Pres,#
V. Pres. . 8c R'enres., 

■■ ' . 3rd.. Public Bldgs, & 
Grounds# 6th 
Labor# 7th

Coinage# Weights & "-Lovering had pre-
Measures# 4th .viously been removed
Manufacturers# l|.th from: Banking &

Currency.'(59th).
War Claims# hth 
Manufacturers# 6th
Private Land, Claims# 
k-th

Six new members plus 
one who was below 
Murdock in' 60th#
were placed ahead-- 
of him.

Coinage# Weights &
Measures# 7th 
Private Land Claims#
2nd
Revision of the 
Laws# 6th

Source. Charles 0. Jones# Joseph G. Cannon and Howard W. Smith— An Essay 
on the Limits of Leadership in the House of Representatives," Journal of Politics# 
XXX (August# 1968),

Post-Office and 
Post-Roads# 12th

S3
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Secondly,, the way Cannon exercised his powers as 

Speaker aroused in the American people a deep resentment 
against both the man and the system. For the purposes of 
this study, it is not necessary to judge the merits of the 
attacks against either th© man or the system. But it is 
necessary to not© that such resentment did exist. The pub
lic resentment is offered merely as evidence of the societal 
influences that tended to bring about the overthrow of 
Cannon. As many political scientists have stated, the 
political system cannot be studied in a vacuum because the 
political system is merely a part of the total social sys
tem. ' .

Charles Atkinson, who studied in depth the public 
resentment against Gannonism, concluded that the main accu
sation against the Speaker as reflected in the daily press 
was that he had stood with conservative forces against the 
reforms recommended by the Roosevelt and Taft adminis
trations and he had used his power to block their progress. 
Atkinson offers as evidence of the general resentment 
against Gannonism the following quote from the New York 
Globe:

Uncle Joe, either because of a decay of powers or 
because his long leas© of authority has caused him 
to forget some things, has committed great tacti
cal mistakes.. His first was when he abandoned a 
tolerant policy and openly began using his control
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over committees and legislators to reward personal 
friends and to punish personal enemies. ^

Thirdly, Oannonism eventually split the House Repub
licans and gave the Democrats an opportunity to gain control 
of the House, The Republicans were divided between 
“regulars18 and “insurgents.18 The regulars, consisting of 
Cannon, his lieutenants, and the conservative element in the 
House supported the system which had developed under 
C a n n o n . The insurgents, led by George Norris of Nebraska, 
were against what they considered .Gannon’s “arbitrary8*'■use 
of power.^

The split within the Republican Party gave the Demo
crats an opportunity to take political advantage of the 
situation. This, they d i d . The House Democrats, led by

22. Quoted in Atkinson, op, cit,., p. 77.
23= Cannon and some of the other conservatives, in 

the House initiated a campaign through popular periodicals 
to justify his theory of a “responsible speakership." For 
example, s@® F. G. Stevens, “The Rules.of the House of 
Representatives? A Defense,“ American Review, of Reviews, 
XXXIX (April, 1909), !j.70--ii,?hI Joseph" G, Cannon, “The""Power . 
of the Speakers Is He an Autocrat or a Servant?,18 Century 
Magazine, LXXVIII (June, 1909), 306-312; and an article by 
the Parliamentary Clerk, Asher G. Hinds, “The Speaker of. the 
House of Representative,“ American Political Science Review, 
III (May, 1909), 155-166. " ; ™ "  -

2lu For an account of the insurgent movement, see 
Victor Murdock, “The Insurgent Movement in Congress,“ North 
American Review,.0X01 (April, 1910), 510-516.

- ■ ' ' ■ : . -25- Champ Clark candidly admitted that one reason 
he joined the insurgent Republicans in their fight against 
Cannonism was for political advantage. See Champ Clark, My 
Quarter Century of American Polities (New York: Harper-,i92oT7""h; 259="



Champ Clark and Oscar Underwood^ joined the insurgents in a 
coalition against Gannon,,

Revolt of St, Patrick's Day? 1910
The discontent against Speaker Cannon finally broke 

out in open .revolution on the floor of the House on March 
16, 1910, Thus began what has been referred to as "one of 
fiercest parliamentary battles in the history of Gong-

q/Lress, At stake was the power of the Speaker of the 
House, The "insurgent11 Republicans and the Democrats, were 
attempting to curb the power of Speaker Cannon, thereby 
paving the way for progressive legislation,

. The literature available on the revolution leads one 
to the conclusion that the revolt was not primarily against 
Cannon, the man, but against Cannonism, the system. The 
"insurgents" and most, of th© Democrats did not. like the way 
Cannon had used his powers to block progressive legislation. 
After an extensive examination of the literature available 
on the revolt, James A, Robinson concluded? "The overthrow 
of Gannon was intended to ease the way for the majority of 
the House to work its will in behalf of policies not neces
sarily consistent with those of the leadership.

26, Atkinson and Beard, op, clt., p. 38I; Congres
sional Record, 6lst Cong., 2nd Seas., March 17-19, 1910, pp.
'329^3^39Norris,. o&. clt,, pp. 107-119.

27. Robinson, _op_. cit. , p, 62.
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■ There is much evidence- to substantiate Robinson‘s

observation. • The three leaders of the revolt--Norris,
Clark, and Underwood--all stated that they were not fighting
Cannon personally, but they were fighting the way-he. exer-

28cised his powers.
On March 19, 1910, after a debate lasting twenty- 

nine hours, the coalition of insurgent Republicans and 
Democrats succeeded in curtailing Cannonfs powers. By a 
vote of 191 to 156, the House removed the Speaker from the 
Committee on Rules, of which he had previously been Chair
man. It was also decided that the Committee on Rules would 
be enlarged from five to eleven members and the Speaker 
would not have the power to appoint the new committee.^ 
'Speaker'Cannon, - however, • did retain his power to appoint . 
other committees. This power was not removed from the

28, Norris, op. cit., pp. 107-119; Congressional 
Record, 6lst C o n g . 2nd Sess. , March 19, 1910, p. 3^36. Mr. 
Underwood. stated $ ’’We have ho fight to make on the person
ality of Joseph G. Cannon, of Illinois. We are fighting a 
system, and that system is the system that enables the 
Speaker, by the power vested in him, to thwart and overthrow 
the will of the majority membership of the House; Clark, op, 
cit., pp. 259-260. Mr. Clark stated I ’’Neither Underwood 
nor myself entertained the least ill-will toward Mr, Cannon, 
'We were and are his personal friends. We were not fighting 
him. We were fighting a system which he had inherited and 
which was improperly called 1Cannonism,* We honestly deemed 
it a bad system, and we destroyed it forever.”

29. Galloway, op. cit., p. 54; The House in 1909 
already had curtailed some of the Speaker’s power through
two rules $ Calender Wednesday and the Consent Calendar, 
Congressional Reform (Washington/ D.C.! Congressional 
Quarterly Service, 1966), p,.6,
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Speaker until the Democrats gained control of the House 
following the 1910 congressional elections.

A Mew Era Begins 
In a vivid description of this successful coup d.’ 

etat George Rothwell Brown, who was an eyewitness to the 
revolt, wrote I "As Hr, Cannon8s gavel fell, an epoch in the 
long and brilliant history of the American House of Repre
sentatives came to an end, A hew era had begun,

A "new era" did begin in the House, but it did not 
begin immediately after the revolt. There was a major 
change in the structure of the 'Committee on Rules, but there 
was no change in the function of that committee. The bipar
tisan revolt of 1910 did not result in the immediate 
transfer of the government of the House to the victorious 
allies. The Speaker, it is true, lost M s  position on the 
Committee on Rules, But the nominations to the new commit
tee were made in the caucuses of the two parties. All the 
members of the old committee of five, except the Speaker, 
were re-elected. Hot one "insurgent" Republican or "pro
gressive" Democrat was placed on the new committee. John 
Dalzell, who was one of Cannon8a closest friends, became 
Chairman. A dommittee controlled by the Speaker was 
replaced by a committee controlled by the Speaker8 s closest

30, Quoted in Galloway, -op,, eft., p. 54«
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friends. Throughout the rest of the 6lst Congress, the 
Committee on Rules continued to function as an agent of the
Speaker, 3"̂"

The ;l$new era,s which Brown described, actually began 
with the election of a Democratic majority in the House in 
the 1910 congressional elections. The Democrats secured a 
majority of 6? seats in the House* gained 8 seats in the 
Senate, and elected governors in sever©.! Republican 
s t a t e s , T h e  Republicans retained control of the Senate, 
but the House was controlled by the Democrats,

There were two predominant issues in the 1910 elec
tions! Cannonism and the tariff. The Democrats capi
talized on both issues. They assumed credit for the 
successful revolt against Speaker Gannon, and they renewed 
the pledge of the 1908 Democratic Platform "to adopt such 
rules and regulations to govern the House of Representatives 
as will enable a majority of its members to dictate its 
deliberations and control legislation." The tariff was
also a major issue in the 1910 elections. In response to

31, Hasbrouck, op, cit,, pp, 9? ^2; Atkinson and 
Beard, op. pit,, p. lj.13* " .

32, U.S. Bureau of the Census, Historical Statis
tics of the United States, Colonial Times to 19^7 ”
(TJashington, D. C. ' 19&0), p. 691,

33« Hasbroucks op, cit., p- 3- '
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the progressive mood sweeping the country* the Democrats, 
promised a major revision of tariff legislation,^

In the opinion of Champ Olark* if the Democrats, had 
not joined the rules fight* they would not have won the 
House in 1910. But they did join the fight. And now they 
were in control of the House. For the first time in sixteen 
years* the Democrats were faced with the problem of organ
izing the House. But how would they do it? How would they 
enable a majority of the House “to dictate its deliberations 
and control legislation?,! How would they distribute the 
previous powers of the Speaker? Mho would have the greatest 
share of influence in the new House? These were the prob
lems and questions motivating the leaders of the House 
Democrats to call a party caucus on January 19* 1911* to 
decide how to organize the House.

3li. Champ Clark, “What the Democrats in Congress 
Mill Do,11 'Hampton's Magazine, XXVI (February, 1911), 205- 206.

35. Clark, My, Quarter Century of American Politics, 
op. cit., p. 260o -



CHAPTER 3

DEMOCRATS ORGANIZE THE HOUSE

For the political party in control of the national 
'government# leadership tends to be centered in the Execu
tive,. If# however# the opposition party organizes and 
controls either House of Congress# that House tends to 
assume the role of leadership for the opposition. Lacking a 
presidential head# the opposition party looks to Congress 
for its leadership.^ ■ ,

The Democratic Party was faced with this situation 
in 1911. The Republicans controlled the Presidency and the. 
Senate# but the Democrats controlled the House, The leader
ship of the Democratic Party# therefore# tended to be 
centered in the House of Representatives. If the Democrats
could effectively lead the House# the party6s chances of

. ggaining the Presidency in 1912 probably would be enhanced.
Before the 62nd Congress convened# the Democrats 

held a caucus on January 19# 1911# to decide how they would

1. Jesse Macy# Party Organization and Machinery 
(New York” The Century Company, 1912JT p.

2. This observation was made by a number of contem
porary . observers such as Judson G. Weiliver and Louis
Brownlow, "What Will the Democrats Do?" Hampton*s Magazine#
XXVI (February, 1911)# 196;

29
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3organize the House. They were faced with the two basic 

problems of organization identified by Fenno. First,, how 
would they distribute influence in the new decision-making 
•structure? Secondly# how would they maintain that struc
ture? Their responses to these two problems help to 
describe and explain the organization of both the 62nd and 
63rd Congresses and the type of leadership that emerged in 
those Congresses.

Problem of Decision-Making 
The first organizational problem was that of creat

ing a decision-making structure. Who would be given 
significant influence in the new Congress? Who would make 
such Important decisions as the appointment of standing 
committees? Should the Democrats transfer Cannonfs previous 
powers to the Majority Leader, the Committee on Rules, the 
Committee on Ways and Means, or some other potential power 
center? How should influence be exercised? How free should 
party members be in exercising their own judgments on policy 
issues?

At minimum, it is safe to say that after the revolt 
of 1910 one naturally would have expected the Democrats to 
organize the decision-making 'structure in the House in a

. 3« Champ Clark notes that all but four of the Demo
cratic members to the House of Representatives attended this 
caucus. See Champ Clark, My Quarter Century of American 
Politics (Hew Yorks Harper, 19201, II, 262,
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different way than had been the ease under ’’Cannoniam. "
Ohamp Clark, for instance, noted that there- was "no ehanoe, 
to revert to the old order of things in the House, if hi oh We 
overthrew after hard fighting and great tribulation „ « « 

Journalists and other public opinion leaders urged 
the victorious Democrats to revise the Hons© rules to 
restore to the representatives the powers usurped by the - 
Speaker, There was considerable demand for "democrat.!" 
zation” and "liberalization" of the House.^ The point 
simply is that the Democrats could not re-institute a 
decision-making structure like the structure under Cannon- 
ism. Public opinion, the. revolt of 1910, and the Democrats 
own rhetoric in that revolt prohibited such action. The 
House.Democrats, at least on the surface, had to give the 
appearance of democratizing the Houses that is, of more 
widely distributing shares of influence in the House.

Problem of Maintenance 
The second organizational problem faced by the House 

Democrats was that of maintenance. How should the Democrats 
maintain the new decision-making structure? How could mem
bers of the majority be made to work together? If greater 
shares of influence were distributed in the decision-making

4. -Ibid,, p. 283.
5>. For example, see B. H. Abbott, "Liberation of 

the House," Outlook, XC1V. (April 2, .1910), 750-754.* / •-
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struottir©,-. then there was the possibility that leadership 
would he -deeentra 1 ized$ possibly resulting in disruptive 
internal conflicts, The Democratic leaders were politically 
impelled by the 1910 revolt to distribute greater shares of 
influence within the House# but at the same time# it was 
important that the Party not tear itself apart in the 
process, • •

The task of maintaining the new structure# once it 
was created# might prove to be difficult because it was 
quite possible that the Democrats would be divided among 
themselveso One observer noted that the House Democrats 
were divided between the '‘Progressive Democrats" and the 
"Tory Democrats." The "Progressives," such as Clark and 
Underwood, consistently had opposed the Camion system of 
government. The "Tories," however, led by John J,
Fitzgerald" of Brooklyn had supported Garmon in 1909. Fitz^ 
gerald voted to curtail the Speakerfs power in 1910, but a 
year earlier he and twenty-three other Democrats voted in 
favor of Speaker Cannon,̂  To unite these two factions of 
the Democratic Party under a common purpose could be a 
difficult task for the Democrats6

6, Melliver, og_, oft,, pp, 196-197.



Organization of the House s
■ Dispersion of Influence

Paul Hastorouck one© remarked that "the most crucial
7time in the life of a Congress is often, before its birth. 1

This certainly was the case with the 62nd Congress. Before
the commencement of any Congress.? the majority party must
decide how to organize the House., Usually the new House is
organized the same way as the old on©s but this was not the'
ease in 1911» ,

In January? 1911? the Democratic.members elected to
the House of Representatives met in caucus to decide how
they would organize the House. The decisions mad© then
determined? in large measure? how influence would be
distributed in the new Congress? and who would be the leader
of that Congress,

In creating the new decision-making structure? the
Democrats distributed influence more widely than had been
the case during the old system. "The diffusion of respon«=
sibilities that took place?" as Professor ¥. P. Willoughby.
acutely observed? "assumed two forms? the substitution of a
number of agencies for a .single agency and the making of

3certain of these agencies collegiate bodies."

7» Paul D« .H&sbrouek? Par ty Government in the House 
of Representatives (New York: Macmillan?. 1927)? p. 2.6*

8. ¥. P. Willoughby? Principles of Legislative
Organization and Administration .Twashingtont The Brookings 
Institution? 193k)* P« 53k«’ ' .
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Rather than concentrating.powers in a single agency$ 

as under C a n n o n ! t h e  Democrats distributed power and 
.influence to.'various . agencies™*-the caucus, the Speaker, the 
Majority Floor Leader, the Committee on Ways and Means, the 
Committee on Rules, and the chairmen of the standing- commit
tees . Each agency with the exception, of course, of the 
Speaker, was given more influence over House decisions than 
under Cannon!sme Simply put, the idea was to distribute 
influence more equally among members of th©.House and to 
democratize th® House decision-making structure,

Th© Democratic caucus was the prime policy-making 
agency in the House during Underwood1s leadership. The 
caucus practically became the second House of Represent
atives. Under the new system, all major party programs, 
such as the Underwood-Simmons Tariff Bill arid the Ulass-Owen
Currency bill, were debated in a secret party caucus before

9being sent to the House floor. All Democrats.were members 
of the caucus, and in the caucus they thoroughly debated 
legislation. Within the caucus each member, regardless of 
seniority or party position, could express M s  personal

■ 9« ■ Rule 10 of.the caucus stated: “Ho persons,
except. Democratic Members of the House of Representatives, a 
Caucus Journal Clerk, and other necessary employees, shall 
be admitted to the meetings of the Caucus.“ The caucus 
rules can be found in Appendix A of this study.

10. Rule 1 of the caucus stated:- “All Democratic 
Members of the House of Representatives shall be prima facie 
members of the Democratic Caucus.“
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views on issues and attempt to influence the position of the
entire caucus„ But after a caucus vote was taken on the
issue* all caucus members were bound to support the caucus
decision on the floor of the House unless a member had made
contrary pledges to his constituents prior to his election
or received contrary instructions by. resolutions or platform
from his nominating authority. !$~^ The caucus as a policy”
malting agency functioned perhaps to increase individual
influence over policy matters within the caucus* but the
caucus also functioned to decrease individual influence over

12House decisions on the floor of the House.
The only agency given less formal influence in the 

new organization was* of course* the Speakership. Since the 
1910 revolt had been aimed at reducing the powers of the 
Chair* the new Speaker naturally could not expect to wield 
as much power s.s Cannon had possessed. The revolt in 1910 
had succeeded in removing some of the Speaker’s power--his. 
power to serve as Chairman of the Committee on Rules— but 
the Democrats in 1911 further reduced the powers of the 
Speakership, They issued the final blow against ,$Cannonism!- 
as a system by removing from the Chair the power to appoint 
standing committees*- a power which the Speaker had exercised

11. Rule 7 of the caucus. For complete wording of 
this rule* see Appendix A, ' . .

12. The* operation ,of the caucus as a policy making 
unit is discussed in more detail in Chapter 5.
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since the 2nd Congress. In the 62nd Congress the. Democratic 
majority passed a resolution declaring that committee mem
bers hence forth would be ’’elected by the House $ at the 
commencement of each Congress. . .

In their efforts to reduce further the powers of. the 
Speakership and to distribute influence more widely within 
the House5 the Democrats retained and strengthened the 
Calender Wednesday rule, first adopted in 1909$ under which 
standing committees could call up its bills without obtain
ing permission from the Committee on Rules« They also 
preserved the Unanimous Consent Calender, another 1909 
procedural innovation, whereby two days a month were 
reserved for the consideration of minor bills important to 
individual members.^  Both Calender Wednesday and Unanimous 
Consent were intended, at least theoretically, to distribute 
influence more widely so as to allow the majority to enact 
its will.

Champ Clark, who was elected the Democratic Speaker, 
assumed, therefore, the prestige of the Speakership without 
assuming the previous powers associated with the office. 
Clark, of course, retained some of the formal powers of 
former Speakers .such as the power to appoint House members

13. George B. Galloway, His tory of the House of 
Representatives (New York: Thomas Yf Crowell "Oorqmny, ™
1962T, p. SQT' . .

14.. Ibid., p. 55.
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1Ato conference committees, and select committees,' and the

power to appoint the Chairman of the Committee of the Whole
-|7House on the State of the Union* But he did not have the . 

power to serve as Chairman of the Committee on Rules and the 
power to appoint standing committees. Speaker Clark, there
fore, obviously did not have the formal powers Speaker

18Gannon had possessed." It should be noted, however,. that, 
the prestige of the office conferred upon Clark certain 

. informal powers such as the powers to bargain and negotiate 
with his fellow Democrats.

The Democrat's granted a major share of influence in 
House decisions to the Committee on Mays and Means. Rather 
than delegating the power to. appoint committees to one man 
as had been the case under the old system, the Democrats 
gave this power to a group of members. Prior to the January 
caucus, there was speculation that either the Committee, on

15» All Bills which are passed by the House and 
Senate in different forms are sent to conference committees. 
Each House has representatives on this committee whose pur
pose is to reconcile the differences between the two bills.

16. A select or special committee is established by 
resolution of either House of Congress, These committees 
are set for a limited time and are usually investigative 
committees.

- .... • ' ' 7I?. This Committee is commonly referred to as the 
Committee of the Whole House..

18. Chiang-wei Chiu, The Speaker of the House of 
Representatives Since 1896 (New York: Columbia University
Press, 19251, pp. 92-93, 3^0.



