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Chapter 1
INTRODUCTION

A study of the selection of barty leaders in the
Congress of the United States can vitally affect the under
standing of the dynamlic nature of that body. Congreés has
selected, in its nearly 200 years of existence, an array of
individuals as party leaders who have not only been molded by
institutional restraints and the traditions peculiar to a
legisiative body, but whorhave 1ikewise'a£fected thé character
of the Congress and have_induced; bﬁ themselves, dramatic
changes. There 1ls a certain unanimity of agreement that many
changes, some of which can be credited Lo the talenis of
specific leaders, have conbributed to making it a more viable
political institution responsive to the neesds of the American
people.l

| Of late, many critics of the modern legislative

process haﬁe viewed with alarm the uvsurpation of 1egislafive
powers by the executlve branch.2 Some attribute this
phenomenon to the weakness and decentralized leadership roles
of thoseIWho are selected to lead the majority party.3 Still
others suggest that the make-up of the modern Congress
precludes any easy solubtion to answer the needs of a national

constituency because Congress and its leaders lack the

~ability to identlfy and establish national priorities,u

1
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The above critics are Joined by cortain members of
Congress themselves who question the rolé-of party leaders.
Mot all are in agreement és to the extent of the involvement
of the party leadership at any glven time,.the degree to
“which leaders aétually influence the outcome of legislation
nor the ﬁatare of their rble in maximizing‘the effectivensss
of ths lawmaking body.5 Further, there has Eeen no agreg-
mend as to what kind of leadefs.are the most effective. for a
consistently responsive 1egislature. But, most students of
the‘legislative process agree that the roles of leaders,
their methods, theilr character, their ability, and their
personalities have some effect upon thelir party's legislative
policies and goals,
| Whatever thelr degree df affectiveness or importance,
‘the selection of leaders has traditionally been of keen
interest to themselves and the public, Only in the last two
dé#adas;,however, has any thorough study been done on the
selection procéss:itself. ‘Recent studies have attémpted to
discover why cerbtain individuals sasre chosen above others for
the formal congressional party leadership positions.,  Further,
‘the effort has been made to find an ordef; or pattern, to

leadership change as well as to the gtudy of style.6

This paper will éxplore further the process of
selection of majority party leaders in the United States
House of Representatives. It will seek to show ﬁhat there
were certain common dénominators that existed among those who

wers selected for leadership positioﬁs between 1962 and 1976,




and that these common denominators were not present in those
individuals who challenged the lsaders and lost. Additionally,
it will be argued that those certain gqualities were partin
cularly important to the style of leadership during that
period, and that their importance to that style allowed the
development of an institubionalization of the selection

process during that period.
- THE PROBLEM

Between 1962 and 1976 the House of Representatives
had & collegial style of majority party leadership.7 This
meant that leadership was disPérsed among several leaders
instead of being concentrated in the persen of a single,

powerful leader.8 Because 1t is necessgsary in leadership of

this kind for there to be loyal cooperation among those

ﬂM}E ._,;ma ah,.v;)

leaders, the question arises as to whalt kinds of individuals,
what qualities they possessed, what Qualifications they had,
%gg% enabled them to be selected for majority party formal
leadership positiohs within this style. TFurther, what
qualities or characteristics did those House members have
who campaigned for leadership positions but wsre unsubcessful?
Once these differences ha#e been established, 1t
becomes necessary to analyze which of those qualifiéations
wére ultimately ceritical in the flnal leadership selection.
Additionally, were the leaders who wore chosen establishment™

members, whose tendencles led them toward approﬁing tradi-

tional leadership practices, or were "change-oriented®




members selected who were interested in ébandoning the
selection processes of earlier decades?

Finally, were the requirements of the collegial
style such thet only certain qualifications for leaders were
sultable for the perpetuaﬁion of that style? If so, was this
evidence of a growing institutionalization?‘ _

Thore will be three hypotheses that will be testéd
in this research paperiin order to establish some kind of
pattern in the 1eadership.selection process.' The first
hypothesis that wlll bs examined concerns the qualifications
of those who won majority party leadershlp positions within
~ the time period indicated above., This hypothesis is: If a
member of ﬁhe House of Representatives possessed sufficient
gsenlority, was & loyal party member, voted wlth his party more

ften than the average party_member, was a proltege of a
- senlor party member, had‘participated in numérous Hquse
activitles, had served on important committees, was a
lmoderate, had an acceptable personality, had served in the
whip organizatian, he was eligible for party leadership.

Second, those candidates who were defeated in theilr
efforts to be selected for party leadership positions failed
because they lacked certain critical qualifications that were
necessary for the colleglal style,

Third, it was the nature of the collegial style,
during this period, which created and allowed institutional-
izabtion of the selectlon process. This institutionalization

grew because of the requirements of the collegial style

2.




1tself.
RESEARCH METHODS

This study has a basically historical perspective.
Because 1t has not been pﬁssibla to acqulre all of the
necessary information from direct observation, thé historical
approach has been the only feasible way a proper analysis of
such a subject could be made., 1t has been necessary, for the
most part, to rely on the basic research of scholars who
have studied various aspects of congressional leadershipe.
The research of these scholars is supplemented, however, by
thé limited observations in personal encounters while
viziting the Houss of Representétives, Congressman John J,.
‘MeFall, and numesrous other Representatives. The information
acquired therein will be used largsly %o supplemenﬁ historlcal
research since the time spent in Washington D.C. (one week)
was insufficient for the accumulation of large quantitieé of
sccurate dabta. The basic merit of such & visit was in the
erea of general "impressions" that were acquired which
contributed many valuable insights. '

The information for this study has come from the
following'sources:

l. General historical studies of the Congress of

the United 3tates.
2. Current perlodicals and books related speci~
fically to the area of congressional leadership.

3+ Blographical sketches of majority party leaders




and potentlal leaders.

i, Personal interviews.

5. Congressional Quarterly studies relating to

party voting records.

6. Newspapers and news magazines,

Research methods have consisted of comparing those
chevacteristics of the members chosen for 1eédership
positions with those who challenged these leaders in terms of
the same critefia or qualifications, These criteria for
selection of leaders were compiled from three sources:

(1) lists complled by other researchers; (2) analyses of the
background and personalities of those who have successfully
"acquired leadership positions; (3) lists of common charsace-
“ feristics of those who have been selected as congressional.

party leaders.

DEFINITION OF TERMS

Colleglial Styls

| The ferm, collegiél style, denotes the style of
ieadership used during the peribd of this study (1962-1976),
Randall Ripléy used the term when he suggested various

-

patterns of leadership style that have been evident in the

United States House of Representatives.9

Ripley indicates
that 1t is generally created purposely when the single-leader
style camnot be duplicated because of the lack of a parbti-
cularly stroﬁg or charismatic leader. The collegial siyle

is characterized by a cooperative efforﬁ among the thres top




majority party leaders to discuss and plan strategy for the
implemenﬁation of the party program.~° Ripley says, "From |
1962 until 1967, the Democfats have relied on three princi-
pal leaders with an additional nineteen members important in

the whip organization.ll

Inatitutionalization

The use of the term "institubionalization" in this
paper will refer to the relative prediectability by which
leaders are sslected for formal leédership positions. This
is in keeping with the formal definition of the term which
refers to an emphasis on organization above all other

factorﬂ.lz

Establishment

The term eStablishment, is used 1ln reference to
those members of the House who are considered to be satliafied
with the status-quo as pertains to the present working-rules
of the House, This term is used in oppocsition to those
members considered "change-oriented" who would prefer

reforms and even radical alteration-of the working-rules,

Muxelusive™ and "semi-exclusive" Committees

There is evidence that the sbanding committeés of
the House do not enjoy squal prestige and therefore some sre
considered more importent than others.™? Thus, the ternms,
"exclusive! and "semi-exclusive" refer to those committees

that are consldered the most importent, Those committees




constituting the first group are: Rules, Appropriations,
snd Ways and Means; the second group is made up of Armed
Services, Judiclary, Agriculture, Interstate and Foreign'

Commerce, Forelign Affairs, and Government Operation.
CONCLUSION

An analysis of the problen, that'of-aetermining
qualificavions of leaders within the collegial style, should
not'only lead to a better ldea of the types of individuals
chogen, but 1t also will provide insight into the person-
allty and charvacter of the Congress of the last two decades,
The analysis will reflect the ways in which leadership

selection affects the'dynamic nature of Congress.
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FOOTNOTES
Chapter 1

Even though the characteristic of a "viable" leglslative
body may not have been determined as yet, today's '
Congress appears bto be nore subdued, at least, Depending
on one's sense of humor, it is interesting to note here

a description of a scene which took place in an early
Congress and one which even the geverist critics of
present day congressional sessions would have to admit as
being unlikely to occur. This is taken from DeAlva
Alexander's History and Procedure of the House of
RepresentativVes. (Doston: Hougnton Mifflin, 1918),

ppe. 111-112.

"When Matthew Lyon, of Kentucky, spat in his face, Roger
Friswold (of Comnecticut), a member from 1795 to 1805,

stiffened his arm to strike, but remembering where he was,

he cooly wiped his cheek. But after the House, its vote

failed to expel Lyon, he 'hest him with great violence!,

says & contemporary chronicle, Tusing a strong walking
stick!", Other sources indicate that this incident,
not unusual, was typical of other episodes which
occecurred with alarming frequency.

This was clearlj the theme of the book by Arthur
Schlesinger, Jr. The Imperial Presidency. (Boston:
Houghton Mifflin Co., 1963).

David B. Truman, in the concluding chapter of Congress
and America's Future. (Englewood Cliffs, N, J.: -
Prentice~Hall, 1965) cites the lack of centralized
leadership as one of the great weaknesses of the Congress.

Samuel P. Huntington, "Congressional Responses to the
Twentieth Century", in David B. Truman's, Congress and
America's Futurs, speaks of the diversity of constiuencles
represented in Congress at a time when national priorities
are the greatest in our history, and of the lrreconcili-
bility of these two forces unless drastic readjustments
are made. The average congressman, says Huntington, is
just too busy answering the needs of his own district to
be able to concentrate on larger national issues and
policles that need immediate and long range solutions.

9
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It is interesting that in a study of party leader
influence on individual Congressman, John W, Kingdon, in
Congresgmenis Voting Records, (New York: Harpsr & Row,

1573 ¢lains That congressmen are not influenced by
party leaders Lo the extent that we might believe. That
is, in the process of interviewing individual members,
Kingdon assertis that they feel little pressure or
Inclination to vote as prescribed by congressional pariy
leader. In question here, however, would be the extent
to which members might actually reveal the real truth to
ann interviewer., HNo doubt there is certainly some merid
to the suggestion that a member would llke %o portray an
image to any interviewer that he is "his own man". The
research techniques of such a study would be critical in
ordar to arrive at any real answers to a subject auch as
this, -

The establishment of "order'" as referred to here was the
result of the effort of Randall Ripley. That is to say,
it 1s Ripley's work on this categorization of patterns of
change and style that originally insplred the work for
this thesis, Other writers have produced voluminous
material on congressional party leaders buf the establish-
ment of a historical order certainly has to be credited

“to Ripley, Randall Ripley, Pariy Leaders in the House of-

Representatives, (New York: The Brookings Institution,
19677,

The definition of the term "collegial style" appears in
the last part of thig chapter under Definition of Terms.,

Perhaps the most extensive work done to date on the types
of individuszls chosen for leadership positions has been
done by Robert L. Peabody in Leadership in Congress,
(Boston: Little, Brown and Co., 1976). Peabody goes far
beyond describing the type of individusl chosen but '
rather describes the techniques used and the clrcum=~

stances in which they were chosen, He was aided in this

by extensive research of certain leadership contest by

‘Helson Polsby in his "Two Strategles of Influence:

Choosing a Majority Leader, 1962", which Peabody has
ineluded in the book just cited,.

Because the Democratic Party has been the majority
party for all but two Congresses during this period,

this study will econcern itselfl only with Democratic party

leaders in the House.,

Ripley's work, which carries the identiflcation of the
types and styles of majority party leadership perileds,
says that the hilistory of the House of Representatives
shows that the styles have been (1) single-member
leadership (either by the Speaker or the Majoritvy
Leader), (2) collegiel, (3) Presidential leadership.
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Any review of leadership in the House leaves 1little

doubt that for purposes of study at least, categorical
typing of leadsrship periods, even if challenged histori-
cally (is quite effective) and is moreover, helpful to
subsequent studies and 1s probably as asccuraie as such a
thing can be. Ripley, pp. 82-83.

