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INTRODUCTION

Where the power lies in the House of Rspresentatives is not
fally understood by the Amsrican people. The average citisen vill
probably conclude that his representetive has as much power as the
next, other than the fact that the latter has more experience and
therely “imows the ropes a little better.* When resding the popular
press and even the outline to the procedure of the House of Representa-
tives, one gathers that this institution &s the most democratic of all
governmmntal bodies--certainly not the place for a concentration of
power in a small group of individuals., However, this is certainly not
the case, for within this body lis places of immense power. These
places of power are largely ocoupied by a few committees., If our
averags citisen would attend a meeting of these camuittiees, he could
see how thay can decids the fate, not only of a particular piece of
legislation, but also the entire session of the House of Representa~
tives,

The question arises: Did the uriters of the Constitutiom en-
vision such powerful comuittees? Of course, the answer is no. The
power of these cammittees grew littls by little until they reached a
size out of propertion o their original framers' inteat, but out of
love for the tradition of the House and because of the camplexitiss
of lagislation, the power of these committees has not besu diminished,
but rather power has grow: by accretion.
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wWhere then doss the greatest concentration of power 1ie? Does
it lie with the Speaksr of the House, the Foreign Relations Commities,
the Armed Services Committes, the Weys and Means Committes, the Mimority
Leader, the censervative cealition, or Joln Smith, Rspresentative from
the Twalfth Congressicnal Distriot of North Caralina? The greatest
power of the House is not found in these mentioned above. The most
powerful force in the House is the Committes on Rules.

The House Comeittee on Rules probahly would be the last place
that one would look for great power. Rules are generally comnected by
the loyman a3 a place for stedginsss, technicalities, grumbling over
vhereases, etc. It is ganerally associated as a nice little committiee
on which lawyers would 1ike to serve. This assumption could not be
further frem the truth. The Bouse Rules Committee holds life or deatd
over sy pisce of legialation, no matter how great or saall it may be.
These men can decide the fate of a nation in one of their comsdtiee
aoetings,

Doss the sverage citisen inow the names of the meabers of the
Cammittes on Rulesj what palitical party they represent; if thay have
1ibersl, coaservative, or modsrate political views? The answer is
probably ne. Rowever, one should know these faots. In this committee
lies the fate of all legislation in the House of Represaantatives.

The purpose of this thesis is to point out these pertinsat
factes, the history of the cammitiees, its growth to .mprecedented power,
its function in the House, the power and rules it makes in carrying out
the business of the House, its persanalities, crities, suppartars, its
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fights smong the members of the committee and alsc with outsiders,
and other interesting sidelights concerning this powsrful cosmittes.
I shall not sttempt to do these separately, but I shall try te inter-
tuine them as I begin with the history of the committee in 1769 and
bring it uwp to the present,

I shall also test certain basic asswmptions that are widely
held, These twelve are perhaps the widest held by the majority of
the citisens of the United States who are slightly informed about the
House of Repiesentatives.

1. The House of Representatives could function without a Com-

mittes on Rules.

2., The Chairman of the House Rules Committee can bottle up
legislation, thereby preventing the members of the House
from voting on the measure,

3. The Rules Committee is synomymous with conservatism,

ke Members of the Rules Committee can block legislation desired
by the majority of House members; therefore, thay are a
little undemocratic group of men bent on stopping progres-
sive legislation.

S. The Rules Committes has never played my important rele in
the history of the House of Representatives other than to
block legislation not wanted by the conservatives in the
House.

6. Until 1958 the Rules Cammittee of the House of Rspresentatives
had never mads news in the daily papers of the United Statss.
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7. Bach year the Rules Cammittee blocks a tremandous amcunt
of legislation in each session of Congress.

8. The members of the House would like to see the Camaittes
on Rules abolished or seriously weakensd, because the
individual repressntative has never been in gratitude
to this committes.

9. In the past the Rules Cammittes may have served a purpose,
bub in the Atamic Age it is an anachropimm,

10. All Presidential administrations have trouble with this
committee and desire to sss it abolished.

11, 7The Rules Committes has alwsys besn a bastion of strength
for the Southern Democrats.

12, In the history of ths House of Representatives the Rales
Cammittee has bean used more for the advantage of the
minority party than in aiding the majority party.

The writer of this paper will test these assumptions alang with
sevsral others in the history of the House Rules Committee from 1789
to the present.

In the concluding chapter of the thesis another objestive will
be presanted. This objective is my own evaluation of the role of the
Committee on Rules.
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CHAPTER I
THE RULES COMMITTEE FROM 1789 TO 1835

The history of legislative systems in all countries will of neces-
sity point out the importance of the cammittee in ensoting legislatiom.
It can be said that all 1ife functions around the commitiee, and this
is especially trus in regard to legislative committees.

The standing committee did not originate in the colonial assen=
blies but in the British House of Commonsa, The first standing camzittes
on record was the one on privileges and elections established in 1592.
The standing committee!'s subsequent declins and disappesrance as an
active factor in legislative work was due probably to the rise of the
Cabinet. This type of cammittee wvas a model for later American Com-~
mittees,t

In the colonial assemblies standing committees were found in
many of the legislatures, Most of these committees had to do with
privileges and elections. DBesides the standing committees, select
committees wore appointed, These committees ware coften dissolved
after one session of the legislature. They were never to functiom
egain, unless under some other name. The Provincizl Assembly of Pemn~
sylvania had a Committee on Rules.? Perhaps this ia where the
the Period Before 1825 (New Haven: Yele University Press, 1917); ps 3.

2. a. McConachde, Congressional Committees: A Study of the

% and Developmant of Qur National and Local g?uuuv. Methods
w York: Thomas Y, Crowell Company, 1898), Pe 25e

1

13a1ph Volney Harlow, The History of Legislative Methods in




representatives in 1739 got the idea for such a cammitise.

The committses that funotioned in the Articles of Confedsra-
tion govermment were as ineffectual as the whole of the Congress of
the Confederation.

During the Constitutional Convention, coamittees played a great
role, In these comuittees went on much of the work of the comvention.)

Prior to 1789 committees had played a amall role in the enacting
of leglslation, but in the following years thay began to play an even
greater role in the work of the Congress.

The Congress had been called to meet on the fourth of Mareh,
1789, but the non-appearance of & quorum made rules wnnscessary. Ths
aocount in the House Journal indicates that thers was little dsbate

on the subject of rules.’ On April 2, a comittes of eleven members
was appointed by order of the House to prepare and report standing
rules and rules of procsdure.’ The Jourmal account resds: °Ordsred,
that a camittee be appointed to prepare and report such standing rules
and orders of Proceedings as may be proper to be preserved in this
House, &

30eorge Gallowsy, History of the House of Representatives (New
York: Thowas Y. Crowell Gampany, 1962), Pp. 2=1.
%qm,umms»mw, p. 6.

Em Gallowwy, "Precedents Established in the First Congress,™
Western Politicel Quarterly, XI (Septesber, 1958), p. kSé.




A committee was appointed that consisted of Mr. Nicholas Gilman of
New Bampshire, Mr. Eldrige Gerry of Massachusstts, Mr. Jeremish Wads-
worth of Cammscticat, Mr. Elias Boudinot of New Jersey, Mr. Thomas
Bartlay of Pennaylvanis, Mr. William Swith of South Carolina, Mr.
Richard Les of Virginia, Mr. Thamas Tucker of South Carolins, Mr.
James Madison of Virgimia, Mr. Roger Sherman of Cemnscticut, and Mr.
Benjsmin Goodhue of Massachusetts.l

James Madisan, Elias Boudinot, and Roger Sherman were some of
the leading figures in the First Congress. Boudinot had been Presidant
of the Continental Congress and he was msde chairman of the committes.d
The composition of the first Rules Cammittee is intaresting: two came
from Virginia, two came from Massachusetts, two from Cemnpoticut, two
from New Jersey, and one each from the states of New Hampshire, South
Caraline, and Punnsylvania. New England had five on the cammittes,
giving that section of the country a dominant rele.’

Five dgys later the Committes on Rules mads a report by its
obairmen, Nr. Boudinot. It vas brief snd consisted of only fifte=n
hundred words arranged under four different headings.l® *The Speaker

Trnsa,

8Deslva Stanwood Alexandar, Bistory sad Precedurs of the House
of sutatives (Cambridge: HoughtopWlrTIIn Tampany, ITL

moconscdis, op. git., Ps Lis

10cherles R, Atkinson, The Camudttes on Bules and the
of Speskey Genson (New Torks’ CaTabls Tarersity Prossy DI oo Br




shall appoint coamitiees unless it be detsrmined by the House that
the committees shall consist of more than three members in which case
the appointment shall be by ballot of the House,'dl

However, the above clause was rescinded by the House on Wednseday,
Jamuary 13, 1790, and it was provided by the House that bereafter all
comaittees shall be appointed Ly the Speaker unless directed othervise
by the Bouse,in which case they would be ohosen by ballot.12

The first Comnittee on Rules report concermsd itsslf with four
topics: the duties of the Speaker, decorum and dsbate, bill procedure,
and the Committee of the Whale House.)? The duties assigned to the
Speaker were like the duties of the Spesker of the Nouse of Commons
in England. He was to preside, to preserve decorum and order, decide
points of ordsr, announce results, appoint cammitises, and vote in all
decisions of the House.il The second rule governing decorum snd debate
was intaresting. A sumber was not allowed to talk, read a paper, or
nlktboutuhnomthermm.” No member could speak more
then tvice, unless the House granted him permission. No meaber could
vote on a bill if he had an intereet in the bill, Evary member had teo

Mannals of Cangress, First and Second Congress, p. 102,
BM Journal, Firat and Second Coengress, p. liO.
Lgalloway, Western Political Quarterly, p. kS6.
Apaliseay, Bistory of the House of Repressntatives, p. 10.

154041 Machieil, Forge of Democracys mgmﬁ-otw tae
tives (New York: D:vid " Campany, %., s PPe .
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vote when the question was put, unless excused by the House 26 The
fourth rule sdopted on April 7, 1789, described the cperaticn of the
Camaittee of the Whole House.l?

On April 13 the House debated and adopted additional rules as
reported by the same cammittee. The rules related to cammittee service,
leaves of absence, and an appointment of a standing committee on elec-
tions. A resolution relating to joint rules with the Senate was lald
on the table,l8

On 4April 1 a supplementary rule was approved by the House for
the appointmsnt of a Sergeant at Arms. This rule included his fee and
his symbol of authority, the mace,l?

For all intent and purposes this finished the work of the Com~
mnittes on Rules; howsver, two happenings need to be noted. The stande
ing rules of the House were twice amended on June 9, 1769. Without
reference to any committee the House changed the rules regarding di-
vision and adopted a different procedure.?0 On Jamary 12, 1791, the
Eouse ordersd that the rule directing that no bill amended by the Senate
be committed was rescinded.2l

Lsal1omey, History of the House of Representatives, p. 1l.

178cuse Journal, Piret and Second Congress, p. 9.
28aad10way, Western Political Quarterly, p. kS6.
198ouse Jowrnal, First and Second Cangress, p. 353.
20pnnals of Congress, First and Second Congress, p. LSB.
Zgouse Journal, First and Second Congress, p. 353.




On Monday, October 2L, 1791, the day of the opening of the
Second Congress, the ex-speakar, Mr, Predsrick Muhlenburg of Pean-
sylvania, was sppointed Chairmsn of the Ceamittee on Rules, setting
a procedsnt that wuld be followed later.22 The seme day other action
vas taken in regmrd to the Committee on Rules.

Ordared, that the Speasker do appoint cammittees until the
House shall otherwise determins,

Ordered, that a committee shall be appointed to prepare and
report such standing rules and of proceeding as may be
proper to be observed in this Houss.

A committee was appointed that consisted of Mr., Fredarick Muhlsnburg,
Ne. Tucker, Mr. Hugh Williamsen of North Carelina, Mr. Fisher Ames of
Massachusetts, snd Mr. Jeremiah Smith of New Hempshire,2l

Two dsys later the following resclution was adopted: "Resolved,
that the rules and orders of proceedings established by the House of
Rspresentatives, shall be deemed and taken to be the rulss and orders
of prooceedings, to be cbserved in the House, until the House decides
sthervise, 525

At the epening of the Third Congress (1793-9)4), an identical

resolution of that introduced in the Second Congress (1791-92) was

22pi4., p. W35,
z’&., ps 10,
”‘&-. PP+ Ib-35.
%, p. 353.



approved, It pruvided for an appointasat of a Committee on Rules and
for the temperwzry adoption of the rules of the last Rouse of Repre-
sentatives. Mr, Frederick Muhlendurg was electad Speaker, & position
which he held in the Pirst Congress (1789-90). His predecessor, Mr.
Jonathan Trwmbull of Camnecticut, was sppointed Chairman of the Com~
nittee on Rules.?6 The report of the Camxttes on Rules was delqyed
from time to time untdl Novamber 13, 179k, & date that was in the
sescond session. At this time a camparstively set of elaborate rules
was adopted.?

In the Fourth Congress (1795-96) a departure from the usual
m&mu-ﬂutm:ummmwntumcuntmm
Rules occurred, The names of the members beginning with that of Mr.
Prederick Mublenburg, the retiring speaker, were included in the reso-
Jution. 28

In the House of Repressntatives betwen the First and Fourth
Congress (1789~96) a change in political cutlook from supporters of
Federalisa and inti-Pedsralism to supportasrs of Jefferson and Hamilton
becams spparent. Each group and each individusl used the rules of the
House to his grestest advantage. Bstween 1795 and 1805 filidustering
was used quite extensiwvely. Johm Randelph of Virginia was perbaps the

26onse Journal, Third and Fourth Cangress, p. 5
¢ pid,, pp. 227-30.
2txtnson, op. git., p. 10.



grostest filibusterer,?9

The nsed for a clesrer dsfinition of rules was seen bty Jefferson
vhen he said, "It is very material that order, decency, and regularity
be presarved in a digmified public body."30

mwmdmrnloowmm:osu-ndmtommm
rules, but also the partisan objectives of the Federalists and Bepuhlie
cans. Soms of the members of the House did try to use the rules for
psrsonal enhancement. However, this did not play as large a rale in
the abuses as did partisamm politics and the rules themselves,

In 1811 steps were taken to limit the filibuster. Under the
influsnoe of Heary Clay, a Rspublican frum Ksntucky, the House approved
and strengthened the so-callad motion of the Provicus Qusstion. The
rule as then adopted cut off debate wher approved and brought the House
to vote on the Nain Questimn. The first wse of tuis process came
under Spealcar Clay. Ths issus involved was whether to declare war on
Great Britain, The Federalists in the House were opposed, but the
Desmocrats used the Previcus Question to break the filibuster and de-
olared wer on Urest Britain, Although there was praise for the rule,
the majority of the House agreed with John Randolph, a Republican from
Virgirda, who called it a "geg rule."32 (lay in defending the rule

%M, Op- cit., ps» WS,

30j0eeph P. Chamberlain, b%‘ tive Processss, National and
State (Now York: Appleton-Century 5 s PPs "

Ngsuse Journal, Eleventh Congress, Third Sessian, p. 6l1.
M’ P ci_hg P u7.
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said, "It is nothing more than a declaratiom of the House that it had
heard snough and was ready to vote."33

During the Thirteenth Congress (1813-1L) under the speakership
of Clay, there was appaseatly a good deal of satisfaction with the
Camaittee on Rules, and it was not until Jameary 27, 181lL, that the
following resclution was adopted: “Resalved, that a committee be ap-
pointsd to revise the standing rules and ordars of proceedings and re-
port such alternatives and smendnments as they may think proper and
nsgsssary if in their opinion, uvbonquiud."’h

On Pebruary 10, 181}, concluding that their predecessorst work
needed no gerrections, Mr. Jonathan Roberts, a Hspublican froa Pean-
sylvania, the Cheirman moved: “Ordered, that the cammittee appointed
% ioquire whether any amendments are nscesssry to be made to the stand-
ing rules and orders of the Houss, be discharged from further cansidsra-
tion of the subject.®35

The dsvalopmant of the Previous Question was the first step in
the accretion of power in the Committes on Rules. If this had not been
devalaped, many important measures would not have passed, and the histery
of our country may have been altersd greatly. The Annals of Cangress
from 1808-10 shous the terrible misuse of extanded debate.

’sm&r, op. Gits, Po 187.
Jgouse Journal, Thirtesnth Congress, Second Sessiom, p. 238.

35mid.,p. 2k
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In the Fiftsenth (1817-18), Sixtaenth (1819-20), Righteenth
(18232), Binsteenth (1825-26), and Twentieth (1827-28) Cangresses,
the Speaker neglected to eppoint a Cammittee on Rules.}® The reports
of ths Bules Cammittee when it was appointed were constently tabled.
Gne diffisulty that besst these reports was ths fact that a twowthirds
vote was necessary for making changes in the rules and this was epplied
onupommmmc-nmmm.”

Beginning in the early 1320's, there was great dissstisfaction
over the rules of the House. Pilidustering was so long and ramhling
mtmwmimm-mmmrgotubﬂ.mmw»tm)‘
The lengest-windsd speaker was Alexandsr Swyth, a Damocrat of Virginia,
In the midst of a long spesch he looked directly at Clay and saids
*1Tou sir,* speak for the present genaration, but I speak for posterity.!
'Yos,' agreed Clsy wearily, tand you seem resclved to speak until the
arrival of your audience.!*3?

As the business in the legislature becams more complex, attempts
were made {0 limit members to one hour in dedating a quastion. This
wes brought about by John Randolph's long harsngus concerning the Mis-
souri Compromise.l® Many members let their wrath fall upon this propesal,

3%“?' S cit., pP. 182,
”‘m ﬂo cito! P 12.
’Wl’ L/ 9_&&0, ps k7.

39john Bartlett, Bartlett!s Famous Quotations (thirteenth edi-
tionj Boston: thﬂl, Brown ‘ » s PPe 103-3‘&.

Mﬂ, OPs eits, Po L7.



1

One of them declared, "No gentleman can acquit himselfl well in debate,
whether physically or intellectuslly while confined in a strsit jacket,*ld

The rules were being attacked from all sides. Jobn Randolph, the
noted filibusterer fram Virginia, denounced the rules in 1828 as complie
cated and extremsly wnparlismentary,l2

By the mid 1830¢s the rules of the House of Representatives con~
sisted mainly of the primitive rules of the First Congress. There were
only a few additions made to the rules of the House from 1789 to 1835.
During this time there was only one strong ruls added, and that was of
the prucedure invoking the Previcus Quesstion. Until the 1830%s the
Rules Cammittee in the Heuse of Representatives had been & camuittee
with very 1ittle significance. However, this committee after 1835
would take on a role of growing importence in the affairs of the Houass

of Repressntatives,

Wjenry 0. Wheeler, History of Congress (New York: Earper Bros.,
W)’ Vﬂo 1’ p' 1750

‘iﬁum;-, 9p. oit., p. 183.



CHAPTER II

THE RISE OF THE SPEAKER TO A POSITION
OF POWER ON THE RULES COMMITTEE

During the late thirtiss and early forties, the Rules Cameittee
took on & new role. This role changed it from an insignificant com-
mittes to one of growing importance.

The Abuse of House Rules

In 1832, as a frezlman member of the Houss, John Quincy Adens,
a Democrat from Nassachusetts, set a precedant that was to be followed
by others. Adams refused as a matter of conscience to vote on a pende
's.ngbm. The House threstensd him with formal censure for this viola-
tion of House rules, but Adams persisted in his refusal. This altered
proceedings in the Howse for a half-century.l Minority members on an
issue would refuse to vote; thereby, even if the vote would pass, there
would be no quorumj thus, this killed the legislation. Under the Cone
stitution the House could not transect its business without a quorum
of its members, and a quorum was defined as half the members of the
House plus one. The filibustering technique developed from Adams!
obounaeym.aimhmugh; members of the minority party simply re-
fused to vote. In a asyrrowly divided House the majority uswally

l5e1) Maceil of Democrecy: The House of Sa~
tives (New York: D&lgdgvfﬂmw-ﬁﬁrpg ﬁ.

12
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discovered that although they had overubelmingly passed the bill, a
moriWorthomowuotvoM. Some of their own members were
invariably abseat, sick, forgetful, or back home campaigning for re-
election. A quorum call was automatically required to summon the
“absent" msmbers, and the minority members then answered to their
!Tmauullodbyt.bomochrk. A quorum promptly reappeared,
Then the vote on the bill was repeated and again the minority mambers
aat in silence. A quorum of the House was not recarded on the vote—
it had tuhniuny dissppeared again,

Again and again this procsdure would be followed: a roll-call
vote, followsd by a quorum c¢all, The worse axample was in 1854 when
there were 101 roll-call votaes on a single day. This was used on
naqy occasions by the ainority, and not until the spesicsrship of Reed
didthupmﬁoomm.z rhuoouneotwtionlod-lvteboum
that something had to be done to the rules of ths House.

The Rules Committee was thuarted in the Twenty~fourth Congress
(1835-36) as it attempted to report to the House. On Pedruary 2k,
1836, Mr. Abijah Mann, Democrst from New York, made a motions that
the rule presoribing the order of business be suspauded and that the
House hear the report of the Camnmittee on Rules. The vote was 104 to
103. Since there was not a two-thirds vote, the measure lost.>

In the Twenty-sixth Congress (1839-Li0), the Spealker cast the

2&0, PPe 50’510

L Mdmﬂ_ Globe, Twenty~fourth Cangress, First Sessien,
Pe °
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deciding vote on December 17, 1839, to lay on ths table the proposal
that would have adopted the last House rules. Howsver, on December
21, the rules of the last House were adocpted for ten days, and a Com-
mittee on Rules was sppointed.S On December 27, 1839, the rules of
the last House were adopted until the tenth of the next month. On the
sixteenth of Jamary, 1810, the rules were adopted until Thursdxy, the
twenty-third,® It was not until Jamuary 2ii, 1840, that they were
adopted until etherwise ordsred.’

By the use of the rules of the House the party that used them
more effectively, for exmple, the filibuster, could work ite will em
substantisl matters that were before the House. The majority party
with the use of the rules and the reporte from the Committee on
Rules could pass legislation that it desired to pass, and could also
block opposing bills. On the other hand, the minaority could use the
rules of the House to thwart legislation of the majority and even to
block routine reports fram committees, The period from 1530-16l1 is
the best illustration of these occurrences.

The slavery question was behind the defeats of the reperts frea
the Committee on Rules. John Quincy Adams pervanifies this when in the

?‘_lm lobe, Twenty-sixth Corgress, First Seesion, Vel.
III. P- °

&m-, Ps 72,
m-. P» 126.
Tmd., p. 3.
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second ssssion of the Twenty-sixth Congress on December 9, 1840, he
intreduced the following resolution:

Besolved, that the standing rule of the House numbered
twenty-one, adopted on the 24th of Jamuary last, in the fol-
lowing words, "No petition, memorial, resolution, or other
peper praying the abolition of slavery in the District of
Celmmbia, or any states or territories of the United States
in which it now exists ehall be received by this House, or
entertained in any way whatever, be and the same is hereby
rescinded, "0

This resolution was laid on the table by a vote of 82 to 58.7

At this time the slavery question was a cantroversial matter.
Both sides used the reparts from the Rules Committee and the rules
of the last House to their advantage. Although minor items had been
foreclosed from debate by a rule, alavary was the first major subject.
The reason for the defeat was due to the intense feeling many members
had ocucerning Adam's proposal.

In the Twenty-seventh Congress (18l1-42) an attempt was made
to adopt rules for ten days end to sppoint a comnittee of nine to re=-
vise the rules of the House of Representatives, This was blocked by
sdjournment of the House, mainly because of Adam!s persistenscy with
the twenty-first rule.lO

The dilatery acts displayed during this period stem from a
number of causes: obstinacy on the part of some individuals, minority
party strategy, unpopularity of soxe members, fear that a change in

8congresmional lobe, Twenty-sixth Congress, Second Session,

Pe 11,
P10a4., p. 12.

104guss Journal, Twenty-sixth Congress, Firet Session, p. 19.
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rules may create something more unplessant than what thay expsriencs
at this time, ingrained conservatism of some older members, and fear
of an all-powerful Spesksr. The rationale behind the dalaying tactics
was the hope that in some mammer by the use of dilatery action bills
that were distasteful to the minority could be prevented until the
sajority changed their minds.

On June 3, 18k1, practically the same resolution and amendments
were offered, and the Bouse postpaned action upon them,1} On June 7,
1851, the House passed a resolution providing for the appointament of
a comnittee of nine members to revise the rules, and for the adopticn
of the rules of the last House except the Twenty-first, until the com~
mittee made its report.}? Efforts were made on the ninth and tenth of
June to reconsider the vote by which ths amendment was adopted. The
House finally refused to do eo by a vote of 113 to 107.13 The con-
sideration of a motion to reconsider the vote on the resolution was
stopped by adjowrnment, The resalution again came up on June 12, It
vas pestponed until the mseting on June llj, but the Howse did not con-
sider the resolution on that day.llé on June 15, the reommsideration
vote wes killed hy a vote of 110 nays to 106 yeas.lS For two weeks,
ol Ucongressional Globe, Twenty-seventh Congress, First Sessiom,

1230use Journal, Twenty-ssventh Congress, First Session, p. 47.

L1md., pp. Tu-82,

nm., p. 126.

lslbid-, PPs 138=39.
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because of the fight, the House had accomplished nothing. On Juns 16,
the Whig majority made 2 valiant effort to clear up ths disorganized
House. Such expreasions as "perpetual debates,” "sight-hour discus-
sions," “odious tyranny," "hypocritiocal wretches,” give an idea of
the mood of the House.2® In the course of debate on June 16, 18l2,
Mr, Caleb Cushing, a Whig of Massachusetts, said:
The time must and will come when anothsr Napaleon wili say
as Napoleon did say to Le Feure, in the line of the French
nm% “Join with me in saving owr country," and vhen the
reply be as that of Le Feurs was, "les, let us throw these
advocates into the rlvori" for it is vords, words, &d nothing
but vords in this Houwse.l?
One represantative complained that the tims that was being taken had
ascomplished nothing-—but delay, and words of scorn hesped upan the
bead of each other. He said that assanlts and batteries had cecusred
in the House under the nose of the Spealser, who refused to do anything
about 18.3% The resolution adopted at the end of this debate by a vote
of 119 to 103 decided in the favor of the negative. The resolution
saids
Resolved that &1l rules and orders of the last House of
Repressntatives not supersedsd by any rule or resolution
adopted at the session now in forvce, be and the same present
are hsredy adopted for the regulation of the House at the

presant session and that the select committee upon the rules,
heretofare reised, procesd to revise and amend the rules

M&l Twenty-sevanth Corngress, First Session,
PPe 57, .

lth. Po 62,

Y., p. 25.
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hereby adopted, and that they have leave to report at all
tines,19

The right to repert at any time gave the Rules Committee a prerogative
it had not held before. This geve the Rules Committee an important
additional power,

Speaker John White's Ruling

The first report of the Committee on Rulss on June 18, 1841, set
a most important precedsnt in the House. Speaker Jobn White, a Whig
from Kentucky, ruled that a majority of the members, and not two-
thirds, wvas required to adopt reporte that made changes in the rules
of the House of Representatives, An appeal of the deacision was talsen,
but the Speaker was sustained by the members of the Nowse.20 At this
time the right to report "piecemsal® was challenged by Mr. Nathan Clife
ford, a Democrat from Maine, but no formal sppeal was taken,Zd Howsver,
on July 6, 18i1, the debate continued, MNr. Willism Calhoun, a Whig
from Massachusetts, Chairman of the Rules Comxittes, reported to the
Houss, and he was challenged by Mr. William Medill, a Demccrat from
Delsware. Mr. Medill rejected the right of the committes to make re-
perts piacemsal" to the members of the House, The Speaker decided in

wnouu Journal, Tweaty-seventh Congress, Firat Session, p. 20k.