Rules or the Committee on Ways and Means would be given the
] gpower to appoint standing committees* In their January

caucus the Democrats decided that the Committee on Ways and
Means would appoint other committees. To eliminate the
possibility that each member of this appointing committee
might appoint himself chairman of some other standing
committee, the caucus adopted a rule confining its members

20to the Committee on Ways and Means. . Thus,- the delegation 
of the appointing power to a group rather than to a single• 
individual was another way of distributing influence in the 
House,

Oscar W, Underwood was selected by the caucus to be
Chairman of the Committee on Ways and Means, In the 6lst
Congress Clark and Underwood both had served as minority

21members on this committed. Clark8s selection to the 
Speakership elevated Underwood to the Chairmanship, Under
wood, recognized as the leading House expert on tariff 
legislation, would have, therefore, two major positions of 
influence. First, as Chairman of the Committee on Ways and

19. "A Committee on Committees," Outlook, XCV1 
(December 31, 19X0-), 987-988,

20. De Alva S. Alexander, History and Procedure of 
the House of Representative (Bostonf Houghton.Mifflin. 
Company, 19161,"pp. 8l™82. /

21. In the 6lst Congress, they both also had served 
as the ranking Democrats on the Committee on Rules. When ■ 
Clark became Speaker h© relinquished his position.on the 
Rules Committee as did Underwood when he became Chairman of 
the Committee on Ways and Means.



Means$, he was responsible for drafting a new tariff bill to 
which the Democrats had pledged themselves in the 1910 
congressional elections. Secondly* as Chairman* therefore* 
of the Democratic Committee on Committees* he would have the 
major responsibility for organizing the House by appointing 
Democratic committee members. Minority Leader James R,
Mann (Illinois) had the power to "recommend" Republican 
committee appointments to Underwood* who then submitted the 
nominations to the House. Under the democratization trend 
in the House* the entire House had the power to "elect" 
committee members. In reality* however, as will be demon
strated later, all the House did was ratify the appointments

22Underwood already had made.
The Democrats further distributed influence to the 

Majority Floor Leader, Under the old system* the Majority 
Floor Leader owed his position to the Speaker. Cannon had 
the power to appoint his own Majority L e a d e r , But under 
the new system the Majority Leader owed his position to the 
caucus. In January, 1911* the Democratic Party Caucus* not 
the Speaker* elected Oscar Underwood as Majority Leader* a 
position which he held until 1915 when he was elected to the

. 22, For discussion of the current method of 
appointing(coramittees* see Nicholas Masters* "Committee 
Assignments in the House of Representatives," American 
Political Science Review, LV (June * 1961), 3̂ 4-5̂ 357«
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Senate, Thus $ added to his positions as Chairman of the 
Committee on Ways and Means, and Chairman, therefore, of the 
Committee on Committees, Underwood was given a third posi
tion of influence--Majority Floor Leader,^

The Committee on Rules also emerged from the 
reorganization as a major center of influence. There was no 
basic change, however, in the purpose of this Committee from 
the 6lst to the 62nd Congress. Th© purpose w a s  the same--to 
regulate the flow of legislation from standing committees to 
the floor of the House, ̂  But ''.’the. 1910-1911 revolution 
laid the groundwork,"notes one contemporary political 
scientist, "for the Rules Committee to establish itself as

2I4.. The precedent which the Democrats began in 1911 
of having the caucus, instead of the Speaker, elect the 
Majority Floor Leader still continues today. For an inter
esting article on the fight for Majority Leader in 1962, see 
Nelson ¥. Polsby, "Two Strategies of Influences Choosing a . 
Majority Leader, 1962," New Perspectives on the House of 
Representatives, ed, Robert L. Peabody and" Nelson W. Polsby 
IChieagos" Rand McNally and Company, 1963), pp= 237"273.

25. In choosing the. Chairman of the Committee on • 
Ways and Means to be Majority Floor Leader, the Democrats 
were re-establishing a precedent which the House Democrats 
had set in the early Congresses. From 1865 until 1896 the 
Chairman of the Committee bn Appropriations was usually the 
Majority Leader. But before I065 the Chairman of the 
Committee on Ways and Means served as the Majority. Leader. 
See Floyd M. Riddick, Congressional Procedure (Boston: 
Chapman and Grimes, 1941), pp. 64-65.

26. For an analysis of the role of the Committee on
Rules in the House, see James A. Robinson, "The Role of the 
Rules Committee in Arranging the Program of. the U.S. House 
of Representatives,11 Western Political Quarterly, XII
(September, 1959), 653"669.
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an independent center of p o w e r . During the 62nd Cong
ress, the Committee on Rules began its development.as an 
autonomous body. By virtue of the 1910-1911 revolution, the 
Speaker was no longer Chairman of this Committee. The new 
Chairman, Robert L. Henry (Texas), was given a significant 
share of influence in the new Congress. He did not owe his 
position to the Speaker. He became Chairman by virtue of 
his senior!ty. Henry was in a position to stop' much of the
majority8® legislation, just as Howard ¥. Smith (D-Virgin!a.)

PRdid in recent years. But.it so happened that Henry worked 
in harmony with Majority Leader Underwood and cooperated 
with the majority8 s efforts to secure progressive legis
lation. The fact remains that the Chairman of the Committee 
on Rules was given a major share of influence in the.newly, 
organised Congress.

Lastly, influence in the decision-making structure 
was dispersed more widely to the chairmen of standing com
mittees. Committee chairmen had exercised significant

27« William J. Keefe and Morris S. Ogul, The Amer
ican Legislative Process (Englewood Cliffst Prentice-Hall 
Inc™., p. 23IT

28, For a study analysing President John F.
Kennedy8s 1961 fight with the Committee on Rules, see Robert 
L. Peabody, "The Enlarged Rules Committee," ©d, Peabody, op. 
cit, , pp. 129ral61,j.« For a study comparing the revolt of 1910 
with the 1961 enlargement of the Committee on Rules, see 
Charles 0. Jones, "Joseph G. Gannon and Howard ¥, Smith-- 
An Essay on the Limits of Leadership in the House of Repre
sentatives, " Journal of Politics, XXX (August, 1968), .



. 42
influence in the making of House decisions for many years. 
"The leaders of the House,11 observed Woodrow Wilson, "are 
the chairmen of the principal Standing Comm.it tee s. Indeed 
. . . the House has as many leaders as there are subjects of

OQlegislation . « « . But from 1903 to his overthrow in
1910, Speaker Cannon completely dominated committee action.
Through his power to appoint and remove all committee
members including the chairmen and through a variety of
sanctions. Cannon was able, to impose his own personal will
upon committee chairmen.

Committee chairmen emerged with more influence in
the 62nd Congress than they had had under Cannon*s rule. In
the new Congress, seniority--the length of service on the
committee--deterained who would be chairman. In making
committee assignments Underwood was urged by some to appoint:

30chairmen solely on" the basis of legislative ability. 
Underwood, however, in. responding to the tendency to decen*= 
trailze power and to distribute influence to individual 
members, decided that chairmen should be appointed on the 
principle of seniority. The decision to rely on seniority 
further distributed influence in the House, for each commit
tee chairman, owing his position only to M s  length of■

29* Woodrow Wilson, Congressional Government. 
.(Clevelands The World Publishing Company, 19^51, p. 58.

30. Robert W. Woolley, "Underwood of Alabama, 
Democracy*s Hew Chieftain," Review of Reviews, XLIV 
(September, 1911), 298. " ~ ̂  ”
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service, would be free to exercise influence over his com
mittee as tie chose. For instance, if he opposed a bill 
under which.his committee had jurisdiction, he could feel 
free in disposing of the bill as tie pleased, which meant of 
course that he, under directions from no one but himself, 
could pigeon hole the bill in his committee. The reliance 
upon seniority meant in organizational terms that the new 
Congress could possibly have as many leaders as there were 
standing committees. This "multiplicity of leaders, this 
many-headed l e a d e r s h i p , of which Woodrow Wilson com
plained in 1885, was exactly what the Democrats did not wish 
to have. Certainly, they had to disperse influence more 
widely. This was demanded by the revolt of 1910. But the 
Democrats, if they were to make good their.campaign prom
ises, could not afford to distribute influence so widely as 
to deprive the House of effective, unifying leadership. By 
relying on the seniority principle, Underwood invited 
serious problems in building majorities for legislation.

Conclusion
"On the surface," one historian has remarked, "the 

1911 rales, had apparently succeeded in transferring control - 
of the legislative process in the House of Representatives

31, Wilson, op. cit., p. 59*
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from tihe Speaker to the House i t s e l f . O t h e r s  have made
the same observation. Professor W, P. Willoughby, for
instance, stated that the new system resulted in a '’wider
diffusion of responsibilities. ■ H©- further stated that
not only was "effective leadership mad© more difficult (in
such a system), but the general public is frequently at a
loss to determine where real responsibility for action

3), .taken, or not taken, lies." To be sure, there was a "wide 
diffusion of responsibilities." Influence over House policy 
making was distributed to various agencies such as the 
caucus, the Committee on Ways and Means, the Majority Floor 
Leader, the Committee on Rules, and standing committee 
chairmen, '

But most of the influence in the new structure was 
exercised by the Majority Floor Leader and the Chairman of 
the Committee on Ways and Means, Oscar Underwood occupied 
both positions. "The power of the House of Represent
atives," remarked one contemporary observer, "had been 
transferred from the Speaker to. the Chairman of. the Mays and • 
Means C o m m i t t e e . T h e  "democratization" of the House,

32. Galloway, op. cit., p. 55*
33. Willoughby, o£, cit,, pp. 55h“555* .
3h* Ibid,
35« Arthur ¥. Dunn, From Harrison to Harding (New 

York: Putnam’s, 1922), 11, llpB,
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some believed, was more ’’fiction” than reality. . The .Demo
crats had not transferred any significant power to the House 
at all. They merely transferred Cannon^s power to Under
wood. William Stoddard, for example, offered.these remarkss

The fact is that, although Uncle Joseph Gannon is 
politically dead, yet the power, which made Unci©
Joseph the Czar of the House still lives on after 
him. The famous rules fight of Murdock, Norris 
and Company did not break or destroy that power.
It merely transferred it to new hands. The pre
cious sovereignty of the House today belongs 
wholly to the floor leaderj it has descended to 
Underwood of Alabama. Should he misuse it, the 
American Dictionary of Politics will contain' a 
fresh word to replace 1Cannonism.1 This word 
will be ‘Underwoodism’ . . , . Here's hoping the 
Democrats will run their •machine well, not. reck- . 
lessly over the rights of the people, and here’s • 
giving Oscar Underwood a kindly word of warning 
not to joy-ride in his powerful car the way J. G.
Cannon used to do.3°

Stoddard’s statement should, be qualified somewhat. 
The '’famous rules fight of Murdock, Norris and Company", did 
break the power of"Speaker Cannon. After the revolt, his 
powers were distributed to various positions. There was a 
certain democratization of the House. In the process, it so 
happened that Oscar Underwood was given the two most power
ful positions of influence in the new Congress,

This is not to say that Underwood had absolute 
power. His power was given to him by his fellow Democrats. 
If h© were to "misuse" his newly won power, or fall short of

36. William Leavitt Stoddard, "Underwoodism?" 
Everybody’s MagazIn©, XXVIII (January, 1913), 802-803.
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th© . expectations of M s  followers^ M s  power could be
removed, just as Gannon{s had been removed.

The House Democrats' did not officially dec id© how 
the new structure would be maintained. What they did decide 
was that Influence would be more evenly dispersed, and that . 
Underwood would have some authority, though not absolute in 
any sense, to see that the party functioned as a harmo
nious, smooth working organization,' Underwood's success as 
a leader depended, in the final analysis, upon how well he 
was able to work within the new structure of diffused 
influence, •



CHAPTER k

UNDERWOOD AS MAJORITY FLOOR LEADER

The rules of the House of Representatives say noth
ing about the powers and duties of the Majority Floor 
Leader. He is outside the official House structure. But 
the majority party does elect a Majority Leader whose prin
cipal function is to unite the rank and file of his party 
behind the party's legislative program. ̂

Underwood’s success in achieving party unity 
depended upon how well he was able to work within the new 
structure of diffused influence. In the course of perform
ing his task as Majority Leader, Underwood had to work with 
many different individuals and units of organization--the 
President, the Speaker, the caucus, the various standing

1. Unfortunately, there is no extensive study on 
the role of the Majority Leader in the House of Represent
atives . For some information on the subject, see George B. 
Galloway, History of the House of Representatives (New "forks 
Thomas Y. Crowell Company, 196177 Floyd Riddick, The United 
States Congress: . Organization and Procedure.(Manassas; 
National Capital Publisher, 1914.9) I De Alva S. Alexander, 
History and Procedure of the House of Representatives 
"(Boston: Houghton Mifflin Company, 19"l5j|lNelson W. Polsby,
"Two Strategies of Influence; Choosing a Majority Leader, 
1962," New Perspectives of the House of Representatives, ed«' 
Robert L. Peabodyr'and’Nelson Pols'by (Chicago: Rand
McNally and Company, I9S3), pp. 237-270; and Randall B. 
Ripley, Party Leaders in the House of Representatives 
(Washington,"D.C.: Brookings Institution, 196B). For a. 
study of the Majority Leader in the Senate, see Ralph K. 
Huitt, "Democratic Party Leadership in the Senate," American 
Political Science Review, LV (June, 1961), 333~33U">
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committees, particularly the Committee on Rules, and the 
minority party, to a lesser extent. The focus of this chap
ter is on Underwood’s relationship with each component in 
the new decision-making structure. ■

An analysis, or even a simple description, of Under
wood's leadership- is a difficult task. The 62nd and 63rd 
Congresses.have been studied in more detail than most. Yet, 
there remain significant gaps concerning the facts of the 
situation and frequent conflicting interpretations of those 
facts. Observations on Underwood$s leadership must be 
inferred from scattered sources such as the Congressional 
Record and other congressional documents, unpublished 
dissertations, newspapers, magazines, general historical 
accounts, biographies, and autobiographies. There is a 
problem not only of quantity, but also a problem of the 
quality and the reliability of data. These difficult 
research problems, however, should not prevent one from 
analyzing this most important House leader. I proceed, 
therefore, with these considerations in mind.^

Underwood and President Taft 
Underwood's relationship with the Executive varied 

significantly depending upon who was President, William

2. For insights on the research problems involved 
in studying congressional parties, see Charles 0, Jones and 
Randall B. Ripley, The Role of Political Parties in Cong- 
ress i A Bibliography and'Research Guide. TTucson, Arizona: . 
University of Arizona Press, i960), pp. l-q.
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Howard Taft was President during the 62nd Congress. He was 
succeeded in 1913 by Woodrow Wilson.

Underwood8s relationship with President Taft may "be 
characterised essentially as a non-bargaining relationship 
in which there was a. minimum of cooperation on policy 
between the President and the Majority Leader, The only 
major legislation on which the two men cooperated was the 
1911 Canadian Reciprocity Bill. On that occasion Underwood 
cooperated with Taft to pass the bill which Taft6s own Party 
had defeated in 1910,^ There was virtually no cooperation 
between Taft and Underwood on other major bills, particu
larly the separate tariff schedules which Taft ultimately 
vetoedA Two important factors contributed to this non
bargaining relationship between the two men.

The first factor lies in Taft's concept of presi
dential leadership. Taft took a rather narrow constitu
tional view of presidential leadership. He arguedS

The President can exercise no power which cannot 
be fairly and reasonably traced to.some specific

3« Only ten Democrats voted against the bill.. 
Underwood later remarked that he cooperated with Taft on 
this issue because he agreed with the purpose of the Cana
dian Reciprocity Bill. For information on how and why 
Underwood as well as Speaker Clark cooperated with Taft, see 
Oscar W. Underwood, Drifting Sands of Party Politics (New 
Yorkt The Century Company, 1928), pp. 16F-I671 Champ Clark, 
My Quarter Century of American Politics (New York; Harper, 
192077 II, 7-51 and John A. Russell, Joseph Warner Pordneyt 
An American Legislator (Boston; The Stratford Company,
1928), pp. i%7-i^l. •

I4.. See Table 1|_ in Chapter 5«
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grant of power or justly implied and included 
within such express grant as proper and necessary 
to its exercise. Such specific grant must be 
either in the Federal Constitution"or in an act 
of Congress passed in pursuance thereof. There 
is no undefined residuum of power which he can 
exercise because it seems to him to be in the 
public interest . . » *5

Taft maintained that Congress should, be the primary 
initiator of legislation and the President should exercise 
his constitutional power to review and> if necessary, veto 
’’unwisen. legislation, Taft$s theory of presidential leader-. 
ship functioned to frustrate cooperation between the Presi
dent and the Majority Leader, The burden of initiation 
rested with Congress.

The seconds, and probably most important* factor 
explaining the Taft-Underwood relationship was the general 
political situation of that period. The Republicans con
trolled the Senate and the White House, For the first time 
in sixteen years* the Democrats controlled the House. The 
forthcoming 1912 presidential election in all probability 
played a key role in the political calculations of both Taft 
and Underwood, Both men fought for political advantage. 
Underwood and other House leaders realized that if the Demo
crats could achieve unity in the 62nd Congress* the chances 
of a Democratic presidential victory in 1912 would probably

William Howard Taft* Our Chief Magistrate and 
His Powers (Hew York: Columbia University Press* 1916)* p. 
139* ”



516 ■be enhanced. ■ On the other, hand# Taft attempted to maximize. 
Republican advantages and to increase the probability of .a 
Republican victory in 1912.

• On the big issue of the day--the tariff-"Underwood. 
and Taft were in basic disagreement, Underwood favored a 
tariff for revenue only while Taft was inclined to be a 
protectionist. Neither man was willing, to yield to the 
demands of the other.1

In the final analysis$ Underwood and the House Demo
crats were victorious in their political battle with 
President Taft and the Republicans. Underwood was able to 
unit© the Democrats behind a revised tariff bill. Even more 
importantly«, he demonstrated that5, contrary to much public 
opinions the Democrats could lead. Prior to the commence
ment of the 62nd Congress^ the consensus among Republicans : 
and many Democrats was that the Democrats were'incapable of 
effective leadership. Shortly after the 1910 congressional 
elections, The Nation reported!

The Republicans are already prophesying . . .  
that the Democrats will male® such, a mess of 
things in the next House that the. country will

6, For some speculation and comments on the forth
coming 1912 presidential election, see Oscar King Davis, 
l?Wher© Underwood Stands 1 -An Interview with th© Democratic 
Leader ©f the House.,18 Outlook, XGXX (September., 23, 1911) ̂ 
197 “2011 and Judson G. Wei liver and Louis Brownlow, iSWha t 
Will the Democrats Do?" Hampton5s Magazine, -XXVI (February.1911), 196.     ^

7« This is discussed in Chapter 5»
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disgustedly and gladly fly back to the arms of the Republican p a r t y .9

In 1911 a"nationally prominent Democrat observed?
I am loath to say it,, but I find the Democratic
leaders of the House children in statesmanship,
■unequal to the constructive work which they must 
undertake. The tariff problems are beyond them! 
their differences of opinion as to schedules 
appear irreconcilable; the party lacks cohesion 
and unity, and I can see trouble ahead.

The general attitude toward the House Democrats
after the 62nd Congress was drastically different. For
instance, one political observer remarked?

Instead of confusion and incompetence, we have ■ 
had from this first Democratic majority in many 
years, a high degree of order and dignity, 
unusual harmony, and an exhibition of admirable 
leadership. It has reformed the House*s rules 
of procedure . . and it has made the new ruleswork.

Underwood "more than anyone else," in the opinion of
one historian, "was the architect of the Democratic victory 
in 1 9 1 2 . By demonstrating that the Democrats could ■ 
organize the House, Underwood played a key role in the 1912

9. The Nation, XCI (November 17, 1910), I4-62,
eMrrasxrtrzaresv  .....  ** I

10. Scott Bone,. 'Democrats in Congress Making Good,11 
American Review of Reviews, XL1F (August, 1911),. 209-210.

11. George Harvey, Harper * s Weekly, LVI (Augus t 31,1912), if.. , ' " ”•
12. Evans Combs Johnson, "Oscar W. Underwoods' The 

Development of a National Statesman, .1891k-1915’ (unpublished 
Ph.D. dissertation. Dept, of History, University of North 
Carolina, 1953)» P° 258.
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Democratic victory. In the 63rd Congress the Democrats 
controlled the Mhltie House, had a 7 seat majority in the 
Senate, and a l6ii_ seat majority in the House. ̂

Underwood and President Wilson
Underwood1s relationship with the Executive changed 

dramatically when Woodrow Wilson became President in 1913. 
Underwood8s relationship with Wilson may be characterized as 
a bargaining relationship with a high degree of cooperation 
between the Majority Leader and the President.

Unlike Taft, Wilson advocated a theory of strong 
presidential leadership. "The President," Wilson said, "is 
at liberty, both in law and conscience, to be as big a man 
as he c a n . P r e s i d e n t  Wilson during the 63rd was indeed a 
"big man." He never hesitated to use his presidential power 
of persuasion to influence congressional action. Wilson was 
the prime initiator of legislation. Underwood and other 
congressional leaders cooperated ih implementing that legis
lation.-^

13. The Democrats had 291 members, the Republicans 
had 127 members, and the Progressives had 17 members.

Ill« Woodrow Wilson, Cons ti tutional Government in 
_tb,8 United States (Hew York: Columbia University Press,
1921), p. "70.