Ripley, Ibid., p. 05.

Webstor!s Collegiate Dictionarx, (Springfield, Mass:
G & C Merriam Co.) 1965,

Weil MacNeil, Forge of Democracy, (New York: David McKay
o, 1963), p. LOG.




Chapler 2
REVIEW OF MAJORITY PARTY LEAIERSHIP POSITIONS

Before the criteria for the selection process can be
established, it is important to understand the functions of
the formal leadership positions 1n a hisborical context. It
must be understood just-what the formal party leaders do and
how they have come to function in the capacities that they
perform today. The three formal positions, the Speaker, the
majorlty laader,'and the ma jority whip, have changed in both
qualification and substance, and thelr roles today bear onlj

slight resemblence to thelr earlier roles in history.

Speaker
The only consbitutionally authorized leadership

position in the House of Representatives is the Speaker, The
other two leadership positions, not authérized noy even
mentioned in the Constitutlion, are strictly party positions
and for that reason do not have the dual nature that is
imposed on the Speaker, The Constitution d4id not stipulate
in‘detail the nature of the role of the Speaker, It only
referred to his being the presiding officer of the House. He
iz that to this day and in so being has had power of immense
proporitions from time to time, the degree depending on the

time period‘he has served, and the nature of his personal and

12
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political skills., Often, that office has taken on the
éoloration of its occupant.

Even though the Speaker's positlion was created by
the Constitution, he derives his power and duties largely
from tradition, the raleé of the House, and parliasmentary lsw,
He also possesses many informal powers which not only stem
fﬁoﬁ his role in presiding over House sessioﬁs, putiing
quegtilons, recognizing members on the flcor, but which result
from his mere contact with many House members and his
extensive knowledge of the business of the House,

Traditionally thé Speaker, having been chosen from
the majority party has not only been in chargse of the general
proceedings of the House, but also has been considered
largely responsible for the legislative outpub of his party's
interests.l The majority of the @ambers of the House have
looked to him for leadership In achieving cohesion and
accomplishing thelr legislative goals. It is obvious that

this dual role which the Speaker holds pubs him in a position
‘of being the centralizing force around which his allies can
rally.

The extent of his influence has been limited from
time to time according to the formal powers which he has
possessed. For exampie, when Joseph Cannon was Speaker of |
thé:Houae of Represgentatives from 1903-1911l, he held enormous
formal powers which included being able to appoint all
cormi.ttee members and their chairmen, which by itself

constituted power of unlimited direction and scope.g




1l

Sam Rayburn, on the other hand, (who served as
Speaker from 1940-1961), did not have the formal powers that
Cannon had, yet ruled with considerable authority and power.3
His source of powsr came prior to his selection as Speaker
when he became familliar with nearly all the persocnalities and
knew well how to use friendshlp to achleve hils ends. Even
though he did nct have many rules thatb Cannon‘had been able
to use, with the use ofrintuiﬁion based on such qualities as
personal friendships, favors owed, senlority, trust, and
persuaslon, his was power developed largely through the use
of these latter qualitlies.

With extensive personal influence a person as
influential as the Speaker may directly or indirectily
influence the committee whieh 1s charged with the selectlon
of the standing committees. _Even after the Speaker's
influence was reduced by the "Revolt 5f 1910",u Speéker
Nicholas Longworth had four unreliable incumbent Republicans
on the Rules Commitbtee replaced with his own choices., In
.similar fashion, Rayburn at one time made sure thalt the
bemocrats on the Ways and Means Committee were favorable to
his stand on such things as reciprocal trade and the lssue of

5

the oil depletion allowance,” As a matter of fact, he was
known to have interferad ﬁith the maks-up of certain other
comnittees from time to time. And so, without the strong
formal powers cnce avallable to the Spsaker, Rayburn became

powerful through different methods than those used by Joe

Cannon.
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In the history of the Spealkership, Cannon can be
said to represent an end of an era when the Speaker had
enormous formal power. Today, those powers are limited by
established and voluminous precedents and rules as well as
limited power in rewarding members by choosing them for
speclal committees. Rayburn represents the modern concept of
the use of power through personal friendship and pérsuasion
and bhased on past political favors plus his own skill and
knowledge.7 Thisg typa”of leadership has extended into what
is now the coilegial style by which the powers of the Speaker
are more likely to be shared or‘dispersed among the three
formal party leaders,

I% is possible that Rayburn's style has set a
précedent for the immediate past and for some years to come,
This ocannot necessarily be sald of his methods. Bj style 1%
is meant here that he used the powers of his personality
rather than the rules of the House, By method is meant that

he operated almost completely alons, depending on his own

‘personal knowledge of other as well as depending on his own

stature to secure loyalby %o his causes. Both Cannon and
Rayburn cobviocusly had perscnalities that made leadershlp a
personal. thing even though both seemed to have had personal
lleutenants who were extremely loyal and who devoted theme
selves to carrying oulb the wishes of the Speaker.

There is evidence that a great vacuum was created
when Speakef Rayburn died.8 The era of the single~leader

style of leadership came to an ond and has not yet reappeared,
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It 1s significaent to note that when Cannon stepped down as
Speaker of the House, his successor, Champ Clark; while
operating with greatly reduced rules, called upon the help of
the majority leader to a greater exbtent as did Rayburn's
successor, John McConmack of Massachusetta. This 1s aﬁother
indication of a vacuum being created when a strong leader
dies or steps douwn.

When Speaker MeCormack became the presiding officer
of the House of Representatives on the death of Rayburn, he
indicated that he intended to share his responsibilities
with the other two leaders.’ This he apparently did and
- this leads into a discussion of the role of the ma jority

Jeadar.

- Majority Leader

S

The majority leader is a leadership position that

has only had formal designation since the turn of the
1
ceniury.

Prior to that time the spokesman for the majority
party was anyone who secemed to possess leadership qualities
and who operated on the floor accordingly. It was not
unusual for each plece of legislation to have its own spokes-

man, especially if that person was in particular favor with

the Speaker.ll Jemes S. Young says in The Washington
'gggmmxnit s |

rarty members selected no leaders, designatsd no
functionaries to speak in their bshalf or to carry _
leglslative btask assignments. The parity had no whips,
no senlority leaders, There were no committess on
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committees, no steering commlttees, no policy
committees: none of the organizatlional spparatug that
marks the twentieth cenbury congressional partiss...
there were a number of party leaders in the House

but no fixed majority leader.+2 '

Evidence has it then, that there were sseveral de
facto leaders until the last part of the 19th century when
the chairman of Ways and Means Committee began to receive the
formal designation as party leader. Finally; in 1919 the
position majority leader became a full time_position.13‘

In the history of the House of Representatives as we
have seen; the majority floor ieaders have bsen many things
and their power-has varied from time to time. Immediately
following the "Revolt of 1910" when the Speaker was stripped
of much formal power, many of the former duties 6f the
Speaker feoll to the malority leader. For example, when Clark
was elected Spesker in 1911 following Gannon; the floor
leader and party caucus gainesd control of the Rules Committee
as well as exercising much control over other major committess
of the House., Oscar Uhderwood, the newly elected floor
leader under Clark, became the real leader of the House, and
it is said that he could "ask and get recognition at any time
to make motions and restrict debate or preclude amendments
or botho"l|+

‘Today, the majority lseader, a technically unofficieal
officer of the Iouse, is selected by the Speaker or the
party caucus and need not be confirmed by the House ltself.

Owing no allegience to a comstitutionally prescribed position,

he can proceed with the over-all management of his party's
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prograr on the floor of the House. He has charge of the
formal agenda of the House as well as being hié pérty's chief
spokesman on the floor. The majority leader, in bheing in
charge of the IHouse agenda, must develop a systeﬁ for
legislative action'on the floor so that all important
1egislation can be congldered before time runs out in a'
given session. By consulting with varilous committee chair-
men he can plan an adeqqate and orderlj time-table so that
major legislation_may.be disposed of. Even though he may
delegate the responsibllity to other party leadsers, the
ma jority leader also has the responsibility of keeping all
House members, both majority and minority, informed of the
coming legislaﬁive program, usually announciﬁé.it weekly._

The majority leader, although his kﬁowledgé of
rules must be thorough, 1s not able to use the rulss to
achieve his legislative goals although he can be very effec-
tive in giving tangible reward to party members through his

15

influence with the Speaker. Perhaps his greatest power
lies in the erea of commmlcation and "psychological
preferment".lé Because his good will is sought by most party
members, the use of this'psychological preferment may be his
greatest resource,

The majority leader generally works in three broad
areas of policy making, according %o Robert L. pesbody. IHe
lists the three areas as being: (1) internal organization,

which includes the supervision of his own staff and relation-

ships with the minority party, (2) legislative strategy, the
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formulatlon and implementation of policy, and (3) external
coordination, which involves relationships with the White
House, the party, the intaresf groups, the media, etc.l7

It is appropriate to say that if the judgment of
Peabody is corrsct in 1iéting the above categories as belng
within the ascope of the majority leader, then he must
possess qualities befitting those of an ambaésador as well
as those of a skilled House techniclan. As_Clark'declaned
after having served as floor leader, the majority leader
"must possess tact, patience, flrmness, abllity, courage,
quickness of thought and knowledge of the rules and préctices
of the House."18 |

If the majority leader 1s to be charged with all of

these responsibilities, then the need for an effective

ma jority whip can easily be seen,

Majorlity Whip

The majority whip is the newest party leadership
position, having been formally established at the end of the

19th ce:ntury.l9

The basic job of the whip has remained
unchanged although the methods have modified from time to
time, Essentially, the whip i1s to assist the Speaker and

ma jority leader who have appointed him (with the concurrence
of the party caucus) in informing party members of the wishes
of the leadershlip and, 1ikewiée, in inf&rming the leadership
of the current feeling of the party members. This makes it
necessary that the whip mainbain close bties with House

members 80 that an accurate appralsal of their attlitudes may




be related to the Speaker snd majority 1eader°20
- In order to instill a certain degree of accuracy in
the above mentioned functions, the whip, prior %o consi-

deration of important legislaﬁion, polls his party's members

in an effort to determine their views., Generally these

"whip counts", taken at the request of the Spesker and

majority leader, include speciflc questions on bills that
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are to be considereds. ~ This tells the party leadership if

proposed leglslatlion is acceptable or unacceptable to most

party members, Additionally, possible attendance on the
floor for certain legislative measures may be prediéfed s0
that the leadership may decide the most propitious time for
House consideration. When attendance is needed, especilally
in order that a favored bill be assured_of passage,'the.
whipts offlice telephones each member to make sure he attends,
) In bhis rols as the party's information officer, the
whip distributes at the end of each week that Congress is in
sesgion a "Whip Notice" which ?rovides all majority party |
members with a 1list of bills to be considered the following
week. A recent.addition to the information packet members
receive is the "Whip Advisory" which provides swmaries of
all major bllls and amendments to be considered on the rloor;
thus enabling busy.members to become acquainted with new
measures almost at a'glance. These advisories are generally
prepéred by the whip office after consultation with the

committee from which the bill originated.=2
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Because of the extenslve amount of administrative
detall involved as wWell as the numbers of contacts to be
made, the 0ffice of Majority Whip has expanded to include a-
chief deputy whip, three deputy whips, and twenbty zone whips.
These agsistant whips, along with a special assistant to the

whip, secretaries, writers, and researchers comprise a large

staff which represents a sizeable increass in the past fifty

FEars « _
While Rayburﬁ'apparently did not meke great use of
the party whip organization, McCormack and Carl Albert saw

the whipl!s office as a tool to gather necessary information

-regarding the moods of House members and to generally serve

as intermediary between the leadorship and the members.23

Because he ig st11l appointed by the majority leader, in

consultation with the Speaker, the whip obviously serves

those two leaders and the importance of his position depends
on the needs of those leaders.,

Since 1962 the whip has taken on greater importance
and has become useful to the other leaders as they plan their

2k,

strategy. For example, extensive use of the Whip Poll since
1962 makes it evident that the leaders.rely on the whip as

the "eyes and ears" of the leadership and they may plan their
strategy on the will of the House members based on the
information gathered by the whip organization. The Whlp Poll,
which is usually taken after a bill has been reported out of

committee and before it is scheduled for floor action, is

generally a fairly dccurate story of how House majority




s O RIS

T dr AR P

22
members will vote on a given bill, Of the ten polls taken
in 1963, the whip organization waé correct ninety per cent of
the {lme in ascertaining how each member would vote. On
occaglon, leaders were surprised at the ocutcome of certain
members'! votes, but in geﬁeral, the.polls were accurate,

In order to reduce the number of surprises, 1t 1s necessary
for the whip organization to become acquainted with the
reliability of certain members in thelr responses to these
polls. . _

The old tradition, in fact, the original duty of
the whip orgenization, that of sounding out members and
roundlnb up votes for bllls that are urged by the leadership,
continues to be an important whip function. By learning
what the attendance each day wlll be, the whips can advise

the majority leader of the most propltious time to schedule

a bill for vobe and can alsoc work on advising absent members

of the importance of their presence at a given time, The

whip!s office then helps to produce high voter turnout which

is of critical lmportance to the leadership. Unless the
Speaker or majority leader is of the sort who is able to
know himself(as cortain previous Speakers have) what the
response to certain legislatlon will be, 1t 1s eritical that
he rely on the ipformafion gathered by the whip end work
closelﬁ with him.