. 2%angraasional Globe, Twenty-ssveith Congress, First Session,
Pe 73. ' :
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favor of the committee. Mr, Medill appealsd to the House, and the
Speaber's decision was upheld by a vote of 127 to 88,22

The valnerable spot in the resolution was again attacked in
Septamber at the close of the sesaion, and also on Decesber 10, 18l1,
early in the second session. On the former day, Mr. Calboun made a
fimal repart vhich was 1aid on the table.2? On the latter, his report
which had been made a speeial order for that day met with like fate.2h

The contruversial One-Hour Bule was adopted by the House during
this session, This limited a speaksr to cnly one hour per bill, This
rale was attacked vehemantly. Thomas Hart Benton called it an "injustice
done to the freedam of debate."25

In the Twenty-eighth Cengress (18L3-Ll), the House on Janmary 2,
184, refused to make the repart of the Committee on Rules a special
order for the fallowing Tueeday.28 John Quinay Adams was in charge
of the report., It was considered at length during this session, and
finally on Pebruary 28, 18l4);, the whole repart of rules vas laid on
the table by a vote of 88 to 87.27 It was such an experisnce as this
that caused Mr., Schenck of (hio to offer the following resolution:

22House Jourmal, Twenty-seventh Congress, First Session, p. 20L.

mtd., p. 526.

2%0 Journal, Twenty-seventh OMa, Second Session, p. 30,

25Tomes Bart Bexton, Th Iu.ra in u:. United States Senate
(New York:s D. Appleton Company 1T, . 2ld.

26gnaries R, Atkinson, Comnittes on Rules and the Overthrow
of Speaker Cannon (New York: %ﬂb University Press, 1911), p. 19.

2THouse Journal, Twesty-eighth Congress, First Sessien, p. L98.



Resclved, that the rules of the Nouse having relation te
the arrengement snd ordsr of business, be, and they are here-
‘by sbolished, and that the business of the House hereaftar be
conducted mm to the principles and usages of parliae
nentary law,

The Twenfty-ninth, Thirtisth, Thirty=-first, and Thirty-seecond
Congreeses (1815-1852) are characterised by inactivity on the part of
the Cammittee.

The amendment, "which committee as usual shall never repori,”
was moved to the usual resolution for a Cammittes on Rules in the
Thirty-first Congress (1819-50).2 The situation was sumed up by
Mr, Schencks

The gentleman fyom Mississippi was right in sgying that

the majority in the Hounse ocould ocontrol its action. Time and

-~ agein, cccasions have arisen snd would arise when the majority
1s conquered by its own rulss., Suppose the coammittee whea raised
reported, the report then goes on the calendar, where genileman
1t can never be resoclved. I do not believe that one calendar
could be found of ons single session in the last six years, at

least upan which there had not been at the time adjournment
some repart upon rules pended and unacted upon.

The Rules Committee of the Houss of Representatives was changed
in 16i9 from a select committes %0 a standing committee. This proceduxe
vas to remain until 1853, whereupon the Cosmittiee on Rules was changed
back into a selsct committes. ! This step in 1849 was one of the

M Jourmal, Twenty-sighth Congress, Second Session, p. 238.

”Aﬂdmen, Op. Sits, p. 19,
gong ressional Globe, Thirty-first Congress, First Sessicn, p.

8.

oeorge Gadloway, The Le tive Process in Congress (New Yori:
Thomas Y. Crowell Company, 1953), p. 340.




earlier steps to pover that the Rules Committes would take.

Abuses of the One-Hour Rule

mm,pmmu»aomMmmwawmmu
have great significeance must be explained at this point. Although
the ons=baour rule had cut down on nsedless debate, thers were still
parlismentery tricks devised to get around this procedure. One of the
‘most effective of these was to offer, and timn enflessly discuss imnu-
meradle smendmsnts to the bill under cansideration. Te cut down on
this the House passed the Five-Mimute Rule. Thies rule limited members
of the House to five mimutes to explain the provision in his bili.
This hindered the procedure in the House. To evade this rule the
members would of fer a score of amendmsnts and then use five mimutes
te axplain each amendment. In 1850 to check this growing evil, the
Bouse modified the Five-Minute Rule by demying the right of sny member
to withdraw amendments. Until this tims dilatory action could take
place as a legislator wuld offer amendments and then withdrew thea.
Then apnother member would follow the sane precsdixe delsying action
on the pending measure. The change, howsver, was caly partially suc~
cessful., In 1854 in atteapting to act on the conmtruvversial Kansas-
Nebreaka Bill, the House spent five months procassing an endless stream
of smendments before Alexanier Stephens, a Democrat of GQeorgis, devised
& clesver parlismentary tactic to bring the filibuster to a close.
Stephen's taotic, a technical use of a motion to strike out the enacting
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clsuse of the dill, brought the bill itsslf to a vote by the House.
Not until 1860, however, did the House finally halt the practice of
fi1idustering with smendments. It was then that a majority of the
' House could prehibit all debate on smendwnts.3? The clamping down
on unlimited debate can be taken as an indication that the camplexities
of the issues inwvolved were much greater as the years passed, and the
House could not afford the time for long bDaranguss.

In the first session of the Thirty-taird Congress (1853-5h)
meeting on December 5, 1853, the fallowing resolution was egreed te
after a spirited dabate.

Resolved that the rules of the last House of Rspresentatives
be adopted as ths rules of the House until otherwise ardsred:
Provided, however, that there shall be sppointed a committes of
five members to revise said rules, which committee shall have
the power to repart at any time, and their report shall be acted
upon by the House until disposed of to the exclusion of all other
business, agything in the rules_bereby temporarily adopted to
the cantrary not \d.mundmc”

Mr., Lewis Campbell, a Whig of Ohio, and Mr. David Maay, a Demo-
crat of Indiana, who later wuld be members of the Houss Rules Com-
mittge, made ramarks concerning the fauits of too much speaicing and
insfficient orgmisation. Mr. Macy said that he was very disgusted
when the members of the House went into the Cammittee of the Whols,

because nothing was done but Buncombe speeches.3li Mr, Campbell also

Mg 20 -c_i_t.o, PPe Mt
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against the difficulties existing in the rulaes of the House.
If the 0ld rules are temporarily adopted without a provisien
loaking to a revision and expeditious action, the very force
of the rules themselves is such as to prevent any modification
oh amendmsnts. I propose Mr. Speaker, not to imtroduce smend-
ments in detail now tut simply that this whole suhject shall
be referred to a committee that shall have power to report

at any time, and that this House abdlbeoavonodgoact
upen this report to the exclusion of enything else.)

Canpbell ocontinued:

There is another reasocn which I desire to offer. The honor-
able gentleman from Virginia has adverted to the fact that the
Demooratic party has a ovarvbelming majority in the House. That
is trus, But I wish him to understand that al though there ars
tut a few Whigs here, yet these few and ths comntry uill held
the large Democratic powers in the House to a strict responsi-
bility for their legislation. The Whigs are found in readiness
to halp sweep away the evils that have existed haretofors. We
domtmumtormtogobwktothomhvgdcenplnnd
their progranm because of the rules of the House.

The fact that by this move they were establishing precedent teo

give the reports of the Committee on Rules the right of way in matters

of legislation was realised by only a few, if any, meabers of the

House. This can be seen from this debate on March 22, 185k.37

Mr, John Millisoni "I will remark that this is only a

Democrat from Virginia partial report of the Committee on
Rules.”

35Toud., p. 3.
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Mr, John Taylors
wWhig fram Chio

The Spealter:

Br, Taylor:

The Spealmr:

Mr, thrﬁ
Mr. Millison:

Mr. ,v1°8' 3

The Spsalers

2,

"X rise to a question of order, 1 desire
to know how this resalution comes before
the House."

"At the commencemsnt of the present session
of Corngress & resolution was passed creating
this Committes on Rules with authority to re-

port at exgytime.”

“Then I desire to inquire if this is a regular
report of the Cammittee on Rules,”

"It is a report offered by the gentleman frem
Virginias, as a member of the Cammittee on
Rules.”

"If it does not come before us regularly at
the time, I object to its reception.”

It is a repart from the Cammittee on Rules
and comes regularly before the House as such."

"Then I desire to inquire of the Chair if
the Cammittee on Rulss has the right to re-
port to the House at this time."

%It i» in order for them to report at any-
time under express ruling of this House. 38

The right to report at any time had been conferred on the Rules Cem-~

mittes in 1841, as we have seen, but this had proven so ineffective

that {¢t was thought necessary to make the reports privilesged vhen pre-
sented to insure their consideration. The Committes on Rules was in
a position now to command a respectiul hearing. It did not, however,

take advantage of this etrang parlismentery position. It held but one
meeting in the first four months of its existence, and made only two

m Globe, Thirty-third Congress, First Session,
Vol. g 9 Pe @
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reparts during the conference, both very brief.3? The first relted
merely to permission to print proposed amendments. This was adopted
wthout debate.® The second concerned procedure in the Cammittes of
the Whole. This was opposed, mdthouummlndupwthoubh'u

There was no marked increase in the influence of the Committes
on Rules until the Spesker became a member of that body in 1858, The
revision of the rules in 1860 wuld be accompliehed by a combination
of the addition of his smmberahip and the precedents established in
180 and 1853.42

On the first dey of the Thirty~fifth Congress (1857-58), Nr.
Thomas Clingman, a Democrat of North Carolina, secured an important
smendment to the customary resolution eoncerning rules of the last
House. At thabt time it had not become a standing rule of the House
to refer all matters relating rules to the Rules Commitiee. Mr.
Clingasn's feat, although unusual, wss not an impossible accomplish-
ment.!3 The resclution said that the Committes on Rules had never
altered the rules since he bad been in the House, anxd he had called
mmwnpatmtﬁnqmv&mdmm.m‘ He proposed a reso-
lution to appoint a Camittee on Rules, and an objection was made te

39atkinson, op. cit., pe 22.
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this. Then the House declined to take action on the measure for lack
of a quorum.US ur, Clingman's action, though thwarted, pointed out
two important things. First, sn amendment could bs tacked on to the
cus tomary resolution concerning the rules of the last House, The
second was the fact that the majority of the House favered the sctiocn

by the Committee on Rulss, even though it had reparted sparingly.

The Speaker Is Flaced on the Rules Commitiee

The next grestest step in the acoretion of power by the Com-
mittee on Rules came when the Speaker was placed on the Cammittes. On
June 1i;, 1858, Mr, Warren Winslow (Democrat), the ex~speaker of the
North Caralina Senate, secured the floor and said, "I ask unanimous
consent ¢of the House to introduce the following resolution, to which
I hope there will be no opptm.t.i.onx."h6

Resolved, that a cammittee be appointed consisting of the

Speaisr and four members to be named by him, whose duty it
shall be to digest the rules of order, to suggest such altera-
tions and amendments, as they may deem necessary and to report
the same back to the House for its action at an early day in
the next session.l?

There being no edjection, the resalution was received, However, scas

discussioa did follow this action,

w‘m" OPe. 2!»}_0. PPe 26=27.
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Mr. Sherwod Clemens: "I move to amsnd by striking out

Democrat from Virginia that provision wiich prevides that
the members of the cammittee shall
be named by the Speaker and insers,
by the vote of the House."

Mr. Winslow: "That amendment is not in order."
The Speaker: "The Chair hopee the gentleman
will be indulged in offering the
amsnément., ®
Mr. Benjamin Lesite: *Is it contemplated that the com~
Republican from Chie mittee shall sit during the recess?™
¥r. Winalow: “Cortainly not., They are te report

at an early date the next eession,"
¥r. Benry Phillips: *I hope that the gentleman would
Democrat froms Pennsylvania not mind if such & commitiee met
with a like camittee from the
Semate.”

Mr. @nslows “I have no cbjection to that as
an addition to my resolution.®

The vote was on Mr. Clemens' amendmsnt., It was defeated by a wide margim,
and the resclution of Mr. Winslow was adopted.lB

It may be of interest to note later the difference in the exit
snd entry of the Speaker on the Cammittes on Rules. Also, it can be
noted that in the Thirty-fifth Congress (1857-58) both the Speakmr and
Mr. Winslow were Democrats.id

The House must have thought at this tims that the Speskerts
parlissentary experience would be of valus to the committee, The Rules

‘f% ﬁm Gede, Thirty-fifth Congress, First Session,
Pm m. pg » .
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Committee consisting of Spealmr Jumes Orr, Democrat from South Carclins,
Mr. Winslow, Mr. Galusha Grow, Republican from Pemmsylvania, Mr. Robert
Bocock, Democrat from Virginia, and Mr. Israel VWashburn, Republican
frem Maine,50 made a report on December 20, 1858, which was ordered to
be printed and recamitted to the sald oommi t tee. 51

The addition of the Speaker to the Committee on Rules Wdth the
prerogative to eppoint the members of the committes was an instrument
of grea% power to the Speaker. It was a power that had been handed to
him without any objection on the part of the mambers of the House.

Bven though sweeping changes had been made in camposition of
the Rules Committee, the rules were left untouched., However, continued
oriticism in 1858 and 1859 kept pressure on the House to change its
rules.

The Rules Revision of 1860

The resolution under which the cammittee acted that brought
about the revision of 1860 embodied the principles developed in the
Twenty-seventh (18i1-42), Thirty-third (1853-54), snd Thirty-£ifth
(1852-.53) Congresses, and it also contained a pruvision indicating
that there was a suspioion in ths House that the large powers might
be abused.52

&o Journal, Thirty-fifth Cangress, First Session, pp. 1lll~h2.
Slnugq Journal, Thirty-fifth Congress, Second Session, p. 87.

52,tgnmon, op. oit., p. 29.
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Resolved, that a committee of five consisting of the Speaksr
end four members to be named by him bs appointed, to whom shall
be referred ths rules of the House, and o shall have leave
to report at anytime such amendmants and revisions of the sams,
as they shall think proper, and such repci'ts when made shall be
considsred as a epecial order, provided that when the Committee
on Rules reports their function will cease.?3
The revision of the rules in 1860 came on a apscial order made
on March 15, 1860, The latensss of this repart was dus to the extra-
ardinary controversy that had been raging over the speskership,5
The gentleman in charge of the report was Mr. Isrsel Washburn., During
the dobau,ss bhe said, "The rules noed to be mmended."56 They were
appreved after a three-day debate.5T
As the Union was breaking up, the House mads its greatest change
in ite rules sinoce the first session of the First Congress. Many of
the changes were technical in character. The changes corrected incon-
sistenciss, combined related rules, snd adjusted other existing prec-

tices.53 All in all there were thirty-eight smendmsats to the rules.5?

53congressional Globe, Thirty-sixth Congress, Firet Sessicn,
P 6550
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The cbanges that occurred, although techniscal, had great sige
nificance for the condwwt of House business. Certain dilatery tactics
were prevented by thess chmges. The House rules were altered to make
the flow of business smoother and to strike out-dated procedure of the
House that at times, as in the case of Speaker William Pennington, a
Whig froam New Jersey, had thrown the House into confusion, while the
nation was on the verge of the Civil War. The election of Pemningtom
was delgyed geveral wesks because of dilatory tastics of the minority.
To avoid the repetition of the riotous scenes preceding the election
of Spesker Pennington, the rules of one House of Representatives were
made binding upon its successor, unless othervise ordcud.éo

Although parliamentarians gensrally held this rule invalid
vhanever seriously questionsd, the rule held for thirty years.Sl

The ease with vhich the reforms in the rules were passed in
the late 1840's, 1850's, and especially in 1860 was not due to the
woak positicn of the minority party, which for the most part were the
Waigs, but because both sides of the House believed that changes in
the riles were nscessary on account of the increased flow in House
business.

Although in 1860 the Rules Committee did not have the power it
would have in later Congresses, the cammitiee was receiving power Ly
accretion because of the need to run a more arderly and efficisat House

of Represantatives,

600alloway, History of the House of Representatives, loe. cit.
w", &o 9&0' PP 192-931




CHAPTER III

THE DGMINATION OF THE RULES COMMITTEE BY THE
SPEAKER OF TME HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

The change in the rules in 1860 was one of the chisf highlights
in the bhistary of the Rulss Committes. Altdough no very impartant
chmnges ocowrTed concerning the Rules Committes until 1880, there were
certain events that nsed to bs noted in this tweaty-year period,

The Inocrease in Business by the House Places the Rules
Committee in a More Pruminent Pesition

With the postwar period came an increase in the size and tusi~
ness of the House of Representatives. This increase made the rulss
more stringent in regard to individoal rights. This cauwsed a grest
deal of dissatisfaction.l There wers alsc some membars who belisved
that the rulss of the House should be revised. On Mey 2k, 1872, the
House agreed to the Banks Resclution prouviding for the appointmsnt of
a commission to revise the rulss, and report such changes as wuld
facilitate the presantation of reperts of committses, enlarge the msans
of an intalligent tramsection of gensral dusiness, and secure to every
member a proper opportunity to examine all legislative measures before

10.:.. B. Gallowy, Rlstory of the House of Representatives
(Wew Yorks Thomas Y. Crowell Campany, 1941), p. 50.
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sutmitted fer consideration and activity by the House.? This commis-

sion does not appsar to have reported, but meamwhile more than forty
riles were nd:hdto‘thoueunu_mul. Also many nev precedanta werse

sstablished,3

Betwsen 1060 and 1880 the greater influence of the House Rules
.Mthimmombymmwotutwawwuform-
vestigation, and in the sctivity displayed' by the committee in the
reparts made to the House by its members.! In the Thirty-eighth Con-
gress (1863-64), ten important measures wers sutmitted for its judge
meat.’ These were swstentive proposals, not procedural. This prac-
ice continusd to be gensral until it developed into a fimed rule of
the House to take no action whatsoever in matters sppropriaste to this
committes without s repart delivered by its chairmen.b

The most noticeahle tendency in this pericd was the increase
in the use of the dilatory measure o defeat lsgislation. These re-
marks will illustrate the peoint.

ongrasatonal Globe, Perty-sscond Cangress, Second Sesaion,
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Mr. James Garfisld, a Republisan from Ohlo, said:

The experience of the last week has shown that a body of

coe~-fifth of the House can say to the House, that there is
a claas of putlic measwres which not only shall be voted on,
but which shall not ever be taken up for oo
This demand is intoleralie and revalutianary.

Mr. William P, Frye, a Republican from Maine, in attempting to
Justify them said: *®Suppose we did not rescrt to these dilatory mstianse,
wuld we not bs held raspansible to our constituents and to the country
atlna.'a

Mr, Joe Haxley, a Democrat from North Carclina, countered by
saying:

We have shown that a system of rules has alowly grown wp

here under which it is quite impossible for a clear and large
majority of the House to carry out its will Af resisted by a
determined %y, Now that was not the original purpose
of the rules.

During the Porty-eixth Congress (1379-80) the rules struggle
toak on an air of increased intensity. The Congress had been in ses-
sion only a few montha when the lsaders of both pelitical partiss de-
cane couvinged that a postponement could not be put otfwlmr.lo
The Democratic leader from Kentudcy, Nr, Elackburn, summarised the
feeling vhen he sadd, "In nineteen years the rules hsve become a piece

T ional Record, Forty-third Congress, Secand Session,
Part 2’ Ps o .
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of patchwark.™3 On another occasion he referred to them as an "“over-
worked system in which we auffer,®2

Rules Revision in 1880

In response to continusd criticimm, the House in 1679 instructed
a comxittee of able parlismentarians to sit during the recess in order
to revise, codify, snd simplify the clumsy aceretion of 169 rules that
hed been accumlated since the revision of 1860, The camittes cen-
sisted of Speaker Samual Randall, Democrat of Pemnsylvania; Alexander
Stephens, Damocrat of Georgla; Joseph Blackburn, Democrat of Kentuokyj
James Garfield, Republican of Ohio} and, William Frye; Republican of
Mains. To show the good will of the commitiee towmrd cne another Mr.
Blackburn said: ¥In justice to the Bspublican members of the comxittes,
I vant to say that in the discussion that has led up to the adoptiemn
of this resolution there has been no disagresmexnt mmong the mambers."ib
Speaker Randall also said words of praise for the sotion of the msmbers
of the camittes S

Twelve years later in discussing the revision of the rules in
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1880, Speaker Reed saids "Businsss had been to shirk questisns, not
aset them. The revision of the rules as thay were before the revisian
dl&BOmmtmrththopmrMunpmMm.'“

By this Speaker Reed was pointing out that to him all revisions
prior to 18680 had been ineffective. The fact that at this session of
Congress the cammittes had been changed back to a standing commitiee
vas probahly due in measure to the high esteem in which Speaker Randall
and Messrs. Hlackburn, Frys, Garfield, and Stephans, were held.:7

In making the report to the House, the Committee an Rules used
skil)l and tast in keeping it clear of an unfavorable votes and hostile
debate.1® The revision of the rules was acoomplished with very little
fanfare, and the members of the House seemed to agree that these rules
were necessary.

The report rearranged and grouped the ordsrs by subject inte
forty~five main rules, with the avowed object to sscure sccuracy in
business, econamy ef time, order, miformity, and impartiality. Thirty-
two rules were dropped as obsolete or unnecsssary; twelve remained in-
tact; and 125 were comisnsed into thirty-twe, making a total of forty~
four, each subdivided into clauses.?

%Lvu_al Record, Fifty-sscond Congreas, First Session,
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The new code had far-reaching effects on cammitiee access to
the floer, the distribution of appropristion bills, the privileges
of reporting at any time, on euspension of the rules, and on special
orders.20 The new rules also stopped voting after the seccnd rell-
callj it dropped the penally system of absenteeisa without lesve.
Under the penalty system a member of ths House could be punished by
censure or fins if there was not good cause for his absence. It auther-
ised the clerk to announce "pairs® instesd of members. Also abolished
wvas the pragtice of changing a few wrds in a pending bil) to make it
garmane, This msant that a pending bill ceuld not be submitted as an
amendment at a later date by changing just a few words, It caused a
motion te recnsider, mads during the last six days of a session, to
be disposed of at the time. It sent a Bill, to which edjection was
mnads to its present considerstion, te the Committee of the Whole or
to the Bouse Calendar to be takmn up and dispesed of in order; and
it also provided that the previous qusstion should dbring the House
te a direct vote upon an mendment or smendmants, the effect being to
carzy the bill to its engroasment and third reading, md them, on a
renewval of the motion, to its passage or rejection.Z But the revisers
of 1880 left untouclted such *disresputshle practices* as "riders” on ap-
propriation bills mad the “diasppearing qmm."ze
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The gansral practics of the House until 1880 was to provide
for the appointment of the Camuittee on BRules by the Spsaker early
‘in the first session of each Congress, and to adopt, teperarily, the
rules of the preceding Congress. wiea the Committee on Rules became
a standing cammitiee in 1880, the first of these resalutions becams
uanecessary, but attempts to bind the new Congress to adapt the rules
of its predecessors were not suscessful.23

The revision of the rulss was technical and did not deal with
the two most important wespons of the minmority, the filibuster and the
*no quorum present” tsotic, The revision of 1880 was not fought by
the minority becsuse it had avoided any asssult on the filibuster.

The reviaion in the rules in 1880 was a great step forward for
the House of Bepresantatives, Kot only did it pruvids the Houwse with
a more stresmlined prosedwrs, but it alse reflscted the America of the
1880ta, a more complex organisation than that Amarica of the pre-Civil
War days. The respect given now to the Cammittee on Rules by the mem~
bers of the House is seen in reading the record of that times. The oom-
mittee was now coming into the limelight of power in the House of Repre-
saatatives.

As we have seen previsusly, nothing had been done about the
sbused tactics that were wsed by the minority in the House, the fili-
tustering, and the "no quorum present” tactiocs, Two exaaples of fili-
bustering came about in the Fiftisth Cangress (1887-88) on the bill te
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refund the direct tax,2li and the Gilahoma b411.25 Much of the filie
bustering was due to the partisanship invelved in the measures, Prso-
tices such as these caused criticism of the rules and some criticism
of the Rules Cammittes. One pruminsmt personality of the day called
the Rules Committes “a dignifisd oligarchy.®2$

Speaker Reed's Rules

The next major develepmsnt of the House rules came in 1890 with
the adoption of the "Reed Rules." Thomas Bracikstt Reed had entered
Congress from Maine in Mareh, 1577. During the intervaning years, he
had often seen how the business of the House could be paralysed and
the will of the majority frustrated by the minority party and in many
cases, minorities cpposed to certain bills, The tactics of odbstruction
than employed included such devices ss the "disappemring quorum,® re-
peated roll calls, and various dilatory motiocns.27

Reed was a bold and cowrageous man with a powerful personality
and an acid tongue. He had been a lesding figure in the Maine legisla~
tare, and he was destined to become a masterful Speaker of the House
of Representatives. In his view the business of an orgunism was o

Recard, Fiftisth Cangress, First Session, Vol.
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fumotion, and the duty of a legislsture was to legislate. During the
1880's Xr. Reed becams an expart in pariisssntary strategy and tactics,
biding his time until he should be in a position to overcome the tech-
aiques of minority rule. The nsed of refom in House procedurs impressed
him deeply, and he was convimsed that the traditicnal pracstice must be
changed. Minority rights, he felt, should not be allowed to override
the rights of the majority.28

When the Pifty-first Congress (1889-90) convened on Decamber 2,
1889, the msmery of the Oklahoma Bill was fresh in the minds of the
Republican majority. Mr. Roger R. Mills, a Democrat from Texas, is
reported to have said, ™The ainority did not intend for the Republisan
majority to pess a single measwe without their consent.” He concluded
by saying, “The minerity was strang encugh to make them the virtual
rulers of the House .29

It vas the clash ¢f Speaker Reed md the majority party with
Mr. Mills and his determined minarity that brought about the so-called
“Reed Rules,*30

As has previcusly been ssaid, the revision of ths rules of 1380
bad pot curbed the ™o quorum present® tastic. The first attack on
this abuse of the rules came on Jsmary 20, 1880, when Mr. Tom Acklenm,
Democrat from Louisiana, proposed an amendment, which made it a duty

”Aﬂdmm, Sp. oit., p. 37.
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of the clerk to cast those preseat and mot voting as having voted in
the negative, and also to dsclare the results to the House.dX This
was opposed by the Republicans, especislly by Mr. Reed. This plan
wae thas ibaniennd bty the Democrats.’2 In wdthdrewing the amendment,
a prominent Democrat said: "I offered on yesterday my amendment to
the report of the Cummittes cn Rules, belisving that it was in accord-
ance with the Constitution. I will not present the matter fHurther."33

The practice of making a quorum on record by counting secal-
citrant members was insmgurated by Speaker Reed on Jeauary 29, 1890,
in advance of any recommendation from the House. This tactic, members
present but not voting on s rell-call, had plagued the House for many
years. The move by the Speaksr destroyed the "no quorum present®
tactic. Speaker Reed accomplished this in the following manner. The
House had not passed at this time the custamary resclution for the
temporary adoption of the rulss of the preceding House and was pro-
cseding under genersl parliamentary law as it had done in several
other periods in bistery, b

The House on Jammary 29, 1890, was in the process of taking up
the election case of Smith v. Jackson, when the controversy began. In
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this case Mr. Charles COrisp, a Democrat of Georgis, raised the quss-
tion of evmsideration. On division the yeas were 136 and the nays
were 12, The mmber required for a quorum in the Cangress was 166,
?i!ﬁ%ggnﬁaug. yeas, 1625 and the nays,
two, The purpose of the "no Quormm® tactic was to prevent the seating
of a Bepwblican. After the vote, Mr. Crisp said, "No quorws.®

Mambers of the Demccratic side were sertadanly not prepared for
the statament Speaker Reed wuld make next. However, if they had re-
verted deck to the proceedings on Jammary 2, 1890, they may not have
besn as astonished. On that day Beed deciined te asccept a highly
privilsged motion to adjown on the grounds that it was a dilatory
motica,}d He wvant further to amnounce that he wuld thereafter sccept
no dilatory motions at all and thet he wuld decids vhether a motion
was designed merely to obstruct the House's proocedure. This detision
rocked menbers of the House of Representatives for it deprived the
minority Democrats of ons of their most effective weapoms.3? fhis
shock, however, was mild compared to the shock the Democrats received
after Mr. Crisp called up a "no quorum.”