15. For detailed information on Wilson8s influence 
on Congress, see Arthur W. Macmahon, • "Woodrow Wilson as 
Legislative Leader and Administrator," American Political 
Science Review, . L (September, 1956), 6l|.l-675; and Arthur S. 
Link, Woodrow Wilson and the Progressive Era (Hew Yorks 
Harper, 1954)° '
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Cooperation between Underwood and Wilson was facili

tated by their similar views on issues, Underwood was 
regarded as a conservative. Yet on the major issues of the 
day# particularly the tariff and currency, reform# Underwood 
and Wilson were in basic agreement. In fact# in his 1912 
campaign speeches Wilson advocated many of the same reforms
Underwood had steered through the House in the 62nd Cong- 

16ress. During the campaign Wilson, openly stated his agree
ment with Underwood1s tariff reforms# and he expressed his 
admiration for Underwood1s leadership in the 62nd Congress. 
Underwood, Wilson believed# was a "fair# straight forward, 
and courageous l e a d e r , A c c o r d i n g  to Ray Stannard Baker#
Wilson even favored Underwood for the vice-presidential

3 8nomination in 1912. '.
Both Wilson and Underwood recognized the structure 

of influence of the time and they acted through reciprocity 
to accommodate mutual needs. Wilson recognized that he 
needed Underwood8s assistance if he were to steer his legis
lative program through the House, Realizing his dependence 
on Underwood, Wilson acted early in his.administration to

16. See# for instance# Woodrow Wilson# The New 
Freedom (Englewood Cliffs: Prentice-Hall# Inc., 196177 pp. 
8?"99.

17. Ray Stannard Baker# Woodrow Wilson: Life and
Letters (Garden City: Doubleday, Doran and Company# Inc.,
1931)» "III, P« 3.28,

18. Ibid,
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cultivate Underwood's friendship and cooperation. For 
example, he frequently sought Underwood's advice on legis
lation, And he was quite generous to Underwood in the 
distribution of patronage. In Alabama, for instance, Wilson 
refused to give important federal positions to those 
individuals who had fought Underwood in the preconvention 
campaign in 1912. But Wilson, appointed Edward K. Campbell, 
who was Underwood* s "closest friend," as Chief Justice of 
the Court of Claims. . Again in May, 1914? Wilson appointed 
another Underwood friend, William Harding, who was President
of the First National Bank of Birmingham, to the Board of

19Governors of the Federal Reserve System,
Underwood cooperated with Wilson on all major bills 

except.one. That was on the bill to repeal the provisions 
of the Panama Canal Act of 1912, which exempted vessels 
engaged in the'coastwise trade of the United States from 
payment of toll. Underwood, as well as Speaker Clark and 
John Fitzgerald, opposed the bill because they felt it. 
violated the Democratic Party Platform. President Wilson, 
on the other hand, threatened to resign if the bill were

19, Johnson, op, eft,, pp, 332-333,
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defeated.^0 In the floor debate Underwood was quite clear
in his position. He said?

I have served from one Democratic administration 
to another. I have never scratched a party 
ticket; I have always endeavored to live up to 
and sustain ray party’s platform . . . .  The 
Democratic Party, not I, wrote this provision as 
to free toll in its platform; I believe this 
plank of the platform is right . . , . Believing 
it is right, there is but one position that I can 
take, and this is to sustain the position of my 
party as expressed in its convention and its 
platform . . . .  I regret that the bill should 
be before the House. I hope it will be 
. defeated.̂ 1

But the bill was not defeated. Despite the opposi
tion of the principal House leaders, the bill passed on a 
bipartisan vote-”-=2i}.7“l62, ^

One may assume that Underwood's expectations of 
Wilson were of a similar nature. He apparently expected 
Wilson to use his presidential influence to help fora House 
majorities. This, Wilson did with remarkable skill. He

20. Wilson is reported to have said? "In case of 
failure in this matter, I shall go to the country, after my 
resignation is tendered, and ask it whether America is to 
stand before the world as a nation that violates its con
tracts as mere matters of convenience, upon a basis of 
expediency." See, Wilfred E. Binkley, President and Congress 
(3rd ed. rev.; Hew York: Vintage Books", Division of Random 
House, Inc., 1962), p. 255*

21. Congressional Record, 63rd Cong., 2nd Sess., 
March 27, 191L p. "3616. .

22. 220 Democrats, 25 Republicans, and 2 Progres
sives voted "Yes." 52 Democrats, 92 .Republicans, and 17
Progressives voted "nay. 11 For a brief discussion of this 
bill, see James Miller Leake, "Pour Years of Congress," 
American Political Science Review, XI (May, 19171, 262.
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re-established, the custom, followed by Presidents Washington 
and Adams, of reading his messages to Congress, This, 
remarked one observer, was a '’potent influence” -.in. winning ' 
congressional and popular support. He also held frequent 
conferences both in the White House and.in the President's 
room of the capitol with Congressmen regarding his legis
lative program.^

On one occasion Wilson used his power of appointment 
to assist Underwood, in preserving unity in the House. This 
was in regard to the appointment of Albert S. Burleson as 
Postmaster General in 1912. Burleson did not actively seek 
the position because he thought the President should have a 
"free hand" in his appointments. However, "it is possible," 
according to on© observer, "that a strong letter about this
time by Congressman Underwood, whose judgment Wilson highly

Sibregarded, turned the tide to Burleson’s favor."
There is an interesting connection between 

Burleson’s appointment as Postmaster General in 1912 and 
John Fitzgerald’s appointment as Chairman of the Committee 
on Appropriations in 1911. In the1 6lst Congress Burleson 
and Fitzgerald both served.on the Committee on Appropri
ations . When the Democrats gained control of the House in 
the 62nd Congress, there were demands from within the

23.; Ibid., p. 253.
2lj... Baker, op. cit. , p. Ifli.?.



Democratic Party that Fitzgerald, the senior Democratic 
member on the Gommittee,' be denied the Chairmanship. Many 
Democrats favored Burleson as Chairman. But Fitzgerald 
threatened to cause trouble for the House. Democrats if he 
were denied the Chairmanship. To maintain party unity, 
Fitzgerald was appointed by Underwood as Chairman of the 
Committee on Appropriations, Two: years later, because of 
Underwood8s influence with President•Wilson,. Burleson was 
appointed Postmaster General. While there is no empirical 
evidence that these two appointments are related, they 
certainly provided a convenient way for Underwood eventually 
to satisfy both Fitzgerald and Burleson.^

In many respects Wilson assisted Underwood in pre
serving unity in the House. Yet on other occasions it 
appears that Wilson did not fully accommodate Underwood6s 
needs and expectations as House leader. To maximize his 
House leadership, Underwood needed and expected Wilson to 
recognize his right to plan party strategy and to assess 
from time to time the "mood" of the House. Underwood was in 
the best position to determine what the House was willing to 
accept and what it was likely to reject. There is some 
evidence to'suggest that while Underwood agreed with most of 
Wilson8s legislative proposals, he 'was frustrated at times .

25« An account of Fitzgerald8s fight for the Chair
manship of the Committee on Appropriations is given in the 
following chapter, -
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by the President's occasional insensitivity to House 
politics. The President# for instance, in 1911}- refused to 
dismiss Congress until it had.passed the Clayton Anti-Trust 
Bill. Many Congressmen resented the President's attitude on 
this matter. They had been away from their constituencies 
for many months. They.wanted to return home. Only after 
Underwood's repeated insistence did Wilson agree to a

pAthirty-five day recess. According to one historian,
Underwood felt that Wilson's chief weakness was lack of

27legislative experience. .
■ Underwood's major task as leader was to accommodate 

Wilson's demands and at the same time accommodate the 
demands and expectations of his House colleagues. This was 
not always an easy task,

Underwood and Speaker Clark 
The Speaker in the new Congress was Champ Clark of 

Missouri.' He long had been the recognized leader of the 
House Democrats. He had served in the House since the 53hd 
Congress, with the exception of the 54-th, when he was 
defeated by a narrow majority. He had been the ranking 
Democrat both on the Committee on Rules and the Committee on

26, Johnson, op, cit,, p.. 355-
2?. Ibid., p. 328, Johnson's observation is based 

upon his interview with 0. ¥, Underwood, Jr., November 2l|.,
1951.
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oDWays and Means in the 6lst Congress. He was one of the

leading figures in the 1910 revolt against Speaker Cannon«
It was natural, therefore, when the Democrats gained control
of the House in 1911 that Clark, who had been their leader
for so many years, would be elected Speaker. But the irony
of Clark1s election is that this Democratic leader assumed
the position of Speakership without assuming the powers
previously associated with that office. ,!tAlthough I am
going to "be Speaker next time, f Clark is reported to have
said in the 6lst Congress, ’I am going to sacrifice the

?9Speaker1s power to change, the rules.s'
The reorganization of the House succeeded in

removing the most significant powers of the Chair, powers
which had been attached to that office for over a century--
the. power to appoint all standing committees and the power
to serve as Chairman of the Committee on Rules. The formal
position of leadership in the 62nd Congress was transferred
to Oscar W. Underwood. This fact was widely recognized by
contemporary observers, A Hew York Times correspondent, for
instance,.remarked:

We have got so thoroughly accustomed to regarding 
the Speaker as the source of all authority in the

28. Underwood was the second ranking Democrat on 
both committees.

.29« Quoted in Chiang-wei Chin, The Speaker of the 
House of Representatives.Sine© 1896 (Hew York: Columbia
University Press, 19o3/,.p. 3Q3»
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House that we do not realize the effect of the 
tremendous revolution created by the last Demo
cratic caucus. In effect it reduces the Spealcer . :
to impotence and vests the authority of the 
House in the Chairman of the Ways and Means 
Committee, who is Oscar Underwood,

Speaker Clark will go into office tied hand 
and foot, ham-strung and bow strung. He will be 
the most inoffensive Speaker ever elected since 
Frederick A, Muhlenberg took that office in 
1789« All he will have will be the power of 
recognition— that is to say, he can do as Cannon 
did, and hold his little leave in the Red Room 
at 10:30 every morning, and there decide whether 
he will recognize Mr. Jones or Mr, Smith.30

This observation is somewhat misleading, A possible 
implication is that influence in the House structure is 
measured solely by positions of formal power. A dispersal 
of power did occur in the House following the 1910 revolt.
In the process the two most important powers of the Speaker 
were distributed to others. This does not mean, however, 
that Clark, as the new Speaker, did not have significant 
influence of his own. He did have influence, and he used 
his influence to preserve unity within the party. Through 
his many years in Congress, Clark had built up a reservoir 
of friendship with his colleagues. . This in itself gave him 
significant influence in an informal sense, "The place 
which Speaker- Clark held in the hearts and minds of all 
Democratic members of the House,.", one observer remarked, 
"gave him a. considerable, if a wholly unofficial influence

30, Charles ¥. Thompson, "Underwood, the Real Power 
in the Next Congress,iS New York Times, February 26, 1911 =
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in the party councils. The things, he said* the thoughts 
which he expressed in the private conversation of leaders 
carried much weight . . , „”31

There is some evidence to suggest personal conflict# 
or at least potential conflict, between Speaker Olark and 
Underwood, However, most of the evidence indicates that 
the two leaders cooperated fully to insure the enactment of 
Democratic legislation.

It was Underwood is responsibility, as- party leader, 
to maintain the new structure of influence and to form House 
majorities on legislation. Clark was very useful to Under- 
wood in this task. Working closely with Underwood both on 
and off the floor of the House, Clark used his own personal 
influence to assist in maintaining party unity. He fre
quently used his procedural powers as Speaker to assist

31, George Rothwell Brown, The Leadership of Cong
ress (Indianapolis: Dobbs Merrill Company, 19225, p. IS}?,

32, During the 62nd Congress both men were seeking 
the 1912 presidential nomination. One scholar has argued 
that if there had not been a transfer of leadership from the 
Speaker to the Majority Floor Leader, Clark probably would 
have gained the 1912 .nomination, : This scholar notes 1 'sH&d 
Clark retained the power of former Speakers, he would have 
had the delegations from a number of southern states which 
were carried by the Alabama man on account of the prominent 
place he attained in the House, With those.delegates Clark 
could have been nominated, notwithstanding the combination 
which brought about his defeat. 11 For more information on 
this, .see Arthur W. • Dunn, From Harrison to Harding, (New 
York: Putnam1 s, 1922), II, 151J and Arthur S, Link, ’’The 
Underwood- Presidential Movement of 1912," Journal of 
Southern History, XI (May, 191}-!?), 230-2l|.5«”
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Underwood in directing party strategy.on the floor.^3 Clark 
was not content with being a 'Vaere presiding officer. n In 
the Committee on the Whole he actively participated in 
debate and in voting. In 1911 William Jennings Bryan 
attempted to get Clark to use his influence to defeat the 
free wool section of tariff bill. Clark refused. Instead, 
Clark supported Underwood and used his influence to secure 
the passage of the free wool section.

. Time and time again Clark used his personal influ
ence in the cause of party legislation. Clark and Underwood 
worked as a pair in cooperating with President Taft on the 
Canadian Reciprocity Bill in 1911. They worked to secure 
the enactment of the tariff schedules in 1911. They cooper*- 
ated with President Wilson on his legislative proposals.
The only occasion in which Underwood opposed the Wilson 
program was also the only occasion In which Clark opposed 
the Wilson program. This was on the Panama Toll Bill. But, 
as noted earlier, Wilson had his way despite opposition from 
the two House leaders,

33. For examples.of how Clark used his power of 
recognition to assist the. enactment of party legislation, 
see Chiu, op. clt,, pp. 192-193, 207-227.

’ 3h« Ibid,, pp. , JE>6-58.
35« Stanley Coben, A. Mitchell Palmert Politician 

(New York: Columbia University Press, 1953% p. 278,



Underwood and the Canons
The caucus was unquestionably the most 'important 

decision-making unit in the newly organized structure of 
influence. All important debate and decisions occurred in 
the caucus, The caucus was practically the second House of 
Representatives. A crucial factor, therefore, explaining 
Underwood1s leadership was the way he used the caucus to 
maximize his own leadership and to maintain the decision
making structure.

Underwood took almost all the important bills to the 
caucus-for unlimited debate and discussion. This was the 
case regarding the 1911 Canadian Reciprocity Bill, the 
Tariff Bills of 1911 and 1912, the Underwood-Simmons Tariff 
Bill, the Glass-Owen Currency Bill, and the Federal Trade 
Commission Bill,^6 After caucus debate, sometimes lasting 
for weeks, some such resolution as the following would be 
presented by Underwood and adopted by the caucus t

Resolved, That the Tariff Bill passed by the 
caucus in its amended form is declared to be a 
party measure and that the members of this caucus

36. A. slight exception was made regarding one major 
piece of legislation, the Clayton Federal Anti-Trust Bill in 
the 63rd Congress, A caucus vote apparently, was taken on 
the bill, but there was not the usual caucus debate and 
discussion. Instead, Underwood relied on increased confer
ences between House and Senate majority members of the 
Judiciary committees as well as a. series of consultations 
with President Wilson and labor and agricultural'leaders.
See Sis ton E, Ready, Party Regularity in the Sixty-third 
Congress11 (unpublished Ph.D. dissertation. Dept, of Polit
ical Science, University of Illinois, 1951)* PP» 287-288.
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are hereby pledged to report the bill in the 
House of Representatives and to vote against all 
amendments or motions to recommit the bills - 
Provided; however that the Ways and Means Com
mittee are authorized to propose amendments to 
the bill that shall not be considered as 
included in the foregoing inhibition*

Resolved; That the Currency Bill, adopted 
by this caucus, be declared a party measure end 
the members of this caucus are pledged to vote • 
for the bill to its final passage: without amend
ment* Provided, that the Banking and. Currency 
0ommi11ee™may offer amendments in the House.

Underwood effectively used the caucus to cope with 
the two organizational problems identified by Fenno, . The 
caucus was utilized not only to democratize the decision
making structure, at least for the Democrats, but also it 
was. used to maintain the decision-making structure and 
preserve unity on the floor.

The new structure of influence was democratized— or 
at least given the appearance of democracy— in one major 
respect. Influence in making party decisions was distrib
uted more equally to party members. Each member, regardless 
of his seniority or position, had an equal opportunity to 
influence the position of the caucus. Capitalizing on this 
new distribution of influence, Underwood and other party
leaders used the caucus as a means to measure the relative■ .

■ ' . 1

strength of different opinions within the party. ,f|Let 1 em

37. Westel W. .Willoughby-and Lindsay Rogers, An 
Introduction to the Problem of Government (Garden Citys 
Double day. Page and Company, T9 2117 PP«"‘3U-3" 344«
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talk5 f !i Underwood would say. "'Let 'em have it all out 
here, Then there will be no kick afterward.*"38 %is ig 
the way things happened. "Hot until the last man had had 
his say,11 one observer remarked, "was the vote taken that 
was ■ to bind them, all to united action in the House.

Underwood also used the caucus as a means to main
tain the structure and preserve party unity. Once a caucus 
decision was made, all members were bound to support that 
decision on the floor. The structure was democratized in 
that any member was free to vote against the caucus if he 
had "made contrary pledges to his constituents" or. "received 
contrary instructions by resolutions or platforms from his 
nominating a u t h o r i t y . B u t  as a rule, as Table g indi
cates, a overwhelming majority of Democrats supported the 
caucus decision on the floor.

A major threat to the caucus system was posed in 
1913 when some Democrats proposed to open caucus debate to 
the public. A« Mitchell Palmer, of Pennsylvania, Chairman 
of the caucus, was one of the principal leaders in this 
movement. However, most of the Democrats, especially Under
wood and Fitzgerald, vigorously opposed .the plan. Only in

38. Oscar King Davis, "Where Underwood Stands % ■ An 
Interview with the.Democratic Leader of the House," Outlook, 
XaiX (September 23, 1911), 199,

39. Ibid. '
1|.0. See Rules of Democratic Caucus, Appendix A.



TABLE 2
INDEX OP PARTI COHESION IN HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES IN 63RD GONGRESSa

Democrats Republicans

Issue
Index of Final 
House Vote

Average Index of 
All Votes Taken 

on Bill
Index of Pinal Average Index of 
House Vote All Votes Taken

on Bill.

Underwood- 
Simmons Tariff 
Bill , . 98.5^ 91.0% ^98.0 *96.0%
Glass-’Owen 
Currency Bill 98.8 92.7 *74.7 *83.2
Clayton-Federal 
Anti-Trust Bill 99.5 99.7 $6,6 6ij.. 2
Federal Trade 
Commission Bill ? 99.0 ? *56.0

a. Source? Elston E, Roady. Index of Party Cohesion is the percentage 
of party members voting who' voted as a group, either for or against'the bill.

■^Denotes percentage of members .voting against the bill. The absence of 
an asterisk denotes the percentage of members voting for the bill.



the caucus* Underwood arguedcould members express divers© 
opinions and vote freely. If the public were permitted to 
attend caucus meeting, the structure of influence would be 
jeopardized; free expression would be- inhibited; and party 
solidarity would probably be weakened on the floor. The 
proposal was defeated by a vote of 1 6 7 -8 ^,^^

Some observers have noted that the caucus system was
not democratic because it led to minority rule rather than
majority rule. Milder Haines believed that the major effect
of the caucus system of -government was that ’’its control , is
placed too much in the hands of a few by the absurd internal
organization of the House of Representatives, "Shorn of
all pretense," another critic remarked, "the caucus is a
cowardly contrivance to manacle the majority and enable a

h 3minority to control.
A close examination of the caucus in operation 

reveals that it was possible for a minority to control not 
only the caucus, but also action on the floor. There were 
291 Democrats in the House in the 6 3 rd Congress. All Demo
crats were members of the caucus, but a quorum consisted of

4-10 For information on this, see Cohen, op. cit. 9 
p. 7 6 ; and New York Times, March 6 , 1913*

42= Wilder H. Haines', .rrThe Congressional-Caucus of 
Today$" American Political Science Review, IX - (November,
1915:1, 7057---- — rr— --------—

43» Dynh Haines, haw Making in America (Bathesda, 
Maryland: Lynn Haines, 19127, p. 10,
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a simple majority of the members». -which was 146. Two-thirds
of those present and voting in the caucus, which could have
been as few as 98 members, had the power to bind all the
other members to the caucus decision,

The leaders of the caucus, referred to as the
"caucus cabinet," have been identified as Speaker Clark,
John Fitzgerald, who was Chairman of the Committee on Appro-

b 9priations, and Majority Leader Underwood. ^  The empirical 
question is? Which man ©xeraised the most influence within 
the caucus? This turns out to be a difficult question to 
answer. The caucus from 1911 to 1915$. just as is still the 
case, was a secret meeting open only.to House Democrats. It 
is difficult, therefore, to determine with certainty who 
exercised the greatest influence vrithin the caucus. All 
three members of the "caucus cabinet" held important party

Ijli-. One scholar notes that the "average attendance 
of the caucus of the 63rd.Congress for consideration of 
important matters was 65$ of the membership, of the caucusj 
that therefore 1J2 votes (out of 291 members) was the normal 
two-thirds majority for controlling party policies; and that 
16 southern states had exactly 132 representatives." See 
Wilder Haines, op. cit., p. 697. It should be pointed out 
that Haines fails to demonstrate that the 132 Southern 
representatives were always in attendance at the caucus„ 
Therefore, one cannot conclude that the caucus was always . 
dominated by the southern representatives. ■. For some evi- ' 
dence of southern opposition to progressive legislation in 
the 63rd Congress, see Richard M. Abrams"Woodrow Wilson 
and the Southern Congressmen, 1913-1916," Journal of 
Southern History, XX (November, 1956), 417%3f.