The extensive use of the whip organization in the

collegial style is borne out by the increase in size and

profassionaliém of the staff that occurred between 1972 and
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1976, That office then had a full time adminisbtrative
agsistant with long prior staff experience in the executive
branch along with three or four staff assistants who worked

full time gathering information from committees for the

digest of legislation for the Whip Advisories published each
ﬁeek. | _ N .;__‘;*:’

In general it can probably be sald that the duties
of the whip have not chgnged dver the years but the methods

by which he performs these duties have changed depending on

the person holding the office at any given time, Indications
are that the whip organization is utilized to a greater |
extent under the present collegial style of leadership.

With each leadership position described and placed
in historical conbtext, the question arises as to how and.in
what way they function as a group, If it is the leaderst!
responsibility to see that their party's legislative policles
are acted upon, it follows that they must be concerned with

 their own internal organizatlion as well as thelr relationship

" Wwith the opposite partj.' Additionally, they must plan

legislative strategy in both policy formation and implemen=-

tation, coordinating these plans with the President and the

executive branch, as well as the electorate. It is obvious

that & great deal of_gfound work must be done before
gchedules ars made, and before the proper time for a bill to E———
be conslidered. It is here that the individual functlions of the 3

party leaders are coordinated o achleve the desired results,
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Backeround of Collegial Style

When John McCormack became Speaker in 1962 and alfter
his announcement that he would lead with the help of the

majority leader and whip, the three party leaders began to

- meet regularly to discuss the strategy that was being advanced

by Ths committees. AT times they met daily, but weekly
meetings became a regular habit so that commuhication and
information sharing might enhance the leadership effort,zs
The thres formal congression&l party leadership roles
have changed during the long history of the House of
Representatives, These rolag have often been a reflection
of the type of personallty of the Speaker, who largely secems
to detsermine the mode and style of leadership. He may, at
his own discretion, choose to use the other two leaders in
any capaclty that he wishes. In general, during the colleglal
pericd from 1962 to 1976, the majority leader and especially
the whip seemed to increase the function of their position
in-order to enhance the style of leadership chosen by the

Speaker.

SRR ERI
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Chapter 2

Henry Clay seems to have been the first Speaker to fully
realize the dual nature of the Speaker's role. He saw
that while the Founding Fathers intended the Speaker to
be the presiding officer of the House, the Speakership
could also be used as the position of greatest influence
in promoting the party'ls legislative program. Neil
Macleil, Forge of Democracy, (David McKay Co., Inc.

Hew York 1963),pp T0-T1.

Cannon operated under the "Reed Rules" which allowed the
Speaker to disregard all motions and appeals that he
considered designed to delay proper transaction of the
business of the House., Additionally, a simple majorlty
rather than a two-thirds vote could adopt a special
order prescribing the order of business on the floor and
the manner and length of debate on a particular bill,
George Rothwell Brown, The Leadership of Gongress,
(Indianapolis, Bobbs-Merrill Co., 1922} p. 166, Addi-
tionally, Cannon was known to have walted until he
accomplished his legislative goals to appoint members to
committees, thus having something to threaten them with
or hold over their heads., TFurther, in his capacity as
Chairman of the Rules Committee he could determine what
business the House was to consider, and on the floor used
his perliamentary powers to recognize members and 1o
declde what matters were to come before the House.
MacNeill, Ibid., p. 59.

Randall Ripley, Party lLeaders in the House of Represen-
New York: The Erookings Institution, 1967},
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The "Revolt of 1910" was the result of the House
rebelling against the autocratic rule of Cannon. It
culminated in the Norris Resolution which stripped many
of the Speaker's formal powers. MaclNeill, Ibid.,

ppe 53-55. i

Richard Bollin House Out of Order, (New York: E. P,
Dutton Co, 196 5, De ({a- Bolling says that today the
fullest power lies in the personal influence of the

" occupant of the Speakership.
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Ibid., p. 280.

In February, 1974 during a one week's visit to Washington
D. C., the writer had cccaslon to speak on the telephone
with Mr. D. B. Hardeman, a retilired congressional alde
who had served many years on Capitol Hill in several
capacities. (One time aide to Sam Rayburn, and adminis=-
trative assistant to Majority Whip Hale Boggs were two

of his positions). He was especially informative and
graclously gave impressions as well as his opinions on

‘changes in House  leadership during that time. It was

through conversation with him that this particular
information was obtained,

The information that follows regarding the whip was given
to the writer by Irv Sprague, administrative assistant

to Rep. John MePFall during this ssme visit to Washington,
a8 well as by Mr. McFall himself. Both were generous in
the information that they relayed, most of it consisting
of answers to specific questlons regarding the basic
role and duties of the whip. Excerpts from conversations
with both men willl be referred to from time to time
throughout this paper as well as with certain other aides

"that were extremely helpful. - /

Ibid.,
Ibid,
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Chapter 3
CEARACTERISTICS OF PARTY LEADERS

In order to determine what characteristics or
qualifications were present in those who attained méjority
party leadership positions during the time period, 1962-1976,
it 18 necessary to examine those requlrements which have besn
set forth by earlier research as criteria for selection, and
.to pursue any other gqualities that may be evident jin an
examination of these leaders. In so doing, a llst of "common
denominators” can be gathered and later compared with those
individuals who challenged these leaders and lost. If it

can be determined that the consistent lack of certain

qualities resulted in defeat, then it 1is possible to isolats

those qualities that were characteristic of the winners and

establish them as being necessary for selection,

Seniority

The most consplcuous requirement for selection to a .

leadership position has bheen seniority.l S0 absolute has
been this chearscteristic that its presehce has been evident
es far back as the early days of the 20th century. Although
this study does not cover these years, it is significant to
note, for emphasis, that from 1903 until the time that

McCormeack was elected Speaker In 1962, the average number of

28




years served before the iﬁdividual's selection as‘Speaker-was
2ly years., Two Speakers, David Henderson of Iowa and Chanp
Clark of Miasouri, served.the least amount of Lime prior to
selectbion, that being 16 years, and John McCormack served
the most, 32 years.z

The presence of seniority as a factor in the selec~
tion of the Speaker has continued since 1962, Speakers
McCormack, Albersg, and,QfNeill served an average of 27 years
prior to their selectian.' Had Hale Boggs, eiected ma jority
leader in 1970, succeeded Albert as Speaker (his aceidental
death prevented this) the seniority pattern ﬁould not have
changed since Boggs had 2L years of service when elected
najority leader. The number of years prior to becoming

Speaker hes actuully increased during the 1962-1976 period.

Seniority has also been the most obvious character-

istic of those elected majority leader.Sl Again, for emphssis,
we find that ma jority leaders since 1911 have served on the
average of 18 years in the House before thelr selection to
this position. (John McCormack actually served the least
time, 12 years, before becoming majority leader, bubt walted
the longest time of any leader before becoming Speaker.)
Since 1962? the average time before becoming majority leader
has been 20 years.,

The position of majority whip is another example of
seniority as a factor in the selectlon process.u An
appointed leader, the whip has served at least 8 years in

the House before selection and the average seniority rfor this

T
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position since 1911 has been 1l years. Since 1962, the
average bime before becoming whip has been 16 years.

The fact that all of the leaders chosen since 1962
have accumulated significant'seniority does not mean that
they were, in fact, the most senior members of their party
in the House, and that they wefa selected on this basis,
The fact that there wWere others with similar op more senlority
rankings shows that senjiority is not the sole criterion for
selection. What thesé/facts do show, however, 1s that no
leader attained his position without serving many years in
the Hquse of Representatives before becoming a leader. There-
fore, seniority, as a qualification for leadership positions,

is o definite factor in the selection process.

Party Loyalty:

Most research lists strong party loyalty as a
necegsary qualification for leadership selection. ?his is a
- general thesis which is examined and supported by research
conducted by both Trumsn and Hinckley in their studies of

1eadership.5

The importance of this characterlstic is not
without a certain amount of logic since it would seem
reasonable that a lack of loyalty would hardly be rewardéd in
the selection process. It would be unlikely that a leader
who is not a party regular, in terms of voting beshavior,
would work actively to promote his party's program, nor would
he be as apt to gsin the confidence of his.party's lesaders.

The degree to which a majority party-member is loyal
to his party and votes with the dominant wing of that party
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can be measured by party unlty scores.6 These scores show
the percentage of time, on a given number of roll call votles,
that an individual member has voted with the majority or the
dominant wing of his party.

The party unity scores shown in Table 1 are those
of Albert, Boggs, O'Neill and McFall, all selected party
leaders during the 1962_19?u time frame, Asrﬁhe Table
indicates, the scoreé shown begin with the 88th Congress
(1963-6l1) and go through the 93rd Congress (1973-7&)-. These
scores are composite scores, bésed on an average of the two
terms that compose an individual Congressionai session,

The Table shows the average party unlty scores of
“majority party {Democratic) members. It is against these
- scores that the party leaders can be cémpared in order te
establish the degree of their loyalty. Looking at these
averages, it can be seen that all four of the party leaders
voted more often with the'majority of the party than the
average party member. There are no exceptions to.this fact.
For example, in all but one congressional session, Thomas
P. O'Neili was at least 20 percentile points over the party
average, thus confirming his own self assessment when he
declared, "Itm a.terrifically Democratic partisan.”7' of
special interest are the scores of Hale Boggs, a Southern
Democrat whose percentages show that he voted more often with'
his northern collsagues than one might expect of a southerner.,
Boggs was lknown to stray from party voting, but only one-half

as often as other Southern DemocratSQB His image of being
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"too conservatlve for a northerner, too liberal for a
southerner", althbugh.it may £it him in many respects, ls not
entirely borne out by his liberal scores.

Peabody cautlons against the use of party unity
scores as absolute indicétors of the degree of moderateness
df a leader or potential leader or of their use toward
developing a clear cut image éf that 1eader.9. What is more
important, Peabody says, is'the general view that other
members of Congress have-toward a leader or the view that
the leader'hés toward himself; Por example, extensilve studj
could reveal an effort by & leader to show a more moderate
.voting'record tﬁan he might naturally show in hopes that it
wouldIStand him in good stead as a potential leader.

Table 1 reveals that the party leaders as a group

© had higher ?a:ty unity scores than the average for the party.

In the 90th Congress, for example, the avérage"party membey
voted with his party 63% of the time while the leaders as a
group voted 80% of the time. In the 9lst Congress the
average for the members was_S?%, the leaders, 77%., The qther
scores reveal similar findings. (Party unity scores are for
all votes, while "major bill" votes would probably show even
higher party. unity).

It can be concluded from the Table that the scores
show that party leaders tend to vote more frequently with the
ma jority of thelr party than does the average party member.
This would confirm earlier findings that party leaders are

atrong, loyal, national party members.

[ T




W S T

is probably necessary to attain a leadership position,
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et

Thers are a limited number of in-~depth studles
regardling ideology as a criterion for the selection of
majority party leadsers. In recent years a few studlies have
emerged which have challenged the baslic gremise set forth by
Trumén, Hinckley, and Peabody that party leaders tend to be
mnoderates who represent thé médian, or middle in party
ideolégy, & view which has prébab]y been the most wldely
accepbed one regardiﬁgrideology.