Speaker Reed: "The Chair directs the clerk teo

revord the fellowing nsmes of meme~

bere present but not voting." (Ap-
plauss on the Bapublicen sids.)

uu%m Bscard, Fifty-first Congress, First Sessionm,
Vol. XXI, s Ppe 920,
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Mr. Crisp: "] appeal. I appeal the dscision
of the Chair." (Applanse on the
Democratic side.)

The Speaker: "Mr, Blanchard, Mr. Hlowmt, Mr.
Breckinridge. "

Kr. Clifton Breckinridge: “I dsny the power of the Spesker
Democrat from Kentuoky and dencunce it a» revalutisnary.”
{ppiamss on the Democraticsids.)

The Speaker: °The Houss will be in order."®
Mr. James Hlowmt: *] an responsible to my constitusnts
Democrat from Georgia for the wvay I vote and not to the

Spoakorafthtﬂouu.")wﬂm
en the Democratic aide.

The Speaker contimued to call off the namss of the members present, but
not voting, in spite of protests, appeals, md demmciations, cries of
order, and quotations from works on parlimmntary procedurs.’? The
clerk continued to call off the names of those present and not voting.
When forty-ons of them had been called off, he annocunced that a quorum
was present. MNesring the end of the roll.call, Mr. George Cooper, a
Democrat of Indiana, demanded on what grounds did the Spaahser make such
s decision.®® In suppert of his decision Speaker Reed cited the prac-
tice of the English House of Cemmons, the rules and proceedings of the
4‘ of Represantatives, aad also ths Federal Constitution. With
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these statemsnts the Spsaimr declared the resclution passed.4d on an
eppeal of the decision the nsxt dsy, the Spesimr was sustained by a
vote of 162 yeas, O nays, 157 mtwﬁnﬁ.& Ths principle was finally
Ancorparated into the rules of the House on Pebruary ll, 1890,43

The Damocratic minority was enraged with the ruling. For several
dsys they stormed about the House floor, wildly dsnouncing the tyranny
of the Speaker, dasning him as a *scoundrel” and a "csar." wiat be-
comss to the rights of the minority?" one member demandsd,

*The right of the minority," replied Reed, "is to drav its
salaries and function to make & quorum.®™ This statement sent members
into the aisle in a fyensy of anger. One Kentucky repressntative, with
parlimmentary manual in hand, trisd to debate with the Speakers "I
deny you right, Mr. Speaker, to count me present," he sald. The Speaker:
The Chalr is making a statemsnt of faoct that the gsntleasn {rom Kene
tucky is present., Does he demy 1t7%#b

Bsed persisted in the ruling. His rule ended filibustering in
the House, The Democrats still tried to resist the ruling, They even
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accused Reed of counting, as part of a quorum, the members' hate hang-
ing in the cloakroam. They tried to prevent being counted by dashing
out of the Hall of the Bouse dbafore the doors of the House were closed
and locied, One Texsn, Constantine Eilgere (Demecret), once iicied
down a locked door to make his escape, and he was afteruvard known as
"X4cking-Busk Kilgore.™7

In addition to these major reforms, the Reed Rules also provided
for a readjustamnt in the order of dusiness, reduction of a qwrum in
the Committee of the Whols to one hundred, the relief of the morming
hour by filing bills and repoits with the clerk, and the adoption of
special orders by a majority vote. The last was certainly a major
change, Under the new systam, the Spesier referred all public bills
to the respective camzittees and vas authorised to dispose of busineas
on ths Spesker's table wWdthout action by the House—except on Howse
bills with Senate amsndmenta, wiiich would usually go to the Conference
Cammittee without debate. likewiss, he minimiged “unfinished businass"
by liaiting its jurisdiction to busingss transacted in a special peried.
Under the revised ®ordsr of business," the House has since been sble
40 move freely from one calendar to snother and from the House %0 the
Committes of the Whole.ud

"w’ P« 2_1_&0. Pe s2.
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The Speaker and the Majority Party Are Given Unprecedented
Powr Through the Reed's Rules

The Reed's Rules brought sbout a tremendous change in the House.
Not only did they end the practice of dilatory motion and the fili-
bustering tactic of the "no quorum,® but they also brought unprecedented
vﬂggﬁigpﬂ?ozgohsgfﬁ.!-ﬁab-o to the
majority party in the House. The confusion of outdsted rules had been
dastroyed along with the time-consuming filibuster; however, some won-
dered whether the cure was not worss than the diseass.

Reed saw the possibilities of the Rules Committee when he vas
Speaker of the House. Be made the Rules Committee ths steering com-
mittee of the majority party. The steuring committes was to be re-
sponsibles for determining the HBouse's legiclative program, He did
this bty dsveloping a new concept of floor action-~the so-called "spesial
rale.* With Reed as Rules Cammittse Chaliman, the committee wuld write
p-vo&.pwzvomon?boongalga.uﬁ.ig. This ruls de-
termined the amount of time to be spent debating the dill, and scmetimes
even limited the amendments that could be offered to the bill., This
803&.39.8&?%5»:&&3&3‘- and the Speaker auto-
matically contralled a majority. The techmigue gave the Speaker almost
unlimited oontrol over floor action.9 The Demccrats being in the mi~
nority did not 1ike this new tactic by the Speakesr, and they fought 1%
with much viger.

gi op. _m.PlA.wloh Po 53.
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Although some peeple belisved that Speaksr Reed wes the ine
novator with his steering cammitties in the House of Represantatives,
ons should notice that in the Fiftisth Congress (1887-88), Speaker
John Carlisle, a Democrat from Eemtucky, had appointed the Chairman
of the Cammitiece on Ways and Means, the Chaiman of the Appropriations
Committes, together with the Speaker to sit on the House Rules Cam-
aittee.50

This was the precedure that Speaker Reed, Willism McoKinley, Re-
publican of Ohio, and Joseph Cannon of Illinois, completely dominated
the two Democratic members, Mr. James Hlount of Georgla, and Mr. Bentan
Modillin, Democrat of Tennssses. On ons ocecasion Mr. NMaillin, being
late, asked if he had missed axything. Ths Speaker said, “No, Jee, Mas,
and I went along by ourealves."Si

The Republican members of the Cammittes on Rulse would decide
in advance the details of ths rules they wanted on the bill, ad then
Reed would inform the members of the Democratic minority of the deci-
s100.52 sgentlensn,” he would say, "we have decided to perpstuate the
fallowing m..'” On another occasion Reed said that the Rules

M&m Record, Piftieth Congress, First Session, p. 104.
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Comnittee consisted of the Speaker and his two umtmto.s“

Although the Damocrats opposed the Speaker's rules in the
Fifty-tirst Congress (1889-90), they looked at them in a different
1ight in the Fifty-second (1891+92) and Fifty-third (1893~9k) Can-
gresses, The elections of 1892 and 189l gave the Democrats control
of the House of Rspresentatives, and with this control they were able
to fashion the rules of the Fifty-second (1891-92) and Fifty-third
(1893-94) Congresses. When the Democrats secured the majority in the
Fifty-second Corgress (1891-92), consistency required them to drop the
two rules which had been called the "Reed Rules.” That was done in the
report of the Committee on Rules on Jammary &1, 1892.55_ Howsver, later
in amendments, tbe "Reed Rules" were adopted by the Democrats becauss
they feared the sble Republican minerity.50 Referring to this rule,

a member of Congress sald that under the speakarahips of Mr. Reed and
Mr. Crisp the Rules Ceammittee received its greatest emlargement of
function and importance.57

Although the Demccratic Fifty-second (1691-92) and Pifty-third
(1893-9L) Congresses made use of the Rules Cammittee to further its
legialstive program, they did not use the committee nearly as effectively

h Shgengressional Recard, Pifty-third Congress, First Session, p.
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as it wvas used by the Republican majority.

There was a good dsal of support for the Rules Cammittes in
thies country even though the Speaksr had become very powerful. One
praaineat mamber of Congress said, "The members who do mot like the
rules mist realize that if we did not have them there would be pands~
moniun."58 another cosmented that Af the rights of the individual
were loft unfettered, then the goverment would be without order,?

A leading legislator in this country tld Lord Bryce that the rules
were as near perfect as they oould be.60

Howsver, there was some opposition to the Rules Cammittes.
Most of this opposition was due to the small size of the committee.
A.a early as the Fiftisth Congress (1837-88), a resalution was offered
to incresse the size of the Cammittes on Rules., The resolution wanted
to inareass the size of the camittee to seven.Sl The astabl {shment
of S0 amall a ruling committee had led to the customary refersnces to
"Russia,® "the sutosrat," "tizee men ruling the House of Represents-
tives.” In the Pifty-second Congress (1891-92), mereover, the Dsmo-
cratic membere were all from the Scuth, and there was soms complaint

58psul 8. Reinsob, Americen ;g%:turu and Legislative Methods
(Mew York: Century Cospany, s Po OUs -
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that the three men with the most powver over the legislation of the

United States came from cne section of the country.52

There were other proposals made concerning changing the Com~
mittee on Rules. It was proposed that it should consist of seven, of
nine, and even of fifteen mambers. It was aleo suggested that it
should include all the chatrmen of the standing committiees, about
fAifty in nusber, and that finally, it should consist of one member
froa each state or territory to be naminated by that state or terrie
tory.63

There wers three other rules given during this time that gave
the Rules Committee additional pover. These added to the “Reed Rules”™
made this cammittee a very powerful cne. One of the rules gave a ree
pert from the Cammittee on Rules precedent over the reading of the
Bouse J_anrq_n___l.& The second gave the cammittee the right to retire

at any time from the House, in order to report a rule that wmld
silence a nwmm.‘s The last measure gave the Rules Committes
the powsr to fix an hour for a final vote on a pending qmtien.éé

S2ary P. Fellett, The of the House of Representatives
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Psrhaps the most drastic power the committee had was the power
of the special rule. The following rule wvas on an immigration b1l

in 1903.

Resolved, that immediately wpon the adoption of this order
the House shall resclve itself into the Committes of the Whole
House for the consideration of this bill, to amend an aet, en-
titled, "an act, to regulate immigration of aliens into the
United States,” approved March 3, 1903, and in the Committee
of the Whole the emendment in the nature of a substitute report
by the Cemmittee on Immigration and Neturalisation, shall be
read through, after which Section 1 of said amendment shall
be considered for not longer than one hour, under the Five-
Migute Rule for amandmsats, and at the end of Section 1, Sec~
tion thirty-eight shall in ths same way be considered for not
longer than two hours, with the provisian that smendmants pend-
ing at the end of the two hours shall be voted on by tim Come
mittee of the Whole; and immediately after the vote on the
said, "specific amendments" to Section thirty-eight, the Com-
mittee of the se and the Chsirman vill repart
the bill and sudbstitute amenduents, whereupan a vote shall be
taken on the substitutes, and the bill, to the final passage
without an intezvening motion or appeal. General leave is
given t0 be confined to a cussion of the bill within five

legislative days from todxy.S7
During the debate on this repert the fallowing discussion betwsen the

Speaissr and Mr. John (Gardner, Republican from New Jerssy, author of
the immigration bill, showed that the special rule affected all repre-

sentatives in somec way.

Mr. Oaydner: "Mr. Speaker, I would like to ask the Chair if
in his opinion this rule as drawm will permit
& yea and ngy vote at any stage, for instance,
cn the smendment striking out the educational
test, "

The Speaker: "In reply to the question of the gentleman from
Massachusetts, whigch the Chairman will treat as
a parlismentary inmguiry, the Chair will say that
tis rule if adopted does not change the rules

67 nal Record, Fifty-ninth Congress, First Session,
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of the House on the subject. The erdinary rules
wuld evoke the Committee of the Whole House te
perfect the substitute for the Semate Bill re-
ported by the Cammittes and would be treated
precisely in that respect as swbstantially all
simi) ar smendments have been trested here before.*

"Ihen I understand Mr. Speciser that no yes or nay

vote would bs possible at any stage of proceedings
under that rule of the educational test.”

“smandasnts perfecting the substitute itself would
be in order. This special rule if adopted leaves
the uniform practiocs as it has been in Congress
for a hundred years."

®Then 1 ask that this rule shall be 8o amanded

as to permit at same stage in the proceedingsa
yea and nay wote on ths edusational test.®

“The gentleman from Masaachusettsa asks umanimous
consent as indicated. Is there any objection?"

“Mr. Spealeer, I have nothing more to say except
that this rule iz a very bad one indesd, and
quite in violation of a great many understand-
ings X have had with the people in this building,
but I shall work for its adoptian, because I do
not velisve this Bouse is composed of menwho
w]ll use the fasct that they cannot be put on
record to vote a different way from what _they
wuld if they were to be put on record.

Since the 1880's, the Heuse Cammittse on Rules had been gaiming
power slowly but surely. Ry the time of Speaker Joseph Cennon, the
House Rules Cammittes was deing used as the instrument of the mejority

party. DBescause of this, the majority party could run the business of
the House to their liking.

“zmo. Pe 91530



CHAPTER 1V
THE OVERTHROW OF THE SPEAKER

¥ot only had the Speaker of the House of Representatives con-
trolled the Committee on Rules, but under the aperation of the "Reed
Rulss® he had dsveloped far-reaching pover. He was entitled to appoint
the standing cammittees in the House, to designate their chairwsn;l and
this in turm would determins the legislative opportimitiss of the ime
dividual,? As Chaiman of the Committee on Rulea, he was ahle to de-
teraine what business the House should cnsider. Through the unlimited
pover of recognition, he could decids what matters would came before
the House, and hs could alse discipline members who went against his
wishes., After a leng process of evelutiocn, the Speaksr of the House
had become the second-most powerful msn in the United States.d

Cannen's Use of the Rules and Rules Committes

Joseph Camnan of Illinois inherited all the Spesiker's arbditrary
povers when he was chosen to lsad the House. Camnon, however, added

lﬁurp 3. Gallowey, ths Bouse of Represeptatives
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his own embellishments to the Speakerfs power. This was a party
hisarchy loyal te hia that simply overawed the House. Cannon con-
tralled the House in 1its entirety, and he made the House subservient
to his will by the ruthless way he used his arbitrary power. HNo bill
could be passed without his advance permissicn, and the appointment
of every member of every House committee was his scle respansibility.
Cannon controlled the avenuss of promotion in the House, and the mem-
bers shrank deeper into obscurity.M

A few contemporary remarks vill show the power of the Spesksr.
One man wrote that, "An able and clever men owns the House of Repre-
sentatives, body, soul, and conscience."® (nce when a constitusnt
aszked for a copy of the House rules and regulations, the member sent
him a picture of Speaker Cannon.® Another time a wemmn, shocked at
seeing Cmnnon bowed in preyer in the House, called him an "old hypo-
crite."? The attack on the Spsaker was indirectly an attack on the
Rules Committee. The Rules Cammittee and the Speaker were constantly
under a barrege of criticism,

By 1908 it looked as if a showdown was to tale plaece in the
tives (::\.t%o’x::hn’i; .fc?%;ﬁ%ﬁm—.'p% of Repraseste-

SHelan Bruoce Fuller, ‘rho Spealsrs of the Howse (Boston: Little,
Brown & Campany, 1909), p.

6 mu, Sp. 21_20’ Po 79.

T3, Frederick Vas (Bostons Houghton
MAL14n Company, 1927), pe
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House botween the Speaker and his cchorts sgainst a coslition of
Democrats snd ®insurgeat® Republicans. This showdown had been in the
making since 1903. Prom 1503 to 1908 the nation's press had attacked
Cannon as having & position that was too powerful., Many Demecratic
state platforms, beginning in the 15890's, attacked the Speaker and
the Committes on Rules, a specific exaxple being that of Califormia.
Repudlican platforms did not condemnj neither did they praise the Come
mittes on Rules. The platform of the National Democcratic Party in 1508
attacked the Speaker and the Committse on Rules.8

The Democratic press in the nation was sgainst the Speaker and
the Rulss Cemmittes. The Republican press remained very silent on the
subjsct. The main accusation pointed at the Cammities on Rules wes it
had opposed the reforms of Roosevelt and Tafs.’

Mazny of the lsading periodicals were against the Spedter and his

cosmittee. Amang them were Colliers,lO Ceatury,il Outleock,l? irens,13

w gcnn::: tm:&:"5m::%»:19m
9&,
10cel1ters, XLII (March 6, 1909), 15.
Ugentury, TLII (June, 1902), 165.
Moutieox, X0I (April 10, 1909), 807-.
Lprens, IIXIX (Nay, 1908), Q5-18,
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Harpers Weekly, ! North smerican Review,15 Commopelitan,é and the
Nation.7

An organized effort to break the power of the Speaicer began in
1908, A meeting was held by Republican members who desired to curtail
the power of the Speaker. This body of men met three timss wok:l.y.m
Cammittees were appointed on all subjscis connected with the investigs-
tion. These men were in the main firiendly toward Spsaker Cannon and
enly wanted to taks away his extraordinary power. They were later
given rough treatment by Speaker Cannon, He danied fourtesa Republi-
cans thsir cammittee asasignments. This treatment of the "insurgente®
would come back to haunt Cannan.}9

Revolt in the House

“As the fight grew in intensity,” said Representative George
Norris of Nebreska, referring to the Spsakership contest at the open~
ing of the Sixty-first Congress (1909-10), "it inoreased in bittere
ness," and when the dsys of election came, it is doubtful if there

Uggrpers Woekly, LII (Pebruary 29, 1908), S.

1S¥orth Ansrican Revisw, CXIXIX (Febraary, 1906), 233-3k.
18gommupolitan, XIVIII (aprll, 1920), 569-75,
17¥ation, DCCCVINI (September 17, 1908), 251-52.

Bsrxinson, op. sit., pe 95.
m, 9Pe Qito’ Pe .
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was a single insurgent who did not most devoutly hepe that the Speaker
might be defeated.20

As 8 concession o the feeling that was deweloping, the Bspulli-
can lesders, late in the Seecond Session of the Sixtieth Congress (1908-
1909), had secured ths adoption of a rule providing for a Calendar
Wednssday. This was a day on wvhich bills on the House Calandar, pre-
viously repcrted by a oommittes, could be called wp for comsideratiea
without the customary clsaring cansultation with the Speaicer and his
Committee on Rules,Z

The ®insurgent® Hepublicans did pmot like this concession. They
winted stricter controls on the powsr of the Speaker and his committee.
To get their demands they decided that they wauld form a coalition with
the Democrats. In the contest that followed, the inswrrection in the
majority party was cowttered by Camnan's friands in the minerity party,
led by Mr. Prank Fitsgerald, Democrat fram New York,?2

Thirty-cne Republicens joinsd with the Democrats on the ocoasian
in defeating Mr. John Dalsell's (Republican from Pennsylvania) motion,
that the rules of the Sixtisth Cangress (1907-8) be adopted for the
governing of the Sixty-first (1909-10).

A motion then was offered by the Democrutic leader for the
sdoption of the rules of the last Cengress for use in the special

ourrent Litersture, XLVIII (Petruary, 1920), 127-31.
Raskinson, op. oits, pe 9.
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seseion on which they were entering, but with some important excep-
tions. These called for the direct elscticn by the House of its own
Cosd ttes ou‘/mutooonaiat of fifteen nmbers, vho were specifically
nemsd but did not include the Spesker. The motion further authorized
the Speaker to appoint at ance the Ways and Mamns Committee and a fow
minor onss, bubt not to appoint any other cammitiee unless instructed
by the House,23

The defection of Fltsgerald in the minerity party brought about
the defeat of the Democratic and "insurgeat® Republican cocalition by
a close vote.2l The House then adopted the Fitsgerald sbstitute.
The substitute provided as concession to the minority that a two-thirds
vote should be required to set aside Calendar Wednesday, and that the
Bules Committee was spocifisally forbidden %0 report any ruls intere
fering with the privileges of mesbers when they hed secared the floor.25

The suppression of the Demoorsts and “insurgent® Bepublicans at
the opening of the Sixty-first Congress (1909=10) was not looked upan
by either side as a cessation of hostilities. The leading %regular®
Bopublicans felt very securs. They balisved that there was no disposi-
tim on the part of the Committee on Rules to report a refoming resolu-
tin, snd they were confident ¢that there was no power that could compel
the committes to take such action. Doubtless they believed that the

Dpuid,, p. 97.

ihmn_um Record, Sixty-firet Congress, First 3ession, p.

33.
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conoession of a Calsndar Wednssday snd the requirements of a two-thirds
vote before it could de set aside wuld be sufficient to astisfy ths
demands of the opposition. This cverconfidence muy have lead to their
dowarall,26

Bowever, the Calendar Wednesdsy, thought by the Republisans to
be of littds worry, cams bagk to hamt them, It was on a Calandar
Wednesdsy thet the first assault on the Spealser cccurred.?’ On vedness
day, March 16, 1910, Speaker Camnou recognived Represeatative Biger
Crunpacker, Rspuhlisan from Indians, Chaiman of the Cammittee on the
M,rwmwo.otcmiuupﬁwmﬁwﬁinuumgm-
ment to the census 411,29 This was a mistake in procadure, for there
was no cppesition to the proposed anendment, but the men who had fought
for the intreduction of Calendar Vednmsday felt that the imtrodusing
of this maswe, at this time, wuld creats an ocdjecticnabls precedsut,
tending to impair the value of the concession that they had gained.29
They believed that Calendar Wednesday aight be turned into a day, not
for uringing wp legislation disepproved by the Spesker, but a dey in
wich representatives might clutter the cxlandar with minor items.

A point of order wes raised by Mr. Fitugerald. The Spsaker's

“m R. Atkinson and C. As Besrd, "The Syndication of the Speaker,®

Politiocel Scisnos Quarterly, IXVI (Sepeember, 1911), 395.

Sixty-first Congress, Second Session,
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raling that the census amendmant was in order as a matter of constitu~
tional privilege wuz promptly challenged, and after a long discussion,
the ruling of the Speaksr was revarsed by the House.30

Speaker Reod had said on Jsmuary 26, 1892, that he had been in
Gongress for fifteen years and had never seen the Speakar ovarruled,
and the membars of the House wuld never see hizm avarrulsd.3l Spesker
Reed was proven wrong by the action of the House in overruling Speaker
Cannon,

The next day an attempt to weaken further the effectivensss of
Calendar Vednesday by the Speaker snd his regulars was beaten down in
the House by a vote of 201 to 72,52 Just before the Houss rendered
its decision, Mr. Norris indicated his future line of attack against
the regulars in the Repuhlican renks, He sald:

Mr. Cecrge Norris: "L want %o ask the gontleman sbout

(Rep, of Nebrasks) the constitutional proposition, If

his theory is right, would it not fale

low that this would be in ordsr even

though there were no repord of a com-

on the resolution? To make mye

self plain, if it 43 in order becauss
the Comtitution makes it in ordery;—
mmmwamm‘mih

does not add anything to it.
Would not that fallow?

|




Mr. Marlin Glmstesad: "It has been so hald in election cases,
(Rep. of Pennsylvania) as to the right of a

by
¥r, Borris: "Any mesd

the time of the Howse on the qwesti
;.l;t gmm.mttotbom
'C

It mst be remembered that technicalities are great in the
House, and that thay are used to the utmost by members of the Bouse.
Asher Hinds wrote in 1907 that there were 7,356 teohnicalities sgainst
an individual in the HouseS4

| After the Houss had vobed 0 give precedant to the Grumpacker
Anendment, to the census bill, Mr. Borris finlly got the flcor, taking
& wall-worn mesuscript from his pocket,S

Mr, Norris: "Mr. Speaker; I present a resolution made privie
leged by the Constitution,."

¥r, Speaksr: FIf it is a resolution made privilsged by the
Comstitution, the gentleman will present it."

The Clerk then read a resclution providing for a Camuittee mm
Rules to consist of fiftean membays, geographically distriduted; nine
of whaa should be from the Majority Party, excluding the Speaker from
mabership, )6

,m;, P 32835,

3hpsher Hinds and Clarence i the House (Washe
ington; Oovermment Printing Office, 1907), Vi sPe e

m&p P k00,
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House in session all night. It was not until two olelock in the after-
noon of the eighteenth that a recess was taken until fowr o’clook. The
recess was agreed to on the undeystanding that the Speakmr would give
his roling at that time,>?

When four o'clock came, the Spealer postpomed the ruling until
twslve of the next day,’0

In the lang hours that had precadsd, disorder and abuse were
comnon, For axample, a Mr. Elisha Payns, Bapiblican from New York,
sald, “The gentleman does not know a point of crder from a hole in the
gromnd, il

The Speakar's ruling was a Qlsar statemant of the precedants,
saying that the motion by Mr. Norris was not in order. This was chesred
by the Republican side of the Houss,U2 Seventy-six pages of the Con-
gressional Becard are filled with apeeches of the Speaier!s supporters
and his opponenta, i

Mr. Norris finally sppealed o the previous qustion, whereupm
Mr. Dalsell tried to get the House to table Mr, Norris' motion, but he
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mdo{utodwaminthomodl&?tol&."k
- After an ineffectual attempt to agree upon the smount of time
to be given to dedbste, Mr. Norris took the floor to present a substi-
tute resolution. This reselution represented & crywtallisstion of the
best thoughts of the allies. The alliss presented this resolution be-
cause they delisved that victory was close at hand. Mr. Norris said:

¥r. Speaker, while I personally prefer the resclution I
offered the other dsy, and which is now befure ths House over

the substitute which I am going to offer, yet my associates

or a good many of them are of the opiniocn that the substitute

which I intend to offer is better than the arigimal tion,

Therefore :),m support the substitute resolution,
mmmm&m,uimztawmtmmmm.maa-
uittec elected by the House consisting of ten members, six from the
majority party, snd that the Speaker will not be a member. The Com-
mittes on Rules was to elect its own chairman from among its own nem-
bers. It was furtber resclved that after the adoption of the resolu-
tion, the Cammittee on Rules would be selscted in ten deys, and the
presant cosmittee would be abolished.’S The debate lasted about an
hour, and the ramarks mads by Mr. Claytan and Mr. Underwood spsak for
the viswpoint of the advocates of the Norris resclution,

Mr. Bsary Qlgyten: "Mr, Spesker, this is a crisis in the
Democrat from Alebsma legislative histery of cur comiry.

W Sixty-first Cangress, Second Session,
Yol. v, Pe .

k5Atkinson and Burd, 9. Sit., P 408.

W 8ixty-first Cangress, Second Sessimm,
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Mr. Oscar Underwood:
Democrat from Alabama

it hae remained since that time,

are not fighting the personality

the Spesiter. We are fighting the
ayatu."w

The Norris resolution was agreed on by the House by a vote of

193 to 153. The revolution hed been a success.i?