45. Galloway, pp. pit., p. 141.



TABLE 3
EXAMPLES OF VOTING IN DEMOCRATIC CAUCUS IN 62ND AND 63RD CONGRESSES8"

Issue Date
Caucus Vote- 
For Against Comments

Fitzgerald Resolution January 19, 1911 29
(proposal that committees 
be appointed by. Speaker 
with approval of House)

106

Foster Resolution January 19, 1911 106
(proposal that committees 
. be-appointed1 by Committee 
on -Ways and Means with 
the approval of the 
House)

Tariff 
(proposed amendment for 
immediate free sugar)

Tariff 
(proposed 1$% duty on 
raw wool)

April 12,. 1913 39 155

April 16, 1913 it-2 ■ - 190

The January 19 caucus '
is the important caucus . 
which organized the 62nd 
Congress. It is inform
ative to note that 29
members favored having 
the Speaker continue to 
appoint committees.
This was the method of 

appointing committees in 
,both 62nd and 63rd■ 
Congress.

A major fight occurred 
in caucus. Underwood 
and President Wilson 
opposed the proposal.
Another jor fight
occurred over this
issue. Again, Underwood, 
and Wilson opposed the 
proposal. o.



TABLE 3— Continued

Open Caucus Resolution March 6 P 1913 16?
(proposal to open caucus . 
debate to the public)

This resolution was 
favored by A. Mitchell 
Palmer^ of Pennsylvania* 
who'was Chairman of the 
caucus. It was vigor
ously opposed by Under-. 
wood, John Fitzgerald, 
and Swayer Sheriey of 
Kentucky»

a. ' Sources Hew York .Times'; Johnson; and Coben.



72
positions. Each man potentially could exercise great 
influence.

Clark certainly had influence over his fellow D@mo- 
crats, not only within the caucus, but throughout the House. 
Fitzgerald also was in an.advantageous position to influence 
policy within the caucus» As Chairman of the Committee on 
Appropriations, he held the power of the purse. For 
Congressmen wishing to gain "pork" for their constituencies, 
Fitzgerald was a key man.

But the man in the best position to influence policy 
within the caucus was Underwood. As Majority Floor Leader 
and as Chairman of the Committee on Ways and Means, and 
Chairman, therefore, of the Committee on Committees, he was 
in a good position to influence caucus decisions. His party 
positions outside the caucus■functioned to reinforce his 
influence within the caucus. The important point is that 
Underwood held more official responsibility for the conduct 
of party business than did either Clark or Fitzgerald, 
Empirically, however, it is impossible to prove with 
certainty that Underwood dominated th© caucus, and that he 
exerted more influence over caucus decisions than did Clark 
or Fitzgerald or any other member. But the evidence avail
able leads one to the conclusion that Underwood was the 
dominating figure in the caucus. For example. Milder 
Haines, who had 'access to the caucus journal, notes that
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Underwood*s "all persuasive Influence appears on every page 
of the proceedings.”̂

The Republicansj, of course* were infuriated by the
way the Democrats used the caucus to make decisions. After
the. Democrats had decided on their position in caucus, there
was practically nothing the Republicans could do to defeat
the bill on the floor. Charles A. Lindbergh (Minnesota)*
one of the more frustrated Republicans* went so far as to
accuse the Democrats of treason for using the caucus the way
they did. In regard to the 1911 Canadian Reciprocity Bill*
Lindbergh asked Underwoods •

%hy did you allow many days for general debate on 
the reciprocity agreement after you had already 
decided in- & democratic (sic.) caucus that the vote, 
of the democrats (sic) should be in the House 
exactly as the caucus dictated? You knew that the 
debate would not influence the result. Did you do 
it to make the people believe that the House is a' 
deliberative body or was it done to give members a 
chance to male© speeches for home consumption.

•Why on every important bill do" you call :a. 
caucus and bind your members to vote as a un.it in 
the House where they do not in caucus? It is 
because your caucuses are held to deprive the House 
of its deliberative functions* and to rob the House 
of its most important, right and duty.

It is not the first time in history that the 
. majority membership.of;this House has committed ■ 
treason* nor is the democratic (sic) caucus* the 
only caucus to have committed this offense, I am 
not partisan in this consideration. I ara talking 
against treason* and I unhesitatingly say~-and I 
say it with the laws of the country and the 
. constitution in mind as my guidethat any member

lir6. Wilder Haines* o|s. cit. * p. 699.
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who surrenders his action to .the control of a 
caucus whether he be of one party 'or of the 
otherj, violates his oaths is a traitor to his 
constituency^ and conauits treason against his country. 47

The Democrats had a different Interpretation.
Swager Shirley (Kentucky), who served on the Committee on 
Appropriation's in the 63rd Congress, delivered a speech on 
the floor in which he vigorously defended the caucus system. 
Using.th© classical argument for responsible party govern
ment, Swager said in response to Republican criticism.!

The gentleman knows the history of the English- 
speaking people, and he knows that practically every 
step of progress that has been made has been made 
through the machinery of party govei’nment. He 
knows, or ought to know, that civilization itself 
sits upon the very foundation of the willingness and 
of the ability of men to act in concert. If every 
man. was an individualist in the true and full sens© 
of the term, government would be impossible and each 

. man would be arrayed against every other . ... . ,
•How..long do you think it would take the people of 
America to obtain a result on the tariff, th© cur
rency, or some•other great issue if it acted simply 
through individuals and not through parties? How 

' many men would be.able to follow the individual 
activities of each man here so as to determine 
whether each man was really representing the view 
that h© wished.^

Underwood8s leadership was facilitated by a wide
spread agreement among, his fellow Democrats that the caucus 
method was the best way to make party decisions. This

lj.7* Quoted in Lynn Haines, :o|5. cit. , p. 13«
J4.8. Quoted in W. P« Willoughby, Principles of 

Legislative Organ!%ation and Adminlatration (Washington!
The Brnokings Institution^ 1934)» P» $^9l



attitude liras remarkable in itself - in view of the reluctance 
of Democrats, in recent years to bind themselves in caucus* 
Democrats in the 62nd and 63rd Congresses may have thought 
of themselves in -caucus as either Southerners or Norther
ners $ Conservatives or Liberals, but on the floor of the 
House they thought of themselves as Democrats committed to a 
common program. Even when a member disagreed with the 
caucus he usually was willing to accept the caucus, decision* 
This attitude is evidenced by such statements as that from 
Thomas, ¥, H&rwiek (Georgia) when he said: “I conceive it my
duty when 1 go into a caucus to abide by the result of that 
caucus * « * o "While I vote for it (Glass-Owen Currency 
Bill) as a matter of party loyalty, I do not like and did 
not help to frame it.

Another Democrat observed: "My Democratic col
leagues think that 1 am wrong in my contention and have 
decided, against me in the party caucus by a majority vote, 
and I would be a very presumptions young man if I wanted to- 
put my judgment against the judgment of my party, and 1 
shall not do so,

Joseph J. Russell of Missouri perhaps best summa
rized the attitude of his Democratic colleagues when he said 
in regard to the Underwood-Simmona Taft Bill: l$lt is a

1*9. Quoted In Roady, oj>. cit., p. 118,
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party measure, and as a Democrat I shall vote for it, and am. 
willing to politically sink or swim, survive, or perish, .as . 
the fortunes of my party shall degree,”51

The use of the- caucus as the primary decisIon-making 
unit is one important factor explaining Underwood’s success 
in uniting his colleagues. But the binding caucus alone is 
not a sufficient 'explanation.

■ Underwood and the Committee on Rules .
Another important factor contributing to Underwood’s 

success was the way he used the .Committee on Rules to main
tain the decision-making structure and to facilitate the 
passage of party legislation. ’’Excepting only the caucus,” 
remarked one contemporary;observer, "the Rules Committee is
the most necessary and essential feature of the new floor

£0 -leader system in the House,
Although the Chairman of the Committee on Rules, 

Robert L. Henry of Texas, had the necessary power to block 
legislation and thus disrupt the decision-making structure, 
he cooperated fully with the Majority Leader. Without the 
assistance of the Committee on Rules, Underwood would hot 
have been able to maintain the structure and the Democrats 
would not have been able to enact the important legislation

.5>1« Quoted in Roady, 030. c-it., p, hJ,
52, Lynn Haines, op. clt, , p.. 27« ••
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of the 63rd Congress. Henry6 s cooperation was evidenced in 
three significant ways.

First, Henry cooperated with Underwood to insure 
that a Democratic bill, which had been debated and approved 
by the caucus, received a"favorable rule from the Committee 
on Rules. This was accomplished frequently through the ,sgag 
rale." Although on party matters‘the c.aucus bound members 
to support the caucus decision "without amendment or motion 
to recommit," there still remained the danger that the 
Republicans would propose an amendment, which might prove to 
be embarrassing for the democrats to vote on. To avoid 
voting on such amendments, the Committee on Rules attached 
the "gag rule" to bills, which prohibited the introduction 
of amendments. ̂

Second, Henry used the powers of the Committee on 
Rules to postpone legislation’which'Underwood and other 
party leaders did not wish to consider. This was achieved 
through the Committee on Rules8 power as a privileged 
committee to report to the House at any time,^  When for 
political reasons the leadership did not wish to consider a- 
bill, either Henry of the Committee on Rules, or Underwood of 
the Committee on Ways and Means, or Fitzgerald of the

53, Ibid.
54« The other two privileged committees are the

Committee on Ways and Means and the Committee on Appropri
ations,



Committee on Appropriations could introduce a privileged 
matter to be considered by the House at once, thereby.post 
poning action on another bill.' This occurred, for example 
on July 18, 1912 when Henry introduced the following- 
privileged report from the Committee, on Rules $

Resolved, that the following bills shall be 
considered as privileged, and having the same status 
for consideration as bills coming from committees 
having leave to report at any time, the consider
ation thereof, however, not to interfere with 
appropriation bills, tariff bills, or conference 
reports, to wits H.R. 23673, a bill to abolish 
the involuntary servitude imposed upon seamen in 
the merchant marine.of the United States while in 
foreign ports and the involuntary servitude'imposed 
upon the seamen of the merchant marine of foreign 
countries while in ports of the United States, to 
prevent unskilled manning of American vessels, to 
encourage the training of boys in the American 
merchant marine, for the further protection of life 
at sea, and to amend the laws relative to seamen.!
■H.R., 16692, a bill to provide American registers 
for seagoing vessels wherever built and to be 
engaged only .in trade with foreign countries and 
with.the Phillipine Islands and the islands of Guam 
and Tutuila, and for the importation into the 
United States free of duty of all materials for the 
construction and repair of vessels built in the 
United States, and for other purposes! H.R. 15357$ 
a bill to regulate radio communication! H.R. 2Jp025, 
a bill to amend sections i^QO and 4488 of the 
Revised Statutes, relating to inspection of steam 
vessels, and section 1 of an act approved June 24$ 
1910$ requiring apparatus and operators for radio, 
communication on certain ocean-going steamers; H.R. 
22871, to establish agricultural extension depart
ments in connection with agricultural colleges in 
the several States receiving the benefits of an act 
of Congress approved July 2, 1862 supplementary 
thereto; H.R. 22593$ a bill to amend an act 
entitled "An act to regulate commerce," approved 
February 4$ 1887$ and all acts amendatory■thereof, 
by providing for physical valuation of property of
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carriers subject thereto and securing information 
concerning their stocks and bonds and board ofdirectors.95

The effect of Henry's report was that it postponed
an immigration bill which the Democratic leadership did not
wish to consider at that particular time. .Seaborn A.
Roddehbery (Rep.“Georgia) speaking on this point said;

Mr. Speaker# let no Member of the House misunder
stand the significance of adopting this .rule. A 
vote for this rule consigns to oblivion and to 
defeat for this session the bill restricting 
immigration# notwithstanding the fact it has been 
reported by a Democratic .committee# and now on the 
calendar for two months.̂

Third# Henry.cooperated with Underwood in changing 
the House rules to cop© with Republican opposition. The 
Republicans attempted a number of tactics either to embar
rass. Underwood or to disrupt the■decision-making structure.
A favorite minority tactic was that of over loading the 
Discharge Calendar with motions, On June 17$ 1910$ follow
ing the revolt against Speaker Cannon# the Discharge 
Calendar was adopted as a means to democratize the House,
The purpose of this Calendar was to allow members to bring a 
bill from a committee to the floor of the House if the 
committee itself refused to report the bill. But during the 
62nd Congress the Republicans loaded the Discharge Calendar ' 
with petitions in an effort to embarrass the leadership by

55> Quoted in Lynn Haines# op,, oit. , p. 26.
56. Ibid.
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bringing a bill to the floor before : the leadership was 
ready. The Democrats countered this Republican tactic 
simply by changing the rules. ,On.February 3, 1912, Henry of 
the Oommittee on Rules introduced a motion which relegated 
the Discharge Calendar to third position after the ,fsuspen
sion of the rulesn and the ’’unanimous Consent Calendar. ” 
Henry1 a motion, supported by Underwood and the caucus, 
passed the House despite sharp Republican opposition. 
Thereafter, the Democrats could prevent the Republicans from 
using the Discharge Calendar to bring a bill to the floor 
simply by suspending the rules dr using the ’’unanimous 
Consent Calendar,

The Republicans on the Committee on Rules were no 
more effective during this period than the Democrats on the 
Committee had been during the Chairmanship of Speaker 
Cannon. What Henry and the other Democratic members wanted, 
they got. The. Republicans had no influence whatsoever in 
the matter. This was so whether in regard to rules regu
lating the floor debate or rules changing the House 
procedure.

Henry and other Democratic members on the Committee 
on Rules apparently were willing to act as an agent of

■ 57° For a discussion of this, see Paul Hasbrouck, 
Party Government in the House'of Representativ®s (lew York: 
Macmillan, 19271, pp. lli.?-TRFs and Lynn Haines, oj>« cit., p. 
21.■ " "
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Underwood and the Democratic caucus. This may seem surpris
ing in view of.the difficulty the Democrats have had in. 
recent years in gaining the cooperation of the Committee on 
Rules, particularly under the Chairmanship of Howard W, 
Smith. (D-Virginia, 1955**1965)<. Chairman Henry had the 
necessary power in the 62nd and 63rd Congresses to block 
majority legislation. He was under no formal commitment, to 
grant favorable rules to caucus bills. Why did Henry agree 
to go along so completely with Underwood and the caucus?

To understand the reasons why, one must refer back 
to the 1910 revolt against Speaker Cannon. That revolt had 
been against the Committee on Rules as much as it had been 
against the Speaker. The House had revolted against 
Cannon Is arbitrary use of power to block majority legis
lation. The new Committee on Rules was reluctant to block . 
majority, legislation because the House generally expected 
the Committee on Rules to act as an instrument of the 
majority.

Another reason explaining the role of the Committee 
on Rules was. that there was apparently a high degree of 
policy agreement between Chairman Henry and Majority Leader 
Underwood, Of course, there were minor disagreements, but
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both men appeared to be in agreement concerning the basic 
needs of the country.

Underwood and the 0ther Committees
Underwood's relationship with committees, partic

ularly committee chairmen, was very much on© of bargaining 
and compromise. To minimize conflict with committees and 
between committees was a crucial test of Underwood's leader
ship. Underwood used three distinct bargaining techniques 
to achieve this end.

The first technique was the us© of the caucusto 
control committee action. This was accomplished through a 
caucus resolution forbidding.reports from other than speci
fied committees, without the caucus1 express consent. This 
was.done, for instance, in the first session of the 62nd 
Congress when Underwood introduced the following resolution 
which was passed by the caucus ?

Resolved: That the Democratic members of the
various committees of the House are directed not
to report to the House during the first session . 
of the 62nd Congress unless hereafter directed 
by this caucus, any legislation excqpt with 
reference to the following matters.59

In some respects, therefore, the committees func
tioned as agents of the caucus rather than as agents of the

58. It should be pointed out that Henry did not
support Underwood on the Panama toll issue. He supported 
President Wilson.

59. Wilder Haines, op. cit., p. 697.



83
Houseo The caucus resolution, however,-■ was not binding 
throughout the 62nd. and. 63rd Congresses, Committees still 
retained considerable autonomy.

The second technique was that Underwood used his 
authority as Chairman of the Democratic Committee on Commit
tees to maintain harmony and committee cooperation. How - 
Underwood used this authority to maintain cooperation is 
discussed in some detail in the following chapter. Suffice 
it to say her® that Underwood1s Chairmanship of this 
Committee functioned on a number of occasions to minimize 
conflict.

The third technique was that Underwood relied upon 
his informal, personal power to bargain and compromise to 
achieve committee cooperation, ■ A friendly relationship 
between Underwood and committee chairmen was vital to the 
success of party legislation, but unfortunately.because of- 
the informal nature of that relationship it is difficult to 
offer much concrete evidence concerning the relationship. 
Most of the business between Underwood and committee chair
men, occurred behind the scenes in informal conversations and 
in the party caucus away from the glare of publicity. One 
journalist, who questioned Underwood concerning his rela
tionship with committees, explained that Underwood did not 
like to discuss the relationship because "his success as a 
leader depends upon his ability to keep his leadership in



the background.Underwood was remarkably successful in
keeping his leadership in the background. One observer 
no teds

Mr. Underwood is a diplomatic leader. He tries to 
avoid any. conflict with the rank and file of his 
party. He seems always to be bowing to their 

..judgment, even when they are accepting his. He 
makes it seem that every chairman of a committee 
is the absolute master of the legislative work 
over which he has supervision.

Though the Democrats had a wide majority in both 
Congresses and could have afforded to lose a few votes on 
the floor, Underwood took great care to maintain party 
unity. The slightest indication of possible conflict with 
committees or between committees prompted Underwood to take 
the necessary steps to alleviate the situation, A serious 
revolt within his own party was avoided in 1911 when Under
wood yielded to John Fitzgerald.1 s demands to become Chairman 
of the Committee on Appropriations. On another occasion in 
1911 a possible conflict between some of'the older members
and some of the newer ones was avoided when Underwood agreed

62that key standing committees should be enlarged.
There is no evidence that Underwood ever personally 

tried to dictate decisions to committee chairmen as Speaker

60. Thomas F, Logan, "What I am Trying to do? An 
Authorized Interview with Hon. Oscar W, Underwood," World8s 
Work, XXXIII (March, 1912), 5^0.

61. Ibid., p. 539.
62. These two cases are discussed in Chapter 5>, -
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Garmon had done. Rather he relied upon logic and his own 
power of persuasion to convince others to follow his lead. 
But like all successful leaderss Underwood did not win every 
argumentc He frequently bowed to the judgment of his 
followers. During the 62nd Congress when the Committee on 
Pensions decided to report a $75*000# 000 pension bill, 
Underwood tried to convince the Chairman and the committee 
to reconsider their action. But Underwood was unable to 
change their minds. "Pear of the old-soldier vote," 
remarked one observer, "was stronger than Underwood."°8 
Again in the 6jrd Congress, this time; confronted by oppdsi- 
tion from President Wilson, Underwood was unable to persuade 
the Committee, on Interstate and Foreign Commerce not to 
report a bill which would repeal the Panama Toll.

On another occasion, Underwood yielded to the judg
ment of his colleagues in regard to the tariff. In 19-12
Underwood opposed re-introducing the same cotton schedule
which had been vetoed by President Taft in 1911. But some 
of Underwood’s Democratic colleagues thought that failure to 
re-introduce the cotton schedule would give the impression 
that the Democratic Party was favoring the South. Accepting
this advice, Underwood re-introduced the cotton schedule,

6*!thus preventing the criticism. v

63. Logan, -op-, cit, , p. 54-0.
64.« Johnson, op. cit., p. 253•
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' Underwood and the Minority Party

Underwood• s-;relationship with the minor!ty. p'arty in 
both the 62nd and 63rd Congresses was similar to Underwood8s 
relationship with President Taft. Both relationships were 
essentially non-bargaining, in nature«, There was very little 
compromise or even communication between Underwood and the 
minority party. Usually the Majority Leader in the process 
of majority building must rely upon some voting support from 
the minority party. But the 62nd and 63rd Congresses were 
not the usual types of Congresses. In view of the division 
within the Republican Party, the wide Democratic majority in 
both Congresses (67 in 62nd and I6I4. in 63rd), and the bind
ing caucus, Underwood was in an exceedingly advantageous 
position virtually to ignore the opposition. There was 
practically nothing the Republicans could do to alter the 
majority8s legislation. For these reasons, Underwood8s 
relationship with the minority party was not typical of the 
usual bargaining relationship existing between the Majority 
Leader and the minority party.

Underwood's strategy in dealing with the minority 
party should be viewed from two vantage points--on the floor 
of the House and off the floor. Though Underwood operated 
with practically every advantage in his favor, he was com
pelled by the motives of the 1910 revolt to allow the 
Republicans the "appearance..of effective participation in the
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decision-making structure. The whole purpose of the revolt 
had been to distribute influence more .widely, not. jus t to 
the majority party but also to the minority party.