David Truman has said that 1t is unllikely that a
member could secure'enough votes from all segments of the
party unless he was an ldeologlcal moderate .0 Barbara

Hinckley indicated that a moderate roll-call voting record
11

. Peabody says, "With only a rare exception or twd, a potential

cendldate cannot deviate far from the mainstream of his
party's‘ideological orientation if he hopes to become a
leader."]_'2 | |

In a study conducted by Duncan MacRae in which he
énalyzed.thﬁrmﬂjwcall voting of the.House of Representatives
dufing the 81lst Congress,'House leaders were féund Yo scors
cloze to the median when compared with other Democrats on
what he calied the "Fair Deal" scale.l3' Patterson, on the
other hand, after studylng two contradictory hypotheses
regarding the ldeological positions of party leaders, says
that hercan‘find no generally uniform relationship between

LE

leadership status and ldeologlcal positlon,
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Further speculation on ldecloglical positions led to

a study by Sullivan in which he concluded that, unlike the

variables of personality and skill, seniority or regiounal

consideration,

‘ Norms of moderafeness and party support are less
than cruclal variables...patberns of voting in the
8lith and 92nd congresses indicate that party leaders
are recruited nelther on the basls of some party-
support criterion, nor accorggng to a strict
middleman prescriptive norm,

Since there seems to be a lack of agreement cn the part of
the previous studies, the need for further analysis is
indicated.

Sullivan argues that "high party-support 1s not a
very prevalent vollng pattern for most, or indeed, sven many

nl6 He concludad

leaders before thelr leadership recrulitment,
this from comparing Boggs, O0'Neill, and McFall with none
leaders from like regions whose party unity scores tended to

be higher than the leaders' scores. Sullivan likewisse

17

 compared the leaders! Conservative Coalition SCOres, before

and after selection, with their non-leader colleagues. In
both comparisons he found therleaders moving toward
moderatenesa after selectlion while the non—leadefs' scores
indicated little change during the same period of time.lg

Sullivan then asks the questlion,
Does the change in scores reflect the impact of
the leadership position on the voting or is it
symptomatic of a more general trend toward moderate-
-ness in congressional vobing in recent years?
He answers this question with, "The movement of leaders toward

more moderate positions in the psrty lacked any parallel
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- 20 .
novement among non-leadsrs. In conclusion, he gays,

It appears that becoming a party leader does not
carry with it the highly supportive voting behavior
often thought to be required of a2 leadership position.
The results indieate that not only 1s the high-party
support pattern not a significant criterion shaping
leadership selection, but 1t is not a behgvio&il out~
come associated with the leadership position.

Sullivan then goes on to reject ideology or voting behavior
as being a crucial eriterion fér leadership sélection.

Sulliven must'be_challenged_dn the following points:

(1) Party unity scoresvao show clearly that the party
leaders, Albert, Boggs, 0'Neill and McFall, are strong parby
members since thelr party unity scores are higher than those
of the party average. (2) The intent of Trumen, Hinckley,
end Peabody's hypothesls seems to be that it is unlikely that
en "extremist" would be recruited as a party loader. Also
the implication is that the term "moderate" covers a wide
range of ideology but excludes extremism., Sullivan consis-
tently uses ﬁhe term "strict" when referring to party scores
or ideology, thus making his charge as to the inaccuracies of
their hypothesis irrelevant since their basic definitlons are
different. (3) Sullivan's concern that the non-leaders!?
pérty unity scores were higher than the leaders! scorss ied
him to comclude that the leaders! scores were not impressive
snough to be considered high~support scores. Party unity
scores of leaders need not be.the highest in the majority
party to be Impressive or to indicate strong party loyalty.
If they were, they might represent a partisanship that some

would conslder undeslrable in potentlal leaders. In othex
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words, there 1s a diffefenoe'between high party loyalty and
strong or consistent party loyalty, the latter being, in all
probability, what Truman eb.al. had in mind, () It is
unclear why Sulllvan dismissed the possibility that the
general congressional trend toward moderateness in recent
years might account for a similar phenocmenon among the
leaders. Instead, he chose fo find greater éignificance in
the fact that the:nonnleaders‘group dld not show the same
trend toward moderatenasé.. The f&ct is, a similar trénd
toward moderateness did occur among another group of none
leaders, namely that group of non-leaders who challenged the
leaders and lost. Additionally, the average'party?unity
scores and congervative coalltion scores of the entire party
'show a:dafinité trend toward ﬁoderateness during the time
period of Sullivant!s study. He dpes not make it clear why
he chooses to ignore this. There is a highly plausible
argumsnt that could be made for the changing trend which
cceurred within the 1eaderéhip. An example of the above
suggestion ié John McFall!s noteworthy decline in his
opposition to the conservative coalitidn. There is no proof
that this had anything to do with his selection as majority
whip. Rather, coincidentally, the issues of‘these particular
CONngresses, one issue in.particular,VVietnam, could well have
accounted for his change., VAs a matter of personal consclencs,
he strayed from the majority of his party and continued to
support administration policies of the war rather than join
the rest of the leadership in turning against the adminis-

trationts policies.22 Additlionally, the Nader report on
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McFall Indicated a definite conservative trend in his
district; one which he would have been politically unwise to
ignore.23 {(5) Sullivan's basic premise that ideoleogy may
have less to do with leadership selectlon than the other
criteria may be correct,—but his analysis in support of this
reasoning lacks credibility. The hypothesis of the other
researchers remalns unchallenged. o

In order to analyze Qhether or not party leaders

tend to be moderates, some criteria must be established
whereby the party 1eader3'caﬁ be categorized. The standard
used by Hinckley in her 1970 study of party leadership made
the following designations. A "conservative" vote less than
ho%:of_the Lime in opposition to the conservative coalition,
a "liberal" vote B80% ér more in opposition to the coalition,
and a "moderate" vote between L0% and 79% in oﬁposition to
the conservativé coalition.au
| Although these arbltrary designations may be
questioned, they suffice névertheless in establishing a
rather loose interpretation of the ideological position 6f
party leaders. Sullivan preferred using stricterrcriﬁeria
and his consluslionsg were based on those rather than

Hinckley's, However, the very nature of ideology, its

chameleon chaﬁacter, would seem more fairly and wisely placed

Wwithin looser restrictions.
Using Hinckley's percentages it can be seen from the
conservative coalition Table 2 that only one party leader,

John McFall, could be labeled a "liberal™, at least for a
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time, but that was cancelled by his abrupt conservative
swing between 1969 aﬁd 1974 when he definitely gqualified as
s '"moderate". His over-all score clearly makes him a
moderate, however, Thomas P, 0'Neill, though within the
deslignated range for modérate, could by a stricter definitlon
be called a liberal here. _

_ As the table-indicates, the total aﬁerage for the
party leaders (69%) is exactly the same as that of the
Northgrn'Démocrats(69y; Both being slmost in the middle of
the moderate range. A further study could conceivably
analyze a table such as thls and ¢ ome up with the hypothesis
that 1t is not party leaders' averages that are important,
but only individual leader's averages in eétablishing leader
selection criteria. However, there may be a-special signi=
ficance to the leaders! averages béing a criterion for
selection. It could be argued that there should be a
- variatioﬁ‘in individual leader's scores so that there is a
balance and they are collectively moderate.)

| It is possible that Sullivan's hypothesis 1is true,
that 1sadérs becpme.ﬁore moderate after attaining leadership
positions than before selection and that moderateness,
‘therefore, 1s not a criterion for selection.. However, even
his own data, while Showing both 0'Neill and McFall passing
“the mark from liberal to ﬁoderata after selectlon, indicate
their doing so by the narrowest.of percentages. For example,

O'Nelll's conservative coalition opposltion score before

selection as whip was 81% and after selection, 77%. A




39

different interpretation could show those scores to rest in
either category both before and after. Five rercent cduld
hardly be regarded as a signifiéant difference when related
to an individualils ideology.

Both the Party Unity Table and the Conservative
Coalition Table réveal strong party loyalty and moderateness
on the part of the_leaders of the majority pérty of the |
House of Representatives. - If-the hypothesis can be proven
that a party leader ié mdre moderate then he was as a

recruit, it does not necessarily prove any relatlonship with

the léadership selection process unless that change to

moderateness 1s & consistent phenbmenon exclusive to party

leaders.

be moderatss in order to be selected, is not disturbed, The

fact remains that all indications are that party'leaders

ware moderatqs before selection and continued to be szo after

selection,

Safe~-3eata

Another criterion for the selection of party leaders
that has often been listed is the necessity of holding a
safe-gseat, Peabody says that "holding a safe-seat is a

w25 Wolfingér

prerequisite for a party lesdership position.
and Holiingar say that the most influential poslitions in the
House are held by members whose districts continue to elect
them without regard to national poiitical trends;?é These

observations make it necessary to not only define the naturs

of the safe-~geat, but to examine its importance as a

The basic hypothesis here, that party leaders must_.1




o
critefion for selsction in the formal pariy leadership
positions,

WOlfinger'and Holiinger define the Democratic safe-
seat as that which meets the following criteria: (1) won by
a Democrat in every special and general election since 1940,
{2) won by an average of 60% or more of the two-party votes
aince 194k, (3) won by not less than 55% of the vote in |
every election since 19u6.2?

It has beenlbfofen that a member must be consisw
tently re-elected in order to acquire the necessary
seniority to be eligible for a leadership position. Now it
'ig.necessary to examine whether or not these party leaders
have actually held safe-~seats. Has 1t been necessary for

leaders to have both seniority and a safe-seat?

The difficulty of obtaining the exact percentages

by which the four party leaders, Albert, O'Neill, Boggs, and |

McFall have won in their respective.districtsVevery year .
since their init;al elections makes it impossible to deter-'
mine whether or not they have met the exaét criteria of the
safe-seat every tiﬁe as éstablished above. Information is
évailable in encugh elections, however, so that the aectual
point which is being examined here can bs sufficliently
studled and conclusions can be reached,

Of the four leaders studied here, only Carl Albert
end Thomas O‘Neiil have won thelr seats in the Housa by
nargins thaﬁ easlily fall within those set forth by Wolfinger
and Hollinger. For example, Carl Albert has won every

general election since 1948 by at least 70 percent of the
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vote with the exception of 1968 when he won by only 68
pe:r'o.’:ei'lt.‘?'8 In all but a few Instances he had only token
opposition, having even won handiiy in the primary elections.
Since 1966, with the exception of 1968, he has‘won re-election
by 75 percent of the vote.o? |

Thomas P. 0'Weill, likewise, has had little trouble FE—
in his re-~eclection efforta.30 His most diffiéult election
was in 1952, his flrst campalgn for a House seat., Even then,
however, he won by receiving 60 percent of the vote. Since

1956 he has received at least 73 percent of the vote in the

general élections and five times he has had no Republican
opposition. Since 1966 being unopposed, he has received
100 percent of the vote iﬁ every general election.

Hale Boggs does not havé the record of elther Albert ' B )
or OMNeill in.easy re-election.sl Although on numerous | ?ﬁgAg&f#

occasions he has won re-slection handily, this was not always

the case. In his first bid for re~election he lost, thus
intersupting his House car;er for four years., It is signi-
ficant that immediately prior to his campaign for majority
leader, he won re—élection in hils home district py a8 bare
51 percent.(1968) EHis re-electlion in 196L, 1966, 1970 were B
won by an average of 6l percent of the vote. Even if Boggs -%Zz:éﬁzz
had won some of his elections by the high percentage of the Z
vote as had Albert and 0'Nelll, it is still significant that ?:::::ii

he had trouble at times. He not only was the only one of

the four leaders who had lost an election, he was the only

one who nearly lost another and at a time when he was
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actually s party leader. (He was majority whip at the time.
(1968)

John M¢Fall, aloﬁg with the other three mentidned
leaders, has represented a traditionally Democratic district,
McFalll's district, howevér, has become increasingly conser-
fative in the 1960s and 70s, which-may aécount‘for the -
occaslons when he dld not win an overwhelming percentage of

the vote.32

In the House gemeral election of 1966, MceFall
won 57 percent of the vote, 5L percent in 1968, and 63
percent in the71970 election. It can be seen that even .
though McFall's percentages have been high in the 1970s (he
won by 69 percent in 1976 and in 197l was endorsed by both
parties) he has had years when his scores did not meet rule
umber two nor rule number three in the list of three rules
which define a safe-seat. While he continued to build
seniority by his consistent re-elections he, like Boggs, did
not de so with the majoritles of either Albert or O0'Neilll,
It can be said tﬁat the four men under study |
represented'districts that had been traditionally Democratic
.strohgholds,33 but;it cannot be sald that all four won their
elections with ease. It becomes dubious therefore, whether
it 1s true that representing & safe-~gea’ is necessary for
selection for a majority party leadership position. What
can be said with aécuracy is that the four leaders under
study have_been returned to the House without interruption
ten years prior to their selectiqn for a leadership position,

but that occasional close contests in their home districts




dld not deter thelr eventual selection., As party leaders
both Boggs and McFall were selected after relatively low
percentage victofies in the general slection.