The Aftermath of the Overthrow of Speaksr Cannon

As a sidelight, it is interesting to nots that some of the Demo~

mmmmgm.rmms.nxono:msnwmmm (1910) con~
fessed that the Barris resclution had not bsen in order, but the time
had come to taice some action against the Speaker and the Camittee on
Rules, 0

It is also interesting to note that in the new Rules Cammittee

Vippas.
¥nas,, p. 3133
9., p. 36

ional

Vol. G¥I, 1, ps

a complete tWriumph for the “insurgsnt" Republiscana and Democrats did

Sixty-first Congress, Third Session,
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not occur, The reason for this was that in the party caucus all menm-
bers of the Rules Camxittee were placed on the new one, with the ex-
csption of the Speaker. The nsw committee did not include any in-
surgents, mor did it include any high-ranking Democorate.5: (m the
face of it, one can say that the power on the Committes on Rules
shifted from the Speaker to the friends of the Spasker.52

The defeat of Mr. Cannon, howver, was not cheered by evarywme.
One writer viewing the decision said, "As Mr. Cannon's gavel fell, an
epoch in the long and brilliant history of the House of Rspresentatives
came to an end,"S3

Not only during this session had the Rules Committee been af-
fected, but the Speaker hed been made weaker in other respects. He
was stripped of his power to appolnt standing committees and their
chairesn. The members of the House also restricted his former right
pmm,wmwmw,ummmmno:mn—
nority who were offering to recamuit to its original committee any bdll
coming up for a House vote., The action of the House reflscted the mood
of the country, as a great many people had groum tired of and angry with
arbitrary rule,5h

W Sixty-firet Congress, Second Session,
Vol. XLV, Pe .
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Two other reforms made during this session must be mentioned.
The membere established a Conssnt Calendar for handling minor bills,
This took them away from the Speakerts control. The House of Repre~
sentatives provided for a method known as the Discharge Petition.
This could bring a measure to the floor at any time, if a certzin
oumber of names wers signsd on the petition. This was aimed at balk-
ing committees, especially the Houss Rules Committee.5S

Spealter Cannon signified his recognition of the imporitant prece-
dents takem by the members of the House when he mnnounced that he would
resign and let the members of the House choose another Speaker. Such
a motion was made, but it was defeated. The Republican ™iasurgents”
wmﬂ]lﬂwhtmawﬁiﬁmﬁﬁmhmnu%mmth
rules, but not to elect a Demooratic speaker .56

The revolution of 1910 drastically changed not cnly the power
of the Speaksr, but also the nature of the conduct of House businsse.
However, any ons in reading the procsedings of the struggle camnot
find anywhere that the power of the House Rules Committee was cut.

5511d,, pe Sha
M’W: op. sit., pp. SU=55.



CHAPTER V

THE RULES COMMITTEE AS THE AGENT
OF THE MAJORITY PARTY

As we havs sesn, the House had given Spesker Camnon a blew fram
vhich the Speakership would never recover. Howsver, 8z 1 have pointed
out, the powsr of the Cammittee on Rules had not been diminished one
iota.

The Rules Committee's Funotion Under the Democratio Party

When the Damocrats captured control of the House, after being
absent from power for sixtesn ysars, they changed the rules of the
House to a certain extent when thsy met for the opening of the Sixty-
second Congress (1911-12) on April 4, 1911. After Champ Clark, &
Democrat from Missouri, had been elected Speaker, the Democratic ma~
Jority edopled a revised code of rules based on the Crisp rules of the
Fifty-third Congress (1894-95). These rules incorporated all the
changes affected ty the Norris resclution. The rules of the Sixtye
second Cangress (1911-12) was the final blew te the traditional powers
of the Speaier.l

These rules, as we have mentioned defors, deprived the Speaker
of his right to sppoint standing committess, retain Calendar wWednesday,

lﬁuun B, Galloway, Htm% of the House of Representatives
(h' York: 'y MJ, Pe g;.
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and also to appoint the Consent Calendar cn minor bills.2 The power
ahifted somevhat away from the Speaksr in the Sixty-second Congress
(1911-12), but his influence was still great.

In the 3ixty-sscond Congress the Democratic party's strategy
on legislation was tc bypass the steering committee but to concentrate
power in the caucus. Oscar Undarwood, Demoorat from Alabsma, was
Mu@h&mnoftho@onitbconwmmxem, to vhich the
caucus gave the assigmment to pick the members on the various com-
nittees, including the Committee on Rules. It was this cambination
of Floor lesder, Ways and Means Chairuan, Rules Committes, and Speaker
of the House that would form the ruling power in the House.’

The Spesker, Mr. (lark, outlined the function of the Rules Com~
mittee by saying that its chief function was to aspedite desirable or
nscessary legislation.lt It was also under the Spealmrship of Clark
that the Rules Committee was changed to sleven, staying at that mumber
wmtil the Sixty-fifth Congress (1917-18) when the Committee on Rules
membership was extended to thirteen.’

The power of the Rulss Committee to block legislation, which &
majority of its members did not approve, was first brought to the

“mba.
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publicts attention during the campaign for women's suffrage. This
wvas the second time the Committee on Rules acted aa an obstruotion
to legislation, It would gertainly not bs the last. A constitutional
amendment to grant the vote to women was reported without recommenda-
tion by the House Judisiary Committee in May, 1915. It had been intro-
duced by the Republican floor leader, Representative Frank Mendell of
Vyaming. A majority of the Demecrats on the Rules Cammittee were con-
servatives from the South. Representative Robert Henry, a Democrat
fron Texas, Chairman of the Cemaittee on Rules, refused te call the
cammittes together for consideration of a special rule that would send
the amendment to the floer. Delegations of women were told that their
amendment was not on the administration's program, and the Bules Come
mittee would stick with the program of the administration, It was not
until President Wilson declared for the smendment in January, 1918,
that it wvas allowed to come before the House on a vote.®

The Wilson Administration had no serious trouble with the Rules
Comxittee during its eight years. From 1920 to 1932 the Republican
adminigtration had greater success in dealing with the House of Repre-
sentatives than with the Senate. This was due to the fast that the
Rules Cammities supported ths progran of the Republioan administra-
tien.!

6paobard M. Bosckel, "Reforms of the Rules Cammittee,” Hditorial
Research Reports, II (December 9, 19L8), 873. 3
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The Scope of Rules Committee Power in 1920

By 1920 the power of the Rules Committee had growm to ome of
tremendous importance. It had the sole power of letting bills come
to the floor for a vote. It limited the time that the bill could be
dsbated and provided for amendments on a bill., This was oalled an
"gpen rule." It could also place a "closed rule™ on a bill. This
meant that amendments placed on a bill were forbiddsn by the Commitiee
on Rules. It also had power over the legislative docket. The com-
mittee could decide what business would come before the House and
vhat business would not come before that bedy. It also had the dis-
tinction over other committees of sitting in session at all times.
This committee was the only one vhose reports had immediate considera~
tion of the House, even before the reading of the House Jourmal, It

ceuld also sit and consider special orders to the House. Moreover,
since the Rules Cammitiee was the only channel through which majer
smendaents of the rules could reach the House, it was able to prevent
changes in the rules. In summing up, the House Committee on Rules was
10 a large degree the governing cosmittee in the House.®

As I have stated befors, the committes now would take a more
active role becsuse it wvas cut from under total ecatrol of the Spesker.
By contralling & majority of members on the Rules Cammittes, s majority
that wvas generally two to cne, the majority or floor leadsr could ect

8ceorgs callowsy, ve Process in Congress (New York:
Thomas Y. Crowell Company, 1953), p. 3u0.
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with swiftness anud ram through his party's legislative program. The
Floor Leadsr, Rules Camittee Chalrman, Ways and Msans Chairman, aleng
with the Speaker, gemsrslly guided the policy of the majority pariy.
The Rules Committee was to be the political and party vehicle of the
majority party.?

The usefulnass of the Rules Committee was not anly to the ma-
Jority party but also to the Houss itself. Whereas, once the House
had spant five months on & controversial bill; now with the adeption
of the rules of the Committee on Rules, debste could be limited to ocne
aft@rnocn. DBesides their function of saving time for the camplex busi-
ness of the House, the committee had one further adventage. This was
the fact that they could kill or pigeanhale any undesirable legisle~
tion caming to the floor, simply by a vote of a majority on the com-
mittes. Most mesmbers complained about this power, This had been
especially trus since 1920. A Congressaan John Jones could ses his
u-ovﬁrhgggeqﬁk.g»ghugrwnaaggon
twelve or more. Around this powsr swirled the storms of controversy
that would be heard for the next forty years.

The new power of the Rules Committee can be seen as early as
the Sixty-second Congress (1911~12), when Mr. Henry, Chairsan of the
Committes on Rules, told Mr. James Mamn, Bspublican of Illinois, that
he had "not made up his mind whether he was going to call up a certain

Sge1d Macleil, of Democ 1 The House of Rspresenta-
m»n..o.-_.uonx. u&&iﬂq ...M_”.mmwsﬂ..? mow...
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proposal,™0 Tnis inaction by Mr. Henry was challenged by certain
mambers of the House, According to the rules of the Bouse, Mr. Renry
was oorect, because the Chairman of the Cammittee on Rules oould or
could not report a bill that had been passed Uy the Committee. He was
under an obligation to do so, but could not be forced, even by the
Speakerdl In other words, the revolution of 1910 devaloped power in
an indspandent and "elected” Chairman of the Casmittee on Rules, who
had the power to veto a bill just by putting the bill in his pecket.1l2

It was thought by some that special ordsrs would not be as
numerous undsr the new Committee on Rules as they had been under "Csar®
Cannca. During the 3peaiership of Mr. Cannon fifty-eight special rules
were sent to the Houss. From the Sixty«sesond to the Sixty-fifth Can-
gress (1911-1918) that number wes exactly doubled, reaching 116. Dure
ing the preceding Congresses the figure inereased to 1l0. The largesd
mamber of special rules reportad in one session under Mr, Cannon was
only 17 in ths Sixty-first Congress (1909~10). In compariscm, in the
Sixty-seventh Congress (1921-22), thirty rules were reported in ons
se83100.13 Interssting %00 is the fact that about half of the bills
and resalutions reported for consideration under special order failed

4.0 Recerd, Sixty-second Congress, Third Sessiom,

‘ Manusl, Seventieth Congress (Washingtons
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n
passage, either in the House or in the Senate. A few of them were
pocksted or vetoed by the President, and scme of them disd in the
Conference Camni ttee. s

Two tables (Tahles 1 and 2, pages 7h and 75) will suffice to
point cut the differences betwsen the Congresses when Mr, Cannon was
Spealker and those Cangresses that ococwred after the revolution of 1910,

Of the fifty-eight spelal orders during the Speakership of
Cannon, only twenty-sight bills and two resolutions sucoeedsd in find-
ing their places on the statute books, This nmmber is cartainly amall
in contrast with the 12,375 laws and resclutions enscted during the
same period.)5 This shows that the Spesker, and in this case, Mr.
Cannon, had not the absclute control of the House with his Rulss Com-
nittes, 16

As I have pointed out, the Chairman of the Committee on Rules
had on occasion used his power to hlock measures during the Wilsen Ad-
ministration. It was not until 1920 that the Rules Committee Chairman

became very arbitrary.

The Chairman of the Rules Conmittiee Uses His
Position to Accumulate Tremendous Power

The first arbitrary Chairmsn of the Rules Cammittee on Phillip
Campbell, a Republican from Nehraaka. The power of Mr. Campbell and

umv’ P ’55.
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TABLE 1

SPECIAL ORDERS FROM TME COMMITTEE ON RULRS®

First

Third

Second Fourth

Congress Years Session Session S8ession Session Total
58th 1903-04 p S 1 1l 0 3
59th 190506 16 3 o 0 19
60th 190708 6 3 0 0 9
Glst 1909-20 5 ) [ ) 17
62nd 191112 8 1 L 0 23
63rd 1913-1h 6 15 - -1 0 26
64th 1915-16 17 3 ) o 30
ésth  1917-18 3 2, 10 0 36
66th 1919-20 22 12 9 0 W3
67th 192222 26 30 1 12 &
68th 1923-2 19 9 0 o 28
é9th 1925-26 27 I ] 0 a

¥

83ourcs: Chang Wei-Chiu, %u the House of
sentatives 3ince 1896 (New York: versity Fress, s Pe




TABLE 2
THE FATE OF SPECIAL ORDERS FROM THE CQMMITTEE ON RULES®

SBEE—SoR 50t ETat 5ol — ey Stk — G5t — S ST
1903- 1305~ 1907- 1909- 1911~ 1913~ 1915- 1917- 1919- 191~ 1923~ 1925~
1904 1906 1908 190 1912 191k 2926 198 1920 1922 192k 1926
Total Bills and Reso-
lutions Reported 13 7 9 16 32 33 i 36 39 17 28 n

Failling Passage
in House 1l 2 4 8 7 3 1 8 9

Failing Passage
in Senate S 3 3 9 7 5 7 10 9 6 12

Died in Conference
Committee b § 1 ) §

Vetoed or Pocketed
by President 4 2 S 1 3

Resclution on Order of
Business or Suspen-

stonof Rules Passed 2 3 2 b § b § 2 1
Resolution on Investi-

gations Passed 2 6 1l 1l 2

Bills or Resolutions

Unclassified 1 1 1

Law or Agreed te 7 12 S 16 K 17 17 22 23 52 13 15

oo
%Sourve: Cheng Wei-Chiu, The S r of the House of Representatives Since 1896 (Eew York:
Columbia University Press, 1928), p. .

SL
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the Floor leader was shown in the Sixty-eighth Congress (1923-2h)
vhen & mamber of the House declared that a minority of two actually
controlled the House .17

As one writer sald, "The reforms had thrown out Mr. Camngn, who
everyone could see had dictatorial powars, but now no one but the
trained observer could actually tell who had oontrol of the House.18

In the strict control of legisiation by Mr. Campbell and the
Floor leader, Mr. Ray Woodruff, a Republican from Michigan, introduced
& resolution that did not please the Chairman of the Rules Committee.
After pany days, inowing that his bill had been given a favorable re-
M,moauplamdhmsofmﬂomih«_tthhbmmnctm
in the pooket of Mr. Campbell.l? To the House, Mr. Campbell replied
that hs wvas only answerable to his cammittee concerning the Woodruff
resolution.20 He also teld them that he had the resolution in his
pociet, and he would kesp it there.Zl During this sams sessica he
roared at members that they all could go "to hell,” beczuss it made
no difference what tbay thought or decided, If he disapproved of the

» 170ongressional Record, Sixty-ninth Congress, First Session,
p. 1053,

1BRobert Lucs, Legislative Procedure (Boston: Houghton Mifflin
Canpany, 1922)3 Pe L83,

i ngxﬂ_ Becord, Sixty-seventh Congress, Second Sessicn,
) L}

mrb-_s_d.up Pe 17&5.
% op. 2_1&0, Pe lh?-
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msasure, it would not reach the flecor of the House. He also said, "I
an the Cosmittee on Rules, and I have absolute cbatructive powers."22

In the same Cougress Mr. Campball refused to repoert two bills
of importanse under special crdars. Ons was the national probibition
%11, Mr. Andrev Velatead, Repadlican from Nianesota, Chairman of the
Canmittee on the Judiclary, having reported the bill to the Houss, ap-
plied to the Committes on Rules for a special order for its immediate
cansidsration. Mr. Campbell refused to grant ths request on the
grounds that there were "too many things in the bill." He made it
plain, however, that he would report the bill under a special order
caly if the Committes on the Judiciary would accept the several emsnd-
nments which he proposed. The bill wvas finally passed under a suspen-
sion of the rules.23 This was too much for even Mr, Frederick Brittem,
a stalvart Republioan froa Illinois. MHe commented on the matter by

The other bill that Mr. Campbell vetoed was the Muscle Shoals

22muyd M. Riddick, The United States E.
and Procedure (Namassss, Virginia: Wetionsl Capito Company,
D), p. 18,

LJoseph P. (hamberladn, Legislative Processes, National and

_ State (New York: D. Appletcn-Century Compeny, 1930), p. 1.

2hgengressional Record, Sixty-seventh Congress, First Sessien,
Ps 7.
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bill, He did this by adjourning a meeting of ths Rules Committes be-~
fore the members could vote.25

ne of the difficulties that has faced all Rules Committees is
the difficulty of gatharing a quorum on cartain occasions. Mr. Campbell
explainsd, on one oecssion, that in a majority of cases the members were
in other departmants or doing other business and could not come %o the
nmeotings of the Rules Cammittes .26

Alshough criticized and praised by many, Mr. Gaspdell understeod
the powsr and responsibility of the Rules Commitiee. On one occasien
he remarked:

The business now coning to the Cosmittee on Rules prec-

tically covers the business of the House. Even the Committee
on Ways and Means, the Committes on Apprupriaticns, committees
that report privileged business, now coms to the Committee on
Bules for 8 rule cunocarning the considsration of matters that
they have reportsd out, FPractiocally every resolution, every
biﬂtrmnoryaq’tmotthenm, is referred to the
c—ittnml!nl”.

During the 1920's several impartant additional povers wesre given
the Rules Committes. In 1920 the Chair ruled that although the Com-
mitiee on Rules 18 not permitted to do anything which direstly dis-
penses with Calendar Wednesday or the métion to recommit, it can bring

in a general rule, which indirectly produces that result as a minor

2‘“‘. 8p. &o' Pe k9.

%ﬁm, 8ixty-seventh Congreas, Pirst Sessiom,
PP 9Tk, Y16, J15,

m"’m'm Record, Sixty-spventh Cangrese, First Session,
Pe .
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part of the opounen.zs In the same ysar Speaksr Gillett ruled that
the Cammittes on Rules may report a resclution providing for the cone
sideration of a bill which has not yet been introduced.2’

In 1922 it was held that the Committes on Rules sould originate
a resolution for the considerstion of a bill, regardless of whether the
subject matter had been referred to it by the House, "because the Com-
nittes on Rules i3 the executive organ of the majority in the Houss,"3?
Later it wvas hald that the Rules Committee qould report a resolution
suthorising consideration of a bill on which suspension of the rules
had besn declared by the House,X

Other important measures that affected the Committee on Rules
and thereby the House of Representstives wers passed during ths 1920%'s.
On July 1, 1920, an emendment to the rules of the House was passed by
the Bules Committes that all genaral appropristions reports wers to be
placed in a Cammittes on Appropristions. Thus since 1920 the Appropris-
ticns Committee had the camplete Jjurisdiction over all general appropris-
tion dills,32

3%@,_9_&%mmnom. %

19LL), No. 7:

sentatives (uashingions Govermment Printing Office, 19
cited in Galloway's History of the House of Representatives, p» 1h2

21014, , No. 3388, cited in Galloway's History of the House of
Bepresentatives, Vves, po 12,

k., Ko. )389, cited in Gallowwy's History of the House of
wu_m, p. 142,

N1vid., No. 3392, eited in Callowsy's History of the House of
Sepreseatatives, p. 1l2.

3’0&1@, History of the House of Rapms_mt.atina# p. 56,
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Another important messure was passed in 1927, This report by
the Chaimman of the Committee on Rules abolished eleven separate com-
mittees cambining them into a singls committes. This committes was
concerned with government operations.’3 This was an important step
by the Committee on Rules in streamlining the procedwre in the House
of BRspresentatives. Ons observer had called these elsven committees
the "ornsmental barnacles on the ship of state.3d

During the 1920's there were some attempts to revise the power
of the Rules Committee. Thsee changes wers not of a fundamental nature,
but they were designsd to curd somewhat the arbitrary power the Rules
Camuittee was now shoving.

On Jamary 18, 192);, the House passed an amendment to the rules
with the provision that "the Cammittee on Rules could not call up a
report for consideration on the same day it is presented, unless other
wise decided by a two-thirds voto.'”

Speaking in a clarifiocation cn a point of order in regard to the
aotion of the Rules Committes's creation of bills, Spesker Frederick
Gl1ett, Republican from Massechusetts, made the following statement:

The Cammittee on Rules is an executive organ of the majority

in the House of Representatives. If it wers held that it could
not act until the subject had been referred to it, then the

331“., Pe 57'

zm;ham-w, T&%Pmr; ﬁumm&
Fress, 19 PPe D2<93.

35!nn Rules and Manual, Seventisth Congress, p. 3lk.
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comaittes would find it impossible in the morning before a ses-
sion, to make ad.l:ilﬁ.«mpxn:l!n'xl:g1.11&1'01.401&11&:5..c:ﬁt‘iug6
necessary and desirable at the first meeting of the House.

In the Sixty-seventh Cangress (1921-22) Finis Garrett, Democrst
of Tennessee, asserted that the Committee on Rules had never, within
his experience, passed 2 resolution authorising, or directing a particue
lar member of that committee to ¢all up a resolution reported by the
Committes cn Bules.3”

It vas not until the Sixty-eighth Congress (1923-2) that the
House passed an amandment to the rules, which provided that sny member
designated by the Committee on Rules may after a lapse of nine days call
up for consideration a rile or order reported from the comnittes .38
Later amended, this rule declared that if the rule was not called up
by the member making the report within seven legislative days, any
meaber of the Cammittes on Rules could call up the rule as a matter
of privilege.y?

The ocomposition politically of the Rules Committee betwsen 1910
and 1928 is of interest. The reconstruction of the committee in 1910
resulted in a shortening of the duration of the terms of its members.

From 1890 to 1910 only nine Republicans and eleven Democrats were

5 #Mgm Sixty-ssventh Congress, Seccnd Session,
PPe 97 *

37%0: Pe 89213.
”Bo_ug Rules and Manual, Seventieth Congress, p. 315.
39calloway, History of the House of Rspresentatives, p. k3.
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membore of this committee. Of these members the maximum of length of
service in the House was eighteen terms, and the minimum was five
terma. Without exseption, all of those who had served on the com-
mittee wore leaders in their respective partiss. RExamination also
shows that they had served an average of more than five and one-half
terms on other camittees before their entrance to the Rules Committee.
From 1910 to 1928 there were fifteen Damocrats and nineteen Repuhli-
cans., This length of service ranges from one to thirteen years. The
average duration of asmbership on the comities during this period vas
less than four and ons<half years. Most of these members that served
on the Cammittes on Rules were mot well kpown to the general publie, @

Another difference that needs to de mentionsd is the fect that
before 1910 the Speaker, who was Chairman of the Committee on Bules,
never sppeared on the floor to report & specific order from the Rules
Cammittes, nor did he ever call up a report from the committee for
consideration during the morming hour. The function then was usually
performed by the ranking majority member on the cammittee after 1510,
As you can see, the system was changed drastically.ld

After Mr. Campbell lost his chairmanship on the cammittes, many
mmmbers believed that the new cbairman of the committee would not use
the powsr of his predecessor in such an arbitrary manner. They were
mistaken. As Mr. Campbell passed off the scens, his plece was taken

% op. cit., p. 162,
mwn, Pe 152.
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by Bertrand Snell, Republican from New York. Mr. Snell was a good
friend of both Calvin Coclidge and Herbert Hoover, and he would run
the Rules Cammittes in 1ine with policy set forth by the administra-
tion. Mr. Sna)l summed up his views regarding the House Rules Com~
mittee by eaying that he understood the role of the Rules Committes
to be:

The Rules Committee was to aot in bharmony with the majority
sentiment of the majority party in the House of Representatives.
It is to act in co-ordination and harmany with the Steering Com-
mittee in ths House. It is the duty of the Rules Committees te
protest the edministration and its legislation. It is also the
duty of the Rules Committee to feel the pulse, get the opinion
and sentiment of the House. The Rules tee does not ine
tend to dictate legishaticksto the country,

However, the same % fell on Chairman 8Snell, as they had
fallen on his predscessor, Mr. Campbell, On one occasion a member said
that "Snell is not only uopopular in the House, but he is a demagogue
as wll, in fact he is the biggest demagogue in the entire lHouse of
33.3«5»43.-6

Mr. Spell in countering these attacks replied, "I% is difficult
to take the pounding that was forved upon me because I sm the Chalirman
of the Committee on Rules,®hlt

The strongest attack on Mr. Snell came in 1931 vhen Representa-
tive Edgar Howard, Democrat of Iewa, said:

; h2cengressional Record, Seventy-first Congress, Third Sessico,
Pe 3700,

’UEO PPe §UI.§.
hbrnga,, p. L0B3.



Mr. Snell, the Chairman of the Camittee on Rules, has
more power than the President. His power is so far reache
ing that he can choke to death any piess of legislaticn be-
fore it can even get a chance of consideration on the floor
of the House of Represeatatives. No member, no matter how
ahn-ing his personality, should be vested with such vast

powr. Often now, I am wishing that, but for a moment I
might have a tithe of the courage displayed by Andrew Jacksan
when he spoke to Nicholas Biddle. In that moment I would

look 8nell squarely in the eys, and my Quaker lips would
paraphrase the spesch of indrew Jackson long enough to nake
then say, "Chairman Snsll, the power which under House
gag rule yon axercise is too damned much power.
One of the reasons that the members of the Rules Committee
took such abuse was that they were carefully selected by their parties
with the fact in nind that these men must have coursge to kill bills
that would be wmmpopular with pressure groups. In districts that were
close, the Congressmen preferred to put the blame on the Rules Com-
nittee for not letting the legislation come to the floor, rather than
risk a vote on the measure in the House that could prove umpopular with
many of their constd tasnts U6
When the Democrats took ocontrol of the House in Decamber of
1931, the power of the Rules Cammittes that had been used to suppert
snd protect the Hoover administration was twrmed against the administra-
tion. This victory for the Democrats pruved highly useful, because
under the control of the Democratic party, several groups, including
the Rules Camittes, thwarted certain Hoover proposals, thereby setting
up campsign issuss that would be used in 1932. The Repudlicans, although
Mcangressienal Record, Seventy.first Cangress, Second Session,
p. 5536,
Wiynedeil, op. cit., p. 102.
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winning the election of 1930, lost their majority besause of six
deaths in their ramks, This gave the Democrats controcl of the House
and also & glorious oppertunity to harass the Hoover administratiom.i?

The Rules Committee fram 1933 to 1937

The first Congress under the Roosevelt administration met on
Narch 9, 1933, in the midst of the banking crisis and oontinued until
June 16, During the period of the "100 days," emergency bills were
put through the Houss Rules Cammittee and the Congress in rapid succes-
' ston, This included such controversisl measuress as the Bmergency Bank-
ing Asct, the National Industrial Recovery Aot, the Tennssses Valley
Authority, etc. The urgency shown by the Camaittee on Rules and the
Cangress in adopting these measures can be summed up by former Rules
Committee Chairman Bertrand Snell, when he said, "The House is burning
down, and the President of the United States says, this is the wvay te
put 1t out, "B
The Democrats had largs majorities in both Houses, but the quiek
success of the President's legislation was due to the fact that under
"gag? rules, which forbade amendments, severe limitations were pu on
debate.l Thus in the Seventy-third Congress (1933-3L) all economy
measures came to the floor undsr "closed rules.”

k7pastorial Research Reports, p. 87h.
Mgalroway, History of the House of Representatives, p. 260.
k9541 toria) Rssearch Reports, p. 874
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Mr, Bankhead of Alabama justified this procedure by saying
that "the Committee on Rules is the political and policy vehicle of
the House of Rspresentatives to effectuate the party program and party
poliey. 50

At the epening of the Second Session of the Seventy-third Con-
gress, when there were signs of revolt against the drastic cuts in
veterans' benefits and government salariss that had besen made in the
Ecanomy Act of 1933, the Rules Camuittee drought forth a rule of une
paralleled severity. It provided that there should be no amendments
to this bill and no amendments to sny appropriations during the re-
mainder of the session that would conflict with the economy program of
1933. The Speaker, Mr. Lilvis Rainey, Democrat from Alabama, inter-
preted this rule as also prohibiting a motion to reconsider the bill
with restrictions to change any of its provisions,Sl

Majority Leader William Bankhead, Democrat from Alsbama, made
the intention of the Democratic lsadership very clear. He said: “The
purpose is to have the House deliberately dstermine for todsy and here=-
after during the remainder of the session whether they are going te
follow the President's recommendation or not."52

Minority Leader Soall replied:

1 have never been opposed to special rules, but I always
considered there was a responsidbility on the Rules Commities

90ga)Aoeyy, History of the House of Representatives, p. 260.
Slmmu} Research Reports, pp. 8Th=75.
527w14,
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:
B

with the House. I say without hesitation
that smyone on the majority side will deay

s the most vieious, most far-reaching,
that has ever been brought to the fleor of the
+ If sny man can show ms where any majority
in a rule that not cnly hog~tigd and prohibited
expressing themselves on the legislation in
extended through the entire Congress, 1 want
me vhers it wvas done., Of course I know why you
You think it vwill be easier to =tis our men
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Ths cammittee's rule was adopted by a vote of 194 to 192, with
all Republicans, eight-four Democrats, and five Parmer-lLadorites, vol-
ing against the proposal Sk

The House later got an opportunity to vole on liberalising the
economy program in caanection with Senate ammndments to the Indspendent
Offices bill, Later the House joined with the Senate in voting te
override a veto of the bill, giving President Roosevalt his first de-
feat at the hands of Congress.’