On the floor of the House Underwood encouraged the 
Republicans to debate and criticise majority bills, Under
wood, as on© scholar notes, attempted to give the floor 
debate the ,fappearance of being very democratic" by "per
mitting full and free d i s c u s s i o n , T h o u g h  the Republicans 
were usually just speaking to themselves and to their 
constituencies, they always exploited the opportunity to 
debate and sharply criticize not only the majority’s legis
lation, but also the majority’s method of making decisions 
in the caucus. The Republicans, led by James R. Mann of
Illinois, described as "bold and shrewd11 and perhaps the
most astute and resourceful parliamentarian in the H o u s e , ^  
were as consistent in their opposition as they were in their 
ineffectiveness. Only one Republican amendment was accepted 
on a major .bill, The Republicans frequently complained 
that all committees were dominated by the caucus. They 
complained of presidential pressure on congressmen. They 
invariably moved to recommit bills to committee, but such

.65. Ready, op, clt. , p. I1.7. .
66, Brown, op, cit,, p. 192,
67, This was an amendment to the Federal Reserve 

Bill endorsing the gold standard* This was an attempt to 
embarrass William .Jennings Bryan. The House leadership, 
however, as well as Bryan himselfaccepted the amendment.
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motions were defeated. They attempted to overload the 
Discharge Calendar, but Underwood countered this tactic 
simply by having the rules changed.. A favorite Republican 
tactic was to attempt to create irregularity and dissension 
within the Democratic ranks by.appealing to Democrats to 
follow the interests of their* own constituencies rather than 
the wishes of their party. This tactic was equally ineffec- 
tive.68

When there was not as much time for debate as the 
minority party wished, Underwood resorted to one of his most 
frequently used tactics. As in the 1913 tariff debate 
Underwood '-asked for and obtained permission permitting all 
members to print or extend their remarks in the Record for 
five legislative days after the bill was disposed of in the 
House," "This," observes Elston Ready, "was a safety valve 
device used by the majority to save time on the floor and . 
yet give the appearance of permitting unlimited debate on 
the"measure.

Underwood*s style of leadership on the floor is '
enlightening concerning his general leadership. In debating

68, It should be noted that this minority tactic 
was somewhat successful on the Underwood-Simmons Tariff 
Bill, The Republicans were able to persuade six Democrats, 
four of which were representatives of the. "sugar districts" 
in Louisiana, to vote against the bill, See James Miller 
Leake, "Pour Years of CongressAmerican Political Science 
Review, XI (May, 1917), '255-236. ' ' " "

69, Ready, loc, cit.
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with the minority party Underwood never appeared to lose his
temper. Speaking in a.slow. Southern manner, Underwood.used
facts and statistics and the power of his own logic to
convey his points. One observer remarked?.

Mhat gave Mr. Underwood his real control (over the 
House) was his demonstrated capacity on the floor.
He knew his subject « . . Day after day he 
demonstrated in full view of the House his capac
ity to lead; he could explain the'party measures, 
direct his own associates in debate, meet- the- 
attacks of the opposition with the utmost good 
nature and. firmness, answer questions, and clear 
up doubtful points. Under his control the whole 
character. of the Lower House -was changed. 7® .

It is difficult to determine the exact-nature of 
Underwood8 s informal relationship with the minority party 
off the floor. There does not appear to have been much 
consultation and negotiation between Underwood and Minority 
Leader Mann. There was no need for there to have been. The 
important debate and discussion occurred in the 18caucus 
cabinet19 and in the caucus itself.' Underwood kept Mann 
advised concerning the scheduling of Democratic bills. But 
Underwood-did not appear to have been overly concerned about 
effective minority participation in the decision-making 
structure. The.Republicans, for instance, had virtually no 
influence in the wording of important bills in committees.

In on© respect Underwood did play a major role in 
extending the democratization of the House to the

70. Burton J. Hendrick,."Oscar W. Underwood? A Hew . 
Leader from the New South,11 Mo0lure8 s Magazine, XXXVIII. 
(February# 1912), I4.16. -
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Republicans, He attempted to distribute more influence to 
the minority party in choosing its own committee personnel. 
Under the Gannon systern, the Speaker had chosen all commit- 
tees. -In-the.new system the minority party had only the 
power to nrecommend1’ committee nominations to Underwood, who 
in consultation with his colleagues on the Democratic 
Committee on Committees, made, the final decisions. In 
practice Underwood, with possibly one exception, accepted 
the minority party ls recommendations.

Augustus P. Gardner (Massachusetts), probably 
expressed the opinion of many of his fellow House Repub
licans when he saidi "Washington seems like a bad dream. 
Smug Democrats everywhere.

Underwood8s Informal Power
The formal powers of the Majority Floor Leader are 

important, but equally important is his ability to bargain 
and compromise, Prime among his qualifications, writes . 
Richard .F, Fenno, Jr., "have been the recognized ability to 
command the trust, respect, and confidence of various party

71. Speaker Gannon in the first three years of his 
incumbency consulted with the minority leader about the
.assignment of minority members, However,.during the later 
years he often ignored this custom. See Hasbrou'ck, oj>« 
cit. , pp. I|)4-j4.5»

72. This is discussed in some detail in Chapter £•
73- Constance Gardner,. Some Letters of Augustus 

Peabody Gardner (Boston? Houghton Mifflin Company, 1920), p. o0.
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•factions to the end that the tasks of informal negotiation 
among them will be facilitated.,5̂

Each Majority Leader brings to. the office a differ
ent style of leadership. Whatever style he chooses, if he 
is to be successful, h© must find some common ground on 
"■which, to. bargain. This is essential to majority coalition 
building. It is common knowledge that the personality, 
reputation and character of the Majority Leader influence 
the extent to which bargaining Is facilitated. One contem
porary observer accurately noted that under the new 
structure of influence "the Floor Leader is dependent not 
upon his power under the rules, but upon his own personality 
and character, upon the esteem in which he is held in the 
House . . . ."75 Certainly the caucus system and Under
wood6 s formal positions of power assisted him in building 
majorities, btitf-in.many ways he was dependent upon his own 
informal personal power.

The evidence is that Underwood was extraordinarily 
successful in gaining the trust and respect of his col
leagues. Certainly the kind of man Underwood was, his 
apparently affable personality, his demonstrated patience,

Richard" F. Peraio, Jr., "The Internal Distri
bution of Influence: The House,".The Congress and /
.American6s Future, ed, David B, Truman (Englewood Cliffs: 
Prentice'Hair's Inc., 1965), p. 52. . .

75. George Rothwell Brown, The Leadership of Cong
ress (Indianapolis: Bobbs Merrill Company, 1922), p. 221.
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and his recognized expertise as a legislator contributed to
his success in building majorities and maintaining party
harmony, A few illustrations concerning the attitude of
Underwood6s colleagues toward his leadership should suffice
as evidence. Champ Clark, for instance, observed that
’’Underwood is one of the most urbane and patient of morals--
clear-headed, resolute, courageous. The old Latin saying.
Swa viter in mo do,, f ortiter in re fits and describes him
e x a c t l y . C a r l  Hayden, a freshman Democrat from Arizona
in the 62nd Congress, stated that "Underwood performed his
duties with dignity and fairness to all members of the
H o u s e . R e p u b l i c a n  Nicholas Longworth, who later became
Speaker, summarized Underwood9s relationship with his fellow
Democrats in these words: "When he pipes, they dance, fall

7 8down, roll over and play dead.11' Cordell Hull, Democrat
from Tennessee, who served with Underwood on the Committee
on Ways and Means, said:

Oscar. Underwood, our floor leader and Chairman of 
the Committee on Ways and Means, was universally 
conceded to be a splendid statesman and the most 
capable floor leader within anyone9s memory. He 
never lost his temper. He was able, though not 
brilliant, possessed common sense:and was always

?6. Clark, op. cit., p. 270,
77- Letter from Senator Carl Hayden to the author,

January 13, 1967.
78. Quoted in Johnson, op. cit., p. 256.
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on the alert. By his personality he kept -every- .
on© "united and in good humor, ̂  -

Andrew Martin, Carl Hayden6s Administrative Assist
ant in the 62nd Congress, attributed Underwood's success to 
his courtesy and personal diplomacy. He said:

Underwood was always very courteous--the ideal 
Southern gentleman. He never called anybody else 
names. He was always quiet and tactful, but when 
he spoke everyone else would listen. When the 
word spread that Underwood was about to make a 
speech on the floor of the House, practically 
everyone would go to listen.
' He was a successful leader because -he could, 

control himself and because he didn't question 
the.integrity: of those who disagreed with him.
Me looked up to and admired Unde'rwood-because h© - . 
didn't look down at us, He always respected the 
opinions of others.“9

Hot only was Underwood liked and respected by his 
colleagues, he was almost universally admired by journalists 
and scholars of the period. Arthur B. Krock regarded Under
wood "the ideal floor leader,”®^ In the opinion of Alfred
H, Lewis, "Underwood is the best leader that the House

82■ Democracy:.-during-recent "years has had. " Lewis concluded:

79. Cordell Hull, The Memoirs of .Cordell Hull, (Hew 
York: The Macmillan Company,- I9I4BI <, 1,

80. Interview with"Andrew Martin, Tucson, Arizona, 
January 26, 1967.

81. Arthur B, Krock, "Underwood, An. Intimate View 
of the Man--His Traits, Tendencies, and Prepossessions," 
Harper8s Weekly, LVI (June 1, 1912), 9«

82. Alfred H, Lewis, "Underwood--House Leader," 
Cosmopolitan, L U  (December, 1911), 1%.
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"It is the Underwood honesty- that does 1 t-^that, and his
clean courage. The dominant quality in Mr« Underwood'is
honesty, and folk have found, it out,

Robert W,.¥oolley asked the questions
Which one of Mr, Underwood8 s Illustrious .prede
cessors ever had to deal with such a wild, 
apparently untamable lot of patriots? had to 
rehabilitate his party, before the people with 
the aid of a band of legislators whose chief 
characteristics seemed to b@ difference of 
opinion and pronounced mediocrity?°4

Underwood*s harshest critic, in comparing his
leadership with that of Speaker Cannon, acknowledged?

Gifted with a personality which so far has made 
his tyranny pleasant, Underwood has ’got away 
with it1 with admirable skill. Perhaps he would 
have forced the House to do what it has don© 
since it has been.under his thumb, even if he 
had not had. the machine to help him.

83, Ibid,, p, 110,
81i, Robert W. Woolley, "Underwood of Alabama$

Democracy’s New .Chieftain," Review of Reviews, XLIV (Septem
ber, 1911), 298, For other lauda"to"ry accounts of Under-? 
wood’s leadership, see Charles W, Thompson, "Underwood, The
Real Power in the Next Congress," New York Times, February
26, 1911? Willis J. Abbott, "Chairman Underwood, ” World’s . 
Work, XXI11 (March, 1912), 534”"538$ Burton J, Hendrick,' 
"Oscar W. Underwood? A New Leader from the New South," 
McClure’s Magazine XXXVTI1 (February, 1912), 404”420? Thomas 
F, Logan, 11 What X am Trying to dot An Authorized Interview 
with Honorable Oscar W, Underwood," World’s Work, XXIII 
(March, 1912), 538-543? and Oscar King Davis, ""Where Under-, 
wood Stands," Outlook, XUIX (September 23$ .1911), 196-201,

85. William Leavitt Stoddard, "Underwoodism?" 
Everybody * s Magaz i'ne, XXVIII (June, 1913), 803, ' This . 
artTc 1 e™actuaTty iT based on Lynn Haines conclusion in Law 
Making in America (Both©ada, Maryland? Lynn Haines, 1912). 
Both men criticize Underwood and the new structure. of 
influence in.the House,. For an extremely unfavorable
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Ewans Combs Johnson, an historian, has attributed

Underwood5s success to his "parliamentary ski11, patience,
86dignity, serenity, and courtesy." De Alva S. Alexander

perhaps best described Underwood5s leadership when- he wrote?
Perhaps no one ever came into great power with 
less individual assertiveness, . The choice of 
Champ Clark as Speaker, who had headed the 
minority on Ways and Means in the preceding 
House, left Underwood the ranking member and 
without a rival of sufficient strength to con
test with him for the majority leadership. He 
brought to the place an attractive personality.
His gentle simplicity, easy-going manners,, and 
freedom from egotism or personal ambition seemed 
to deny the sense of high purpose and firmness: 
of mind which his presence conveyed. But when 
he spoke, whether in the committee room or in 

. the House he disclosed a. masculine authority.
There, was nothing vivid or swift or bat .with 
passionate sympathy. His quality was intellec
tual rather than imaginative. Yet, like other 
products of modern political study, his sym
pathies were more popular than his slow, 
measured speech, free from artifice or appeal, 
would indicate. Before being installed as floor 
leader he had won envied prestige as a success
ful legislator. Although never serving with the 
majority, or acting as official leader of the 
minority, he had had a more than usually valu
able experience through service on a variety of 
committees. His prominence.on Ways and Means . 
opened a path to distinction, and he travelled it 
conscientiously without anger or sarcasm, and . ■
apparently without the slightest inclination to

account of Underwood, the man and the leader, see Harold 0. 
Syrett (ed.), The Gentleman and the Tiger: The Autobi
ography of George B. McClellan, Jr. Tfhiladelphia: J. B,.
Lippincott Company, 19^577* l̂ O-ljpl* Apparently, McClellen 
did not like Underwood personally. He refers to Underwood8a 
"disagreeable, whiney voice," and he question's Underwood’s 
conviction as a free trader which is discussed in the next 
chapter.

86. Johnson, oj>. cit.» p. 256.
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play the role of an idealists, or to present the 
vision of a dreamer. He saw real things as a 
practical businessman with a spacious under
standing and a sound judgment. Of course, his 
party believed in him, and his opponents respected 
~ him. When he suddenly became floor leader, there
fore, the House recognized him as the.possessor of 
intellectual strength, having .the tolerance and 
patience of a statesman, and the steadying power 1 of high character.$7

One may wish to dismiss some of the accounts of 
Underwood*s leadership as polemical. Some are indeed 
polemics. Yet even in polemics one can draw certain gener
alizations concerning Underwood’s leadership. The remarks 
of several journalists are offered merely as evidence that a 
large segment of the public, or least some of the foremost 
opinion leaders of the day, thought highly of Underwood’a 
leadership. That Underwood was acknowledged by many jour
nalists as an unusually successful leader is in itself 
important. The assessment of an individual’s leadership, 
whether he be Lyndon B. Johnson or Oscar ¥, Underwood, must 
be viewed from many vantage points. The most important 
assessment is probably rendered by the leaders own col
leagues-- the people he must deal with daily. However, the 
public image of a leader, especially in a democratic system,

DOis of major importance, ■ In this'respect It is significant

87» he Alva S. Alexander, History and Procedure of 
the House, of Representatives (BostonT Houghton Mifflin . 
Company, 1916), pp.

88. Se© Richard'E. Ueustadt, Presidential Power 
(New York: John Wiley and Sons, Inc., 196oT.



that Underwood# whether through design or otherwise# pro
jected a most favorable image of himself as a man and as. a 
■leader. He was regarded as “honest, '■ “patient, ” “master 
politician#11 “sincere" and the “best Floor Leader in.any
one's memory." This image gave him a certain measure of 
power and influence in the House. One must remember that 
the revolt against Joe Gannon resulted not only from 
Cannon1s failure to accommodate his House colleagues# but 
also from his failure to present a favorable image of him
self as a leader.Underwood made neither mistake.

This chapter has focused on a description of Under™ 
wood's relationship with each important deciaion-making 
component in the new structure of influence. In each case 
an attempt has been made to analyze that relationship in 
terms of maximization of party unity and Underwood*s own 
House leadership,

Underwood1s relationship with President Taft was 
essentially a non-bargaining relationship with a, low degree 
of cooperation# or even communication, between the Majority 
Leader and the President, The primary factors contributing 
to. this relationship Were Taft's own theory of presidential

89« For abundant evidence on this point# see 
Charles R, Atkinson# The Committee on Rules and the Over
throw of Speaker Cannon "(Hew Yorks Columbia University 
Press# 1911%
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power and the general party straggle and political situation 
in the 62nd Congress.

Underwood6s relationship with President Wilson was 
vastly different. Unlike Tafts Wilson advocated a theory 
of strong presidential leadership. This» in .addition to the 
fact that Wilson and Underwood belonged to the same polit
ical party contributed to a relationship of bargaining and 
compromise. Cooperation further was facilitated in that 
Wilson and Underwood shared similar views on issues and were 
willing; Underwood usually more so than Wilson, to accommo
date mutual needs and expectations, • -

In terms of maintaining party unity and maximizing . 
his 'own leadership? Underwood®s relationship with Speaker 
Clark was perhaps the-least difficult of all the relation
ships. There was some potential for personal conflict 
between Clark and-Underwood, Clark certainly had the 
personal influence to make things difficult for Underwood if 
he so desired. But most of the evidence indicates that 
Clark and Underwood worked closely as a pair to preserve 
party unity and maintain the new structure of influence.

The caucus was the primary decision-making unit in- 
the new structure. Underwood effectively used the caucus to 
"democratize" the structure and to maintain party unity on 
the.floor, .

Underwood also used the Committee on Rules -to'maxi
mize his leadership and maintain unity. The Committee on
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Rules, particularly its Chairman, had the potential to block 
the majority11 s legislation. However, in the 62nd and 63rd 
Congresses'the Committee on Rules acted as an agent both of 
Underwood and the caucus.. ' . •

Underwood used three techniques to gain committee 
cooperation. First, he rolled upon the caucus tie control 
.committee action. Second,. h© used his power as Chairman of ■ 
the Democratic Gonmitte@: on Committees, Third, he used his 
informal power to bargain and compromise with committee 
members before a bill reached the floor of the House.

Underwood6s relationship with the minority party was 
not the usual type of relationship existing between the 
Majority Leader and the minority party. This was the case 
primarily because the Democrats had such a large numerical 
majority and there was a high degree of party consensus on 
policy. Underwood" was in the unusual position where he 
could almost completely ignore the opposition. He did to a 
large extent. - Yet in some cases, he attempted to extend the 
democratization of the House, to include the Republican • 
Party. '

.. Underwood8 s formal positions of power were important 
in building majorities and maintaining the. structure. Yet, 
in the. final analysis, much depended upon his own person
ality and character. The evidence is. that Underwood was 
widely respected and liked toy his colleagues. .' This gave him



informal power and facilitated negotiation and compromise 
with his colleagues.



CHAPTER 5

UNDERWOOD AS CHAIRMAN OF THE COMMITTEE.
ON WAYS AND MEANS

In addition to his position as Majority Floor 
Leaderj, Oscar "V, Underwood held two other positions which 
strengthened his overall leadership of the House of Repre
sentatives. He was Chairman of the Committee on Ways and
Means and# therefore, also Chairman of the Democratic

1 'Committee on Committees« The focus of this chapter is on 
Underwood5s chairmanship of these two committees, separate 
in function but not in membership.

Underwood5s role in these two committees differed 
because the function of the two committees differed. The 
function of the Committee on Ways and Means was to draft the 
new tariff bill to which the Democrats had pledged them
selves in the 1910 and 1912 elections. The function of the 
Committee on Committees was to appoint committees. But 
Underwood used these two positions to strengthen his overall 
leadership as Majority Floor Leader.

The purposes of this chapter are i (1) to analyze 
Underwood5 s role as Chairman of the Committee on Ways and

1. As stated'in Chapter 1, Majority Floor Leaders • 
today do not serve on any committees.

101
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Means? (2) to analyze Underwood5s role as Chairman of the 
Committee on Committees? (3) and■to demonstrate how Under
wood, used these two positions to strengthen his position as 
Majority Floor Leader.

Chalrman of the Committee 
on Ways - and Means

The Committee on Ways and Means first became a 
standing committee in 1802. For sixty-three years this 
Committee had jurisdiction over both revenue and appropri
ation measures. The House decided5 however, in 1865 to give 
the appropriation measures to another committee which it 
designated as the Committee on Appropriations and to refer 
to the Committee on Banking and Currency certain other bills
which had formerly been under the jurisdiction of the

' ' - 2 Committee on Ways and Means.. .
Today, as was also the case from 1911 to 1915# the 

Committee on Ways and Means has jurisdiction only over 
“subjects relating to the revenue and measures purporting to 
raise revenue and the bonded debt of the United S t a t e s . .
As a privileged committee, the bills coming before the

2. Floyd M. Riddick, Congressional Procedure 
(Boston: Chapman and Grimes, l%fT,' p."125. ■

3* Clarence Cannon, Precedents of the House of 
Representatives (Washington, II. C. : Government Printing
Office, 19357, VII, 1723? also see Ibid.
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Committee on Ways and Means "may be reported and considered 
at any time»lŝ

The Committee on Ways and Means has always been an 
important committee because it "touches the pocketbook of 
the c o u n t r y . B u t  this committee was especially important 
in the 62nd Congress for in 1910 the Democratic Party 
campaigned on a platform promising a revision of the tariff . 
laws. One contemporary observer, commenting on the impor
tance of the Democrats6 revising the tariff, saids "If they 
(Democrats) can go before the country in 1912, and say, 'We 
have kept faith. We have revised part of the graft out of 
the tariff,' then they will have excellent reasons for

z- '

urging the people to continue them in power."
The success of enacting a new tariff bill depended 

heavily upon the Committee on Ways and Means and upon the 
leadership of its ^Chairman. Realizing the importance of 
tariff revision to the future success of their party, the 
Democrats decided to select the Committee on Ways and Means 
three months prior to the commencement of the 62nd Congress. 
This would give the committee an opportunity to begin

; 4- Ibid.
5. Paul D. Hasbrouck, Party Government in the House 

of Represen ta five s. (New York i Macmillan, 1927 T, p«'~S0.
6. Judson C. Welliver and Louis Brownlow, "What 

Will the Democrats Do?," Hampton's Magazine, XXVI (February,
1911), 202.

(
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immediate consideration of the tariff problem. Champ Clark 
explained!

1. Me:have promised to revise the tariff,. 
which promise should be religiously fulfilled.

2. It will require months of unremitting and 
intelligent labor to collect the facts on which 
to base a tariff bill or bills, as the case may 
be, such bill or bills as will be wise and just 
and such as we will be willing to go to the 
country on.

3« The people have a right to know what we 
propose to do at the earliest moment consistent 
with the careful and intelligent preparation of a 
tariff bill or bills so as to reduce the worry of 
uncertainty to a minimum.