It may be significant that the average scores for
the three general elections, those of 1966, 1968, 1970, show
that in the cases of all four leaders, Albert,'O’Neill,
Boggs, and McFall, the average percentages were over the 55
percent established as the minimum which constitutes the
safe=-district or safe-geatb. Albért and 0'Nelill were well
above that 55 percent minimum while Boggs'® average score was
63 percent and McFall's 58 percent, While this may be the
score that researchers would consider Important in making
their point, this view must be fanlted since even if the
- member had lost one election and was then re-elected in the
. following election, his average score could still have bheen
above 55 percent. Yet, one defeat would hardly establish
itself under the heading‘of a safe-seat. For example, in
the case of McFall, had he received L9 percent of the vote in
1968, thereby losing the election, then was re-elected in
11970 by the 63 percent that he actually won by, his average-
for that three yesr pericd would be 56 percent. Yet what is
important in determining a safe-seat is the ability to win
every election by at least 55 percent. Average percentages
would appear to be less significant, It cannot be said, in
the 1960s at least, that John McFall held a safe-seat,
Certainly Hale Boggs did not represent a safte-seat in 1968,

In the cases of Albert and O'Neill, on the other hand,
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indications are that thelr electlons would have been securs
negardless of any national political controversies which
might have adversely affected their colleagues or party.

Contrary to prior research then, it must be said here
that the safe-scat, although desirable, is not necessary for
selection to a party leadership.position. Mapé specifically
'apprOpriate to this study, it has been established that all
four of the party leaders in this study did not represent
safe~seats, The only common thread here is that all four
lsaders were conslstently returned to Congress ten years
prior to their selection as leaders in their party and there=
'fore; acguired sufficient seniority to be eligible for

leadership positions.

Committes Membership

Little has been written about the importance of
. committee membership as a criterion for leadership selection.
Nevertheless, because of the imbortance of committess, it is
likely that a member'é reputation would be a reflection, in

part, of his work or contributions to committee work. His

reputatlion here would surely affect his chances or eligibility

for leadership.

It is a well known fact that the work of the House
is done in committées. When a freshman congressman arrives
for his first term in the House he willl, in all likelihood,
make an effort bto be assigned to a committee appropriate Lo
his own expertise or one which will enable him to serve the

needs of his district, Certaln members may jealously seek a

TR
|
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positioh on one of the so-called exclusive committees (Rules,
Ways and Means, or Appropriations) or one of the semis
exclusive committees (Agriculture, Public Works, Arme&
Services, Banking and Qurrency,'Education and Labor,rForeign
Affairs, Interstate Commefce, Judiclary, Post 0ffice, Sclence
and Space Administratibn). _

Even though tradition dictates that a freshman will
not be appointed to one of the exclusive committees, many
members quickly go to work trying to lay the ground work for
eventual appointment td one of these committees. Those who
soon become familiar with the traditions of the House learn
that assignment to an exclusive, or next best, a semi-
excluslve committee, is advantégeous to thelr careers and
mey enhance their chances to elevate themselves to a
1eadefship position. 7

All but one of the majorlty party leaders of the
time period of this study served as a member of one of the
exclusive committées and, mdreover, were appointéd to these
cémmittees very early in their House careers. The fourth
leader served on a semi-exclusive commiﬁtee. There is
insufficient evidence to establish the exact reason behind
the luck of their assignments. No doubt many of them
happened to know the right ferson Wwho was influential in.
helping them. Nevertheless, the fact remains that all of
the majority party leaders have had experlence on the
préstigious cormittees,

Thomas Ps 0'Nelll was chosen to serve on the Rules
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Committee after only one term in the House, being the second
member 1n the history of the House to be appointed after such

3h

a short tenure. Hale Boggs was selected for the Ways snd
MeansVCommittee'after a similar period of service in the
House.35 This was unusual considering that, on the average,
mémbers have served at ieast three terms and more generally
five‘terms before being appointed to this comﬁitteeo36 John

MeFall received -an appointment to the Appropriations

Committee in thse third term of'his service in the House., Carl

Albert, the only leader who was not a member of an‘exélusive
qommittee, served on the Agriculbure Cormittee from his early
vears in the House until he became majority leader.3?

Service on the three exclusive committees gives.an
individual committes mémber a relatively higher degree of
gexposure to senlor party leaders, a factor which later will
be established as being critical to the career plans of an
aspiring leader., The business of the Rules Committee, for
exampie, is such that continuous coordination with partj
lsaders 1s essential if the party-spoﬁsored bills are to
hecome legislatién; Further, the Ways and Means Committee,
influentisl because of its role as the Committee on Commit-
tees charged with all committee assignﬁents (along with the
party leaders) provides the ﬁember with a potentially
powerful role as well as significant opportunlity to acquire
a high profile. _

Thelpoint which must be emﬁhasized here is that

potential leaders are api to find service on the important
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committees as beneficlal if‘they hope to become leaders, and

it would seem necesgsary that they serve on those committees

permitting the greatest amount of exposure of their talents,
More to the point of this paper, however, is that all four

leaders mentioned above were chosen very sarly in their

carsers to serve on the prestigious committees of the House.

"Exbra-curricular” Activities | i S

In addition to sefviﬁg on an exclusive or semi- =
exclusive committee, these party leaders were inclined to

distinguish themselves in other WAYS. Significant here has »

been participation in extra-curricular activities that in
some way single them out early as having not only energy, bui
ambition as well as tsalent. This participation may not -only

have represented the above qualities, but may have indicated

a loyalty to their role as a Repreéentative? or further, it
may have represented leadership aspirations,
| ~ There were numerous ways that these leaders disfin—

gulshed themselves in activities other than the basic work

load of the House. They may have: (1) been expert or active

fleor debaters pursuing causes with more than average energy

and acumen, thus atﬁracting the atfention of thelr party and
- its leaders; (2) accepted party. assignments that may have B
6riginally been assigned Qn a regional basls, and they may
have performed them particularly well; (3) accepted appoint-
ments to joint or conference committees; () built intense

personal friendships and loyalties; (5) become expert in a

particular area of legislation; or (6) impressed senior party
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leaders with their ability.

Brlef sketches will show that all four of the leaders
studied here qualify in nearly all categories., Those
categeries in which they all absolubtely qualified will be
singled out for placement.among the common denominabtors
pecullar to those who attain leadership posltions, thus
further reducing the number of menbers of the~majority pafty

who become eligible for party leadership positions.

Carl Albert

Albert, aged 38 when elected to the Hodse,rwas known
for his particularly hard work on the Agriculture Committee

38

" in the days when Sam Rayburn was Speaker. Additionally,
because of his oratorical skills dating back to college days,
he becanme an extremely efrective.floor debater which brought
nim to the attention of Rayburn. DBecause of the proximity

of Albert's dlstrict to Rayburn's, the two had interests in
common even though representing two different states. As a
result of a friehdship which developed between the two and
the obvious confidence that Rayburn had in Albert, Rayburn
éhose Albert to be majority whip in 1955, This close
assoclation which led to this appointwment was referred to by

39

Fischer as a father-son relationship.

Peabody says that Rayburn was also impressed with
Albert's single-minded dedication to the House; that is,
Albert never'indicatedwﬂw Intention of abandoning a House

4o

career for other publie orffice. (Even though it may be

difficult to prove that this appealed to Rayburn, it is
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nevertheless true that Rayburn was knoﬁn to have valued this
kind‘of dedicatibn and there 1s speculation that this caused
him to by-pass Hale Boggs, an obvious contender for the whip

position. Rayburn may have been annoyed at Boggs' eniry as

a gubernatorial candidate in Louislena in 1962). g

Albert became known for his abillity to know members, T
call them by their first names and generally keep a high |
profile, Hls exposure and obvious interest in the House and

its individual members resulted in his beilng chosen in 1970

as the most popular Democratic Congressman in the House.ul

Albert was apparently not only dedicated to the House
but to the work of the Hoﬁse és well, working as he did six
out of seven days per week. This 1s not necessarily charac-
teristic of all House members, especilally of those who ' e
commute from other eastern cities to their jobs at the
Capitol., Many of these long hours were spent attending

sessions of the House, which he attended faithfully,

cbhserving procedures and the conduct of his colleagues. Sald
- Albert of his own elimb up the leadership ladder:

I guess you could say that the main element in my
climb to the leadership is the fact That It've heard
more speeches than anyone else and called more people
by their first names., I've always been fascinated
by them. There are so many varisnces and eccentricities.
I got s0 I could guess wﬁghin a few votes how they would
vote on any given issue, '

Hale Boggs

Boggs, aged 26 when first elected to the House, made

an early impressive record in the House in much the same way

as Albert, that is, as a forceful floor debater. Later he
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gained a reputation for hié'ability to preside over the House
in the abaence of the Speaker. Peabody says:’

He remained one of the few who could preside over
the House and obtain almost instant attentlon with a
gulet rap of the gavel...if any one trailt could have
been saiﬂ to characterize Boggs, it was forces
fulness, 43

Nell MacNeil sald, along the same vein, that only certain men
in the House in the 1960s could cormand the attentlon of their
colleagues in the House chambers. Among a few other, he says,

Hale Boggs could pull his colleagues from thelr cloakrooms to

lily -

hear what he had to say.
" Boggs gained a‘reputation over'the'years as being an g;_;;;::

expert in the area of trade aﬁd economic pollicy. This

gxpertise made him an important member of the Joint Economie

Committee and Chalrman of the Jolnt Sub~Committee 1ln Foreign e

Economic Policy. Additionally, he was appointed to the

Warren Commission which investigated the John Kennedy = .

aszassination (196l.), the Elssnhower Commisslon on the Causea

and Prevention of Violence {1958), and was chairman of the

Platform Commititee for the 1968 Democratic National
15 | "

Convention.,

Boggs, like Albert, gained the favor of Speaker o
Rayburn and likewise became a protege of Rayburn's.h -~ When e
Rayburn appeinted Albert whip in 1955, he created the |

position of deputy whip and gave it fto Boggs who probably saw

this as a special favor although at the same time may have

felt he was more in line for the whip positicn than Albert.

3till, he must have known thsat Rayburn was impressed with him %¥;==¥:
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if only from the knowledge that a position had besen created
for him,

Thomas P, 0!'Neill

O'Neill, elected. to the House at age 38, and appointed
to the Rules Committee after only one congresslonal teorm, was
clearly a favorite of John Mccormack.uT McCormack always
included 0'Neill in his strategy planning meetings and often
invited him to join in his private meetings with senior par£y
members. O'Nelll remained loyal to party leaders on domestic
issues but was the leader, In later years, of a revoli
against the policies on Vietnam of both Albert and Boggs. He
actually voted agalnst them on every war related issue only
te have many'party lsaders follow him eventually.ua Even
though this may represent a certain lack of loyalty to the
Speaker, 1t 1s a tribute to his forceful abllity to convince
the other leaders of his views,

In 1970 he becamelthe Democratic Party Campaign |
Chairman and won the respect of'party members by distributing
funds fairly regardless of the candidates! political philoso~
phies. He was also instrumental in many of the feforms in the
Legislative Reorganization Act of l"-)'?O.u'9

0tNeill is not a quiet man, but rather a dynamie,
forceful, and highly partisan individual who makes his
opinions known wWith endugh effectiveness to be highly persua-
sive, He, likes the other leaders, has kept a high profile

50

and accumulated many friends and intense loyalties,
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John J. McFall

John MéFall, olected to Congress at age 38, gained a
poaition on the Appropriations Committee early in hls careen,
Seniority put him in a position of eventually becoming chalre
man of the Committee on Transportation, a sub~committee of the
iarger Appropriations Committes. Indications are that for
one who eventually gained.a formal 1eadershipﬂposition, MeFall
kept a relatively low ppofiie, not often speéking out in
committee or having an éxemplary_record in the authorship of
laws.sl |

McPFall bécame active in the whip hierarchy early In
his career;sz It was here where his extra-curricular
activities grew., In 1962 he became assistant whip'for
Galifornia, one of 18 such positions throughout thé counvry.
John Moss, a fellow California Congressman, had become a
deputy whip by 1962-éhd in his absence, or for one reason or
another, McFall o?ten substitﬁted or stepped in when Mosé wag
needed elsewhere.r MeFall even occaslonally filled in for Carl
Albert as acting majority leader., At the same time, McFall
continued to be loyal to and worked closely with Boggs, whom
he supported in thé-latter's race for majority leader. When
Boggs became ma jorlity leader, OfNeill was appointed whip and
McFall moved up to become a deputy whlp along with John
Brademus of Indiana. In 1973 McFall rose to become majority
whly with many ysars of experience in ths whip busiﬁess.