During both the First and Second New Deal Congresses, the Rules
Cammittiee employed its power not only to assist and safeguard administra-
tion measures, but also to obstruct a series of bamus dills, a mandatory
thirty-bour work-week bill, and various other measures opposed by ths
white House .58
= MS.M Record, Seventy-fourth Congress, Pirst Session,

ﬁﬁitom Research Reports, p. 875.
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Many of the most crucial tests of party loyalty tock place on
the votes to accept or reject the special rules reported by the Com-
mittee on Rules, Closed rules were used ten times during the First
Session and twice during the Second Session. The House leadership
justified this spproach by the need for sction in these times. All
but one rule was adopted by the Gongress during this peried,5T

This record led lLewis Lapham to conclude that the "Rules Com~
aittes was an instrument of the House lsadsrship to control legislative
proceedings." The Rules Committee operated in the Seventy~third Congress
(2933-351) as an arm of the leadership, and the House appavently spmrovei
ong.ﬂg.l-fma .

During the Seventy-fourth Cengress (1935-36), the Rules Committee
played a less active role in the management of the busingss in the
House. It reported only three closed rules, all of which were spproved.S?

One very importani rule that was established, divided the Ways
and Means Committee. With the addition of three otbher coemmittess, the
Ways and Mesns Cummittee had a work load that it was capabls of handling.
The two ¢hief cammitiees that were created were the Banking and the
Currency Committes.0

STaallowsy, History of the House of Representatives, p. LS.

58Levis J. Lapham, Party Leadarship and the House Committes on
Rules," (unpubiished Doctoral dissertation, Harvard University, Cam-
§.§¢¢8gmwvwvv.iq-ﬁwgg.uﬁugnhm

the Houss of Representatives, p. llb.
5%0elr0my, Histary of the Bouse of Reprusentatives, p. 6.

60pealva Stanwood Alexander, His and Procedure of the House
of Representatives (Boston: gﬂeﬂ 1% Gompany, 1916)s ps 235.
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The role of the Rules Committee was explained to the House by
its Chairman, Represantative John O'Connor, Democrat from New York,
uvhen he said:
To some of you new memdbers, I might state in advance that
the Rules Committee is an arm of the lsadership in the House.
It is sametimes called an "arm" of the administration in power.
Same psople have also referred to it as—thepolitical cosmittee
Policies of the leadsrship af the fizuse and the President.Cl
IX is imteresting tc note that the Rules Cammitiee was then re-
gardsd as the agent of both the House majority lesdership and the ad-
ministration, Doubtless it was with a view to strengtdening party
responsibility, as well as to protecting mmmbers from the pressures
of organised interest groups, that the Discharge Rule was again amendsd
in 1935, increasing the number of signatures to 218,62
The Discharge Rule was adopted during the Cannon revelution.
It could force the Rules Committee to send a bill to the fleor by
getting a certain number of members to sign a petition relsasing the
2411.53 the Discharge Rule had been changed in 192l to require 150
signstures to the petition,54
Thus, in 1935, with the additicnal signatures required on a
Dischargs Petition, the Rules Committee had even greater control over
M‘ ional Record, Seventy-fourth Congress, First Session,
ps 13 : _
65a110uny, History of the House of Representatives, pp. LuS-uT.
Onacket), op. eite, pe 339,

“bd.hw, History of the House of Representatives, p. 1kk.
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legislative procadmre. Although provisions had been made to get
stalled legialation out of the Cammittes on Rules, it must be pointed
out that the Discharge Petition has worked only twice aince its birth
in 1910, The reason that it is not used more is the fact that it of~
fends the House's love for orderily procedure. This has led many of
the House members to have never signsd a Dischargs Petition, no matter
hov much they approved of the legislation invclved,55

Thus the history of the Rules Committee in the 1920's and the
early 1930's can be summed up by saying that the Rules Cammittes was
the agent of the wishes of the majority pariy.

%ﬂ, Sp. 2&-, Pe 340,



CHAPTER VI

THE RULES COMMITTEE AS THE CHIEF OBSTRUCTIVE
AGENT FOR THE CONSERVATIVE COALITIOR

Begimning in 1937 the Rules Committee took on a different func-
tion in regard to the administration's program. The Rules Committee
did not act any langer as the "party and poliocy" wehicls of the ma-
Jority party, but became independant in the House under the contral of
a coalition otl.SOnﬂnm Democcrats and North Central Republicans.

The Role of the Southern Democrats from 1920 to 1937

In the 1920's the Southsrn Democrats were almost the aonly Demo-
crats in the House. In 1921, for example, ninsty-nine cut of the
House!s 13 Democrate came from the Scuth. In 1929 the Southern Demo-
orats numbered 101 of the 190 Democratis in the House, Not only did
they outinmber the non~-Southern Democrats, but thay also owtranked
them in senfority. Of the fourteen most important House committees
in 1929, ths ranking Democrat on no less than twelve of thess come-
‘mittees came from the South. This gave the Southerners a tremandous
influence in the House.}

These Southerners gave Franklin Roosevelt his earligst support.
They helped nominate end elsct him Presideamt in 1932. They also voted

1ge12 mn, : 'm House of Represantatives
(Wew York: David Mokay “282-83.
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for his bills in his first year as President, Many of thess South-
erners, like conservative John Rankin, Democrat of Mississippi, would
boast of the earlier New Deal measures. Mamy of them, however, soon
became upset over Roosevelt's domestic policy, his courting of the
urban voter, labor unions, and minority blocs.?

The Reasons for ths Southern Democrats'
Break with Roosevelt

| The actual break with the administration did not come until
1937, vhen the m&.amtion tried to enlarge the Supress Court and
also increase the minigmm wage. In August, 1937, the Rules Cammittee
veted ten to four against granting a rule for fioor consideration of
the wage~hour bAll, michhadpu-odthoSQnahinmwam-te-m
vote. Aduministration floor leaders used ths Discharge Petition to get
the measure before the House. In the end, the bill was sent back to
the Labor Cammittes. The Rules Committes had made its first blow on
behalf of the conservative coalitiomn.

The leadsrs of the Democrats in the House, Speaker Willism Bank-
head, and Floor Leader Sam Rayburn, Democrat from Texas, lost control
of many votes in ths defection of the Southermars. From 1937 on, this
coalition would attempt to weck the program of Roosevelt and Truman,

2114,
3zditorial Research Reports, p. 876,




93

The coalition was formed around two men, Joseph Martin, Espubli.
can lsader in the House, and Eugens Cox, leader of ths Southern Demo-
orats. Martin, writing in his autobiography about Cox, commented:

Cox was the real leader of the Southermsrs. He was a good

speaker and wieldsd considerable influsnce. He and I came
Congress in 1925 and we becams good friends when we were on the
Rules Committes. After I was chosen Republican leader, he and
I were the prinsipal points of t between the Southern
Democrats and Northern Bspublioamns.

On the committee and destinsd to play a large role in the future
wore some of Cox's lisutenants: Martin Dies of Texas, Howard Smith of
Virginia, Bayard Clark of North Carelins, end William Driver of Arkane
‘”15

In 1938 a rule for the wage-bhour bill was again refused by a
vote of eight to #1x.6 This bill was opposed Yy the Southerners be-
cause of the forty-cent minismum wage that was %0 be given., Great pres-
sure had been put on the Southerners from Southsrn textile and lumber

\ >
manafactarers. ! u&hﬁhmmmm@t%mn&r“m
House via the Discharge Petition. This tims the Nouse passed the bill

by a vote of 31h to 77.0

kigos Martin (as told to Robert Donovan), My First !%F xo_u-aﬁ
in Polities (Mew York: MoGraw-Hill Book Compamy, Inc., 1990), Pp.

5Janu MacGregor Burns, Cotg

Process end the Administrative St
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6Baitorial Research Reports, p. 876.
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Beceuse of the opposition of John O'Cemner, a Democrat from
New York, Chairman of the Bules Committes, to this measure, Roosevelt
succesdsd in getting him purged in Septembar by his New York con-
stitusncy.? Rocsevelt, using his influsnce to support 0!Oonnarts
challenger, remcved the Chairman of the Rules Committee. These moves
by Roossvelt, plus the fact of his atteapts to purge certain Southern
leaders in the primary election of 1938, made the coalition all the
mnore willing to jJoin together.

The Conservative Coalition Dominates the Committee

The purging of O'Cenner gave the ahalrmmnship of the cammittee
in the next Cangress to an ardent New Dealer, Representative aAdelph
Ssedath of Illinois. This move, however, did not alter the position
of the conservative coalitiocn in any way.l® On many occasions Sabath
was more than once embarTasssd bty the action of his committes, at times
hgving to speak for them, but in no way agreeing with the proposals of
the majority of his cammittes 1

It must be pointed out that the Rules Committes did not block
all of the msasures advooated by the administration. It concentrated

Spaa,
101p44,

%ﬂ.tm,mmcm (New York: Harper Brothers,
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its fire on domsatic legislation partisularly concernsd with ledor
and wlfare, 22
As the years passed, the Rules Camxittee was the spokesman of
a bi-partisen majority or minority, asserting a power indspendsat of
party and almost without responsibility to any political institution.ld
During the Seventy-sixth Congress (1939-40), the Rules Camxittes
opposed the majority lsadership in the House, not by denying major bille
to the floor, dut by making their admission depend upon its own terms,
which were often distasteful to the leadsrship.lls
It is interesting to note that during the Seventy-sixth Cen-
gress (1939=40) the Democratic party in the House of Representatives
held two party caucuses to deal with tha probtlem presented dy coali~
tion control of legislative action. At the first mseting held on
Pebruary 1k, 1939, the Demecratic leadsre, including Spsaker Banihead,
" Floor Lesder Rayburn, Chairman of the Csucus McCormiack, treated the
problen as cne of absenteeisn rather than a split in the party. It
urged members to co-cperate with ths President and threstensd, if
necessary, “to crack the whip” to cexpel Democrat members to attend
12e0rge 5. Gallowy, of ths Houss of Representatives
(Rew York: Thomas Y. Crowell 3 » Do .
Lrewis J. Lephan, "Party Leadership and the House Committes on
Rules” (unpublished Doctoral dissertation, Harvard University, Cam-

bridge, Massachusetts, 1953), p. 88, cited in Gallowsy, History of the
House of Representatives, p. 1i7.

Mm, op- 9330’ Ps 148,
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thess sessicns.)® When these efforts falled, a second caucus was held
on July 28, 1939, at which time a resolution was adopted which censured
the redelliocus Demearsts, who had not supparted the Roossvelt adminis-
tration,16

It vas also during this time that the House Cammittes on Rules
issued a rule to embarrass the administration. It authorised an in-
vestigation of the MNaticnal Labor Relations Board. This was the first,
but certainly not the last of the investigations, authoriaed by the
Comittes on Rules to embarrass the administration. This power of the
camittes could be used both for sound and logieal purposes or mainly
to embarrass the President.l?

uammimfm,mMiﬁmMmt function on
every vots in the House Rules Commitiee and on the floor of the House,
but it did join ferces in a solid body on eccacmic measures 2B

Martin, in telling how the cealition functionsd, cited the
general strategy he used. He would ask Cox in an informal way to see
if he end John Rankin could not get him some votes against a certain
measure that was distasteful to both the Republicans and the Southern
Democrate. Ascording to Martin, both sides would agree on the action

44, p. 1.

1A srence Berdahl, "Some Notes on Party Membership in Congress,"
Anerican Political Science Review, (April, 1949), 730-31.

L8yackteil, op. cit., p. 263.
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to be taben, and then they wuld let the Southern Democrats make ths
spesches and mmendments. The reason for this, as Martin explained,
was t0 get wavering Democrats to vote for a measure that was sponsored
by the Demcerats,l?

During the early war years (1941-li2) the split in the Democratioc
party vas partly amoothed over as the legislature concentrated on de-
fense and war lsgislation, vhile the Rules Cammittee for the most part
co-oparsted with the Presidant's and Majority Leader's desires.20

During the Seventy-eighth Congress (19M3-Lk), howsver, when the
party division in the House was very elose, the bi-partisan coalition
frequantly succeedsd in oomtralling the fate of legislation, ¥uch of
their suocess was dus te the faot that thay hed the advantage of contrel
of the House Rules Camittse.Zd

The power to force a cammittee to amend its bill to which the
Rules Cammittee would agree was in evidence in this session. In one
instance, & rule that would have mede it in order to consider a price
control bill, which had been rejected by the Banking Committes, and
bad never been reported to the House, was forced to a showdown vote
on the fleor by the Rules Cammittes, because it had been sent to the
Rules Committes, snd they 1ibed 1%,22

Mﬂ’ op. 9_’-_&0’9. 850
Mw. op. eits, Po 148,

Arapdam, op. cit., p. 12k, cited in Qalloway, History of the
House of Representatives, p. 1lB.

2% 0wy, op. eit., p. b,
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The Speaker, Repressutative Rayburn, dencunced the Rules Com-
nittee from the floor and asked that the offending pruovision of the
bill be deleted. Mr. Rxydurn said, "The Eules Committes was never set
up as 8 legislative cammittes, and I do not wint to see the Committee
on Rules take away the rights and privileges of other committees."?3
Representative John Cochran, Democrat from Missouri, complained:
The Rules Committee requires a lagisletive cammittes to
either strike cut certain provisions of a bill or to agres
to certain amendments before the rule will be granted. In
other words, it has set itself up as a superduper cammittee
assuming control over varicus comuittees of the House. I
uﬂls%mtumspruuumm, there will be a
revolt
During the Ssventy-ainth Congress (1945-46) the soalition con~
solidated its powsr in the control of the legislative process in the
House. Lapham summed up the statement Ly eaying that in 1945 the
coalition on the Rules Committee had became 8o indspandant that they
ascned respounsible to no om.zs
While the Commities on Rules failled te function during the
decads as the instrument of majority party governmant, oaverthaless,
it did spparently reflect sajority sentiment in the Howe, vhich may
or may not have reflected majority sentiment in the country. The ine
teresting quastion this raises is whether the House Committee on Rules
Qm ssional Record, Seventy-eighth Congress, Second 3Session,
Pe ShT1. .
2hm4.. pp. Sh9-T0,

%t eite, po 136, cited in Galloway, History of the
ives, Po

House of
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should funotion as the agent of the majority party, so as to enable
the party to carry out its platform pledges to the American people, or
ag the instrumant of a bi-partisan coalition, which can coatrol a ma~-
Jority of votes in the House.26

The Conservative Cozlition's Control Becomes Even
Stronger After the Second World War

The consoclidation of ths coalition both in Congress and in the
Rules Committes, especially after ths war, led same observers te specu~
late that our politiorl parties nseded revamping. Arthur Krock of the
Nov York Times said:

Until the major political parties realign, and two partises

are formed in each of which there is a common set of political
views and principles, these ocoasional acmbinations will ap-
pear in the House. There is both oil and water in the bottle
that bears the ladel ® and attempts o mix them will
be less and less succesaful.

It mist be pointed out that the Rules Committes, although block-
ing many bills, did let quite a few come to the House for a vots. Be~
tween 1935 and 1946 Sam Reyburn, serving both in the capasity as Floor
Leader and as Speaksr, used his influence and persanality both on the
Republicen members and especlally on Eugene Cox, leader of the Southern
conservatives. Cox and Raybwrn, although at odds politically, were

great friends, He frequantly called in the Speakeris offics to discuss

26020 10way, ops_€its, ps U9,
27artar Krock, Mew York Times, March 12, 1946, p. 2h.
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legislation. When Reyburn nseded help in getting a bill through the
Rules Cammittee, he simply asked Cox for help, even though Cox op-
posed the bill. "Do you really need this?" Cox would ask Raydarn,
When Rayburn said he did, Cox 4f he could, would arrange for the bill
t0 be cleared by the Rulez Cammittes for a vote on the House fleoor.

Wy did Cox belp RAgyburn? This was answered by Egyburn in an
interviev vith Neil MacHeil of Time magasins. “He was an omery fel-
i“,"l’idw. He continued, "He loved me; one time a newspaper
reporter wrote a coluwmn about me that Cox didn't 1like, and Cox cornsred
the reporter and knouked him down.*28

The Rules Cemmittee had proved very troublesome for Franklin
Roosevelt, It was even more muuumﬁwamrrm.” The com~
position of the Rules Camittee inm 1945 and 1946 (ses Tadle 3) con-
sisted of four members from the South, two froa Illinois, and one each
from New York, Ohio, Michigan, and Indimna.30 This composition would
look twice at any liberal legislation that was to be passed on by the
commitiee.

President Truman met his first rebuff at the hands of the Rules
Camittee in May, 1945, wvhen the cammittes refused clearance of a bill
%o establish a permanant Fair Beploymant Practices Cammission. In a

w’ ﬂo 9&&" Pe 1“:

2951 vorial Research Reports, p. 865.

30george B. Galloway, w at the Crossrosds (New York:
Thomas Y. Crowsll, 1946), p. 111,
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TABLE 3

PARTY COMPOSITION OF THE RULES COMMITTEE®

Southern Korthern
Cengress Years Repulilicans Democrats Democrats Total

T5th 1937-38 b b 5 11
76th 193910 L 5 5 1
T%h 19l1-42 4 6 h 1
78th 1913k 5 6 3 1,
79th 1945-ub b L h 12

Repre-

830urce: George B. Galloway, w% of the Bouse of
1

sentatives (New York: Thomas Crowell, ,-S.TK?.
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public letter Truman asked the Rules Cammittee to adopt a rule per-
mitting this legislation to bs voted upon bty members of the House as
soon as possitle. When the matter was brought up again, the vote was
deadlocked at six to six. This deadlock continued to the termination
of that session of Cangress, 3

In a radio fireside chat on Jemuary 3, 1946, the President said
that the fair emplaymmnt practices bill was being blocked by a "small
handful of Congressmen in the Rules Committes, notwithstanding the fact
that ths overwdelsming mass of our citisens favor this legislation and
want their Oenau-ntowuonn."z

Advocates of the Fair Employment Practices Cammission dencunced
the Rules Committee of the House of Reapresentatives as being a bottle-
neck to progressive legislation. They said it was under ths control
of resctionary Seutherpers.33 The Rules Committee took no furthsr
sction on the Fair Bmploymant Practices Commission that session.

Administration appeals for a special rule that would send a
bill increasing the minimm wage from forty cents to sixty-five cents
neoiv.dl}obetgrmﬁ

Mr. Troman battled the Rules Committee canstantly. In 15L6 he
helped oppose successfully a Missouri member of the Rules Committee in

31zditorial Research Reports, p.876.

3md.
J0alievay, Congress at the Crossrosds, p. 1lk.

J4gd1torial Researsh Reports, p. 877.
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that state's Democratic primary. Representative Slaughter, member
af the Rules Cammittee, was attacked on many occasions by Mr. Truman.
The line of attack centered around his votes on the Rules Committes,}S

The most glaring example of reduff te Mr. Trumsn came in January,
1945, when the Rules Committee took the axtracrdinary step of substitut-
ing the Francis Cass (Repuhlican, South Dakota) labor relations bill
Zor a bmlwhich bhad been framed by the Eouse Labor Committee. Instead
of giving nlearmace to the bill from the Labor Cammittee, the Rules
Committes reported a special rule for the Case bill, which bad been
introduced anly two days before and had never been coansidered by the
Labor Comatvtes.”® The bill passed the House by a vete of 258 te 114,37

Aotion, such as this, caused a great deal of grumbling over the
power of the Rules Cammittee. Chairman Sabath condamned the action of
his cammittee as ardbitrary and in vioclation of all the precedents in
the Heuss.38

Astion such as this caused many msmbers of Congress to criticiss
such action a3 the arbitrary use of power.3? Another member commented
that the power of the Rules Committee was being used most of the time

14,
661”#@@:1 Record, Seventh-ninth Cangress, Segond Seesion,
PPe .

39Estes Kefauver and Jack Levin, _A_ Twentisth-Cen 88
(Mew York: Duell, Sloan, and Pearce Company, T;Eﬂ, Pe ;;.
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to block majority legislation,iO

Criticism of this committee and others brought about a changs
in the rules of the House in 1945. This act, the Legislative Reorgani-
zation Act, was a bi-partisan measure passed in the Senate and the
House. The chief spansors of this sct were Congresamsn Mike Momroney,
Demscrat, and Senator Rebert LaFallette, Republican, Wisconsin., Rspre-
mt-ltivol Herter, sppearing before the Joint Camaittee, said that the
Rules Committes should be required to grant requssts for special orders
on bills favorably repartsd by legialative committees within a speoified
ancant of time,ld

The LaFallette-Monraney Camxitites considered all of the variocus
proposals to changes the Rules Committee, bLut in its final report there
wvas no changs in the camniites, mainly due %0 the lack of agreement on
what should be dons,l2

The bi-partisen measure in both the House and the Senate made
needed changes in the functional operations of Congress. Standing com-:
mittees were redused from forty-eight to nineteen in the House of Rapre-
sentatives., It frownsd on the creation of special committees, clarified
the duties of the standing cammittees, regularised the kesping of com-
mittee procedure, and banned certain privats dills, to ease the work
e Wyeyns Morse, "D-Day on Capitol Eill," Calliers, June 15, 1945,

« U?.
Klptssorisd Research Reports, p. 880,
24, p. 881,
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losd of some of the members of the House.\3 From 1937 to 196 the
Rules Cammittee had functioned as the chisf agent of the conservative
coalition in the House of Representatives. By 1946, there were many
people whe belisved that the Committee on Rules with power had to be
cbanged, becsuse it was acting in an arditrary role.

Woaloway, Bistory of the House of Representatives, pp. 59-60.



CHAPTER VII

THE RULES COMMITTEE AS REPUBLICAN AGENT AND AS
DEMDCRATIC OBSTRUCTIONIST: 1946=1958

In the election of 1946 the Republicans captured the House of
Representatives and organised it along party lines. The Chairmen of
the Rules Committes was Leo Allen of Illinois, Serving vith him on
this camitiee wmre Rspublicans Glarence Brown of Ghio, James Wadsworth
of Neu York, Forest Harness of Indiana, Bdgar Chensworth of Calorade,
Ross Riglay of (klshoms, Christisn Herter of Jassachusetts, and Robert
Rich of Pennsylvania, On the minority sids the members were Adelph
Sabath of Illinois, Engans Cox of Geargis, Howard Saith of Virginia,
and Bayard Clark of North Carclina.l Nons of thess men came from the
West, North Gentral, East South Central, nor ths Pacific Coast. Only
Ssbath cams from an urban district, Two other members' districts,
Berter and Wadsworth, took in purts of cities., The other men came
from totally rural districts.2 These men in gemeral represented con-
servative viswpoints; therefore they got aling very well with Speaker
of the House Jos Martin, who shared thess same views.)

1pditeria) Research Reports, p. 857.
2144,

3eil MacNeil, Porge of Democragy: The House of Represantatives
(Wew York: mwiﬁqﬁm 1%,
106
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The Rules Committes in the Eightieth Congress (1947-LB8)

The Rules Cosmittes during the Eightisth Cangress returned te
1ts treditional role as the agent of the majority party. In sharp
contrast to its conduct during the preceding decads, the committes
nov co-gperated with the party leaders to pramote the majority pariy's
progrem and to translate its campeign pledges into legislative actism,b

Just as the Democrats had relied on closed rules to avoid in-
ternal dissansion and expedite passage of their measures, so now in
the Eightisth Congress the Rspuhlicans did likewise. The Rules Com~
mittee reported nine closed rules during the two years, five in the
£irst session and four in the second.S

The comnittee mads frequant use of the rule weiving points of
order on appropriations bill in order to clear the way for the elimins-
tion of ®wastaful" govermmantal functions and buresus. It also tabled
rules for the consideration of bills for American membership in the
World Health Organisation and for selective servise, not approving
these msasures until they were forced by the Republicsn leadsrs.®

Other dbills, including the Universal Military Training bill and
the O'Rahoney-Eafauver bill, prohibiting the purchape of assets of
(m!”wa.m,mﬁ, '%%%%%Q.Emuﬁns!

Smsd.

. Spastoriad Research Reports, pp. 877-78.
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corporations, were pigecnholed by the Rules Committee.!
Dr. Lapham concluded that although the Rules Comuittee came
in for a lot of sbuse during the Eightieth Congress (1947-U8), the
record showed that the Speaker, Majority leadsr, and the Republican
| Steering Committee could get a bill cut of the cummittes, if it wanted
% badly enough.B

Besults of the 1943 Elesction--Liberal Democcrats Control the
?ggngnafoiafﬁg

" The opening of the Bightyfiret Congress (1949-50) shanged
nn&uovngﬁiﬁi-gaoongsg-&oﬁ&ﬂgf
one of hindrance. The Democrats by wimaing the election of 1548 con-
tralled the Houss of Repruseatatives, but they did not control the
coalition on ths Rules Committes, and the same outlook faced the
prograa of the edministration, as had faced it in 1948. Many of the
members of the House were angTy at the tactics of the Camittes on
Rules, Ths feeling vas best sumed up by Rspresentative Eberharter,
%o said that "the Rules Cammitiee was supposed %o direct the legise
lative traffic, but 1% had usurped this power by allowing bills te
come before the House only on its own terms.” Many Congressmen

ﬂggb 9P Eﬁt PP 151-52.

Glevis J. Lapham, "Party Leadersbip and the House Commitiee
Rules® (unpublished Doctorsl dissertation, Harvard University, Cambridge,
Nassachusetts, 1953), p. 183, cited in Galloway, Histery of the House af
Representatives, p. Hmm. .



109

believed that there should be some reforms of the Rules Cammittes so
a small minority could mot block the program of the majority.’

Repressntative Sabath and Bepresentative Forand suggestsd that
the Bules Committes be enlarged to fifteen members, and the sdditional
members be men who would support the program of Preaident Truman., This
plan was not favored by nany in the administrations so it wes dropped,l?

At the opsning of Congress on Jjamuary 3, 19L9, those that favared
a change in the House rules won a vote over the coalition by a vote of
275 to 142,21 Then the Bouse adopted the se-called Twenty-one-Day
Rals, Under this rule the chairman of a legislative cammittes whioch
had favorably reported a bill could call At up for House consideratiem,
if the Rules Cammittee reported adversely on it or failed to give it
2 "green 1ight" to the House within twenty-ons days.l2

It mst be pointed out that slthomgh the Tweniy=ocne-Day Rule
was in sffect, it did not necessarily weaken the strength of the
coalition on the House Rules Cammities. In Juns of 1949 Representa-
ul'n Sabath, then eighty-three years of age, wmnted to locsen the com~
li:tho'a stanglehaold on legisiatica. As usual, Gens Cox, now sixtye
nine years old, saw no need for it. Chzirman Sabath had succeeded in

90eorge Galdovay, "Leadership in the Bouse of Rspresentatives,”
¥estern rmum quarterly, XII (June, 1959), WO, .

M_M p. 869,
, History of ithe House of Representatives, p. €l.