4« It would be both unwise and unfair to lay 
upon the members of the Ways and Means Committee 
the onerous and delicate duty of preparing a 
tariff bill or bills and deny them sufficient 
time in which to accomplish that task carefully, 
intelligently, with credit to themselves and with 
satisfaction to us and to the country.7

At their January caucus the Democrats appointed the
members to the Committee on Ways and Means and named Oscar

aUnderwood as Chairman. in the 6lst Congress Clark and

7- Champ Clark, "What the Democrats in Congress 
Will Do," Hampton8s Magazine, XXVI (February,. 1911), 206.

8. The . other Democratic members, of the Committee on 
Ways and Means were Choice B. Ran dell, Texas;' Francis B. 
Harrison, New York; William G. Brantley, Georgia; Dorsey W. ' 
Shackleford, Missouri; Claude Kitchen, North Carolina; Ollie 
Mo James, Kentucky; Henry T. Rainey, Illinois; Lincoln'
Dixon, Indiana; William Hughes, New Jersey; Cordell Hull,• 
Tennessee; W. S, Hammond, Minnesota; Andrew J* Peters, 
Massachusetts; and A. Mitchell Palmer, Pennsylvania.' The 
Republican members in order of seniority were Sereno E, 
Payne, New York; John Dalzell, Pennsylvania; Samuel W.
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Underwood had been the ranking Democrats on this Committee, 
Clark was in line to be Chairman in the new Congress, but 
his election as Speaker elevated Underwood to the Chairman- 

• ship„̂
Underwood was widely recognized as the leading 

congressional expert on the tariff and other revenue meas
ures coming before the Committee on Ways and Means, One . 
observer noted,

Underwood is probably blessed with more.of the 
genius of leadership than was any chairman of the 
Ways and Means Committee since the Civil War. It 
is doubtful, if a more capable and highly trained 
expert-"-Deraocrat$' ihig, or Republican--ever 
attained to the position and certain it is that,

/ none before him has ever wielded .so much power.
"Underwood," Senator Bailey once remarked, "is the only man
in either house of Congress who could be locked in a

McCall, Massachusetts; Ebenezer J. Hill, Connecticut; James 
Carson Needham, California.; Joseph ¥. Fordney, Michigan; and 
Nicholas Longworth, Ohio,

.9, It is interesting to note that Clark and Under
wood had also been the ranking Democrats on the Committee on 
Rules in the 6lst Congress. Both men, of course, resigned 
from this Committee in the 62nd Congress. Clark had to 
resign from the Committee when he became Speaker because 
under the rules changes in 1910 the Speaker could no longer 
serve on the Committee on Rules, Underwood had to resign 
when he became Chairman of the Committee on Ways and Means 
because under the rules changes in 1911 a member on Ways and 
Means, could not serve on apy other standing committee,

10. Robert W. Woolley, "Underwood, of Alabama, 
Democracy’s New Chieftain," Review of Reviews, XLIV 
(September, 1911), 296-297. ”•
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hermetically "-sealed ro,om for a week and emerge from it with 
a perfectly good tariff b i l l . •

Underwood himself thought that his best qualifi
cations as a legislator were r.in regard to the work coming 
before the Committee on Ways and Means. When Thomas P.
Logan in an interview with Underwood# asked him# "What are 
you personally trying to do?" Underwood respondedi

1 do not think there is any doubt that my best 
qualifications as a. public man will ran along the 
lines of work that come before the Ways and Means 
Committee. I have more information and more 
knowledge of the subjects embraced in the general 
question.of taxation than of any other subjects 
and my work has always been along those lines.

If I could aid in writing on the statute books# 
laws that would equalize the burdens of taxation# 
make the wealth of the country carry its fair share 
of the taxes to support our Government# and lift 
from the backs of the masses of the people the. 
inequitable load of taxes they are compelled to 
carry# due to the fact that our taxes are levied on 
consumption and not on wealth# I should accomplish 
a vast deal of good for the American people = ”a 
result worthy of the ambitions, of'any man who 
desires to accomplish results for the good of his 
country.

Underwood and his colleagues on the Committee on 
Mays and Means began work on revising the tariff immediately 
after the party caucus in January. Simply put# the

11, Claude G. Bowers# Forward in Oscar W» Underwood# 
Drifting Sands of Party Politics (Hew York: The Century'
Company, 192o)# p, viii. ;

12, Thomas F, Logan# "What I ara Trying to Do# " An 
Authorized Interview with Honorable Oscar ¥. Underwood# 
•World*a Work, XXIII .(March, 1912),.. 543-
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political controversy over the tariff centered upon the 
question; What should be the purpose of the tariff? Should 
it be used to protect American industries from foreign 
competition? Or should it be used for "revenue only."
Since the Civil War, tariff rates had been high so as to 
protect American industries from foreign competition. This 
high "protective tariff" for years had been viewed by the 
progressives as a symbol of privilege and special interest. 
Underwood, who aided with the "progressives" on this issue, 
believed that the tariff should be used only for revenue.
He supported the Democratic Party Platform of 1910 which 
called for a downward revision of the tariff. A tariff, 
Underwood maintained, should be levied only for revenue, not 
to protect American industry.^

Some observers, out to discredit Underwood's leader
ship, stated that Underwood really favored the protective 
tariff theory. Underwood represented the Birmingham, 
Alabama, district which was wealthy in the protected iron

13. It should be noted that Underwood did not side 
with the. progressives on all issues. In fact, he was viewed 
in most quarters as a conservative. He was opposed to the 
initiative, referendum, and recall'. For a brief discussion 
of this, see Arthur B. Krock, "Underwood; ■ An Intimate View 
of the Man, His Traits, Tendencies, and Prepossessions," 
Harper8s Weekly, LVI (June 1, 1912).$ 10,

II4.C For Underwood6 s "views on the tariff, see Under
wood, op. clt, i pp. 124”238i also see his speech in the 
House of Representatives, Congress1onal Record, 63rd Gong., 
1st Sess,, April 23» 1913» pp. 329-330.
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and steel industries, Birmingham had $1^0,000,000 invested 
in industries with an annual iron output of 2,000,000 tons, 
and of 700,000 tons of steel. Underwood owned stock in the 

• iron and steel industry. His wife' was the daughter of a 
manufacturer.^ It stood to reason, some believed, that 
Underwood favored a protective tariff. On the contrary, he 
favored a tariff for revenue only. To his critics, Under
wood said:

In some quarters there is an impression that I am 
a believer in a protective tariff.. This is 
probably based on the fact that I come from 
Birmingham which is a great manufacturing center.
This impression is erroneous. I believe in a 
tariff for revenue "only." I do not believe in 
protecting the profits of the manufacturer.
Where the protection will stop'is a matter to be 
determined by conditions.^-®

The high esteem in which Underwood was held as 
Chairman of the Committee on Ways and Means can be illus
trated best perhaps by citing Underwood?s quarrel with 
William Jennings Bryan in the 62nd Congress. Bryan chal
lenged not only Underwood's leadership as Chairman of the
Committee on Ways and Means, but also his leadership as

'17Majority Floor Leader. '

15. Bowers, ojd, cit, , p. xii. - .
16. Ibid.
17. For the discussion of the quarrel, I have 

relied primarily upon two articles. •Arthur S. Link, "The 
Underwood Presidential Movement of 1912," The Journal of 
Southern History, XI (May, 19k5>)> 230™2lj-5> and Burton J. 
Hendrick, "Oscar W. Underwood: A New Leader Prom the New
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According to one commentator* Bryan interpreted the 

1910 Democratic victory as a personal triumph. He was not 
elected to Congress or any other public office. But three 
times Bryan had been a candidate for President* and he still 
felt that he was the leader of the Democratic Party. '’The 
day the House organized*" one observer noted* "he ostenta
tiously appeared on the floor* taking the main applause away 
from Champ Clark and Chairman Underwood. Indeed* it was
generally remarked about Washington that Mr. Bryan was the

18leading member of the new House." •
Underwood* who did not approve, of Bryan’s activi

ties* refused to allow Bryan to participate in drafting the 
.new tariff bill* and he refused to yield to Bryan’s demand 
for an open caucus to consider the tariff.^

During the first session of the 62nd Congress* 
Underwood told his colleagues of the Committee on Ways and 
Means that he believed the steel and iron schedules should 
be revised first* and he did not want the Committee to be 
embarrassed because steel-making, was the chief industry of 
his district. The Committee* however* thought the woolen*' 
cotton goods* and agricultural implements schedules should

South*11 McClure8 a Magazine * XXXVII! (February* 1912 )* 4.OI5.- 
lj.20. • Alio see' Congressional Record* 62nd Cong.* 1st Sess. * 
August 2* 1911* p. JSll. ■

18.-. Hendrick* op. olt. * p. jj.17.
^  - " _ - - '19. Ibid. .
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be revised first, Underwood acquiesced to'the opinion of

20the majority of the Committee,
Bryan demanded a tariff bill embodying a free wool 

schedule. However# the bill which the Committee on Ways and 
Means reported# and which the caucus unanimously approved# 
levied a twenty percent tax on wool. Bryan did not like the 
bill. Neither did he like Underwood, "Many honest men#15 
Bryan said# "have been misled by Mr, Underwood8s spurious 
argument# but the Commoner asks these democrats (sic) to 
watch the chairman of the ways and means committee (sie)."^ 
Despite Bryan8s objections# the wool bill passed the House.

The passage of the wool bill made Bryan even more 
critical of Underwood. Bryan charged that Underwood had 
opposed an immediate effort to revise the iron and steel 
schedules implying that Underwood had shown favoritism to 
the steel and iron interests of his own district. Under1” 
wood's action, Bryan maintained, proved he was an opponent 
of tariff reform. "The uranasking of Chairman Underwood will 
serve a useful purpose," Bryan said, "if it arouses the

20. See Underwood's speech in the House of Repre
sentatives on August 2, 1911. The facts.of the case, as 
stated by Underwood, were substantiated by the other members 
of the Committee on Ways and Means, See Congressional .. - 
Record# 62nd Gong,, 1st S e s s A u g u s t  2, 1911, p« 3 5 H «

21. Quoted in Link, op. cit,, p. 235«
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democrats (sic) to an understanding of.the mistake made in 
putting Mr. Underwood at the head of the c o m m i t t e e . .

On August Zs 1911, Underwood rose in the House of 
Representatives to defend himself against Bryan1s assaults. 
“For the first time*l! writes historian. Arthur Link, “it 
appeared that the Alabaman lost control of h i m s e l f , “̂ 3 
Underwood bitterly denounced Bryan and openly declared that 
“the statements contained in Commoner article are absolutely 
false. In defense of M s  position, Underwood asked his
Democratic colleagues' on the Committee on Ways and:Means to 
substantiate his statement that he had desired to revise 
first the iron and steel schedules. This they did. For
instance, Claude Kitchen (North Carolina), a personal friend

■ p dof Bryan*s, said that the Commoner had been “misinformed.“
Underwood*s denunciation of Bryan aroused the enthusiasm of
the House Democrats. One observer noted that not only did
Underwood* s fellow Democrats applaud, his remarks, “but at
the conclusion they all filed past him and shook his
hand.“ It was a remarkable endorsement of Underwood’s

22. Ibid. . '
23. ■ Ibid. " . . -
2L|-. Congressional Record, 62nd Cong., 1st Bess., 

August 2, 1911, p. 35117" 7
25. Ibid.
26, Hendrick, op. cit., p. 4.18.
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leadership, not only as Chairman of the Committee on Mays 
and Means, but also as Majority Floor Leader. It was also a 
demonstration of Underwood* a determination to remain inde
pendent from partisan influence outside the House of 
Representatives.

In revising tariff legislation in the 62nd Congress 
Underwood was confronted with an important question of 
political strategy. Namely, what was the best way to intro
duce tariff legislation so as to insure maximum cooperation 
within his own party? The Democrats had a majority of 67 
seats in the House. On the surface, this seemed to be a 
safe partisan margin to enact a new tariff. It is true that 
most of the Democrats in 191Q campaigned on a platform call
ing for the downward revision of the tariff, but there was 
sharp division, within the Democratic Party over how much the 
tariff should be revised. The. sugar interests:wanted a high 
tariff to protect them from foreign competition. The wool 
interests wanted protection. The cotton interests wanted 
protection. The steel and iron industries wanted protec
tion. Underwood8 s task as leader was to mold these 
particular demands, into a bill embodying tariff for "revenue 
only," How would he accomplish this difficult task?

Underwood had two basic alternativess to introduce 
an omnibus tariff bill or to introduce separate tariff 
bills. The introduction of an omnibus tariff bill probably
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would make revision of the tariff more difficult« If all 
the separate tariff schedules were included in one bill 
there would be less chance for agreement among the various 
interests involved. For example, if the steel industry and 
the cotton producers .did not like certain sections of the 
omnibus bill, which dealt with their particular interest, 
they could perhaps pool their political resources into 
organised opposition to defeat the entire bill.

Realizing the disadvantage of an omnibus bill Under
wood decided to introduce separate tariff bills. "The 
advantage of the individual schedule method," Underwood 
said, "is that we get team-work on the part of the committee
and concentration on one specific topic without encountering

.27this organized opposition. 11
The individual schedule method proved to be success

ful. Each tariff bill was examined in the Committee on Ways
and Means where hearings were held, and each bill was 
debated In the caucus before it was sent to the floor of the 
House. In the 62nd Congress the House passed eight separate 
tariff bills. The vote on each bill was generally along 
party lines. Some of the bills passed the Republican Senate
and were vetoed by President Taft. The other bills died in 

pRthe Senate.

27. Willis J. Abbott, "Chairman Underwood," World's
Work, XXXIII. (March, 1912), 535- ■ " “

28. See Table Ip '



TABLE \
ACTION ON TARIFF BILLS IN HOUSE DURING 62ND CONGRESS8-

Schedule Date of Passage .Vote Pate of Bill

Farmers Free 
List Schedule

Wool Schedule

1912 
Metal Schedule .

May 8* .1911

June 20*, 1911

Cotton Schedule August 3? 1911

236-109' Vetoed by President' Taft. House 
attempt' to override veto failed 
by 28 votes,

221-100 Vetoed by President Taft, House 
attempt to override veto failed 
by 31 .votes.

No202- 91 Vetoed by President Taft, 
attempt to override veto.

January 30* 1912 210-109 Vetoed by President Taft, .Veto
overridden- by House. ' Senate 

. failed to override veto.
Chemical Schedule February 21* 1912 

Sugar Schedule March Ik* 1912

-127 Bill died in Senate at hands of 
Democrats and Republicans,

199-103 Senate killed bill with amendments

1?
TT



TABLE hr— Continued

Wool Schedule.' 190- 92' Vetoed by President Taft, Vetooverridden by House, Senate 
failed to override veto.

Cotton Schedule' House Democrats allowed bill to
die because of Senate amendment 
repealing Canadian reciprocity.

a, ' Sources Evans Combs Johnson, "Oscar W, Underwoods The Development 
of a National Statesman, l89li-"19i5n (unpublished Ph,D, dissertation^ Dept, of 
History$, University of North Carolina* 1953)« " '
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No tariff bill was enacted in the 62nd Congress.

But the Democratsf efforts to revise the tariff had far- 
reaching political significance.. President Taft and the 
Republican Party generally were criticized severely by the 
public for not cooperating with the Democrats to revise the 
tariff. The impression given was that the Democrats favored 
revising the tariff whereas the Republicans were against 
tariff revision. Q-eneral public dissatisfaction with the 
Republican attitude toward the tariff apparently contributed 
to the defeat of the Republican Party in 1912.

The Democrats5 efforts to revise the tariff in the 
62nd■Congress had another significant political consequence. 
The political leadership which Underwood demonstrated in 
that Congress resulted in his being, a leading contender for 
the Democratic Presidential nomination in 1912. Underwood 
did not receive the nomination due primarily to the opposi
tion of William Jennings Bryans who threw his support to 
Woodrow Wilson.29 Wilson went on to win the Presidency, and 
the Democrats gained a majority of I6J4, seats in the House 
and 7 seats in.the Senate. But Underwood "more than anyone

29. For an account of the Underwood Presidential 
movement, see Arthur S. Link,, 15The Underwood Presidential 
Movement of 1912,!t Journal of Southern History, XI (May.I9h5), 230-245* - - - - - - - -  —
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else,11 in the opinion of one historian, "was the architect 
of the Democratic victory in 1912.

Underwood8s strategy in the. 63rd Congress for enact
ing tariff legislation was somewhat- different from-his 
strategy in the 62nd Congress. The ’’individual schedule 
method” was not used in the new. Congress. Th@ Democrats now 
had a majority of ISI4. seats in the House. Underwood could 
afford to lose a few more Democrats on the tariff. At 
least, he could afford to lose more than had been the case 
in the 62nd Congress.

Both Underwood and President Wilson agreed that the 
tariff should be presented in one bill in order to expedite 
passage. But Underwood stated that the bill could be split 
up into separate bills if it became necessary.

In 1913 Underwood conducted open hearings on each 
tariff schedule, but only one tariff bill was presented.
The bill was drafted by the Committee on Ways and Means, 
altered somewhat by President Wilson, and then debated in 
the.Democratic caucus. The Underwood bill passed the

30. Johnson, go. cit. , p. 2$8.
31. In the 63rd Congress, the Democrats had 291members, the Republicans -had 127 members, and the Progres

sives had 17 members.
32. Johnson, op. cit.* p. 335«
33- Arthur S. Link, Woodrow Wilson and the Progres- 

sive Bra: 1910-1917 (New York: Harper and Brothers
Publishers,™T99i77™PP» 36^0. ■
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House on May 8, 1913s by a vote of 281 to 139. Only six 
Democrats voted against the bill. The loss of these Demo
cratic votes, however, was offset by a gain of seven 
Republican, "progressive,11 and independent votes. ̂

... Underwood* s leadership in regard to the tariff was 
facilitated by the assistance he received from President 
Wilson. Wilson,, like Underwood, favored a downward, revision 
of the tariff. Throughout the fight on the tariff the 
President and the Majority Leader worked closely together to 
insure maximum party cooperation. Wilson approved the bill 
drafted by the Committee on Ways and Means with only two 
exceptions. Wilson asked Underwood to alter the provisions 
of the bill relating to raw wool and sugar. The bill which 
the Committee ©n Ways and Means drafted included a 15 per
cent duty on - raw wool and no duty on sugar. Wilson called 
Underwood to'the White House and asked him to obtain the 
adoption of free wool. As for sugar, Wilson requested the 
retention of a duty of one cent a pound.for three years, 
after which it, too, would go on the free list. When 
Underwood left the White House, he said that he and the 
President were working in harmony and that the committee

34., Johnson, op, cit, » pp. 340~3Ui'
35« Ibid., pp. 334""344* Link, Woodrow Wilson, pp. 

cit., pp. 36-382 New York Times, April 2, 1913$ Ray Stannard 
Baker, Woodrow WiIs ons Life and Letters (Barden Cityr 
Doubleday, Doran and Company,~*Mo7"^931), IV, 103..



would undoubtedly change the bill to accord with the Presi
dent's views. After a ’’minor skirmish” in the Committee 
on Mays and Meanss Wilson won his demand,37

The tariff bill remained in the Senate for four 
months before it was approved on September %  1913* A 
conference committee was held in which the House conferees 
accepted most of the Senate's amendments. . The revised bill 
was approved by the House on September 30 and by the Senate

oft•on October 2,J The Democrats bud succeeded in reducing the
tariff rate. The average rate of the completed Underwood-
Simmons bill was 27 percent, which was 10 percent lower than 
the rates of the Payne-Aldrich Tariff Bill of 1909,

.; Underwood undoubtedly exercised much influence in 
the Committee on Mays and Means especially in regard to the 
tariff, but he did not have his way all the time. For 
example, in 1913 Underwood instructed Cordell Hull to draft 
an income tax bill. Underwood designated himself, A. 
Mitchell Palmer, and Andrew Peters,' as a subcommittee to 
review Hull's bill. When the subcommittee met, Underwood 
suggested that a provision be included in the income tax 
bill which would give the President the power to lower or

36. New York Times, April 2, 1913*
37* Link,- Woodrow Wilson, op, cit,, p. 38.
38. Ibid., p. 43,
39. Johnson, ojd, cit, , pp. 3W-344*



TABLE 5
SEQUENCE OF HOUSE ACTION ON UNDERWOOD-SIMMONS 

TARIFF BILL II 63RD CONGRESS8-

Action Date •• Goasnents

Presidents ■ Influence Late March, 1913
April 1

Caucus Debate

Floor Debate

Recommital Motion 
■Final'. Vote 
Conference Vote

April 9-19 
April 12
April 16

April 29-May 8

May 8 
May 8
September 30

Underwood presented draft of bill to President Wilson, '
Wilson suggested changes la raw wool and 
sugar .schedules, Underwood and Committee 
©n Ways and Means agreed.