Mel'all, in his capacity as deputy whip, had numerous

ocecazions to work closely with Majority Leader O'Neill in
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asgisting him on the House floor mustering votes, Extensive
floor exposure had surely made members of the House more
awarre of him than before. Additional personal contact made
1t easler to gather support for his own campalgn for the whip
position even though it was and still is an appointive
position.

| McFall acknowledges that he was a protege of Carl
Albert, IT he was given eafly recognition, the respect of a
senlor leader, especlally one who seemed in line for the
speakership, probably was significant.s3 That fespect may
have beén greaf enough to have been partially responsible for
McFall's rise in leadership renks., |
| Extensive blographies of members of the House of
Representatives are almost non-existent.‘ For that reason it
is difficult to obtain a complete list of.all_of the actil-
vities that these particular men have participated in. No
doubt all of them have long lists of individual assignmenﬁs
that are not readlily avallable to the researcher, However,
it is not difficﬁlt to obtain an impression as to the lével
of activity or participation of each member stﬁdied.

The following 1s a list of the common denominators
in the area of extra-curricular activities that the party
leaders shared that mey account, at least in part, for their
rise in the leadership hlerarchy. They can be considered,
therefore, as nscessary qualifications for leadership
selection,.

1., All of the above leaders entersed ths House of
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Representatives before the age of 10,

All of the indlviduals served an apprenticeship,
became proteges, or were singled out for
attention by a party leader who was or had

served as Spéaker oflthe House of Representatives,
All served in some capacity or performed some
task that could be considered to be above the
normal legislative load,

All had sefved as majority whipe.

All who eventually reached the rank of majority

leader were considered to be Torceful and

dynamic floor debaters.

Leadership Potential

It has been shown thus far that the possession of

seniority, protege status, party loyalty, certain committee

agsigmnents, moderateness and extra activities have been

common characteristics of those selected for‘leadefship

positions from 1962-1976., With the exception of protege

étatus and certain extra assignments, these qualities may not

have been unlique nor peculiar to majorlty party leaders only,

Certainly other members of the majority party had adequate

seniority, desirable committee assignments, and other quali-

fications that might have made them eliglble to become party

leadsrs.

It is possible, also, that other members might have

had the proper credentials that would have made them ellgible

for leadersihip in another style.

{This latter point will be

claborated later.) What is important here is that there
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obviously remain other qualities or charascteristics that ER—
selected party leaders had that further separated them from
their colleagues, thus'confirming thelr eligibility. That
quality can be called leadership potential,

Aside from being the moat difficult characteristic

to assesas or even defline, leadership potential, for purposes S
of this study, must be de-studied vis-a-viz 1ts affect on the T
colleglal style or vice versa. That is, it is not sufficient
to define leadership poﬁential as an elemeht unto itself, but

rather as it relates to the style which provided its backdrop. 5

1t must be said at the ocutset that studies are
probably mére limited in this area regsrding individual
leaders than‘in sany other element of congressional lesder-
_ship.su However, three indlviduals who have written exten-

sively on House.leadership, Peabody, Polsby, and Ripley, have o

-done so while they were in Washington D.C, for the sxpress
purpose of studying party leadership. While there are a feuw

. others who have made simllar studles, it 1s these three who

have probably written more extensively in the particular
ereas which are now in questicn.55 _

While all of the L35 members of the House of —
Representatives likely possess a certaln degree 6f leadership z%ﬁﬁﬁf:;
ability or they would not be members of Congress, leadership é
among onels cdnstituents and leadership among one'!s peers

reguire different qualifications. It is qulite unlikely that
all possess the unique leadership traits that make them

ellgible for party leadsrship positlions,



If one were to poll all House members, it is

reasonable to assume that many might express little or no

desire to achieve a leadership position, The lack of
personal ambition might reduce the list of potential leaders
conslderably. Becauss their personal goal may bs to fise
only to that level in the majority party where they can
effectively serve thelr constituents and be consistently
re~elected, they may have little or no.leadership ambition.
Further, the location of their district may disqualify them
and inhibit any deaire that might otherwise be there.56
Therefore, for reasons that esre impossible to discover hers,
party members may simply lack the wiil, energy, or desire to
rise in the party leadership hlerarchy.

Certaln members who are eligible for leadership
positions may find it more to their liking to rise to their
cormitteels chairmanship. For example, even though Wilbur
Mills was thought by his colleagues to possess leadership'
qualities, he did not choose to run for formal party leader-
ship, being quite content with his role as Chalrman of Ways
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and Means. Many <outhern Democrats, ineligiblé for
leadership positions because of lack of moderateness, hardiy
suffer since they often acquire chairmanships through their
senlorlity., | _

It is almost impossible to establish the time when
desire to achieve high positions began on the part of party
leaders, unless one were to personally interview thoss men.

Surely there are instances where members of the majority

[t
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party embarked on.a path which they hoped would lead to

leadership the minute they were elected to Congress. Still
others may not have realized the possibility until they were

appointed to a lesser party position (such as zone whip}. I%

seems yeasonable to speculate that as re-election became
~easier each time, accumulated seniority and a respectable A
position on a prestigious committee became realities, the
l1dea to achleve a formal majority party position may have

come within the reaim df possibiiity.

Equally as difficult to determine, without the

TLREIRE TR
|

benefit of personal interview, is the reason why they wished

to become party leaders. In some cases, thelr ascent may
have besen quite accidental. Thelr collesagues, recognizing
,leadership ability, may have encouraged them through perscnal
appeal. In some cases, an inner drive for personal power may
have been present. Still others may have sought high position
because they were dissatisfied with the laadership candidates
at the time, |

Whlle those aspliring for leadership positions were

obviously ambitious, others, for one reason or anocther,

lacked the qualities, the behavior and determination charace
teristic of the asplring leaders. Obviously, here we will ;#;ﬁﬁff%
not readily find common denomipators, but the guestion must
still be asked: in what way did their personalities, their
skills, and ambition combine to make party leaders sacoessful

in their quest for leadership positions? Further, il some of

these qualities were not as‘strong as others, which proved
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the most important for that candidate? Through the uss of
blographical analysls, a general lmpression of the leaders

will help to answer the question,

Carl Albert

It was shown earller that Aibert.spent a great deal
of time on the floor of the House 6bserving his colleagues iﬂ
actlon. He came to know thairipersonalitiesVWGll and to
predict where they wouiéIStand on certain issues. He made it
a point to get to lmow each party member and had a réputatiqn
of helpling members when he could by'éranting politibal
favors and helping them with their "pet" bills, He was also
noted for the interest he took in the welfare of his
colleagues,sa .These personal traits and activities on-the
part of Albert bould undoubtedly be interpreted by some as
Albertts way of recoénizing early in his career the need fbr
a deep knowledge of the louse if one were Lo become a party
leader. Without the benefit of an eitensive persoﬁal
biography of Aibert,'however, that presumption cannot be
rnade., We can only assume that he either had a natural
curioslty about people and their behavior or he felt this kind
of knowiedge was beneficlal to'the evefy day wofkings of the -
House of Representatives.,
| Albert!s pérsonal pqpalarity is in evidence in any
and all literaturs about him.59 His own personal practice of
loyélty towafd his colleagues is surely part of the reason
behind that popularity. For example; when it was suggested

fhat he run sgainst John McCormack for the speakership upon
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the death of Sam Rayburn, his reply was, "I would never do
that against John McCormack. Mr. Rayburn and Mr. McCormack
picked me and made me whip, and to run against Mr, McCormack
would have to be the act of an ingrate."60

| Albert's affability as a hﬁman being led to a comment
which apparently summed up:a general feeling ébout him;

"Nobody'!s made at Carl."él

ihis stemmed, perhaps, from
Albert's reluctance tc be disagreeable when his opinion
conflicted with others. No doubt this was interpreted
occasionally as a weakness, but it apparently.enhaﬁced'rather
than hurt his popularity.62 In.part, theh, Albertt!s popu-
larity may have been the result of an inoffensive nature
vwhich may have been a relief to a House often riddled with
petty jealousies and ambitlons. |
Peabody refers to the importance of a subtle display
of competence or intelligencé as being an admirable quality
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and one which is valued by House members, Thoss.memberé
who openly display or flaunt their superior abilities are
often rejected by thelr colleagues when leadership races

occur, Evidence is that whatever abilities or talents Albert

had,'he made no effort to dlsplay them in an offensive manner,

In Albert?s cempaign for majority leader in 1962,
his strategy seemed to have suited his style. That is, the
acceleration of the habit that had so long been his, namely
personal member~to-member contact, was in keeping with his
life-long congressional practice of becomling personally

involved with his colleagues. Albert's main strategy
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consisﬁed of telegraphing all Houase members as soon as he had
decided to run for majority leader upon Rayburnt's death, Not
only did he telegraph, but he telephoned each of the members
individually asking for their support. Polsby refers to this
strategy as an "inside! appeal as opposed to thé "outside™
effort of appealing to organizations external to the House
for support.éu |

Albertis strategy may have been baséd on the
presunption that his own p0pularity was his greatest asseb,
or it may have been therresult of a keen awareness of the
merlt of appealing to those who actually make the selection.

Fopr whatever the reasons, Albert concentrated his energy

:toward persuading his colleagues, rather than outside groups,

to support him in the race for majority leader.,

Albertts support during his campaign for majority

leader conslsted of many loyal frlends in the Oklahoma

delegation as well as those whom he had perscnally helped

throughout hils years in the House.65

Polsby cites many of
the reasons for that kind of support taken from personal
interviews of majority party'members. These comments offer
Insights into reasons why certain members voted the way they
do in leadership selscilon contests. The following.are
comments from those interviews:
He's done =so many things for people. They trust
him, They think of him, "Here's a man L can talk to
when I need help," When the members go about picking

a 1eadgg, they want personal services, not intellec~
tuals.,
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¢ +« o Albert developed quite a genius for
knowlng what people would do . « . . A4Another service
he performed endears him to peoples Carll!s the kind
of a guy everybody could find., He would talk_to the
leadership for the rank-in-file Congressman.

. Albertts approach to leglslative matters 1s,
well, everybody ought to vote his own district . « .
He brings his friends and his enemles in to vote
both . + . . Why the hell get a certain (southern I
Congressman) oubt to vobte? He doesn't vote with us T
on anybthing. And he's a depubty whipl It's
ridiculous . . » bthe function of thg whip (under
Albert) is room service to members, o

Albert got on the phone and tracked me down in -
the frozen wasbes of northern Rocky state the first e —
day after the Speaker was buriled, You wouldn't =
think politiclans would fall for that but many of =
them did. They were impressed by the fact that he'd o '
called them first. A4s a reault, he was able to line _ ST
up & lot of members, including many npgthern bleeding
heart liberals in the first few days.®

Carl has been very kind to ms in the cormittee
work and has done several things f$5 me which have
been very important for my people. ——————

He is not only my neighbor but a member of my
own comuittee and with it all a fine, able con-
scientious man who has been doing the dirty work
for the leadership for a long time.!