“.Mo
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getting a housing bill past his cammittee's anti-edministraticn cosli-
tion and ento the floor. Cox demandsd more time in debate to point
out the socialistic tendencies involved. The vensrable Sabath was on
,Enza.ggpgm»uE-o»Scﬂgug%g!
blew bis top. 9Liar," shouted Cox, swinging at the Chairman'’s nose,
causing his glasses to fall te the floor. Ssbath rocked bagk, resovered,
and sent & left and right to the jaw of the Geargim. Then they wers
separated, and moments later they were posing amiably arm in arm for
the benefit of the camerssA)

This was not the last time the two adversaries would resort to
redical. action. On another cocssion Cax, the sseond-ranking Damocrat
on the cammittes, wunted to vote on a resolution to cbange the com=
I»a.«oo.nnﬁ.-ogguiﬁagolﬁwongﬁna&%ugu‘
votes, even if the chairman objected. Sabath begged Cox not to im-
sist on the resolution., GSabath pleaded that he had & weak hewmrt, and
that if this resclution was passed, it wuld kill him, Cox sald that
he didn't care, that Sabath had delgyed too lomg.” Upon hearing this,
Sabath abruptly lurched forward, pitehed out of his chair and fell
spradiing onto the carpeted flcor at Cox's feet.

Cox leaped up shouting, ™My God, I've killed him.” OCommittes
members rushed to Sabath's sidj four of them carried him teo the Chaire

. man's adjoining room and put him on the leather couch. 411 of the

committes members but Clarence Brown dashed off to secure medical aild.

- 1fenyy end Katherine Pringls, "The Terrible Twelve of Capital
Hill," Saturday Eveaing Post, COXXVI (Jume 19, 195k), 22.
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Brown, still puffing from ezmrtion, atood watch over the prostrate
chairnan. Ssbath cpemsd cne eye snd locked around the room. "Wy
you old rascal {* roared Brown. “There's nothing wrong with you.*

"Well," said Sadath, TMr. Cox didn't get his resolution, did
Bogels

The Tweaty-cns-Dxy Rule remained in effect throughout the
Eighty-first Congress (1949-50), despite a determined effort to re-
peal it early in the Second Session. A coalition led by Congressmsn
Cox of Georgis was defeated on Jammary 20, 1950, by a vote of 236 to
183. ERighty-five Southsrn Democrats voted for the Cox repeal, vhile
sixzty-four Republicans sided with the administration sgainst their
owa leadarehip,15 :

During this ssssicn of Cangress, the Twenty-one-Day Ruls brought
the anti-poll tax bill to the House for a suscesaful vote and forced
action on the minimm vage and housing bills. It also enabled the
House to vote for other important lsgislation. Altegether during this
M,dghtumm@&huumwwmwm
Day Rule. Because ol this rule, the Camities on Rules was forced %o
wmowumhmnmfwawh.u

Adthough the Twanty-cne-Day Rule stayed in effect throughout
the Bighty<first Congress (1549-50), there was an inoreasing volume

Mdl, op. ﬂu’ pe 103.

LSmnm-, Jeadership in the House of Representatives,®
Western Political Quarterly, pp. hio-hl.
House

galioway, Bistory of the of Representatives, p. 62.
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of attack on the measurs, In 1950 the ranking Republicsn on the
Bules Committes, Leo Allan of Illinois said:

. If wo do not rescind the Twenty-cne-Day Rule we will go
into the red over 10 bdbillian dollars. The issue is whether
or not the entire Truamn sccialistic program will sucoeed oy
be defeated. I refer especially to the socialising of msdie
cine and the socialistic Brunnan plan and about ten others.l?
Another oriticism of the Twenty-acne-Dey Rule was that it by~
passed the Cammittee on Bulss. This was in contrest to the love of
orderly procedure that was observed in the Souse.l® Others defended
the plan by saying this measure gave the Rules Comaittse a leading
funetion in the formation of the administration's policy.l? Repuhlie
oanis gains in the slection of 1950 belped those that favored the
abolitien of the Twsnty-ans-Dgy Rule.20
In the election in Jamary of 1951, the Cox sreselution, re-
sainding the Twenty-ane-Dgy Ruls, passed by a vote of 247 to 149.2
The make-up in the House Rules Cammittee was not espesially
representative, either of the msndmrship or of the country. Ths
tﬂnmmmom;mmundmmmedomtm

each, The Chairman, Sabath, had served ten terms or longer. Three

1’7m. P &o’ Pe 129.

1By qyd Riddick, "The Eighty-first Congress, First and Second
Session," Western Political Quarterly, IV (March, 1951), 59.

l’wnw, History of the House of Represeatatives, p. 152,

20james Robinson, "The Bole of the Bules Cammittee in AnAlyzing
the Program of the United States House of Repreemntstives,” Western
Political E“—EHI pesd (”w.?’ 1959). 860,

Ajeerge 5. Gallowy, &%}Fﬁu Precess in Congress (New
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York: Thomas Y, Cromsll Company,
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of 4its mambers came fram west of ths Mississippl River. The Committee
had four members from the North Central States, four from the South,
two from the Middle Atlantic States, and two from the Pacific ares,22

Although oppased by Labor, the National Associstion for the
Advancement of Calored People, and other urban groups, most big-eity
Cangressmamn voted in favor of rescinding the rule. Sixty-four Republi-
cans voted with the administration, BRighty~three Southern Democrata
went sgainst the adainistration. This is interesting because in ths
origina) vote in 1949, only thirty-five Southern Democrats had gone
against the President, and caly forty-nine Republicans had supported
the Twanty-ans-Dsy Rule., Martin snd Rxyburn said the vote showed the
wifavarable attitude of the House tovard Mr. Trumen's pregrea,®l

The reasons for the defeat of the Tweatly-sns-D&y Rule were given
%0 be lack of orderly proosdure under the ruls and the Rules Committee
should dlock bad legislaticn, Ths main reason the Twenty-ons-Dey Rule
was killed wvas because of the heavy fleod of bills that were coming
onto the floor, furcing the House to try to take oare of more businses
than 1t was capable of handling.2l

Two apposing pringiples wers again invelved in the vote on the
Bules Camaittes. It wvas whether legialative action should be controlled
by a majoriyy of the entire House, or the majority party should ocontrol

22mad,
23jew Republic, January 30, 1950, p. S.

2galend Young, The Amerisan Congress (New York: Harper and
Bn‘thtrl,—l””, Pomc
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through its nominal agent,25

There is one bit of irony that must be explained hers. The
attack on ths Rules Committee at times is a screen. Ths Rules Com~
mittee nay be & ™whipping bay” for the Congressmen, but every Cen-
greseman 13 at ons time or another very gratsful to this committes.
This is a hidden reason in the defeat of the Twenty-oms-Day Rule.26

There are many resasons for a Congresamsn to be grateful to
the Rules Committes; howsver, they generally boil down to two main
reasons, The first reason is that on many occasions the Rules Com~
mittes had given a favorsble rule on a particular bill that he was
interested in or that his politisal life depended. Perhaps the great-
o8t Dleasing that the Rules Cammittee bestowed was the fact that many
times it bottled lagislation in committes, that if sent to the House
for a vote could prove to be embarrassing for the lsgislator, because
his vote on the bill might alienate many voters in his district. Then
he could safely report to his constituents that the reason the bill
did not get to the floor was because of the “obstructionist Rules Com~
mlttee.”

Insofar as the Rules Committee is consarned, the situation fol-
lowing the yepeal of the Twenty-ans-Day Rule in 1951 remained substan~
tially to what it had been prior to the adoption of the rule in 19L9.

250alomy, History of the Houss of Repressntatives, p. 62.

t, "Coalition Tightens Its Control and
a8, " XXX A‘gu HWWPVG P 3.
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In both foreign and domestic affairs the majority party official
leadership was often at odds with the mejority of members on the
Rules Comuittes,27

On one osccasion in 1951 former Rules Chairman Snall referred
to the committee as a "coalition of six or more members, who might
arrogate wmto themselves the power to determine what vital lesgisla-
tion should or should not receive consideration by this legisliative

body . #28

The Rules Committes During the Eissnhower Administration

The Republiomn Presidential and Congressicnal victories in 1952
once again put the Rules Committee in the position of an agent of the
majority party. dJoseph Martin, Speaksr of the House, got along fine
with thse committes, as it represanted a moderate conservative view--
& view that was prevalent in the Eisenhowsr adninistration.2d

An exampls of this type of thinking cen be ssen by the state-
nent of Charles Halleck, a Bepublicen from Indiana, concerning the
Rulucﬂnit‘hn_. He said that the function of the commdittee was to
"block, un-wise, 1ll-timed, socialistic measures.30

2l0alroway, Eistory of the House of Representatives, p. 153.

M‘ onal Rsoord, Righty-second Congress, First Session,
Pe ABQa2,

Mﬂ. op. _c_i_s.‘ PP 10L~5.
rime, Jamary 15, 195, pe 1lhe




116
The composition of the Committes in 1953 reflected the rural
! consarvative pattern. Of the eight Republicans and four Democrats,
four were from the South, three from the northeast, three froa the
Middle West, and one each from the Rooky Mountain and Pacific Coast
states, 31
The close working relationship between the Rules Committee and
the Republican lsadership can be seen on many cccasions, For example,
every Menday motning at breakfast a meeting was held between Leo Allen,
Cbajraen of the Rules Committee, and party leadsrs, Martin, Halleock,
and “Arends .32
There was, however, same occasional bitterness. The Rules Cam~
mittee under Allen at one~time bottled up a pet tax-reduction bill of
Mﬁbmw, Chairman of the Committee on Ways and Means. Reed
bombarded Allen with protests on how the Cemmittee on Rules bad dottiled
up his bill. Allen replied that his committeo was to be guided by
Speaker Martin, Reed vowed that he would force the bill from the com-
mittes. 7The ald New Yorker took his fight to the floor, but in vain,
Later, he wes to ask the House vhat grisvance he had caused the meabers
%o be treated in such a manner. Later in the session, vhen the embit-
tered Reed refussd to let his own cammittes pass on a tax extemsion
needed to balance the budget, the Rulss Cammittee, in a dramatic move,

Dasliswny, Legislative Process in Congress, p. 3L0.
”w. op. 9_1&0. Pe 23.
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took the administration bill out of the Ways and Means Cammittee.
With an open fight about to break ocut, a campromise was reached by
Speaker Martin 3

During the two years in which the Republicans were in the ma-
Jority in the Eisenhower administraiion, the relationship between the
House Committee on Rules and the administration was very n'tmdly.”
Th‘humttowthatnr. Eisenhower had no battles with ths Rules
Comittee. In 1954, much to the dismay of the edministraticn, the
Rules Cammittee held back a rule for lending authority for the Small
Business Administration, federsl funds for polio vaccination, and
others. The adainistration had to foroe these bills eut.’5 Ouce o
rift occurred between President Eisenhowsr snd Rules Committee Chair-
man Leo Allen. The dispute was over & tax amendment pleced by the
Rules Committee on a pet Eisenbower bill, Although the Allen amend-
ment was not liked by Mr. Bisenhower, he asocepted it with the state-
ment that "you hed to take a little castor oil aleng vith the sweeten-
ing.+36

At the end of the Republican contralled Congress the Rules Come
mittes had continued functioning in the same way as it had under previcus
Democratic Congressss, but the chief difference was the fact that the

1p44.

’mtp PP. 22-23.

35Betion's Business, Pebruary, 1956, p. 102.
rpringle, loc. cit.
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leadsrstiip of the Repubiicans had views similar %o those hald by the
mambers of the Cammittee cn Rules.

At this time it would be, perhaps, wise to teke into account
how the Rules Cammittee had functioned on certain measures from the
Seventy-sixth Congress to the Eighty-fourth Congress. As I have pointed
out, the cammittee has tremendous power in deciding what msasures may,
or may not be considered for debate. Perbaps, ths most pomarful weapon
the Rules Cammittse has is the powsr to adopt either closed or open
rules 37

The decision %o decide in the cammittee whether a bill needs to
be passed or not is a very ismportant one. Actually, one-tenth of the
bills considsred by the Rules Committee fall into an impertant category,
taking up around three pages of discussion in the Cangressional Record.

More than one-half of these bills are handled by special resolutions
from the Committes on Rules.’d

The House Rules Camxittee on msny occasions dsniss hearings when
there are many bills, or vhen leglalative cammittees are tardy in their
votes. laverthaless, in recent years, the cammittee has denied very
fou requasts for heerings and most of them have besa on miner bills.3?

373anes Bodinson, "The Role of the Rulss Camaittee in Regulating
Debate in the United States House of Representetives,” Midwest Journal
of Political Science, V (Fedruary, 1941), 6. '

”lob:l.un, “The Role of the Rules Cammittee in Analyzing the
Prograa of the United States Howm e of Bspresantatives,” p. 653,

391dd., p. 65h.
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The tables on the next four pages will give an indication of

how the Rules Committes has dealt with several of the matters that I
have mentioned.

A brief summary of the tables leads to these conclusions:

1. The mumber of requests for rules denied after hearings
(Table L) have been very small in mmber excluding the
Eighty-first Congress (1949-50). The Rules Comaittes
has not denisd to membars of ths House the rules which
they desire, but only on a very few ocoasions.

2. That bills reported by the committee but not called up by
the lsaderships (Table S) have been scarce. This proves
that the Bules Cammittes’s function is gensrally considered
not only to be essential to legislative businass, but alsec
that when the Rules Committee gives a favorables rule to a
bill, it is coe that the entire House is interested in.

3. Table 6 shows that the Rules Cammittes in the interest of
passing legislation has given rules that psrmitted debate,
but not unlimited debate, and also has passed only one
0losed rule. This record indicatss that the Rules Com-
mittee rarely issuse a rule that does not allow members
of the House a chance 1o express themselves concerning the
ROaSUrs.

L. Table 7 points out ths fact that the lesdership calls up
bills in other ways rather than directly frem the House
Committes on Rules, This shows that the Rules Commitiee



TABLE &

NUOMBER OF REQUESTS POR RULES DENIED AFTER HEARINGS®

P — - ———— s e e
Coagress Years Number
8oth 194748 1
81st 194950 38
82nd 199152 8
83rd 195354 7
Sith 1955-56 9
85th 1957-58 7

8gource: James Robinson, "The Role of the Rules Committee in
Analyzing the Program of the United States House of Represantatives,”
Western Politicel Quarterly, XII (September, 1959), p. 656.




TABLE S

BILLS REPORTED BY THE COMMITTEE BUT NOT CALLED UP®

ia

Congress Yoare Number
76th 193940 3
T 19142 2
T6th 19h3-Lily 2
79th 19L5-bé 10
8oth 9L T-4B 8
81st 1949-50 7
82nd 195152 3
83rd 195354 1
8Lth 1955-56 6

‘somu James Robinson, "The Role of the Rules Committee in
ing the Program of the MM States House of Representatives,”

wmom Pouucn Quarterly, XII (September, 1959), p. 662.
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TABLE 6

TYPES OF RULES CALLED UP BY THE LEBADERSHIP
FROM 1939 TO 19568

o -

Types Number
One Hour~—QOpan 29
Tw Hour—Opan 10
Three Hour—Opan 1
Four Bour——Open 1
One Bour—Qoasd b

‘SM: James Robinson, "The Role of the Rules Committee in
ing the Program of the Uniud States House of Repreasntatives,”

..um m.mm Quarterly, XII (September, 1959), p. 663+
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TABLE 7

BILLS GRANTED FAVORABLE RULES BY THE COMMITTRE
BUT CALLED UP BY OTHER MRAMS®

Congress Years : !Mcr
76t 193940 26
144" 1911 -l2 I
78th 1943-Li b 1}
th 194S-Ub 2
80tn 1947-48 15
81th 1949-50 15
82nd 195152 10
83rd 1953=54 5

8lsth 1955-56 1?7

83curce: James Robinson, "The Rals of the Rules Committee in
Analysing the Program of the United States Houae of Representatives,”

Western Political Quarterly, XII (September, 1959), p. 663.
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does not have t0 be used in every case to get a bill to
the floor. For various reasons the leadership in the
House bellieves that these other methods on occasion are
more desirable.
As a £inal note, it should be pointed out that from 1937 to
1956, only nineteen rules of the House Rules Committee were defeated.
This generally shows that the majority of the members in the House
agreed with the action taken by the Cammittee on Rules.tO
Dr. James Rodinson, a atudent of the legislative procedure in
the House Rules Committee, has meds several interesting observations
ccacerning the committee.

1. The committes withholds rules from only & few bills each
session. (enerally from five to ninsteen in nmumber,

2. The cammittee hsars all but a small mmber of requests
for hearings in recent years.

3. The House discharges the committee at least once a ses-
sion.

he The leadership usually ignores a few rules in each Con~
greas--from one to ten-—and schedules some bills without using
the rules reported by the Committee on Rules, usually from three
to m-
S. The House averages defeating one ruls each session.ld
These facts that have been pointed cut by Dr. Robinson leads
to several conclusions. The Rules -Canittoo does have the majority

of the House's support as it carriss out its committes function.

©pag., p. 665.

u&) Pe 669.
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They do not block legislation, per se. The members are diligent in
their duty, as they conduct a tremendous amount of business in each
session.

In 1954 the Democrats captured control of the Cangress once
again., The Rules Cammittee took on once again its status as the de-
fender of conservative action, As Eisenhower tried to push thsough
certain measures that would be called lideral, be wvas aided in his
attempt by Speaker of the House, Sam Eqyburn. The bills reached the
Houss Comnittees on Rules, where they ran upon strong epposition. The
great majority of these bills were blocked by this committee.lt2

Mr. Rgyburn bhad the job of trying to get these measures passed
through an obstinate commitiee. This was made even more difficult,
becsuse Rxyburn's geod friend, Eugens Cox, had died, and the leader
of the Southern conservatives in the House was fHoward Smith of Virginia,
Chairman of the Committee on Rules. Sametimes, Raytura did manage te
secure help from his old friand and Republican leader, Joe Martin,

Speaiar Raytuarn, although a Damocrat, attempted to halp Presidsnt
Eieenhowsr with his aoderate measures. This vas true of many other Demo-
crats who oftan halped the lideral Republican push measures through the
House. These measurea were ganerally oppoesed by the canservative wing
of the Respublican party and by tbe Southern Democrats led by Howard
Smith, Democrat from Virginia.

Mﬂ, &0 Cit.. Pe loso
m’_‘.l m 10’ m’ Pe 1.



Howard Smith as Rules Commities Chairman

Undsr Judge Smith the conservative coalition on the Rulss Come-
mittee tightensd its grasp on legislation. One of its pet tricks was
to place an amendment on the bill that mambers of the House oould not
dare attack; because in attacking the amsndment, they would attack some
key provision of the bill intertwined in the amsndment. This was done
on the reciprocal trads bill, federal highway funds, and the minimum
wge Uik

Mr, Bayburn offset this conservative majority and tried to get
Democrats of liberal leanings on the committee to neutralise the con-
sarvatives S

This staffing by Rayburn did not change the cutlook on the oca~
mittee to an apprecisble dsgree. In 1956, for exmmple, the committes
struck down a housing bill spansored by Albert Rains, a Democrat from
Aladame, and supported by the Jpeaksr. At the time the committes killed
the bill, Rains commented that “the bill represants eighteen months!
work, and ‘thay bave killed it in eight minutes without even reading the
pa11, w6

In rallying support for the dill, a dalegation of msyors from
almost every major city in the country had come to Washington to lobby
for the dil1. As it was getting late in the session, pressure was

biyationts Dustoess, p. 102,

4., p. 35.
Ihenoiesl, op. cit., p. 106,
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being put on Chairman Smith to give the bill a fevorable report. The
mayors wvent to Smith's office looking for the chairman. Saith could
not be feund. Ths mayors and other interested parties cambed Wash-
ington, trying to find the gentleman from Virginia. Later in the week,
Saith tuwrned up, and in mock swrprise said, "I did not imow that I
would be missed so muchj I only went down to my farm to look at the
hay crop that I was afraid had been demaged by a severe storm.*i7

This type of eppésiticn to vital measures by the Rules Committee
mnmthu esncouraged by the President. On other bills, supparied
by Bisenhower, this epposition was discouraged.lys

- With the cbstructionist tastics of the Rules Cammittes, a
counterforce to thess tactics was dsveloping., The more the committes
used its power in an arditrary manner, the mro discussion was held
on the possibility of changing the committes. Many members of Congrese
felt as one distinguishad observer felt when he said that, "The Rules
Committes had tremsmdous power.*d

The years between 1946 and 1958 ehow the differeat roles plgyed
by the Rules Cammittes. At timss, ths committes was the agent of the
Republican party. At other times, it opposed the program of Elsanhower,
The reason for this was the fact that the Republican party, as the Demo~
ecrats, had both a liberal and conservative wing, and the Rules Cocsmitiee

W3v14., p. 104,
bRaa)rowy, History of the House of Representatives, p. 297.

9Dean Aehescn, A Cltisen Looks at Congress (New York: Harper
B!‘oth.ﬂ' 1956)’ Pe 220“ Ve~ —— -




was a bastion for comservative forces. If you oould sum up the
activities of the Rules Committee during this period in history,
you could use ons word-<~*indspendent.®

It is interesting to note that the power of the Rules Com-
mittee was never changsd no matter how equal the political parties
were divided in the House, or whether one party had a heavy edge in
pumbers over the minority parties. The reason for this was that most
members resided in safe districts. In these districts, whether Demo-
ocrat or Republican, they were never challenged ssriocusly by an oppanent;
therefore, their vote in the Rules Committee was never watched with
great interest by their constituents. Table 8 will point out the
political division in the House,



TABLE 8

POLITICAL DIVISIONS OF THE HOUSE OF REPRRSENTATIVES
PROM THE 7STH 70 THE 87TH CORGRESSS

Nuaber of

e
T

Congress Years Representatives Republicans Demoorats Others
7%k 1937-38 i35 89 333 bR
h 193940 L35 169 262 k
Tith 1942 h35 a62 267 6
78th  19L3-kh W35 209 222 L
9th  19LS-U6 135 190 2l3 2
80th  1947-48 L3s 2u6 188 1
Blst  19l9-50 135 in 263 !
82ad  1951.52 W35 199 34 2
83rd  1953.54 13s 221 as ) 3
84th  1955-56 L35 203 32
85th  1957-58 135 201 a3l
86th  1959-50 u36 153 283
87th  1981-62 L3t 174 26)

A3ource; George B. Gallowmy, History of the House of
sentatives (New York: M_L_mﬁﬁm, 1981), pe 297,



CHAPTER VIII
THE FIGHT OVER THE RULES COMMITTEE EXTENSION IN 1961

Throughout this paper I have referred to a coalition of Southern
Democrats and Northsrn Repudlicans as the conservation coalition. It
must be pointed out that in the House of Representatives there was also
a bloc of liberals that was forming. Prom this group of liberals would
come the force behind the change that was mads in the Rules Committee
in 1961. Around 1956 tbis bloc was being formsd around Bugene MoCarthy
of Mimnssota, and it was called "MoCarthy's Maverioks."

The Formation and Objectives of the Liberal Group

In 1957, taking a cus from the southern bloc, the liberal bloe
issued a manifesto of its own outlining ths group's legislative goals.
The documsnt was signed by twenty-eight Northern and Vestern Damocratls.
Among them were Lee Metoalf of Montana, Stewart Udall of Ariscna, Hsary
Reuss of Wisoonsin, and Frank Thompson of New Jersey., Riobhard Bolling
of Missouri stayed somewhat aloof from formal identification with the
liberal blocj but he, as an intimate friend of Sam Rayburn, provided
tlh-wlthdmum with the Speaker.

After the election of 1958, en election in which the Democrats
contrallsd the House by a two-to-cas majority, the new liberal growp
plotted their strategy. The leadsr of the group now was Lee Metcalf,
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He took the place of McCarthy, who had moved to the Senate. By
Jeanuary, 1959, the liberals had received feslers from around 170
Democrats in the House. The liberals decided that they would attack
the bastion of the conservative coalition's strength, the House Rules
Camnittee.t
The liberals knew that tc work a change in the Rules Cemaittee

they would have to get the epproval of Speaker Sam Bayburu. Chet Holi-
ﬁddotmuomummthm Re suggested to Rayburn several
ways to offset the power of the Rules Committee. Thers were four proe
posals. The first was for the Dsmocratic caucus to place the Democratic
pamders on the Committee. The second was to expand the Cammittee to
fifteen members, adding the Speaker, Majority Leader, and one other
meaber. The third praposal was that a tis vote would count as an af-
firmative vote. The last proposal was to adopt the old “Twenty-cne-
Day Rule."™ To these and other proposals, Rayburn said "no."3 Thare
had been other suggssted changes in the Rules Cammittee such as: the
Committee on Rules must report out a bill if it is called up a second

ine.l Another one advanced has been that the Rulea Comaittes must
coms up with a rule, if the committee to which the bill had been

1xes) MaoNeil, : House of Representatives
(New York: David McKay 92,

wm Record, Eighty-secend Congress, Second Sessica,

Mﬂ. 20 011’... Pe 293.
Ugation's Business, February, 1956, p. 105.
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assigned gave the bill a favorable vote.S

Mr. Sam encountered only moderate difficulty in the 1959 ses-
sion, mainly because the Demoorats were holding their big bills wntil
election year.® One of the reasons that Mr. Rayburm was beving trouble
with the Bules Cammittee was becsuse his old friend Joe Martin had been
dumped by the Republicans, and into his place had stepped Charles Hal-
leck, a conservative Republican, not te be influenced by the Spak.r.?

By late 1959 the liberal Democrats decided that semething more
stringent would have to be done if they were to break the conservative
hold on the Rules Committee. Working to put this together were Metealf,
Holifield, Udall, Thompson, Rooeevelt of Califormia, Blatnik of Minne-
sota, and George Rhodes of Pennsylvania. The organisation they formed
wvas known as the Democratic Study Oroup. Metcalf was chosen chalrmanj
Roosevalt, vice—chairwan; and a thirty-three man policy committee was
appointed, The group selected formal "whips® with the responsibility
to keep the members of the Democratic Study Group in line., MNetcalf
sppointed "task forces" to atudy problems and to plan the Democratio
Study Group's aver-all strategy on the proposed bills, a staff vas
headed by William Phillipe; a legialative technician. To belp pay
for the cost of the operation; esch of the 100-9dd mambers was charged

Sxiebard Boscksl, "Reforms of the Rules Committes," Editorial
Research Reports, II (December 9, 1948), 881.

\ &‘, February 10, 1961. p. 12,
7;21&.
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twnty-five dollars a year for dues.

The Rules Committee as Obstructiouist in 1960

In 1960 the liberals presented a seven-point program of the
session. Included were recommendations for a federal constructionm
hMll, a civil rights bdbill, an increass in minimm wages, and medical
cnis for the aged. Most of these bills had the spproval of Joha
McCormiok and Spasker Reydurn.8

During 1960 the liberals along with Speaker Rayburn tried to
get moasures passed—such as the Demooratic housing bill. This bill,
vith many other measures, met death in the House Rules Committes.’?