Caucus supported Wilson and Underwood by 
rejecting immediate free sugar, 155-39«
Caucus supported Wilson and Underwood by 
voting for free wool, .190-4.2, ;
Underwood had pledged support of all but 
thirteen Democrats, No amendments accepted.
Defeated, 295-123,
Approved, 281-139•
Approved, 254-103 and House accepted 42? of
674 Senate changes, ;. •

a. Sources Johnsons Ready! Charles 0, Jones, "Policy-Making Functions of 
the Minority Party in Congress, '* A paper delivered at- the 1966 :Annual Meeting of the' 
American Political Science Association, Statler-Hilton Hotel, New York City> 
September 6-10, 1966, -p.- 16a, '

120
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raise the ineome tax each year as he deemed.advisable, Hull 
opposed such a provision. When the full Committee on Ways • 
and Means met to. review the : bill#, th© Commit tee supported 
Hull over Underwood,

Chairman of Committee on-Committees■
Some of the participants in the 1910 revolt realized 

that by removing power from the Speaker, they were not 
removing-leadership'from the House, Oscar Underwood, for 
instance, stated during the revolts "We recognize today 
that there has to be leadership, that some man must be the 
leader, of the House, but we say the place for leadership is 
not in. the Chair.

Most of the speculation about where leadership would 
be shifted after the dismissal of Cannon focused upon the 
question of who would be given the power to appoint commit
tees in the new Congress. Although this power had not been,
removed officially from the Speaker during the revolt, it
generally was assumed that in the new Congress the Speaker 
would not have the power to appoint committees. Commenting

lj.0, Hull, op. oit,, p. 70,
I}.!. Congressionai Record, 6lst Cong., 2nd Sess,, 

March 19, 19107 p. 'WJ&-
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upon the power of appointment^ Champ Clark, who would be
elected Speaker, said;

As to the mode of selecting committees in the event . 
of my own election to the Speakership, I would not 
care for the snap of my fingers to exercise the • 
power of appointing them. I have stated that to 
every Democratic member who cared to inquire my
opinion. The exercise of that.power would , -
undoubtedly have certain unpleasant features.^

Mr. Clark at first, however, was reluctant to see
this power removed from the Speaker. He appears to have
agreed to remove this power from the Speakership because 
such action would help the Democrats in the 1912 presi
dential election. In this same article, Clark stated;

That there is considerable public sentiment in 
favor of the House electing its committees in some 
manner to be agreed upon is manifest. It seems to 
be strongest in those debatable states where we 
must get the votes to elect.a President and the 
House of the 63rd Congress in 1912. In all those 
states the independent voters appear to favor the 
election of committees by the House, So let it be. The plans meet my approbation.

Underwood, who would eventually become the leader of 
the House, believed in 1910 that the most likely alternative 
was a shift of leadership to the Committee on Rules. With 
the Speaker removed' from the committee, Underwood felt that 
the Chairman of the Committee on Rules would become the

. j-j.2. Clark, "What the Democrats in Congress Will
Do?y" ojc, cit., p. 206.

lj-3. Ibid.
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leader of the House., Speaking on the House floor during the

• revol.t-of -1910, -Underwood said!
If this resolution goes through-^ulfcimafcely-'-if 
not today "--the Speaker of the House of Repre
sentatives will cease to b@-its. leader and the 
Ghalmam. of the Conmi.ttee on Buies elected by 
the majority party in the House will become leader.
It does not deprive the House of one scintilla of 
it® powers to control its business, . It does not 
deprive it of the right of leadership? but it 
divorces from the Speaker the leadership of th©
House ĉ W*

Prior to the January? 1911? caucus? the Committee oh 
: Rules was considered one of the two committees- that might be 
given the power to select other committees. But this 
alternative for -leadership was.quickly abandoned. It was 
felt that to give the Committee on Rules this power would '

- mean conferring too much power to a committee that had been . 
so severely criticised under ,sCannonlsm, l8̂

Some observers believed that, whatever committee was 
-given the power to appoint other committees., the chairman of 
that committee would receive the same type of critic ism., that 
had been made against Speaker Gannon. George B. McClellan, 
for Instance, who had served eight years in Congress, 
stated! "Were the House to be led from the floor, the same 
outcry that is mad© "today against the Speaker would be

lib-. Congressional Record, 6lst Cong., 2nd Sess,,- 
March 19, 1910 f~p. 35™33» '

Arthur W. Dunn, Prora -Harrison to Harding (New 
York! Putnam1 s, 1922), II, p. li$.8T ' .
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raised against the tyrant at the head of Rules or whatever
, ,ehaimanship might carry the leadership.•

The Ooromittee selected as the Committee on Commit
tees certainly would have to exercise its power of appoint
ment with great caution. The chairman of that committee 
would have to he very sensitive to the expectations of the 
other members of the House in order to avoid the same type 
of criticism that had been made against Speaker Cannon,

Some members felt that in order to remain consistent 
with the revolt of 1910 the committees should be freely and 
openly elected by th©-House i t s e l f T h e ■House Democratic 
leaders immediately recognized^ however, that anything 
approaching a free election of committees by the House would 
result in "complete destruction of party organization and 
d i s c i p l i n e . I f  the Democrats were to make good .their 
campaign proraises in the 1910 congressional election, some 
degree of party discipline and unity were required. The 
Democrats, therefore, could not agree to an arrangement

lj.6. George B. McClellan, "Leadership in the House 
of Representatives,Scribner8s Magazine, XL1X (May, 1911), . 
599. ' . ■ “* ■ ‘ ""

i|7« For example, ' see Minority Leader Mann8a speech 
on floor of the House, Congressional Record, 62nd Gong..,
1st Sess., April 5s 1911, pp. 76=77.

46. . W. F. Willoughby, Principles of Legislative 
Organization and Administratioh (Washingfont The Brookings
Institution, 19341 * pi 543” .
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whereby the' House would openly and freely elect Its own 
committees.

At the,January 19, 1911 Democratic Caucus three . 
proposals were introduced concerning the method of selecting 
committees. Martin D. Poster of Illinois moved that the 
Committee on Ways and Means be the Committee on Committees, 
their selection to be endorsed or rejected by the House.
John Fitzgerald of New York moved as a substitute for the 
Foster resolution that the committees of the 62nd Congress 
in accordance with the past policies of the Democratic Party 
and the tradition of the House be appointed by the Speaker, 
subject to the approval of the House. The Fitzgerald 
resolution in essence called for retaining the method of 
selecting committees which had existed under the rule of 
Speaker Cannon, Finally, William E, Cox of Indiana.moved as 
a substitute for the Fitzgerald resolution that a committee 
should be created consisting of one member from each State 
having Democratic representatives in1 the House and that 
their committee be the Committee on Committees, with the 
understanding that no member should be eligible for a chair
manship of a standing committee.^

The ; caucus developed many differences of opinion • . 
concerning the method of selecting committees, but when the

ii-9« New York Times, January 20, 1911.
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final vote was taken the Fitzgerald and Gox resolutions were 
d e f e a t e d . T h e  Foster Resolution placing the power of 
appointment in the Committee on Ways and Means was carried, 
by 106 to T.^1'

The caucus also, rejected Fitzgerald5s proposal that 
Speaker Clark select the Ways and Means.C o m m i t t e e T h e  
caucus itself elected the members to the Committee on Ways. 
and Means and named Oscar W. Underwood as Chairman. The 
Democratic members of this Committee became known as the 
Committee on Committees, This Committee on Committees had 
the power to appoint all Democratic committee members# sub
ject to the approval of the caucus and final ratification by 
the House, The caucus voted to give the minority party# led 
by Minority Leader Mann, the power to appoint Republican 
committee members.

The members of the. Committee on Ways and Means were 
restricted to service on this Committee. The move to

50. The Fitzgerald Resolution was defeated by 29- 
106, These figures indicate that there was still some 
support within the Democratic Party for having the Speaker 
select committees. There are no figures available on the
defeat of the Cox Resolution. Ibid, "

51. Ibid,
52.■ Ibid.
.53* George B, Galloway#' History of the House of 

Representatives (Hew York: Thomas "Yf Crowell#"196277 p.
106. ™ ‘ "
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restrict membership to this Committee was intended to 
eliminate the objection that each member of the Committee 
might appoint himself chairman of some other committee.^

Theoretic a l l y the House was given the power to 
elect its own.committees. Under the rule changes in 1911 
the House would elect all committees at the commencement of 
each Congress. But there was a big difference between 
theory and' practice. In prac ticey the Democratic Committee, 
on,Committees appointed Democratic committee members„ and 
Minority Leader Mann, recommended Republican committee mem
bers to Chairman Underwood.' Underwood then went to the 
caucus for the approval of all committee appointments. As 
far as the research on this study revealss the caucus always 
approved the appointments presented by Underwood, After the 
caucus approved committee appointments, Underwood presented 
his recommendations to the House, Immediately the 
previous question was demanded, and the House confirmed the 
election, of committees. One observer noted that "the House, 
of course went through the more or less absurd formality of 
electing them (committees) to maintain the fiction the House 
of Representatives was its own master, which, of course, it 
certainly was not so far as the creation of committees was

54- De Alva S. Alexander, History and Procedure of 
the House of Representatives (Boston;■ Houghton Mifflin" 
Company, 1916), pp. 8.VB2.

55° Chiu, op. cit,, pp. 79-80.
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concerned.!!̂  All the House actually did was to ratify the 
appointments Underwood had already made. .

The new method for selecting committees enabled the 
■ House.to solve, at least partially, the two organizational 
problems identified by Professor Penno. Influence in 
'appointing committees was more widely distributed in the new 
House structure than had been the case in the old structure. 
Committees now were appointed by a committee instead of by 
the Speaker. Furthermore, the appointments made by the 
Committee oh Committees were approved first by the caucus 
and then by the whole House. The decision-making structure 
for appointing committees was 11 democrat!zed" in that all 
House members had some influence in the final selection of 
committees. Now, for the first time, all members of the 
House could vote for committees on the floor. The voting 
was important because it gave the appearance of democracy.

The new method for committee election also enabled 
the House to maintain itself as an on-going decision-making 
institution. If the House itself had been given the power 
to elect committees freely and openly, House decision-making 
might have been torn apart. One contemporary observer 
remarked: "It would take the House itself probably not less
than a year to create its own committees, passing in

56, George Rothwell Brown, The Leadership of Cong
ress (Indianapolis: Bobbs Merrill, 1922), ppT 201-202.
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judgment upon the olaims of all the candidates for desirable
places, listening to interminable argument wranglings and

9?quarreling over the- chairmanships. To avoid open con- -
flict and arguments on the floor of the House, the power of 
appointment was placed in the hands of a few party members. 
For all practical purposes, the Committee on Committees 
under the Chairmanship of Oscar Underwood had the power of 
appointment. Under this method of selection, committee 
"assignments could be worked out behind the scenes and com
promises could be mad© so as to avoid any open conflict on 
the floor of the Hons©,

In the opinion of one observer, Underwood6 a “per
sonal. ascendancy over the members comes largely from his 
control of committee assignments as chairman of the ways and 
means committee (sic) and therefore of the caucus committee 
on committees ( s i c ) , T o  what extent did Underwood use 
his power in this, position to control the House? Was this • 
his most important position of influence in the new Cong
ress? How did he exercise his power?..
' . Speaker Joseph Gannon* s exercise of his power to

appoint committees was.criticized sharply by some members of 
the House. As demonstrated in Chapter 2, Gannon frequently

57, Ibid,
58. Wilder H, Haines, “The Congressional Caucus of 

Today," American Political Science Review, IX (November,
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exercised his power in an arbitrary fashion to the detriment 
of the "progressiveRepublicans. But most of the time in 
making committee appointments he was.guided by the standards 
of "fitness, experience and geographical l o c a t i o n . H e  
usually followed the custom of seniority; that is, of pro
moting committee members- on the basis of length of service 
on the committee.

In 1911 under the reorganization of the House, Oscar 
Underwood, as Chairman of the Committee on Committees, now 
had the responsibility for appointing committee members. 
Appointment of committee members who would cooperate with 
the Majority Leader in steering party legislation through 
the House was of crucial importance. Without committee 
assistance, the entire Democratic program could be jeop
ardized. Thus, Underwood was confronted with the problem of 
deciding what was the best way to appoint committees so as 
to maximize cooperation within his own party.

Although William Jennings- Bryan was not a member of 
either the 62nd or 63rd Congress, he was anxious to exert 
his;influence on the committee assignments. Ollie James of 
Kentucky, a personal friend of Bryan and a member of the 
Committee on Ways and Means, made a motion in 1911 in the 
Committee that the Committee invite Bryan to attend Commit
tee meetings during the consideration of appointments. This

59« Alexander, ojd. cit., p.- 82.
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motion was quickly defeated by Underwood and the. other
members on the Committee. It would be impossible* Underwood
declared-, to have .Bryan attend any of the meetings of the
Committee on Ways and Means* especially while the other
committee assignments were under consideration. If Bryan
were allowed, to attend the meetings* it would foe impossible
to keep the meetings a secret. Even though none of Bryan's .
recommendations would necessarily be followed* the word
probably would spread that Bryan had dictated the committee
assignments* and that it was a Bryan organization of the
House. Thus* Bryan was not allowed to attend the meetings

60of the Committee on Ways and Means. . "
In the selection of committees, Underwood was under 

pressure from many sides to ignore the rule of seniority and 
to select chairmen solely on the basis of ability. But, as 
one commentator noted, "the consideration of prime importance 
was harmony. By following the rule of seniority there was a 
chance to achieve it. Underwood, also Champ Clark, saw that 
any other course-would lead to t u r m o i l . I t  is not clear 
from research whether the decision to follow seniority was‘ - 
made by Underwood or by the caucus. But. the fact is that

60. Oscar King Davis, "Where Underwood Stands ? An 
Interview with the Democratic Leader of the House," Outlook, 
XUIX .(.September 23, 1911), 198-199.■ ~

61. Robert W. Woolley, "Underwood of Alabama, 
Democracy's Hew Chieftain," Review of Reviews, XLIV 
(September,: 1911), 298. —
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the seniority .rule was observed closely by Underwood and his 
colleagues on the Committee on Committees.

The adherence to the seniority principle made, in 
one respect, the job of party leadership more difficult,
11 The seniority principle, n as Professor H&sbrouck accurately 
observes, "Is clearly not in support of strict party con
trol, It is apt to breakdown the party, by making more 
difficult a line up of all committees in accord with the 
policies of a small group of party mentors, By relying 
upon seniority in appointing eoasiittees, Underwood took the 
risk of further dispersing influence.in the House, To make 
the committees work together toward the enactment of Demo
cratic legislation would be a major test ©f Underwood1s 
leadership abilities as Majority Floor Leader,

Shortly after the January caucus in 1911 Underwood 
and his Democratic- colleagues on. the Committee on Ways and 
Means began to organize the House by selecting committee 
members, Cordell Hull, who served with Underwood on the 
Committee, offers some useful insights into the way commit-. 
tee appointments were made. The Committee began, Hull said, 
by "selecting for the appropriate committees suitable per
sons pledged to support the financial and economic plans we 

6 0had in mind.!!  ̂ Hull further stated, "If we had the least

62. Hasbrouck, p|>. clt., p, 50.
63. Hull, op, clt,, p. 6J4..
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doubt about a prospective member6s. attitude, we sent for him
beforehand, cross-examined-him and pledged him unequivocally
to do teamwork. nWe were determined,it Hull said:

To strip each committee of every possible vestige 
of special privilege and so to mold such committees• 
as those on Agriculture, Labor, and the Judiciary 
that they would join in securing maximum recogni
tion by legislative action for classes of American 
citizens who had been long neglected or discrim
inated against by numerous policies of the govern
ment, 65

Although the rule of seniority was generally applied, 
there were a few exceptions. In 1911 William Sulzer of Mew 
York did not succeed to the Chairmanship of the Committee on

. i
Military Affairs, of which be was the ranking Democratic 
member. There is a difference of opinion as to why Sulzer 
did not become Chairman, Cordell Hull states that Sulzer 
was turned down , . . because he was extravagant."^° . How
ever, Arthur W. Dunn, who studied in detail the activities 
of this Congress, maintains that Sulzer was removed from the 
Chairmanship because James Hay, a "boss\in the Virginia 
machine, wanted to be Chairman, According to Dunn, Sulzer 
agreed to be removed from' the Committee on Military Affairs 
in turn for a position on the Committee on Foreign Affairs. . 
Henry D. Flood was removed from the head of the Committee on

6l\.» Ibid, , p. 63.
65, Ibid, .
66,. ibid.
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Foreign Affairs and made Chairman of the Committee on Terri
tories in order to make room for Sulzer„

On another occasion Edward Pou of North Carolina was 
removed from the Committee on Ways and Meansy and Claude 
Kitchen# from the same state# was named in his place. 
According to Cordell Hull, this change was made because "Pou

ZDhad once voted for a tariff on lumber. '* Pou was inclined
to vote for tariff for. protection, whereas Underwood favored

*69tariff for revenue only.
Also, in 1911 an attempt was made to punish John 

Fitzgerald of New York. In 1909 when the insurgent Repub-
)licans and some of the Democrats first attempted to curtail 

Speaker Cannon1s power, Fitzgerald and several other 
Democrats sided with the Speaker, In the 62nd Congress 
Fitzgerald was the ranking Democrat on the Committee on 
Appropriations and thus heir to the Chairmanship. Albert S,
Burleson of Texas, who was next in line for the Chairmanship,
wanted the position.

Prior to the organization of the 62nd Congress some 
commentators openly urged the Democrats not to give

67, Dunn, op, cit,, p, llj.9-
68. Hull, 033. cit,, p. 63. '
69» Dunn, oj}. cit. , p. 150.,
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Fitzgerald the Chairmanship« Judson C» Welliver and Louis
Brownlow, for instance,, noted;

Mr, Fitzgerald, according.to the rule of seniority, 
is in line for the Chairmanship of the all- 
important Committee on Appropriations, He is an 
active aspirant for the position. If he gets it he 
will have great influence over all the appropri
ations made by Congress, ...and it will make him one 
of the principal leaders of the party,7®

Welliver and Brownlow urged the Democrats not to give
Fitzgerald or any other Democrat who had sided with Cannon
in 1909 lfa position of power for the sake of ‘harmony, *"71

In the opinion of one scholar, a majority of the
Democrats probably would have voted for Burleson as Chairman
of the Committee on Appropriations, but Fitzgerald decided
to fight for his position.72 Giving his fellow Democrats a
word of warning, Fitzgerald told them;

Go ahead if you want to start something. Of all 
the chairmanships in the House only three are 
given to northern Democrats, and one of these is 
the unimportant chairmanship of Invalid Pensions.
You have deposed one northern Democrat, Sulzer, 
from his rights in order to give place to a 
southerner. Now, if you want to, go ahead and 
take the only important chairmanship that goes 
to a northern Democrat and give it to a south
erner. You won* t get. away with it without a 
fight in caucus and another on the floor of the 
House, And Ifm not sure that you*11 be able to 
organize the House after the fight is m a d e ,73

70, Welliver, op, cit., pp. 200-201. 
71- Ibid,, p. 201.
72, Dunn, loo. cit,.
73. Ibid,
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Thus ended the attempt to depose Fitzgerald. If 

Underwood had been Inclined' to deny Fitzgerald his Chairman-*- 
ship * ̂  h© must have re-considered after Fitzgerald* s 
admonishment« In both the.62nd and 63rd Congresses' 
Fitzgerald became on© of the three principal leaders of the 
House Democrats--referred to as the ”caucus cabinet," The 
other two leaders were, of course. Majority Leader Underwood 
and Speaker Clark.^ '

Because of the nature of the work involved, many of 
the details involved in selecting committee members never 
reached the public. There are some general indications, but 
no empirical evidence, to suggest that in the process of 
selecting committees, Underwood encountered some diffi
culties in attempting to satisfy several old members and 
some new ones. ■ These difficulties, according to P© Alva 
Alexander, "led to many conferences which disclosed much 
foreboding that did not reach the public; but it was well- ..V 
known that serious embarrassment, if not open revolt, was 
avoided by materially enlarging the more important

7J4.. There . is no indication exactly what Underwood*© 
feelings were on the matter.

75« Galloway, op., cit. , p, 1)4,1. ■
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ooBBaifctees. Alexander adds that Underwood handled this 
situation with "rare tact. 11 ̂

Th©.Demoeratic caucus and the House approved all the
committee nominations submitted by Underwood. . However.,
there was soa® criticism of Underwood9s appointments„ Lyzm
Haines» for instance, believed that Underwood8s power to
appoint committee chairmen amounted to a "subtle, indirect,
form of bribe . . . But. there was no open criticism
within the Democratic Party of Underwood8a appointments such
as there had been within the Republican Party when Gannon
had the power to appoint committees. On one occasion,
Underwood reminded his colleagues that, if at any time they
did not approve of his method of appointing committees, they
could remove his power just as ■ they had 'don© to Speaker
Gannon. Underwood saids

It is true that if on© party, or one set of men, 
were so dictatorial,- so unfair, and so unjust that 
they were not doing the fair and proper thing, or 
were putting bad men on committees, the majority, 
of the'House could breakdown party lines and elect 
their men, but that is not the ease here.<9

' 76. Alexander, op. cit., p. 82$.i.e» Ways and Means 
was enlarged from 19 to 21 members.

77. Ibid.
78. Lynn Haines, Law Making in America (Bethesda, 

Maryland1 Lynn Haines, 19127, p. lo.
79. Congressional Record, 62nd Cong.9 2nd Sess., 

January 11, 1912, p. 064.