Polsby quotes several members who fselt thét Albert

deserved the position because of his service for six years

as the party whip which not only gave him the support of the

whip.hierarchy, but gave him an aective, highly visible

role._?2

While some accounts of whip activity under Albert 7 -
indicate that Albert did not use the whlp position as 7
extensively as did later whips for its lntended purpose, his =
role as whip is a constant reference by many members who

thought he héd Hearned the position of majority 1eader.73

(It may be that Albert's role as whip was not as thoroughly
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studied, thus accounting for the scant references to his
performance in political studies. Evidently, however, certain
members felt that hils service as whip-warranted promotion
which indicatss that, if nothing else; he was highly visible

in that role). The following comments by his colleagues

emphasizes hls role as whip:

Because I feel that he was entitled to it by -
reason of his effective part in the leadershlp of

the House along with the S?ﬁaker and Mr, MecCormack, .
I promised him my support.

I made a commitment to Carl based on his years

of gervice as whip and the fact that he was in line _ ;—ff‘jjf
for this7§ob from the atendpoint of his long service R
as whip, :

Aé one of ?%s deputy whips, I feel committed
to Carl Albert, ‘

Albert's personal popularity, his service as whip,-
and his party loyalty ell contributed to his selection as U
majority leader. Additiocnally, he had only one opponent,

‘Richard Bolling of Missouri, who later withdrew from the race e

thus making Albertts selection unanimous. O0Of great signi-

NTHEE

ficance also, is the fact that he evidently had the support
of John McConmack although the latter did not publicly
endorse Albert., According to Polsbhy:

Mr, Albert had an important further asset=-w ' - .
the apparent backing of John McCormack., "I have _ —
heard McCormack say again and again that we have to e
have a team player," ons congressman said. "I guess
he means by that a member of his team, and I suppose
he favors Carl Albert." I asked a newspaperman who
was following the situation closely to Hell me who
the most important congressman on Mr, %%bert's aide
was, and he replied, "John McCormack".

In surmary, Albert, who had all of the basiec

gualifiications in order, won largely because of his oun
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pefsonality and personal popularity coupled with his_skill at
capitalizing on the qualities that made him populser in the

first places.

Hale Boggs
Hale Boggs represents the kind of candidate who,

while lacking the great personal popularity of Albert, never-

theless managed to be appointed whip and later elected

ma jority leader by the Democratic cauwcus., He is an exemple
of a paﬁty leader who was élected in spite of numerous
obstacles,_mosf‘éf which occurred immediately preceding his
selection as majority leader.

As was hotéd esrlier, Boggs had been chosen deputy
whip by Rayburn who cfeated that position for him, When
Albert became majority leader, Boggs was chosen to be
ma jority whip. The background events leading to this lafter
.selection are not avéilable-although it can be assumed that
his role as deputy whip placed him in good standing.

" The degree of leadership potential which can be
ascribed to Boggs is more difficult to assess than Albertls
because of Boggs! own behavior throughout his years in the

House. That behavior can safely be described as erratlc,

more notébly 30 during his last few years as a Representative?s

His earlier years, however, certainly proved to be signifi-
cant to his eventual selectlion as a party leader since by the
time he was chosen for a leadership position, his personal

behavior had become quite suspect in the eyes of many of his




colleagues,

Boggst forcefulness and oratorical abllity had made
him a very persuasive and prominent member of the House. As
mentioned earlier, Boggs was able to find a ready audience
when he chose to speak on the floor, and indications are that
1t was not only his oratorical skill that made him impressive,
but also the content of the oratory. Addibionally, according
to Pesbody, | | | |

Almost every ﬁémbér conceded that Boggs made a

vigorous floor presentation and projected well on-
national television shouws such as "Meet the Press®

e o « o Aggressive, intelligent, and charming as 29
nearly any House member when he wanted to be. . . .°

Peabody also comments that Boggs' "stock~in-trade
were intensive personal relatlionships with members‘of the
House built up over the 26 years he had served in the House."80
Apart from having loyal friends, however, some considered him
afrogant and unapproéchable, at least during certain time
pariods, and the latter feeling was widespread enough so that
it 1s necessary to further examine Boggs! role in fhe House
to find the reason why he was able bo capture a position that
might have eventually led to the Speakership.

It is necessary to insert here that Boggé' ques=
ticnable behavicr during his last few years in_fhe House,
referred to earlier, was the result of his own personal

problem with alcoholism.al

Apparently, his active congres-
sional 1ife and his involvement in extra activities caused
stress sufflcient enough to create a need for alcohol to

alleviate the pressure. The following are comments of a few




of hls colleagues which present a picture of Boggs during

this difficult time,

We had this merk-up sesgion in committee--Hals
came in, his face flushed; he was e¢oherent, bub
arrogant as hell-~he wanted to nonopolize the session,
The Chairman just kept quiet and let gim run alonge.

It finally seemed to work itself out,C2

Boggs came on to the floor--~hls face was flushed,
It was as if he had taken a couple of amphetamines,
or a couple of "belts". His arms were pumping up and

downe. BHe was speaking loudly, but not making much
sense, - . . :

_ Hale Boggs-~L1 still can'!'t believe that he's a
serious contender, But he's come back some from
June, At that time an awful lot of people were
very leery of Boggs. . .I1'm against Boggs becoming

- majority leader because he doesn't have sgﬁficient
emotional stability to undertake the Job.

My normal inclination would have been to support
Boggs, but his performance the last year or Ltwo--
drinking or some sort of carrying on--convinced me
he shouldntt be majority leader. I did a little
checking around and 1 decided he couldn't win. He
had no solid support, not even in fthe South, I
looked over the otggr candlidates and decided to
become one myself.

Boggs had to come out sirong, but very early I
became convinced he did not have the votes, not sven
‘in the South. « « o« My honest impression is that
Hale Boggs is the least popular of the candidates
« « & he has stepped on the toes of too many members,
he's arrogant, and last year he must have flippeg6
his 1id., Now he'!s desperately trying to recoup.-

If it wasn't for personal wealmess of Boggs, his
succession to majority leader would be a foregone
conclusion. And that pattern is still his greatest
asset., L had a liberal tell me today that 1t was a
geprious question in his mind as to whether or not we

~should upset theagattern of moving up from whip to
na jority leader,

Strangely enough, there are no comments of congreg-
sidnal members about Boggs in Peabody's discussion which are

complimentery toward Boggs, thus increasing the mystery as to
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the regson for his ulbtimate viétcrye (Part of the reason for
the lack of comments of this nature in Peabody may be because
the research which he.was conducting may have been largely
concerned with the phenomenon of the possible victory of an
individual who was so obfipusly controversial, but whose
credentials of an earlier career were such as to make him an
obvious contender.) Yet, even in his earlieﬁ career, Boggs
gave the appearsnce of one who was charming and charismatie

at once, yet arrogant and condescending. The following

-corment may shed light on the nature of his arrogahce.

His was not the intellectuval and moral arrogance
of a Morris or Steward Udall; it was a different
kind. Boggs felt that once you were elected to the
House you were a politiclan in your own right and
past the stage where you needed to be coddled, He
Just'ggt impatient with other members from time to
time » _ .

For want'of information which mlght shed light on
the leadership potentiel of Boggs, 1t appears that it is
necessary to emphasize the appesl of his forceful, dynamiec
and persuasive deportment on the floor of the House as well
as the periodic charm of his personality. There are
indications that Boggs also developed strong friendships ﬁith
older members of the House which may have enabled him to gain
the following of an extremely loyal, perhaps partisan, and
certainly more senior following.

' One could infer from the statements regarding Boggs?
personality and his condition later in his 1life, that he was
lnordinately ambitiocus for a lesdership position, This

cannot he proven as a fact, of course, but the intensity of
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his activities and hils own desife to stand for election in
the majority party when he must have known himself that the
stress of his 1life was taking its toll, show that he was not
satigfied merely to represent his Louisiana district, This

drive and ambition were probably his greatest asset in the

light of his many handicaps.
Under the circumstances, how did Boggs actually e
win? TFirst, like Albert, he campaigned on an individual

member-to-member basis rather than appealing to outside

sources for help. Also, he gradually acquired the momentum
in his campaign to the degree that the Speaker, whila not
only openly endorsing DBoggs, aeknoﬁledged that he was looking
like a winner.go Additionally, his closest opponeﬁt, Morrils
-Udal,-while offering formidable competition, was very junior
and had few prior leadership credentials.gl The other
'candidates managed to split the rest of the party's vobte to
the'extent that Boggé finally finished wlth the greatest

support.

Again, as with Albert, some members felt that he

"degserved" the position by virtus of his service as whip. :

For others, 1t may have been a vote for the establlishment,
Boggs waslthe one candidate who had been blessed from time to ;4;;44fﬂ
time by senlor party leaders and this, along with his personal S
relationéhips with senlor party members, gave him essential

92

endorsements.

There 1s further evidence that Boggs won because he

managed'to "oull himself together" during his campaign and
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restore the earlier faith that his colleagues had in him.93
This may have been halped by the fact that he won his 1970
election in Loulsiana with ease rather than by the small
margin of 1968, With this pressure gone, the earller
instabilities may have beén Forgotten,

Obvliously, Boggs! leadership potential, which had
sarly manifested itself through his forceful, persuasive
personality, made a lasting impression on his colleagues.
His ability to cepitalize on this, to appeal to his old

friends, the senior members, for support, enabled him %o

become majority leader, via the position of whip.

Thomas P. O'Neill

Personal popularity, often an attribute of people
who achieve glected leadership positions, was one of Thomas

F. O'Neillts strongest points. In referring to O0'Neillls

campaign for the majority leadership, (after the disappearance

and presumed death of Hale Boggs in 1972}, 0'Neill's hole-
card., . « .was his popularity, deep~seated and widespread."
Additionally, Nell MacNelil speaks of 0'Neillt's many frlends
and few enemles and his ability to be "unhaffected by

Washington'power'and social structure, of his ability to be

as comfortabls with presidents as with his colleagues."95

Time Magazine, in a story on 0'Nelll said,

For all his easy manner, O0'Neill is a deeply
ambitious man, a man completely confident of his
ability to lead after his long years of sexperience
in the House. In his early days, the Rules
Committee was staemabed by a split between conser-
vatives and llberals. To get any leglislation he
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supported moving, 0'Neill learned House techniques 056
bargaining, bluffing, pleading and bargaining agailn.

0!'Neill had considered rumning earlier, in 1970-71,
for the majority leadership, although he and hls old friend,
Bdwerd Boland, could not decide which of them should do 80.77
As a result, each ended by.supporting-different'candidates in
that race, 0'Neill supporting Boggs and Boland supporting
Udall. Although this indicated a desire on the part of
0tNelll to become a majérity pafty lsader, his personal
request for the whip position was proof of this,

- Traditionally, the uhip position had been an
appelntive office, Aftér a brief attempt at making it an
elected position, the caucus chose to return to the selection
of an appointive whip, O0fNelll, went immediately to Boggs,
reminding the latter of‘his gupport iﬁ the majorit# leader
race, and ssked BOggé to consider him for the whip position.97
O0'Neill did not feel secure that he would be selected sven
after the formal request since there had besn rumors that a

more Junlor member might be selected.98

However, O'Neill did
recelve the whip appolntment and even though it is impossible
to prove, i% maj have come about as a result of Carl Alvertt!s
influence, who was known to like O'Neill, Nevertheless, a
particular skill was apparent here, that is, O0'Neill's

political intuitiveness in seeing the value of actively

seeking and asking for the position.