The pest-cenvantion session in August of 1960 increased even
greater the hostility toward the Committee on Rules. The Bules Com~
mittee had stymisd most of the Damoaratic bills, and Rayburn was in
humiliztion because of the way he was being treated by the Eules Com-
mittes. Ever since he had been in the House, the Rules CommiSee had
been always an obstruction to legislation, and he did not like the
srbitrary powers of this cammittee that made the Speaksr have to nagoti-
ate and give in, in order to get & few bills passed. At a mesting of
the Rules Committee in Angust, 1960, Ray Madden, Democrat of Indisna,
and Thomas O'Neill, Democrat of Massachusetts, tried hard to force

Suachetl, op. oit., pp. 293-5k.
97ime, Fedruary 10, 1941, p. 12.
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Smith to release all the Democratic bills pending in the cemmittes.lO
Saith refused. "The only leglslation I will consider,” he said, "is
the minfamm-wage bill. You can tell your liberal friends that thay
will get that or nothing. If you try to bring uwp amything else, I'll
adjourn this mesting." Judge Smith and Charles Halleck's friends had
turned the short session into a fiasee.}l

By the end of the summsr strategy sessicns were being held bs-
twen Halifiald, Thompson, Udall, and 3elling to discuss the strategy
of taking over the Rules Cammittee. Ons of their plans of strategy
worked perfectly during the short sessian. The liberals introdused
bills designed te help various pressure groupe, omly to have them
killed in the Committee on Rules. This is what they had boped for,
aim'thou groups became very mntagonistic towvards the Cammittes on
Rulea. Another device was used by Frank Thampson., 4 card on every
represantative was prepared by the Demoaratic Study Greup. This card
contained all pertinant information about the representative that might
be useful. "This," said Thompson, "was an attempt to reach everyone,'l2

| On election day Jobn Kennedy and a Democrstic majority were
elected. The new House had 261 Democrats and 17} Republicans. The
Democrats had lest a score of seats from the lNorth, and this mads the

10uaqlief), op. cit., p. W2k,
Lrime, Pebruary 10, 1961, p. 12.
Mu. op- &., PP. u5'16.
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House more conservative,3 It was at this time that Sam Raydurn de-
cided something would have to be done about the Committes on Rules,
or all of the Preaident's legislation would be blocked.rhd

The Positieon of Liberal and Conservative Ferces
( in the Rules Fight in 194

Altbough Democrats on the Rules Committes had an eight-to-four
majority, they were often stymied by two of the Democrats on the com-
mittes, Judge Smith snd Willism Colmer. Colmer had supported an in-
g«%ong_:ggrggggg
wanted to purge him from the tdsked.l5 The rebels thought this would
be the sasisst procedure since all it would take would be a majority
vote in a Demcoratic caucus., Right after the election, the conserva-
tives in the House began to move to head off the liberal assaults.
gﬁﬁ%ﬁhﬁ»fi«fggageg«?
wvay it vas, and that it would represent the conservative majority ia
the House. Two weeks later Smith came to Washington to confer with
Charles Halleck of Indians, the Republican fleor leader. Attending the
conference was William Colmer, the prinsipal target of the liberals'
attack, The meeting was dsvoted to preliminary preparation for the

V4.
Mrine, February 10, 194, p. 12.

151044,
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conservative coalition in the fight over the Rules Committee. Halleeck
declined to reveal at the time the details of the dimcussion, "We've
seen oys to eye in the past and I expect we will see eye to eyve in the
future,” said Halleok.,l® The position of the Presidsnt was not known
at this tims, other than the fagt that he wanted the Rules Committee
to be changed. This was quite different from his former oppoment, Mr.
Nizon, who had stated he preferred the Rules Committee's present set-
wp !

For a month both sides worked anxiously te build their strength.
The Demecratic 3tudy Group staff under the direction of Williaa Phillips
had already cosmpiled a seriss of monographs on the Rules Committes,
which included a fourteen~page analysis of proposals to "overcome legis-
lative obstruction by the Rules Commitiee® and other panmphlets along
this line., These papers were distributed to nembers of the Houss to
make the liberals' argument. Thempsom flew t0 Palm Beach to brief the
President~elect on the maneuvers of the Demccratic liberals. Judge
Smith's lisutenants polled the members of the House on bow they stood
in the Rules fight.l8

In November certain Republicans began to doubt the desirability
of trying to defeat Mr, Sam. On November 9 Representative Thomas Curtis,

g‘ BD mwwat Pe ﬁqQ
Sﬁm&. sl Union Department of the AFL~CIO Bulletin, Spring,
G@.ﬂh Pe .

Vacesl, loc. eit.
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a Republican frum Missouri, called several Republicans, saying that
an open conservative coalition would be disastrcus for the Repudblican
party in the future. He suggested the reorganisaticn of the Repudbli.
can “Respanse Greap,” first formed in 1959 by a group of fifteen GOP
House Members with the purpose of altering the conservative bloc.l?

The Rules Committes Fight and the Techaiques of Both Sides

By late December the lines of battle wers drawing tight. PFor
either an extension of the commitiee or the purging of William Celmer
wore the Democratic liberals, the Speaker, the Kemnedy Administratien,
and certain nr.sz.»nl- liberals. In oppesition to any plan were the
Southern Democrats end the majerity of the Republicen fouse members.

The pro-changs grouph position was tmilt around the fact that
if the Rules Committes was not altered in some wvay it would block all
legislation of & liberal nature that would be backed ly the adminis-
tratiocn. The anti~changs forves contendsd that to change the Rules
Committee would in effect be turning it into a "rubdber stamp" for
President Kennsdy. Thay pointsd cul the fact that the inceming Con-
gress was more conservative, and in effect the Rules Camittes by being
oonservative was velcing the will of the majority of the House.

As this question wes one of great importance to the members of
the House, each faction had to proceed cautiocusly to gain its objectives.

...GE.EL.. Quarterly Weekly Reports, No. L, Jemuary 27, 1941,
Pe 17
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The liberals could net be too extrems in their demands for a change
since the House had many conservatives and g&fo.. who might later
vote against liberal programs, because of the activity of the liberals
in the Rules Commitiee fight. Another reason for the cautious move
was the fact that any radical astion on the part of the liberals would
turn Speaker Rayburn against their cause. Mr. Raybumm, ia turm, knsv
that any extrems change in House Rules would turn many against him and
the progran of Nr. Kennedy. This was espeeially trus in regard to the
Southerners, those men who were the chairman of the importaat House Com-
mittees, If Kannedy did not have their support, his program wis in
trouble. The Eennedy Administration, knowving it needed the change in
the Rules Cammittee, moved carefully, teking its cus from Spealter Ray-
burn, imowing that any attempt to dictate changs to the Houss would
have dire consequences. ILikewise, the Republicans that favored chang-
ing the Rules Committee kmev that radisal action on their part could
and probably would bring down repercussions on them froa the Rspublican
lsadership.

Although many on the anti~rules shange groups wanted no compramise
on the quastion, the Southern leader, Representative Smith and the Re-
v&&».o' leadsr, Mr. Halleck, were not so adamant on their question.
They realized that it might be possible to work out soms type of come
promise that might satisfy their epponsnts but would leave thelr power
in the Rules Cammittee intact. The conservatives realised that if they
wers 'stubberm in this fight that there would be a showdown on the floor
and that many medsrates, men who were wary of a change in the House
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rales, might vote with the opposition. The strategy of the conserva-
tives would be first to work out a compromise; if this failed to play
upon the moderstes' uneasiness about rules change, then use pressure
upon certain members when nseded.

On December 30 a meeting of thirty-feur Democratic liderals in-
structed a delegation of three to mest with Rayburn and convinee him
of the necessity of altering the Rules Camittes. It is interesting
to note, howsver, that they adopted no pisn to change the committes.20
Also during the latler part of Deceaber soze Republicans, who shared
the view of Curtis, spoke with Charles Halleck about the views of the
fow 1ibsrel Republicans. Halleck rebuffed the group,2l

Rayturn invited Smith t0 call on him in his office. Smith came,
and the two old antagonists talked for two hours about the Rules Come
mittee. Rayburn did not suggest that Colmer be purged. Inatead, he
asked Smith to agree to add three new members to ths Rules Cammittee.
Two of the three would be Democrats, and ocne would be a Southerner,
Smith flatly rejected this proposal, becauss he knew that Rayburn would
plek a Southern liberal.22

The next day the Democratic liberals' spokesmen, Blataik, Thompson,
and Holifield met with Speaker Rayburn about the changs in the Rules

S 20gongreseional Quarterly Weekly Rsports, No. 1, Jamary 6, 1961,
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Committes., They reported back to the committee that the Speaksr was
planning to make a change, but they had given him their word that
they would not tell anyune what the plan was.23 The following dey
Reybarn met with some liberals and party leadsrs and told them of his
dlochim to purge Colmsr. This was quite unlile the Speaker, since he
did not operate in this manner. The intimates of Rayburn did not be-
lieve that he would follow this 1ine, but he was only letting this out
to put pressure on the Southern bloc. This came as a blow to the old
members of the Bouse, for it undercut the seniority system, Clarance
Cannon, a Democrst from Missouri, Carl Vinson, a Democrat from Osorgia,
Froncis Walters, a Democrat from Pemnsylvania, and others rushed to
the Spesker's office to dencunce this plan, Howsver, Mr. Sam did not
change his mind, and for a wek waited for Judge Smith to come see him,
In the meantime Wilbur Mills, Democrat from Arkansas, snd others
were trying to work out scme cumpramise between the two factions. On
Jamnary 9 the pressure on Smith from the wavering Southern ranks caueed
hin t0 go to Rayburn with a campramise. The Rules Committee would let
five of the major Kemnedy bills go through the cammitiee. Raydurn re-
Jeoted Smith's offer, and he insisted that either Colmsr be purged or
that the three members be added on, Smith would not yiald, "no purgin,®
"no packin.*2l ihen Smith walked cut of the office without resching a

gongressional Quarterly Weekly Reports, No. 1, Jamary 6, 1961,
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compramise with the Speaker, Carl Vinson, second irn command of the
Soutberners, knew that Rxyburn had the votes to purge Colmer if he
vanted to. A Southsrn ocaucus was held that afterncon, attended by
most of the Southern Demecrats. Thay agreed, over Smith's objectian,
to settle the argumsnt of Rxyburn's terms in enlarging the ammbarship
on the cammittes, rather than to endanger the ssalority system. A
lisutenant of Raydurm had been planted in ths caucus as a spy, and he
informed Rayburm of the decision. With this assurance at hand he
called a special news oonference to amounce that there would be an
attempt to raise the nunder of the Committes on Rules from twelve to
fifteen 25

Up until this time the £ight had been only in the Democratic
camp, but with the chenge in Rgyburn's tastice it tocok on the aspecte
of a mesay political fight with the Rspublicans. Some Republicans sav
no sense in this fight because it would align them with Southern Demo-
erats, 26 On Jumary 1, Cangressazn Florence Duyer of NHew ;Ycr-q. John
Lindsay of New York, Silvio Conte of Kassachusetts, Seymour Halper of
New York, Willisa Cahill of New Jersey, and Perkins Bass of New Hampshire
fssued a statement on the floor of the Houss tbat it was not ia the best
iltorn? of the Republican party to join this coalition. A resalution
vas sent to the Rspudblican Pelicy Cammittee from the Republican Caucus
for further study.27 Curtis sssociates said that Halleck snd the Poliey
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Cammitiee Chsirman, John Byrnes of Wisconsin, asesured Curtis and his
colleagues that their resolution would get full consideration. The
Policy Committes, it wvas chmrged, failed to hold hearings on the resolu~
tion, and on Jennary 19 voted wanimously against 1t.28

It must also be noted here that another praminent Republican wvas
siding with the Spealser. Denying that his position was one of vengeance
against Mr. Halleck, Joe Martin pledged support to the Speaksr.2?

In the Demoeratic caucus Rayburn said that hs had no malice in
his heart snd would not purge anyons. Judge Smith followsd Reybura and
said that he could ecount, and he knew that Bxyturm had ths votes, but
he would fight it on the fleor. Smith agresd to give the rule to the
Bouss, and the Democrats roared their spproval as a resalution wvas
passed te give spproval to the extension of the Rules Cammittes.30

Oa Junuary 19 the Aouse Republican Policy Committes disapproved
of the Rayburn plan., Howsver, many Republicans said that this decisica
did not speak for them. The l7ie-man GOP caucus on January 23 epproved
6f the Polioy Committes's stand, but a few dissents were heard, 31

The Republican forces came out of the cancus determined to fight
the Spesaker. Soms members said it reminded them of the eourt-packing
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plan of Roossvelt in 1937. Others said that the plan mads the Rules
Committee a “rubber stamp” of the Kennsdy administration.l2

Chalres Halleck defended the committee by ssying that at ons
time or another every meaber of the HBouse wvas grateful to the Committee
on Rules for killing a pisce of legislation that was emdarrassing
hin.33 Judge Smith was adamant, ssying that the fumction of the Rules
Committee wvas to block undesired legtslation, and that he was not sup-
posed to be a traffic cop.’k

Lodbying against the proposal were the United States Chember of
Cammerce, the Amsrican Farm Buresu, the National Aasociation of Manu-
factarers, the Southern States Industrial Counmcil, ths kational Associa-
tion of Real Estate Boards, and the National Lumber Mamufacturers Asso-
clation.35 Oroups sending mail in backing the Rayburn proposal were
the AFL~CIO, the National Bducation Associaticn, the Civil Rights
lodly, the Leagus of Woman Voters, &nd the Association of University
vemsn.36 Other groups backing the extension of the committee were the
dmericans for Democratic Action, the Amsrican Muniocipal Assooiation,
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the United States Conferense of Mayors, and the National Farmers Unien.l7
Both campe along with interested individuals flooded the mails, hoping
to influsnce the votes of their cungresemsn.3d Represeatative Hoffman
of Michigan sald thgt he had not seen as much mail on any one issue
since the caurt-packing plan of Receevalt in 1937.39

The nation's press was also having its say ocongeruing the Rules
Comnittes fight. Most of the small papers and Southern papers favored

Judge Smith. Nany big city newspepers favored Ragdburn, among these the
influential New York Times.®

It is interesting to note that in all of the concern over the
‘Rules Committee during these months, only one scholarly and non-prejudiced
article could be found.l This was by Dr. Jaces Robinson.

The Republiean leeders had entered the fight, doubting that they
hed musch of a chance %o win., This assumption was based on the fast that
they believed that Carl Vinson of Geergia would pull too many Southerners
to the Bayburn side. When Vinson broks with Smith, Rayburn felt con-
fident that he would win the parlismentary fight. This switch of tactics
from purging Colmsr to increasing the meanbership of the committee had an
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wnforesesn result, however. Not oaly did the Republicams join in the
fight, but the Southermers, Vinson pledged to Raybwrn, darted awvay.
During the week-end of the insuguwration, the conservatives compared
notes. Smith's lisutensnts camparwdd notes on the Southern dalegation
aad discovered that Vinson had not deslt Smith a mortal blew,h2

Speaker Rxyburn snnounced on Monday that the vote would come
on Thursday, Jenuary 26. This left four days for campaigning. leb-
byists swarmed into Washington and took up residensce all over the
Capitol. letters and talegrams poured in from constituents %o be
piled up on the desk of their repressntatives. Nany representatives
fron close districts feared “damnation® no matter how they voted. Ome
of particular interest was Frank Boykin of Alabama who shifted thres
times to each side,lO

On Wodnesdxy, Jamusry 25, Speaker Raybwrn postpemed the caming
vote the naxt dgy. The reason that he postponed the balloting was
prodably dus to the fear that he would get defeated by ths Smith~
Halleck forces. The Speaker gave the reason for the postponsment by
saying that there were some sick mambers on both sides. ™I still think
we can win," said the Speaker. Many of Rayburn's lisutenants did not
share that view.Us The leader of the oppesition looked at the situation

E.l...oh York Times, Jamuary 25, 1961, p. 20.
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in a different light when he said, "The New Prontier is having trouhle
vith its £irst round-up,*iS

On Wednesdsy, Jamaery 25, during the Presidsnt's News Conference,
the President in answering a question on the Rules Committes extension
said that the members of the House should have the oppertumity of vot-
ing on legislative propesals to be presented by his edministration, and
he boped that a small growp would not prevent them from doing so.h

On Saturdxy, the 20th, efforts were made betwsen the two sides
to work out a compromise. This probahly indicated that both sides
feared defeat. Attempts were made %o reach a settlemsnt. Rgydura
said that he would call off his plan if Saith agreed to give all of
the Kennedy bills a "green light." This was rejected by Smith, who
prn:h,d to get five bills of the administration onto the floor. At
a -pecm news conference Spesker Reybura rejected all attempts at a
compramise.i?

On Friday and Saturdsy Rayburn's forces decided that if they
were to win they must get a lot of help from the sdministration, in-
eluding the Vice President, Lyndon Johnson, Robert Kemnedy, the Attornay
Gensral, and Larry O'Brisn, assistant to the President. These men drev
up a list of membars in the House that they would call and try to
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persuade to go with &vhm.w Three other Cabinet members were used
sxtensively in the fight for Speaker Raydurn's proposal. These were
Iuther Hodges, Secretary of Commerce, Posimaster General Edward Day,
and the Secretary of the Interior, Stewart Udall. Hodges attempted to
use his influence on his Southsrn friends in Congress. Day called many
menbers and esked tham if they nseded post offices in their district.
He aa?muy mentiocned in at least four or five cases that the adminis-
tration was in favor of House Rule 127.19 Udall used preasure, espe-
chny on Congressmen who wanted realamation projects for their dise-
trtots.50 OBrien also let 4t be known that the President believed
that his prestige in the world would receive a tremendous defeat, if
he was the loser in the Bules Comaittes cutcome.’l

As the final showiown appeared, President Kennsdy threw his
weight into the affair. He made three or four key calls to various
members in the House wio he hoped to persuade. One of these went to
Harold Coeley of North Carolina, the Chairmsn of the House Agrisulture
Committee. North Carolina hed been treated well in appointments, end
the President expected help. Howsver, Cooley voted with Smith and went
to the top of Kennedy black list,.52 .
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Cracking down on liberal Republicans who hed prumised to vote
for the Raydura proposal, these insurgents were threatened by the Re~
publican lesders. Charlie Halleck at one point gradbed a Congressman
by the coat lapals and shook him. The man staggered awmy cursing Hale-
leck, but he did switch his vote from Raybermn to Smith. Mo Rspublican
doubted the measures that Halleck would use against thea in the future.5)

Democrats were threatened with the pruspect of being put on ainor ,
cammittees, One of Rayburn's old friands, Carl Vinson ef Georgia, try-
ing to force three freshmen congressmen from Jeorgia in line, reminded
them of the committee assigmments, as he said: "I'm hllhjyouhoro
and now, if you don't vote with the Speaksr, the only committee assign-
monts you will receive will be on the ‘Committes for the Dispesition of
Useless Exscutive Papers.' w5k

Bayduwrn wuld call Cangressmen into his office or buttomhale
them and ask them if they were going to vote with him or 7014 Man Smith,"5S
Governor Terry Sanford of North Carclina called the mambers of the North
Carolina delegation asking them to support Kennedy. However, his pleas
were not heeded by these members. Orﬁlrmwpntpnumonm
Arkansas mambers to go along with the Rayburn preposal 56

On Tuseday, Jamuary 31, the galleries in the House were packed,
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Policemsn had to hold the crowds outside of the door to the Chamber.
As Sam Rayburn marched to his place, he was groeted by a standing
ovation from the gallery. The debate on the measure was limited to
ons hour.57

Representative Hoffman sald the extension of the committees was
4 msasure by certain Demgerats to put some "yes" men on the Rules Com~
mittes, “ones who will dance when the Speaker, without his gun, and the
Vice President, who may have one, will make them dance.58

Brown of Ohio, a member of the committee, seemsd to lay down the
positica of the Republicans when he said that other cemmittees may be
packed next. Next was Judge Smith, who camplained about the time givea
to him t0 preseat his side of the argument. He was given eight minutes.
Bis position was that hs had never held up as many bills, as had many
of the Standing legislstive Cammittees. He said he had tried to com-
promise, but his pless had fallen on deaf ears. He blamsd the action
of the BRayburn forces on the shouldsrs of certain liberal representa-
tives from morthern and western states, who had started the drive in
the last session of Congress. He also blamed the Americans for Demo-
oratic Aotien.5?
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San Rayburn spoke next and thanked the Houss for ths courtesy
showm him. He said the essential argummat was that the nation wes in
need of certain measures, and the dest way to get these measures was
through an extensicn of the Rules Committee.50

Other Demoorats and Republicans faollowed. The Democrats advocated
that the country needsd legislation, and that an extension of the Rules
Comnittee would insure these messures. The Republicems claimed that it
vas a very dangercvus step; other cammittees could be packed very o-»uﬂ.ow

The vote lasted thirty-five minutes. The spectators in the gal-
lery hissed and booed many of the no votes. The Smith-lialleck forces
were in the lead through the first 200 votes. However, the last votes
tabulated put the viotery in the hands of the Rgyburn men. The vole
was 217 to 212 wvith four members not voting. After the vote, there was
a tressndous cheer fram the Democratic side.62

The Aftermath of the Rules Cammittes Vote

Howsver, after the vete, hardly anyons was bappy. Many Bspubli-
cans in the twenty-two that voted fer Speaker Rxyburn imew that they
would face reprisals from ths Repudlican leaders. Likewiss, many Demo-
crats knev that they would face the wrath of the administration end
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Speaker Raydarn. Others imew that they would have a lot of explain-
ing to do in their districts. All sixty-four Democrats o had gone
against the proposal were from the elevean Confederate States, plus
one eeach from Missouri and Oklahoma, Thirty-seven from the South went
with the Speaker,53

Speaksr Rayburn and his aides displgyed pleaswre over the vioe
tory. The Repudlicsns made light of the victory, dus to the closenees
of the vote. Different Congreaasmh told of the various pressures that
had besn put on them by members of both sides. Certain Congressmen in
the South went along with Rgyburm, dus to the threat on projeets in
their districts. This cannot be proven, but evideace secems to indi-
cate 14,64

It is also trus that due to his important role in the fight,
Richard Belling of Misscuri will be one of the leading figures in the
(:owuatoruwnm.és

The voting in the Rules struggle i3 an interesting study. One
tundred and ningty~five Democrats voted along with twenty-two Republi-
cans for the increase on ths Rules Cammittee. One bundred and forty
Republicans tesmed with sixty-four Democrats to vote against ths measure.
In the ranks of the Southern Demoarats, as shown in Table 9, forty-sevea
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TABLE 9

SOUTHERN REPRESENTATIVES AND HOW THEY VOTED ON
THE RULES COMMITTEE EXTENSIONS

States Yos Votes No Votes
Alabams b S
Arkensas Iy 2
Florids p 7
Georgia 2 8
Kentucky 7 1
Iouisians S 3
North Carolina 1 1
Oklahoma k 2
South Carolina 0 6
Tennsssee k 5
Texas | L 7
Virginia b R 4

830urces gggloml Quarterly Weekly Reports, No. k,
‘m 21’ 19&, P 1
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voted with the Speaker, and sixty-three voted ageinst him.56

The young men that made up the GOP dissenters included five

freshman. Of these dissenters nineteen from New England, three from
the Mid-West, and one from the Far West.67

The great importnnce of the House Rules Committee vas emphasized

in the battle over extension of committee members in 1961. Looking
back on the struggle we can surmise a few things.

l. The powver of ths Rules Committee was not diminished in
any way.

2. The Southern Democrats do not vots as a bloc-=i8 voted
with the libersls and 66 with the conservatives.

3. That both sides agreed to the importance of a Rules Com=-
mittee and its wise role of killing legislation in
comnittees to avoid the jamming of the Calendar with
wnimportant bills.

k. The extension of ths Rules Committee has made easier pas-
sage of lidberal legislation.

S. That the members of the Rules Committes including the new
liberals, have at times shown that they could and would
act indspendently of majority or minority wvishes by killing
various measures, This proves once again that you may placs

rmamasies) Qurterly Weokly Iaports, ¥o. by Jemary 21, 1961,
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a man on & cammittes with the avowsd purpose of having
him act in 2 certain way, enly to find that when he be-
lieves his position to be secure to act as imdspendmnt
as he desires.

6. As long as the Rules Camittee is in a position to send or
block measures, it will always be the center of political
struggls, no matter vhat the issus and regardless which
party is in the minority.

With the victory won, Rayburn informed Wilbur Mille and the men-
bers on Nill's Committes on Committees that hs wanted Carl Elliott of
Alabaaa and B. J. 3isk of Californis, both liberals, to be named as
the npw Democratic mambers on the Rules Cammittes. Halleck and the
Republican Commities on Cammittees named William Avery of Kansas, &
modsrate conservative. The additional three members shifted the balance
of power in this crucial cammiitee from conservative to liberal. ihare
the conservatives had held a balance of power urder the six-to-six con-
servative-liberal stalemate, the neuly added members gave the liberals
an eight-to-seven dominance cn the cammittee.58

The Rules Committes in 1981 and 1962

The Rules Cammittee in 1941, without delay, cleared for formal
House action many of Kemnady's controversial bills--bills that othsrwise
would have been buffeted and harassed by the Rules Committee. Among
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these were a depressed areas bill, a minimum-wage bill, legislation
providing unesployment benefits, and a far-ranging housing bill.

Even with these the commitiee members did not autcmatically ratify
every administration bill, 1In 1961 the Rules Committee voted to kill
several of Kennsdy's domesatic bills, including the school construction
bill, In 1962 the same cammittee refused to send Kannedy's plan to
create a Departmsnt of Urdban Affairs. Even 80, the House supporters
of President Keanedy felt that a change in ths pelitical attitude of
the House Rules Committes vas more than worth the effort to get 1t.69
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CHAPTER IX
CONCLUSION

The hiatory of the Rules Committee of the House of Representa-
tives has been one of turmoll and controversy. From an insignificant
select gammittee in 1789, ths House Rules Committes has risen to a
pesition of extreme importemce. There can be no doubt that in 1962
the Cammittee on Rules is the most powerful committee in the entire

House.

Summary

During the period between 1789 and 1835, the Rules Committee
was a minor comnittes in the House of Rspresentatives. At first the
comaittee issued rules that would govern the House. In these early
years the rules of the House, not the Committee on Rules, were the
focal pointe on which some controversies would take place.

In the late 1790's the House engaged in a political struggle
between the supporters of Jefferson and Hamilton. Political parties
in the period between 1800 and 1836 used the rules to their advantags.
On many occasions the administration and the House leadsrship were
thwvarted by the rules of the House, especially concerning the War of
1812, The rules of the House during this span of years had some effect
on public poliay. By the use of the filibuster and othsr dilatery
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tactics, the majority in the House was bampered in the conduot of
businesa.

Speaker White's ruling in 1840, which permitted reports by the
comnittee to come to the floor sasier, made the committee stronger and
gave them more important powers. Two important things that were given
to the commitiee during this peried were the addition of the Spealker
to the camaittes and the rules revision in 1860, ‘rhcuh-lpodltocn-
hance the position of the committes in the eyes of the House members.
With the addition of the Spesker, the Rules Comaittes was led by the
nost powerful official in the House.

At times the rules were used by the majority party, but mainly
the rules of the House were a haven for the minority party. By using
the filibuster, amendments to the One-hour rule, the "no quorum present®
tactic, end others, many measures of the majority were blocked. .

The majority party, House leadership, and the administrations
of various Presidents, viewed the rules of the House, not the Rules
Committes, as sn obstruction to orderly business in the House. This
is vhy the various revisions, the One-hour ruls, and other measures
were pushed so hard.

The effect of the rules on public policy at thies time was very
great, The examples of the "no quorum present" tactic on the Kansas-
Nebraska Act, and the long delay in the electicn of Speaker Pemnington,
nade people feel that the rules of the House should be changed, Qener-
ally they favored the revisiens of the rules.

In the period from 1860 to 1890 the Rules Cammittee achieved a
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position of power that it has held to this day. The function of the
committes changed from one of insignificance, generally used by the
majority party, to one of great impurtance, domineted by the Speaker
and the majority party. From 1860 to 1880 with an increase in House
business, the Rules Committee played a more important role in the House.
The Rules Committes in 1890 had revised the rules, had become a standing
committes, was composed of the House's ablest members, and had defeated
the filibuster and the "no quorum present" tastic. Even more important
because of the Reed rules, the Rules Committes was now no longer just
another House committes but the steering commitiee of the majority
party.