Underwood also had some Influence over the appoint
ment of Republicans to committee positions« Technically, 
.the minority party did not have the power to "select,n but
only the power to "recommend" its own committee members to

80' ■ ' - Majority Leader Underwood* Generally speaking, however,
Underwood gave Minority Leader Mann a free hand in choosing
Republican committee members* There was, at least, one
exception., On one occasion Underwood told Mann that "for
delicate personal reasons," Mann could not appoint a certain

01Republican to a certain committee.
In the 62nd Congress, Minority Leader Mann, had the

power to recommend all Republicans including the so-called
"insurgent" Republicans to committees. In their April
1911 caucus, the Democrats decided not to recognise the
“insurgent" Republicans, who had joined them in the 1910
revolt against Cannon, as a “separate and independent
minority party organisation., “ The following resolution was
introduced in the; caucus and ruled out of orders

Be it Resolved, by ,th© .Democratic'-Members of the 
House of Representatives, that the insurgent • republican (sie). members of said House, acting 
as a body, be recognized as a separate and 
independent minority party organization, and . 
accorded the right to select from araong them
selves representatives on the committees of the

80, Congress!ona1 Record, 62nd Cong,, 2nd Sess„, 
January 11> -19%%$ p.' "* *
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House in such proportion as their number bears to ' the whole membership o f  t h e  H o u s e , ® 2

During the 62nd Congress Harm recommended all 
Republican committee members including the ’’insurgents,
One; observer complained that Mann did not give the ’’insur
gents" the most ideal cdrsBaittee appointments

Underwood usually permitted the Republicans to.solve 
their own internal conflicts regarding committee appoint
ments 0 But on one occasion when conflict between the 
"regulars"-and the "Insurgents" reached the floor* Underwood 
sided with Minority Leader Mann and the "regulars," In 1912 
Edmond II, Madison of Kansas, a Republican member of the 
Committee on Rules, died. Minority Leader Mann asked Under
wood to nominate Philip P, Campbell of Kansas, to fill the 
vacancy, ' At this point George Horris of Nebraska nominated 
from the floor Victor Murdock of Kansas,- a "insurgent” 
Republican, for the position, A debate followed during 
which Underwood pleaded with his fellow Democrats to vote 
for and support Minority Leader Mann. Underwood supported 
Mann because he said Norris had not first gained the per
mission; of the Republican caucus to submit Murdock’s name. 
Underwood was acting consistently with the Democratic policy 
-which refused to recognize - the' ".insurgents11 in -the 62nd 
Congress as a separate party. Since the Republican Party

82, Lynn Haines, op, olt,. p. 19,
. 83. Ibid.
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was the only officially recognized minority party Underwood 
accepted, nominations 'only from Minority Leader Mann who had. 
the approval of the Republican caucus for his nominations 

In the 63rd Congress the "insurgents” were recog
nized as a separate party with the right .to select their 
committees. In this Congress the "insurgent" Republicans, 
about twenty in number, nominated their members to commit?- 
tees in their own open caucus'.' Then they submitted their
nominations.to Underwood who went before the House and made

gd -the nominations. "
Underwood in one important instance exercised his 

power to appoint committees to control indirectly the voting 
behavior within his party. In this instance, he used the 
same tactic that Speaker Reed and Speaker Cannon had used 
when they had the power to appoint committees. In 1897 
Speaker.Reed postponed his committee appointments until • 
after the Dingley Tariff Bill had become law,. In 1909 
Speaker Cannon appointed the members of the Committee on 
Rules and the Committee on Ways and Means, but he held up

8k, Congressional Record, 62nd Cong., 2nd Sess,.
January 11, 1912, p, 86b. The House defeated Norris1 nomi
nation by 167 to 106. Although some Democrats voted for \ 
Norris, most Democrats followed Underwood*s leadership and 
■supported Mann,

85« ■ For a brief discussion on how the "insurgents"
or "progressives" chose their committee members, see-speech 
by Victor Murdock- in Congressional Record, 63rd Cong., 2nd 
Sess,, December' 8, 1913$ I T T ' " ■ *' V
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most of the other appointments until after the' Payne-Aldrich 
Tariff Bill had passed the conference committee,^

On April X0S 1913? Underwood? acting with caucus 
approval? announced to the House that most of the committee 
assignments would be held up until after the tariff bill had 
cleared the House* "The hop© of good committee assign
ments?" as Professor. H&sbrouck remarked? "was? of course? 
designed to keep Members ^regular*1 The Republicans
protested? but there was no significant criticism within the

88Democratic Party concerning Underwood’s action.
#bat? one ..may ask? was the difference between having

the Chairman of the Committee on Ways and Means appoint
committees and having the Speaker appoint committees? .Some
of.the Republicans in the 62nd Congress asked this same ■
question. Minority Leader Mann offered these remarks?

What is the difference? pray? between having the 
gentleman from Alabama (Mr. Underwood)?, the Demo
cratic floor leader? rise to his place and offer a 
resolution providing for the election of the 
gentlemen he names in the resolution as members of 
committees? which you have.already named in your 
caucus? and having the Speaker of the House? as ' 
you could have done? say. that, the Speaker appoints ■ 
the following committees which you had selected by 
your caucus action? .The idea which went through 
the land as to the ■■ selection-of committees by a -

86. Hasbrouok? op. pit.? p. 37•
8?- Ibid. •
88- Elston E. Ready? "Party Regularity in the 

Sixty-third Congress" (unpublished Ph.D. dissertation? Dept, 
of Political Science? University of Illinois? 1951)3 p.
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Committee on Committees was to have a committee of
the Houses, where both sides were represented in 
the committee,' -select the membership of the 
various committees. You have eliminated- that.
You have sirapiy'provided , a different method of 
. carrying.out your.caucus action, which you could 
have carried out. under the old rale with equal ■ facility,

There is some validity in Minority Leader Mannes 
remarks. In both systems the power to appoint committees ' 
was vested in the hands of a few. In the old system the 
Speaker had the sole power of appointment. In the new 
system the Committee on Ways and Means, of which Majority 
Leader Underwood was Chairman,, had the power of appointment. 

But there was an important difference in the two 
methods of selecting committees. The now method seemed more 
democratic than the old method. How, for the first time a 
committee, not just one-individual, responsible-to the party 
caucus had the power to appoint committees. Potentially, 
the caucus could reject any nomination which Underwood pro
posed, In addition, the committees were formally elected by 
the House, The election, although merely a ratification of 
the appointments made by .the Committee on Committees, gave 
the appearance of democracy.

89, Congressional Record, 62nd Gong,, 1st Sess., 
April 5, 1911, p. 77.



■. Conclusions
Based on this study9 can one■conclude, as Wilder 

Haines did in 1915? that Underwood8 s ''personal ascendancy 
over the members cornea largely from his control of 
commlttee-assignments as chairman of the ways and means 
committee (sic) and therefore of the caucus committee on 
committees (sic)"?^^ The -answer is a qualified yes. , 

Underwood8s power to appoint committees was 
restricted in two ways. Firsts he did not have absolute 
power to appoint committees. He shared power with the other 
Democrats of the Committee on Ways and Means. Also Under
wood shared power with House -Republicans in that he allowed

°1the Republicans to appoint their own committee members./* 
Whether Underwood exerted the most influence over committee 
selection is a moot question. But the general impression is 
that -.Underwood, although ■ exhibiting- ’’rare tact,11 dominated 
the Committee on Committees.

Second, Underwood generally followed the rule of 
seniority in appointing committees. This was a further

90. Wilder.Haines, op', cit. , p. 699.
. 91. Some scholars, considered.the new method of 

selecting committees through, the Committee on Committees to 
be a failure« For instance, D© Alva Alexander wrote, "after 
four years of testing out a Committee of Committees, the 
opinion of the most prominent members on both sides of the 
House, although not publicly expressed, is, that it is a 
failure.” ,See. Alexander, op. cit., p. 90. The biggest 
complaint of the new method was that it concealed respon
sibility.
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restriction on his power. However, it should be noted that 
although seniority was used, there was always, the .possi
bility that seniority could be ignored just as It was in the 
cases of Pou and Sulzer. In addition, the seniority prin
ciple obviously was not applied to freshman members. There 
were 80 Democratic freshmen in the 62nd Congress. The power 
to appoint freshmen to committees gave Underwood'an addi
tional means to control party regularity.

The general conclusion which one can draw concerning 
Underwood5 s Chairmanship of the Committee on Mays and Means 
and his Chairmanship of the Committee on Committees is that 
Underwood owed his leadership of the House not to any one 
position alone. Bach position conferred upon him a certain . 
authority and influence over House decisions. And each 
position enhanced his power as Majority Floor Leader. But, 
in the final analysis, Underwood5s leadership depended upon 
his ability to Integrate all three positions of power to 
influence House decisions.



CHAPTER 6

. . CONCLUSIONS

This study has relied on Richard P. Fenno6s analysis 
of leadership in the House of Representatives to examine • 
Oscar W. Underwood8s tenure as Majority Floor Leader. In. 
conclusion^ it is appropriate to respond to three questions 
which are suggested by Fenno8s essay; How effective were 
the Democrats in distributing influence in the House? What 
factors led to the maintenance of the new structure of 
influence? What was the contribution of Oscar W. Underwood 
as House leader? .

' Problem of Creating a Decision- 
Making Structure

When the Democrats gained control of the House in 
1911, they were faced with the basic organizational problem 
of creating a n©w‘decision-making.structure. They were com
pelled by the revolt of 1910, and their own rhetoric in that 
revolt, to democratize the dec!aion-making structure; that, 
is, to distribute influence more widely among members of the 
House.

The Democrats effected a democratization in a 
variety of ways. They retained, and strengthened the 
Calender Wednesday rule, first adopted in 1909, under which
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standing committees could call up Its bills without obtain
ing permission from the Committee on Rules, They preserved 
the Unanimous Consent Calender* another 1909 procedural 
innovation* whereby two days a month were reserved for the 
consideration of minor bills important to individual mem
bers, Both Calender Wednesday and Unanimous Consent were 
intended* at least theoretically* to distribute influence 
more widely so as to allow the majority to enact its will,.

The most important dispersion of influence* however, 
occurred in regard to the powers of the Speaker, The 1910 
revolt against Speaker Cannon succeeded in removing the 
Speaker from the Committee on Rules. Thereafter, this 
Committee began to establish Itself, as an independent, center 
of influence. The Democratic majority in 1911 further 
dispersed the powers of the Speaker by taking away his power 
to appoint committees and giving that power to the Demo
cratic Committee on Committees. Thereafter, the chairmen of 
the various standing committees, normally appointed on the 
basis of seniority, began to establish themselves as inde
pendent .centers of influence.

Influence in policy making was distributed to 
individual members, at least within the Democratic Party, 
through the caucus system. Scholars disagree as to whether 
the caucus was a "democraticn or "anti-democratic" method of 
making decisions. Conclusions on this, question-depend upon 
one$s value judgments, upon what on© thinks democracy is.
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If one favors responsible party government similar to that 
in Great Britain, then the binding caucus is a basic foun
dation of democracy. If on©•favors more individual freedom 
in the legislative process, then one is likely to consider 
the binding caucus as anti-democratic since the caucus could 
conceivably bind a member to.vote against his conscience.
In terms of dispersion of influence, however,, one point, is 
salient. The caucus, as it operated during Underwood6s 
leadership, did function to increase individual influence on 
policy within the Democratic Party, At the same time, indi
vidual influence on the floor of the House was sharply 
limited for the sake of party harmony and party responsi
bility, -

The dispersion of power, had ..its effect on the 
attitudes of the members also.. There was an awareness by 
the' Democratic Party6 s rank and file that their leaders 
would listen to their opinions and attempt to accommodate 
their demands. Speaker Cannon had dictated policy and 
procedure to the House. Majority Leader. Underwood consulted 
with members, bargained and compromised to reach common 
agreement, not only on substantive matters but on procedural 
questions" as well.
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Factors 'Contributing to the .Maintenance 

of the Decision-Making.Structure 
Given the dispersion of influence which occurred in 

I9IO-I9II# what factors contributed to the maintenance of 
the new decision-making structure? Professor Fenno has 
observed that the two most important factors contributing to 
maintenance sine© 1910 have been the seniority system and 
bargaining norms,  ̂ These factors are extremely important in 
maintaining the House structure. Yet, there appear to be 
other, more specific, factors which explain the extra
ordinarily high degree of unify, organization, and 
maintenance within the House, and particularly within the 
Democratic Party8s unique structure of influence, which 
existed from 1911 to 1915*

First, and perhaps the most important factor, con
tributing to a high.degree of maintenance was the general 
"temper of the times." .While there was no national or 
international catastrophe in 1910, there certainly was a 
national mood of dissatisfaction. The public appeared to fob 
dissatisfied with th© rule of Speaker Cannon, labelled by 
many as a "dictator," Th© Republican Party was divided. 
Progressives, were advocating the "democratization" of the • 
House and the "liberalization" of House.rules, . Major

1, Richard F, Fenno, - Jr., "The Internal Distri
bution of - Influence? The House," The Congress and America8 s 
Future, ed. David B, Truman (Englewood Cliffs? Prentice- 
Hal"l965), pp. 70-76, ■



social, economic, and political reforms were advocated at 
all levels of government. The focal point of ranch criticism 
was the Republican Party and particularly Joseph G. darm on.

The Democrats interpreted their 1910 House victory, 
and their 1912 presidential and congressional landslide, as 
a mandate for change, Whether or not they interpreted their 
victories accurately is irrelevant for the purposes of this 
study! What is important is that the Democratic Party felt 
some sense of national urgency, and they felt the political 
need to enact reforms which they believed the public • 
demanded, "When the 63rd Congress met," Underwood later 
wrote, "there was a large and thoroughly organized Demo
cratic majority prepared to do business for the nation 
, . 0 , They were primarily loyal to their party and to its 
principles,■and desirous of passing legislation that would 
be responsive to the needs of the country,"

The second factor contributing to maintenance and 
influencing the success of the House Democrats can be stated 
in simple numbers, The Democrats numerically overwhelmed . 
the Republicans, In the 62nd Congress the Democrats had a 
majority of 6? seats in the House, This margin was 
increased to 16)4. seats in the 63rd Congress, The large . 
majorities and the widespread partisan agreement on policy

2. Oscar ¥, Underwood, Drifting Sands of Party 
Politics (New Yorks • The Century'Company, 1928)$, pp. - 311-312.
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were' important- conditions for Democratic success, in the 
House« .

The third factor was the fundamental division within 
the Republican Party. The Republicans were divided, nation
ally and in Congress, The Republican division which caused 
the revolt of 1910 continued in the 62nd and 63rd Cong
resses, The internal strife in the Republican Party 
hampered -its role as the opposition party and virtually 
insured Democratic success.

The fourth factor was the dynamic leadership of 
President Woodrow Wilson, Wilson was a man who seemed to be 
motivated more than anything else by ideas and ideals, H© 
had definite ideas not only about what should be done, but 
how it should be done. Advocating a theory of strong presi
dential leadership, Wilson proposed major social and 
economic reforms to Congress, and he never hesitated to use 
the powers of his office to insure their enactment. Many 
freshman Democrats went .to Congress in 1913 on Wilson’s 
coattails. Once there, they apparently felt obligated to 
implement the President’s program. Working closely with 
.Underwood and other congressional leaders, Wilson contrib
uted to the maintenance of the decision-making structure,
■ The fifth factor was the influence of Oscar W.
Underwood— the astute and resourceful Majority Floor Leader - 
from Alabama. " "
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.An.Assessment of Undewood5s Leadership

In addition to the various political factors in the 
nation and in Congress which worked to the advantage of the 
Democratic Party, Underwood had several factors, .working- to. 
his own personal advantage which contributed to his success 
in leading the House Democrats, He held three important 
positions of authority. He was the Majority Floor Leader; 
he was Chairman of the most important committee in the 
House, the Committee on Ways and Means; and he was Chairman 
of the Democratic Committee on Committees,

Is it possible to identify- one of these three posi
tions as the most important position contributing to Under
wood1 s success? Some writers have attempted to do so. One 
scholar stated that Underwood®s position as Majority Floor 
Leader was his most important position, "Mr, Underwood,l! 
wrote George R, Brown, "owed his place continuously to the 
success with which he managed the party’s affairs from the 
f l o o r , W i l d e r  H. Haines, on the other hand, believed that 
Underwood's "personal ascendancy over the members comes 
largely from his control of committee assignments as chair
man of the ways and means committee (sic) and therefore of 
the caucus committee on committees.(sic

3» George Rothwell Brown, The Leadership of Congress 
(Indianapolist Bobbg Merrill, 1922), p, f76~,

li.. Wilder H» Haines, . "The: Congressional Caucus of 
Today," American.Political Science Review, IX (November,
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The contention her© is -that all three positions 

contributed to Underwood®s success as leader of the House.-of 
Representatives, In' the final analysis$ he was able to 
integrate his three positions into one position of effective 
leadership.

However., it is misleading to conclude that Underwood 
was automatically a successful leader simply because.he held 
three Important- positions of authority, A man may .hold 
positions of authority without being a successful leader,
•It Is impossible to state.in quantitative terms the influ
ence of one1s personality bn the legislative process. But 
one cannot read the documents of this period without real- ■ 
izing that Underwood owed his leadership not only to his 
three positions, but also to M s  own character and person
ality.

An analysis of statements about Underwood from his 
colleagues on both sides of the aisle, scholars, and 
journalists would reveal a high frequency of such expres- . 
sions as t 11 sine ere, " tolerant, " "very courteous, " "hon
est, " "affable," "ideal Southern gentleman," "tariff . 
expert, " and a "quiet, imassuraing leader. " These contrast 
significantly with expressions used to characterize Speaker 
Garmon” "temperamentally a conservative,” "opposed any 
change from the existing order," "dictator, " "tyrant" and ' 
"boss." '
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The difference in the two types of personalities 

and, more importantly, the different reputations of the two 
men, explain ranch.of Underwood8s. success. He was fitted by 
temperament, personality, and ability, to lead the House 
after the overthrow of Speaker Gannon, He was the ideal 
type of House leader for that period of congressional 
history, . The House required a man who was inclined not to 
dictate policy as Gannon had done, but a man who by person™ 
ality and character was inclined to bargain and compromise 
with his peers to reach common agreement.

After the revolt- of 1910,. it was natural for the 
House to undergo a period of democratization. The leader in 
the new system had to work within a structure of diffused 
influence in which individual members and various groups
such as committees had more potential for power. This
diffusion of responsibilities mad® successful leadership 
more difficult. There were many more obstacles to leader
ship than had been the case under the old system. The new
leader * s primary task was to unit® these many different 
centers of influence into an effective, harmonious working 
party, organization. The accomplishment of this task of 
integration required the willingness and ability to bargain 
and compromise with party members. The new. leader could not 
dictate policy to his party,■ H© had to rely upon his 
personality, character, and.the force of his own arguments
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to persuade others to ’follow his lead. The evidence is that 
Underwood performed this task with admirable skill. Thus^ 
,the real measure of Underwood8s success was that he truly 
comprehended the political context in the House, and in the 
nation, which set .the boundaries on how a decision-making 
structure could be established and maintained.



APPENDIX A

DEMOCRATIC CAUCUS RULES8-

Scop© of Canons Action '
Ao In essentials of Democratic principles and doctrine, 

unity, .
B. In non-essentials, and in all things not involving 

fidelity to party principles, entire individual inde
pendence*

C. Party alignment only upon matters of party faith or 
party policy*

Do Friendly conference, and whenever reasonably possible, 
party cooperation* . •

Democratic Caucus Rules 
1* All Democratic Members of the House of Representatives

shall be prima facie members of the Democratic Caucus *
2* Any member of the Democratic Caucus of the House of

Representatives failing to abide by the rules governing
the same shall thereby automatically cease to be a 

. member of the Caucus *
3* Meetings of the Democratic Caucus may be called by the 

Chairman upon his own motion arid shall be called by- him 
whenever requested in writing by twenty-five members of 
the Caucus or at the request of the Party Leader,
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4= A quorum of the Caucus consist of a majority of the 

Democratic Members of the House.
2* General' parliamentary law, with such special rules as 

may be adopted, shall govern the meetings of the Caucus.
6. In the election of officers and in the nomination of '

candidates for office in the House, a major i t y  of those 
present and voting shall bind the membership of the 
Caucus,

7» In deciding upon action in the House involving party
policy or principle, a two-thirds vote of those present 
and voting at a Caucus meeting shall bind all members of 
the Caucus; Provided, The said two-thirds vote is a. 
majority of the full Democratic membership of the House? 
And provided further. That no member shall be bound upon 
questions involving a construction of the Constitution 
of the United States or upon which he made contrary 
pledges to his constituents prior to his election or 
received contrary instructions by resolutions or plat
form from his nominating authority.

8. Whenever any member of the Caucus shall determine, by
reason of either of the exceptions provided for in the 
above, paragraph, not to be bound by the action of the

. . Caucus on those questions, it shall be his duty, if
present, so to advise the Caucus before the adjournment 
of the meeting, or if not present at the meeting, to
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promptly notify the Democratic leader in writing, so 
that the party may be advised before the matter comes 
to issue upon the floor of the House„

9. That the five-minute rale that governs the House of
Representatives shall govern debate in the Democratic 
Caucus, unless suspended by s. vote of the Caucus.

10, Ho persons, except Democratic Members of the House of 
Representatives, a Caucus Journal Clerk, and other 
necessary employees, shall be admitted to the meetings 
of the Caucus.

11. The Caucus shall keep a journal of its proceedings, 
which'shall be published after each meeting, and the 
yeas and nays on any question shall, at the desire of 
one-fifth of those present, be entered on the journal*

a. Sources. George B, Galloway, History of the House 
of Representatives (Hew Yorks Thomas Y. Crowell Company,
T96TT,'pp “ 138*139.
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