By the early 1890's the Rules Committee was attacked for the
power it had been given. There was & clamor for a change in the oom-
position of the ccmmitiee.

Until the Speakership of Reed, the Presidential administrations
had besn concerned mainly with the cumbersomensss of the Houss rules
and the dilatory acts on the part of the ainority. With the revision
. uzsao'm.mmmwm, the Rules Committee was now the
steering coammittes of the adainistration and the majority party in the
House. Although the Republicans were the imstigators of the steering
committes, the Democrats also used it vhen they gainsd contrel of the
House in the 1890's. It is ironic that before the revision of 1880,
the Reed rules, the rules of the Houss, and at times the Rules Cam-
mittes, had been used to the advantage of the minority, and now only
a few years later, it vas being used as the chief agent of the majority

party.
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The period from 1890 to 1911 was very important concerning the
Rules Committes. It is interesting to note that the attack on the
Rules Committee by various pecple was not really an assault on the
committes, but rather the use of the committes by the Speaker. The
function of the Rules Committee was not changed one iota as a result
of ths deposing of the Speaker. Excluding the Speaicsr did not changse
the committes from being an agent of the majority party.

Nov the committee was no longer dominated by the Speaker, but
it wvas still to be used by the majority party as a ateering committee.
The cammittes would guids to the floor the legislation of the majority
party.

Democrats and Republicans combined to defeat Mr. Camnon, but
their attack was the doainstion of the committes by one man, and not
an attack on the function of the Rules Cammittee. Both parties when
in coatrol of the House used the commrittes to their utmcst advantage.

The overthrow of Spesker Cannan was gsnsrally applauded by the
public. The Committes on Rules, that had suffered such great abuse in
the press and elsevhere, was not viewed favorably by most peopls. Dure
ing this period the overthrow of the Speaker ocoupisd the minds of the
pecple, and not the everyday work of the Committes on Rules.

Between 1911 and 1937 the function of the Rules Committes,
vhether under the Democrats or Republicans, was the right arm of the
administration. It gave favorable rules to legislation which the House
leadership and the administration favored. In addition, the committee
wvas to block measures disliked by the majority party. Interesting is



160
the faoct that at times, especially in the 1920's, the Rules Committee
wuld act indspendent of the majority party. Phillip Campbell and
Bertrand 8nell, while chairmen of the Rules Cammittes, would at times
block legislation desired by many members. This arbitrary action by
the chairman was a new dsvelepment in the history of the Rules Com-
mittes. By the 1920's the cammittse was the most powerful group in
the House.

The effect on publis policy by the committee during this period
was not spectacular; howver, much business was passed to the fleor of
the House by the Rules Committes. Programs pushed through the House
vere given oredit to the administration or to a certain individual,
but rurely vas angy credit given to the cammittes. There wvas a sour
note cancerning activity of the Rules Cammittes. For the first time
scme representatives were complaining to their constituents that the
Rules Committes wvas an obstructive element in the House.

The period between 1937 and 1946 shows the Rules Committee in
an entirely different light., Functioning now as the agent for the
conservatives in the House, the cammittee becams the graveyard for
liberal measures of both Roosevelt and Trumsn. The Rules Comnittes
vas close to the top of the black list of beth administrations becamise
these Presidents and the House leedership saw their programs wrecied
on many occasions. Liberal Democrats had no use for the action of the
Bules Committees in Wloaking legislatiom, placing amendments on bills,
and other dilatory or arbitrary acts. Neediess to say, the committee
was the darling of the Southern Demoorats and Republicams.
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As the Rules Committee became such a conservative force, the
image of the House Committes changed greatly. Under Speaker Cannon,
Crisp, Carlisle, and others, the Rules Committee was associated with
the moveamsnt of legialation and the destruction of out-dated procedure.
Nov it was synonomous with delay and reactionary thinking, a stigma
that is carried today by the cummittee. In the realm of public policy
ths Rules Committee was looked upon as the agent of the House to stop
all-progressive legislation,

n7 1946 to 1958 the role played by ths Rules Committee was
determined by what political party controlled the House and the Presi-
dengy. For Mr., Truman sand the Democratic-controlled House, the com-
nittes played the role of obstructiocnist. While under Republican con-
trol, thay ssrved generally as the agent of the majority party. The
reason for ths obstructioniss under the Democrats was that certain
Democratic members wsre in agreemsut with the Republicans rather than
vith their own. These members, residing in safe political distriots,
had worked their wsy up on the Rules Committee through the seniority
systean. These reasons made the Committse on Rules come under sharp
attack by the Democrats, but rarely scolded by the GOP.

Mr. Truman and the House leadership of the Democrats had no
great love for the conservatives on the Rules Cammittes. In the early
yoars of the Elsenhower Administration there was great accord. Hew-
ever, in the latter years (1957-1960) the committee was opposed at
times by the President and the liberal Republicans, but was cheered

by the conservatives in the party.
|
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The function of the cormittee did not chemgs. It served as
the committee in charge of keeping an orderly flow of business in the
House; killing some bills, and passing others. In the House there
was 4 growing concern that the committee was taking action that it
wvas not supposed to take. Many dills were being killed that a number
of legislators desired to come to the floor for a vote. This was the
reason for the introduction of the ill-fated Twenty-cme dsy rule. By
1958 the committee had tremendous power; in faot, many msmbers believed
that 1t was using power to judge legislation, rather than giving the
entire House that right.

The role played by the Rules Committes in the area of publis
policy is interesting. It was the Rules Committee that sounded the
death imell to many bills during this psriod. For this they made nows.
Other bills, Just as important, were passed by the Rules Committee.

Once again the Rules Committee was being identified with obstructioniem.

The funoticn of the Rules Committee between 1958 and 1961 did
not change as far as power was concernad, but its composition and out-
look changed noticeatly.

Beginning in 1958 the Rules Committes became an even stronger
bastion feor the conservative forces in the House, even though the Demo-
crats held a tremsndous majority. Experiencing frustration at the hands
of the coalition on the Rules Cammittee, the House lsadarship, adminis-
tration, and some liberal Republicans decided %o try to remedy the situa~
ticn. In a bitter fight the liberals of the House, Democrats and Republi-
cans, with much moderate support, won a bitter battle over the House
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conservatives., The number on the committee was changed from dwelve
to fifteen. The new men gave the House Rules Camittee a liberal
hniﬁ.

Due to this change, ths effect on public policy in the House
has been interesting. Measures pushed by the administration and the
House leadership would be sent to the floor in a much speedier fashion,
Once again the committee was acting as an agent for the majority party.

The Reason for the Power of the Rules Committee

The reason for the accretion of power in the hands of the members
of the Rules Camittes is dus to the uniquanses of the committee. While
other comnittess debate the merits of legislation, the Committee on
Rules must decide whether to let a mecasure go through for a vote. If
it decides t0 let the bill go to the floor of the House, then it must
decide what form the bill will take. Will amendments be allowed? How
much time shall be given for the debate? It is in reality a little
House of Representatives, debating whether or not to let the big House
of Representatives decide a matter. The power these men hold by their
ﬁoci.uom on the committse is enormous. Right representatives can kill
a bill which many mmmbers desire.

As I have tried to point out, the Rules Committee has not grasped
power by some unlawful measure or by a coup d'etat in the House. The
power that has been aoquired by this committee has been vested in 1t
by the members of the House. There are not just ocne or two issues
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that fege the present day representative, but literally hundreds of
subjecte ﬁat sust be studied., Because of this, the Rules Committee
had to be given this extraordinary power., If the Rules Committee did
not function properly, the House could not carry on its business in an
sfficieat manner.

In defense of the Rules Cammittes, I believe that my thesis will
bear out the facts that on the whole the Rules Committes has had mea-
bers vho were hard-working, conscientious, and who worked with the good
of the country in mind, The high regard that is held for the mambers
of this committee can best be seen by the fact that there has not been
any great assault on the function of the Rules Committee, with the ex~
eeption of the Twenty-ane day rule, which was killed after two years

without great msurning.

The Validity of the Twelve Assumptions

In the introduction of the thesis I pointed out that I would
test tvelve essumptions which are widaly held by many people. I think
that {f I have done nothing else, I proved these assumptions to be
false.

1. The House of Representatives could function without a Come

mittee on Rules.

2. The Chairman of the House Rules Committee can bottle up

legialation, thereby preventing the msmbers of the House

from voting on the measure.



3.

5.

6.

7.

9.

10.

1.
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The Rules Committee is synonymous with conservatisa.

Members of the Bules Committee can block lsgislatioa de-
sired by the majority of House msmbers; therefore, thay
are a little undemocratic group of men bent on stopping
progressive legislation.

The Rules Cammittes has never played any important role in
the histary of the House of Representatives other than to
blogk legislatien not wanted by ths conservatives in the
House.

Untdl 1958 the Rules Committee of the House of Represente-
tives had never made news in the daily pepers of the United
States.

Each yoar the Rules Committee blocks a tremendous amoumt of
legislation in each session of Cangress.

The members of the House would like to see the Cammittes en
Rules abalished or sericusly weaksned, because the in-
dividual representative has never been in gratituds to
this committee.

In the past the Rules Committes may have served a purpese,
but in the Atemic Age it is an anachronism.

All Presidential administrations have trouble with this
cosnittes and desire to see it abolished.

The Rules Cammittee has always been a bastion of strength
for ths Southern Demccrats.
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12. In the histery of the House of Repressntatives ths Rules
Committee has been used more for the advantage of the

ninority party than in aiding the majority party.

What Should Be the Role of the Rules Cammittes

The one big question remaining is: What role shall the Rules
Committes play in the House? I do not mean vhether the power of the
Rules Committee be diminished, or added to, but whether it should be
independent of the majority and minority parties, or would it be better
for it to represent the majority view in Congress, whether it be liberal
or conservative. Another role it could play would be that of a braks
on the majority party. This would cause the committee to serve as an
agent for the minority party. There are many who delieve the Rules
Committee should serve as the party and palicy vehicle of the majority
party. The last of these roles is the one I adhere to.

The Rules Committee Should Be the Agent of the Majority Party

wWhat are the reasons for my stand? I believe that the political
parties in our ocountry will travel either of two roads. One is touward
realigmmsnt, the other is a contimnation of the fragasntary parties
that are in existence today. JNo matter wvhich way the dsvelopment takes
place, the Rules Coammittes as the vehicle of the majority party would,
1 believe, serve a more useful functioa.

If there is realigament, it will be over the central question



167
concerning the role of the federal government in the affairs of our
country. Already there are three fragments of the Republican party:
the conservatives (South, Midwest, a good representation from the Far
West, and a few from New Bagland, and some froam the Border States);
the liberals (located mainly in the Northeast); and a third, not really
a group but moderates who vote with one side on one cocasion and with
the other side at another time.

The Democrats have two wings of their party. These are not as
evenly distributed as the Bepublicans. The liberal group of the Demo-
orstic party is much stronger than the conservative wing. Also ths
o?nurnum are sectional, confined in the main to the South.

If there is realigmment, and this looks very feasible, as a
result of the apparent nomination of Senator Goldwater, the Rules Com-
mittee in the House can serve as a vehicle for either the liberals or
the conservatives, depending upon which ons occupies a majority in the
n;m.

If, on the other hand, there is no realignmsat and there is only
 “a continuation of the present party set up, I believe that it would
serve the best interests of our country for the Committee on Rules to
be the agent of the majority in the House. I will explain briafly the
reasons for my view.

With the exception of 1937 to 1961 the Cemmittee on Rules has
traditienally served as the agent of the majority party. It is true
that while serving in this capacity there have been some abuses on the
part of the committee, but these abuses have been mmucm.
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steming mainly from the individuals on the committes, rather than
the cammittee’s function.

In these days of loose party aligament it seams that the Rules
Committee, asting as & type of steering cammittee of the majority party,
is what i3 needed to give direction to majority party legislation. The
House leadership (Majority Leader, Party Whip) working together with
the Rules Committee could become the wnofficial steering cammittes of
the majority party. With the Rules Committee serving in this aanner,
the majority party would have more cohesion and directicn in its leader-
ship in the House. Under the conservative coalition the majority party
msy have had complete echesion, but had to worry about being defeated
by members of its own party on the Rules Committes.

Let us lock at another reason wiy the Rules Coamittes should
serve the majority party. If the majority party does not hold a ma-
Jority on the Rules Committes, and I mean by this a mujority that
favors the legislation of the adainistration and House leadership, and
pot the minority wing of the majority party, then all legislation by
the majority party faces defeat at the hands of these representatives.
This I believe should not be allowed. It i1s a sham on the House of
Repieseatatives and the representative process to allow three repre-
sentatives to constantly block legislation dsaired to be voted on by
mambers of the House. I know some would argue that tuere are wwys in
wvhich legislation can be brought out of the committee and that it is
a false srgumant to claim that thres men can block legislation. The
fact is that measures can be brought out of the committee by the
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Discharge Pstition and by other methods., However, all are difficult
and time consuming.

The members placed by the majority party on the committee should
be some of the most able representatives in the House, These msn, I
balisve, should represent each geographical ssction of our country, and
should include representatives f{rom rural end urben areas. Ome definite
requiremnt should be that they represent the majority party's doainaat
wing.

This type of Rules Committee will plase the dominant wing inte
a position of power, forcing the minority group in their party to sup-
port them or the minority party, rather than helping kill lsgislation
in the cammittes, 30 the minority group and ainority party would mot
have to vote on the measures when they reach the floor.

It is trus that while the seniority system is incorporated in
the rules of the House, msmbers cannot be arbitrarily removed from a
committes. I do not think that would be vise. If there are members
of the Rules Cammittee who hold views differsant than the dominant wing
of ths majority perty, then thers are two courses availabls. One is
to wait until the representative retires. The other and most feasible
is to enlarge the cammittee so that the majority can place encugh mem-
bers favorable to them on the committes. This was dons in 19Al.

The political platforms of the parties could be made more mean-
ingful if the Rules Cammittee served as the agent of the majority party.
As long &8s the Rules Committee was used as a roadblock, the platforms
of the parties meant very little, becsuse all members kmew that say



170
measure may be born in a platform, only to see it die in the Rules
Cammittes. This, combined with the Rules Coammittese acting as an un-
official steering committes, wuld make for tighter disciplined politie
cal partiss,

I am of the opinion that there has been too much government by
stalemate. The frugasnted parties have besen able to check moves mads
by another group through many ways and espeoially in the House Rules
Cammittes.

It is =y contention that party respousibility should be stronger,
vhether this be in a realigmmant, or, if there is a continuation of the
fragmented parties, in letting the dominant ving of either party send
its legislation through a Rules Cammittees, not only acting its usual
function but as ths unofficial steering cammittee.

I know that there would be the protest that by placing the Rules
Committee in this role, it becomes a "rubber stamp." I do not think
this is correct. It is trus that the committee has served as the ageamt
of the majority party in the past, but after the deposing of the Spesker,
there is no indication that the committee automatically spproved of
every bill sent up by the administration. These men on the Rules Com~
uittee are representatives with ocnstitusnts. These voting citizens
will invariably favor ons bill over another, puttiing pressure on their
congresamen for the dsfeat, or the approval of the measure. The repre-
sentatives have likes and dislikes cancerming all types of legislation.
I do not think they will, nor would I want them to, act as a "rubber

stamp® for legislation. They should represent the dominant wing of
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the fragmented pasties, or the new liberal and conservative parties.
When a representative decomes placed on a committes, he may act in-
dependently some of the time, After he had held this position for a
vhile, he feels he is secure. Howsver, if he acts too independently,
lln should be replaced by his party. FPinally, the committee would mot
be a "rubber stamp." If the majority of the House would want to kill
a bill, they sould ascomplish this purpose on the floor.

In sumation, if the Rules Cammittee acts as the party and
policy vehicle of the majority party, it will give greater cohesion
to House leadership, it can serve as an unofficial steering committee,
the dominant wing of the majority party vill be plased in a position
of power, political platforms will becoms more meaningfuls the ine
dividual representative vill face greater party srespansibility; the
differences between the parties will be illuminated, thus giving the
citisen a clearer distinction in the parties. This type of committes
will not allow three representatives to block legislation in the House.
Finally, the Rules Committes will not be a "rubber stamp."

The last observation that I make will contain a bit of prophscy.
The Bules Cammittee will be in the nsws for years to come. There is
no doubt of this beoauss of ths importent role it plays in the House
of Representatives.
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GLOSSARY OF LEQISLATIVE TERMS

Administration bills: Bills drafted in the exscutive departmants and
agens 1es dasigned to implement the legislative program of the Adminis-
r P ,

ﬁwﬁg, A bill that grants monsy for the support of the
T and the financing of authorised pregrams. There are three

Calendar: A record of the order in which bills are to be taksn up fer
" consldaration, The House has five calendars: Consent Calendar, Houss
Calendar, Private Calendar, Union Calendar, and the Calendar of Motions
%o Discharge Commuittees.

c
3 or - {

By the presiding officer; or, alternstively, the cocupsat of this pesie
tion, vho muy be the Speaksr, the Speaker pro tampore, or the Chairman
of the Camxittes of the Whole. Hence the expression: "the dscinion of
the Chair,”

Chamber: The Hall of the House of Repressntatives where tire mem-

H

Closed rule: A rule recommended by the House Committee on Rules that
TIaITe or prohibits smendments from the floor.

Closure (or cle 3 A prooedure for closing debate which is effected
tion of the previous question motien, or by unanimous
e
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Cemnittee of the Whole: Any one hundred or more members of the House
who may oconsider legislation on the Private or Union Calendars, adopt
muwmtmoﬁwm,mmmummfwm
agtion, It is a device for expediting businsss since a quorum in Come
mittes of the Whole i3 ons Inmdred and no record votes are taken.

cn:lwu an Committees: A political party cammittes that draw wp
[ttee assigaments for the mambers of the party
in the chamder.

on bills: Bills identical to those introduced in the other
T e

Confe. 1 A weeting of representatives of the two Houses of Cangress
Torﬁmﬁmmmmtmmmwummh
and joint reselutions or parts thereof.

Canfersnce committes: A cammittee appointed hy the Speaker of the House

of the Senate, compossd usually of the ranking members
emammtewmmw
tion in disagresment. Ths meabers on the part of the Rouse of Repre~
muwsmmmhu'unwﬂmtbmmmmw
Senate as “conferees.” The purpose of the committee is to oons
points of conflict between the two Houses on a specifie bill with
to reashing an agreement.

Dilatory wotion: A motion, usually made upen & technical point, for the
purpose o. ng time and preventing action om & bill, The rules cut=
law dilatery motions, but their enforcement is largaly within the dis-
crstion of the presiding officer.

% 8 A rule of the House wbich permits a comitlee to be
tion over a measure before it. Under this rule,
after reading of the Journal on the second and fourth Mondays, a sstiem
vhich has been signed by 218 members, to discharge a cammittee {rem con-
sideration of a public bill which has been referred to it thirty days,
2%y be called up by any of the 218 members, and the
tc constdesretion without intervening motion exsepd one motion to adjourn.
Bouse

Division: A stapding non-record vote on the
.mmmmwwusamnwmpmmm
who—announces the result,

Enag clause: Key phrase in bills reading, "Be it enacted by the
and House of Representatives. . . ." A successful motion to
strike this olause from a bill kills the measure.

W: A bill that has passed the House of origin and is sent
o for further action, or having passed the other Houss
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i sent back to the House of origin for anrcliment. The engrossed
¢opy of a bill that has passed both Houses together with Lte angroesad
is the officia)l working copy from which an enrualled bill 4s

£inal

W The draft of an engrossed bill that has passed

» @mbedying all mmandments. Sush a bill is enrvlled en peper
(formarly on parchmsnt) and-is signed first by the Speaksr of the House
and secondly the President of the Senate, On the back is an attests-

Secretary of the Senate, as the
origin, This final draft is then

Exclusive cammittes: A stsnding comittee wiose membere are exoludsd
Iron serving on any other standing cammittee of the House,

Exscutive session: Cemmittee meetings that are held dehind closed doors
and are nok opan to the publie,

Flibusters A time-consuming tactic used by & winority in an effort to
prevent a vote on a bill., The strict rules of the House make filibusters
more difficult than in the Senate, but diladory tactics are somotimse
eaployed in the House through such dsvices as repeasted demands for quorum

Iten veto:s Disapproval by the Esecutive of a bil) such as
separate items of appropristion or Ylegislstive riders" on apprupristien
bills.

gmms Hearings held by members of two or more committees of

:

Joint rules: Rules governing the procedwre of the t w Houses of Con~
gress 1n matters requiring concurreat action. The joint rules were
abrogsted in 1876, but the most useft) of their provisions coutinne to
be obssrved in practice.

Journal: The official record of the precsedings of the House. It sum-

the aotions taken in the chamber, but does not provide an adverw
batin tremsaript of the proceedings which is given in the Cangressional
Record,
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In tive cammittees: Commitiess that report legislative neasures
investigating camittees, study committeses,
m policy committees, etc,

Iﬁoeigtﬁ_w veto: Disspproval by Congress or either House of & legis~
ve p. or an executive reerganisation plan submitted by the
President.,

Lobbying: Making representations to Members and committees of Congress
Tor or against the passsge of lagislstive proposals.

ority Leadsr: Chief strategist and floor spokesman for the majority
r. He is elected by his party conferense: and is in
charge of fts program on the House fleor,

% up 8 bill; Going through a measure in committes, section by
making changes, revising language, adding amendments, etc.
Itthbﬂlhutmtnhmind,a‘ubnbﬂl”ﬁthcmvm
may be introduced in plags of the original ons.

Mﬁﬁs Chief stratagist and fleor spokssman for the minority
: of the Bouse.

bour:t The time set asids at the deginning of ssch legislative
or The consideration of regular routine business. The House rwrely
has & morning hour, unlike the Senate, where ths first two hours ol a
dmucamtmmmmtmmmmdumm
hour business.

% Aéa-itmmmmmumhnottbpunmd
mnot.mlndnd

% A rle recommended by the House Commitiee on Rules that
ows & to be amended by the House,

Paire; A pair is a written agreement between Members on opposite sides
not to vote on a specified question or during mstipulated time. It is
svailsble to Members not wishing to be recorded on a propesitios, or
those desiring to preserve their vots or the vote of a caolleague during
absence from the Houss.

gﬁcmuu & meeting of all the meabers of a political party in

) * House of Congress held to selsct party leaders in the chamber
or to estadblish party pcolicy on legislative questions and premste party
unity. House Democrats customarily call such meetings caucuses; House
Repuhlicans refer to them as confersnces.

conferencss Amtugotdlthounbeu of a pelitical party
Eomor&mate.
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g%. A party officisl chosen to assist his leaders in the man-
agixmen the gongressional party, by securing the attendsnce of party

meisbers on all necessary occasions, sspecially for votes, srrmnging pairs,
and acting as a channel of information betwsan the rank and file and the

parily chiefs.

.mmzlg! ?8«&-5§5§§¢§§§§l»§§0
My or shelving & repert.

Foint of ordsr: An objection raised by a Member that the pending pree
ceodings 5y in viclation of some rule of the House and s demand for
immpdiste return to the regular order. Questions of order are decided

by the Speaker,

Frevious gus ¢ The motion for the prewvicus question is a debate-
1={ting » when carried, has the effect of cutting off de=
bate and of forcing & vote on the subject at hand, It is not admitted
in Committee of the Whole or in the Senate.

Privileged:s The right given to an individual or a committee by the Tules
of the , plasing their report in prierity.

Pablie laws A law that is of universal appliocation, that is clothed with
any public interest, or that appliss to a class of persons as opposed to
8 law that epplies only to a specified individual or legal entity.

Question periods: Times at the commitiee or floor stags when legislators

, m&y pub Qus to administrative officials.

rumt The mumber of mambers whose presence 4s nsceasary for the trans-
of bYusiness. A quorum is 100 in the Committee of the Whole and
218 (a majority of the asmbership) in the House. If a point of order is
made that a quortm is not preseat, the only tusiness in order is either
a motion to adjourn or & motion to direct the Sargmant at Arms to request
the atiendance of absentees.

Recommit: To send a bill deck to the commitiee that reported it.

Resolutionss There are three forms of resolution: simpls, concurreat,
and Joint. A resolution is a measure whose suthority extends only
to the House, not contain legislation and does not require omn-
currence of the Senate or Presidential approval. Simple resolutions are
used to express the will of the Houss, to create special committess, teo
authorige the printing of reports, and to request informstion from ad-
ministrative agencies. A %ﬁg indicates joint action
and requires the comcurrence . 1t contains no legislation
snd its suthority does not extend bgyond Congress., It is used, for
example, to set the tims for a sins die adjournment, to correct enralled
bills, to express the will of Congress, and to creats special Jjoint
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committees. It does not require Presidential spproval. A joint resclu-
tion 48 a form of proposed legislation almost identical to & Bill which
requires the s ture of the President or passage over his veto before
it becomes law (except a joint resclution proposing an smendment to the
Constitution)

Revenue bills: Bills that originate with the Committes on Ways and Meens
B

Rider: A provision tecked on to a bill in the heope of getting it enacted
» 6ven though it may not be germane to the main measure. The
aost fmdliar form of rider is that providing for legislation in appreprie-

tion bills, A rule bans such riders, but it is not aluays inveked.

Roll call: (1) The calling of the roll of Members for the purposs of de-
the presence of & quorum or for recording the yeas and nays.
(2) The record of roll calls taken.

Select comittees A cammittes created by a simple resclution of the
to periorm a special function. Its members are appointed by the
Speaker and it expires upon the campletion of its assigned duties.

Seniority: Tenure of Congressmen eithsr in the House or on z particulasr
mfée-

) r of the Houses The presiding officer of the House of Representa-
ves, elected by 1ts Members at the apening of each new Cangress.

5 's table: All bills treansmitted by message from the Senate,

i11s or House bills with Senate amendments, go to the
Spealkeris table. Under the rules, all bills on the Spesker's table are
distributed by reference to the appropriate cammittees, with two excep~
tions,

Special order: (1) A report by the Cammittes on Rules providing for the
sonsideration of a measure, which is agreed to by a majority vote; (2)
permnission—to address the House for a epecifisd period of time not to
oxceed one hour, following the legislative progranm.

S oompitteet A parmanent group of Members whose size and juris-
ction are pres in the standing rules of the House. The House

had twenty standing committees in 1961.

S commitise: A political party committee which formerly advised

the leadership regarding the order of business on the House floor, but
which in the later practice has fallen into disuse.

Subcommittes: A subdivision of a standing committee that considers
matters and reports back to the full committes,
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Sus ion of the rules: A tims-saving House procedure in ordsr on the
?ﬁgﬂ‘mmmlutauwsotamsmm,m

the rules nay be suspended by a two-thirds vote. Debate is limited %o
forty minutes and ho amendments froa the floor are aliowed. Permisaion
of the Spesker must bes secwrwd to make the motion and is within his dis-
cretion, The practice has been for the Speaker to list the Members he
agrees to recognise in the order of thelr epplication and recognise
thea in turn.

Table: To dispose of a matter finally and adversely without debate.

Teller vote: A method of voting in the House in which Members file
Jown the center aisle past tellers who count those for and against a
msasure; butdo not record individual votes. Tellers are crdared upon
dmdotom—fiﬁhctnqmn-, which is forty-four in the House and
twenty in Cammittee of the Whole.

Voice vote: A method of voting in the House in which Members answer
¥aye® or %no® in chorus and ths presiding officer decidss the result.

Yeas and fiays: The record of the vote on a matter by the Members of
the Housa.®

#Source is Jeorge B. Galloway's _ of the of Representatives
(New Yorks Thomas Y., Crowell Company ﬂ&Tfpp. 2L o