When O'Neill announced his candidacy for the majority

leadership position in 1973, he conducted an extensive inside

telephone campaign for that position, and received exitensive

T




70

99

support early. -His only opposition was Sam Gibbons, a

Florida Southern liberal, who chose to run an issue-oriented
campaign claiming a need for stronger leadership.loo Gibbons,

in view of the strong support for'O'Neill, eventually withe-

drew from the race., Said Gibbons, "I know better than anyone

0
that Tip doesn't have an enemy ‘in the House."l . Gibbon's
style of campaign had not been effective, although 0'Neillts T
personal popularity had probably been Gibbon 5 greatest

stumbling block, Other members, namely, Hays of Ohlo, Sisk

of California, and Waggoner ofILouisiana, had considered i

running against 0! Neill but felt he would be 1mpossible to
defeat.loz . _

0*eill, as had the other leaders of this period
before him, had appealed to ﬁis friends, to the senior
establishment, in éhprt, to those who would be making the

rinal selectlon. Thls was to be another example of an

"inside" campaign. O0t'Neillts combination of personal popu-

larity and embition, his reputation for fairness and his

ability to persuade, and negotlate for his party accounted

for his gquelities of leadership., Of these gqualities, his

~ popularity seemed to account most for his ultimate selection M —

as majority leader., There is no reason to belleve, however, E—

that he would have heen selected as his party'ls ﬁhip had he

not actively sought and requested it. Additionally, O'Neill, -
who had been a protege of McCormack was likewise 1liked and

respocted by Albert who had helped In his initial selection
103

as whipe Even withéut a public endorsement, there is
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little doubt that Albert wanted O0'Neill as majorlty

1aader.10u

John J. MeFall

After many years in Congress, certain party members
find themselves in positiohs whlch maﬁ be stepping stones to
higher leadership positions. Although in their early years
in Congress, they may.not have héd aspirations for those
positions, circumstanceé along.tha way made that possiblility
likely., John McFall is an example of this type of leader.-05

Even though McFall became a member of an important
éommittee early in his ﬁareer, there wefe not early signs
that he made an extraordinary effort to push himself toward
those activities that might make him visible and eligible for
leadership positions.106' However, his strong party loyalty
allowed him to be appointed as a zone whip, then deputy whip,
and eventually majbrity whip. Other factors; as well as the
above mentioned party loyalty, no doubt accounted for his
appointment to the whip positibn.lr

McF&ll has aclmowledged that he was a protege of

107

Carl Albert, This, in addition to his strong,lloyal work

in earlier leadership positions, 1s largeiy res?onsible for

~ his appointment by O0'Neill and Albert to that whip position.
MeFall does not project an aggressive, outgoing

personality and yet he has the reputation of being one of the

108 gsig

more popular members of the House with his colleagues.

populsrity is not of the same kind as Albert's nor Oteill's
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who were more outspcken and well-known dutside the House
itselfs Rather, he projects a quiet, confldent manner, and
he attributes his own popularity to the quiet way in which he
does favors for his colleagues and the integrity of his word
and behavior toward those who have known him for ﬁhe 20 Years
that he has served.in the House.

MeFall revised the many operatlons of the whip
organization in order to enhénce its usefulness to the party
1eaders.lo9 In so doiné,_not only did he prove himself té
be a loyal party member and loyai to party leaders, but
placed himéelf_in a hlghly visible position. Interviews with
certain memberé.of the majoritj party confirm this and show
‘that they applauded his efforts at making greater use of the
mnachinery of that Officeallo_

McFall has been criticized from time to time because
of his lack of forcefulness and his relatively low profile.lll
McFalll's reaction to thase eritiecisms is that he makes hié
opiﬁions known where il counts; on the individual mesmber-to=

member basis that has become so prevalent in the House. He
 stresses the point that it is the House of Representatives
who select thelr leaders, not anyoné outside that House, He
is resentful of those who do not consider him to be a great
intelleet, another criticism heard from time totime.llg He
declares that he has devoted his snergles to his dist{ict
and to his role assisting the majority party leaders, and on

this basis developed the experience and expertise to qualilfly

him for bhigher leadership positions,
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With the accidental death of Hale Boggs, Thomas
0'Neill was elected majority leader, leaving the whlp position
open. Both_McFall and the other deputy whip, John Brademus,
realized that they might have the opportunity to take O!Neill's
place as whip.113 |
~In 1973, when the effdrt was made to make the whip
an elsctive office, both Brademus and McFall sensed the real
possibility that the caucus might approve such a resolution.
They both immediately bégan a campalgn to retain the
appointive whip position. Additionally, both men cémpaigned
with the possibility in mind that the position, if it becams
alective, might go to either one of thei,
Brademus conducted a more extensive campaign,

perhaps becsuse he had few advantages, being younger and less

popular than McFall. DMcFall made fewer phone calls and began
1l

his campalign later, but he eventually won.
The resolution for an elected whlp was defeated and

McPFall was chosen by 0'Nelll to be_fhe whip; Peabody

| attributes this appointment t§ McFallts seniority, his

greater popularity and the size of the California delegaﬁion

11
which had backed McFall, McFall, himself, attributes his

selection also to the influence of Speaker Albert_.ll6
McFall's selection as a party leader is indicative
again of the importance of personal popularity, in whatever
form that popularity may be., In his case, ;t Was a popu-
larity génerally.based on a quiet, likeable, honest manner,
without the dynamism or the floor presence of an 0'Neill or a

Boggs,
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Peabody tells here of an incident. cccurring when McFall

was chosen ma jorlity whip. Three mid-career Senators
approached a more highly visible member of the House and
asked, "Who is this fellow MeFall?" The member later
compéﬁined, "And this after 16 years in the House."

P, 204fT,

From an interview with Irving Sprague, Administrative
Assistant to the majority whip, Feb. 1975.

All of the information regarding John McFall other than
specifically noted, was obtainsd through personal
interview,

Studies in congressional "leadsrship potential“ would
require close observation of party leaders by regearchers
to gain accurate insights into the reasons why certain
leaders are thought by their colleagues to possess that
quality. This is difficult since only a few researchers
have the opportunity for extended observations of the
House operations 1ltself. This point was stressed by
Nelson Polsby in a personal interview. He also
mentioned Robert Peabodyis work as being valuable
because of the latter's proximity to Washington D.C,.

-end his access to the activities of the Congress,

The writer's personal observations of the House of
Representatives will be used here from time to time, but
they are valuable only in the area of general impressions

since the time period of the vislit was extremely short,

Several interviews with John McFall however, have proved
extremely valuable.

Conservative Southern Democrats are an example of this
point,.

National Journal, (May, 1970) conducted a poll among
members of the House to [ind those members who were
thought by their colleagues to posssass the most leader-
ship qualities. Specifically, the question the poll
asked was: “Regardless of your personal feelings toward
the individuals, who would you say are the three
Democratic congressmen with the strongest leadership

ability?® The results were as follows:
Milis, Ark. 10
Albert, Okla, &
Udall, Ariz, 57

BOllingg Mo.
O'Hara, Mich.

Fraser, Minn. 15
Boggs, La. '
Edmondson, 0kla. 9

Rostenkowski, Ill. 8

[N




58,

5%

60,

61,
62,

63.
6L
65,
66.
67.
68.
694
70,
Tl
T2
73.

The

75.
76,
17
78,

The criticisms of Albert as being a weak leader have
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(composite score: 3 pts., first cholce; 2 pts. second
choice; 1 pt. third choice.)

William Chapman, "Carl Albert: Winning With a Waiting
Geme." The Washington Post, (Jan. 10, 1971}.

In the research conducted for this thesis regarding
Albert, his personal popularity was the most commonly
mentioned factor. Researchers may have disagresd on
other points about him, but never on his popularity,

Polsby, "Two Strategies of Influence™ in Peabody, op.
cits.; pPs T5e :

Peabody, Leadership in Congress, p¢.155,

probably been more prominent since he became Speaker
than prior to his selection.

Peabody,-Ibid., ps 66.
Polsby, Ibid., p. 66,
Ibhid.

Ibid,, p. 81

Ibid. —
Ihid.

Ibid., p. 76,

Ibid.

Ibids, p. 75,

Ibid., p. The

The whip orgahization has been thorbughly studied only
by Randall Ripley and that study was done while Hale
Boggs was whip.,

Polsby, Ibid,.

Ibid., ps 75.

Ibid., p. 75

Ibido’ po T?.

Peabody, ps. 157,
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80.

81.
82.
83,
8ly.
85,
86.
87.
88.
; 89.

90.
7L
92,

93,
9l.
95.

96,
97.
98.

79
Ibid., p. 188,
Ihid.
This information cobtalned from interview.with Polsby.
Peabody, pe. 157,
Tbid.
Ibid., p. 158,
Ibid,
Ibid.
Ibid. _ _
Ibid., p. 157.
Peabody sees Boggs! support by the senior establishment
members as belng the key to his victory., p. 219, Boggs!
party loyalty, his service as whip, and his acknow-
ledged support of the stutus guo probably comforted his
senior colleagues, according to Peabody., p. 220,
Peabody, p. 220. |
Morris Udall's credentials will be presehted later,
Peabodyts line~up of the categorization of establishment
and change-oriented members of the majority party reveal
more establishment members, thus accounting for more
votes for Boggs, p. 220-221.
Peabody, p. 230,
Ibidn’ Pe. 2371

Neil MacNeil, "The Impesackment Congress:.HouSe Leader
!TiP' O!Neill", Time, Febo ,-l-’ 19?]-}-, PP 1’.}."22.

Ibid-, fe ) 200
Feabody, p. 23%.

Peabody, pp. 218-219

0fNeill thought Hugh Carey of New York might receive the
appointment but Peabody says that the New York delegation
apparvently resented the pace at which Carey was moving
up in the House, This, in itself, tells a great deal
about leadership selection. Also, 0'Welll held a
grudge; apparently, against Udall for rumming against

McCormack in 1969 and this may have been one of O0'Nelllts

reasons for supporting Boggs.
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100.
101.
102.
103,

10k
105,

106,
107
108.
109,

110

111,
1312,

113,
11k,
118,
116,

Peaboedy, Ibido, p; 2L 1,

Ibido, P 21-'.2.

Quoted in Peabody, p. 2L1.

Ibid,
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Albevt had concurred in Boggs' selsction of 0! Neill as

Woilpe

McFall told this to the writer when questloned hin
about Ot Nelll._

This 1s an impression gleaned from Irving Sprague,
McFallts Administrative Assistant in the whip office,

Ibid.

In personal interview with McFall,

Peabddy, Pe 252,

Sprague.spoke of the whip orgenlzation beconing more

"wrofessionalized" under HMcFall,

He himself, Sprague,

was an example of this, having been a long time White

" House eand Congressional Staff member. In Ripley's study

of the whip organizalion, there is no indication that
the whip office was qulte as formal an organization as

it appeared to be under McPFall,
McFall added the "Whip Notice!

(This is an impression,)}
as a new innovation, a

more concentrated digest of current bills,

Re: Randall Rlpley, "The Party whip Organization in the

House of Representatives™ in Nelson Polsby, Cong“9551ona1
Behsvior,

op. clits

The interviewed six majority party members picked ab

efforts as whip.

- random, and they were exbtremely complimentary of McFall!s
Pour of the six said that he was the

best whip the House had ever had,

McPall acknowledged this of himself in one interview.,

He became quite excited in defense of himself on this

issue.

Fersonal interview,

Peaquj’, Ps 252.

Ibid,

Ibid,, p. 253,
In personal interview, MeFall aclmowledged the Speakert's

support,




Chapter L

CHARACTERISTICS OF THOSE WHO CHALLENGED THE
PARTY TEADERS AND FALLED

Many of the individuals who challenged eventual
winners in majority party 1eédérship contests between 1962
and 1976 possessed cefﬁéin qualitieé in cormon with the
winners.l This fact ié especially significant because it 1s
indlcative that‘not only did partﬁ leadership winners have an

impressive list of credentials, but the same was true of

those who chose to run against them, This conflirms eariier

research on congresslonal leadership which asserts what might

séem obvicus to most students, namely, that selectlon within
the majority party 1s a complex phenomenon,

From 1962 until 1976, several majority partylmembers
wére inveolved in 1eadership contests characteriéed by a
certaln amount of suspense, yet resulting in no dramatic
chénge of style. Only one contest, however, can be sald o
have kept members in suspensé up until the final ballobing,
and that was the race for majority leader in 1970, This
contest developed as the result of the announcement of
retirement plans by Speaker John McCormack. The majority
_leader*s position was to be vacated with the preéumed advance-
ment of Carl Albert to the Speakership,

Several members ammounced thelr plans to run for the

81
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majority leader position, and 1t 1s these men whose

characteristics will now be studied, Aslide from Hale Boggs,
the winner, the men who ran were Morris_Udall of Arizona,
James O'Hara, Michigan, B, P, Sisk, California, and Wayne
Hays of Chio., In addition to these men, Richard Bolling made
an attempt to stop the seémingly automnatic elevation of Carl
Albert to the speakership in 1969 and his qualifications
will be studied along with the others, The basic quallfi-
cations of the losers can be found in Table 3. Additional
information regarding the losers, which may be helpful in

establishing their leadership potential begins below.

Morris Udall

Udall, according to Peabody, was the leading
contender Lo Hale DBoggs throughout the entire campaign.

This is significant in view of the fact that Udall was the

-most Junior of all of the contenders with only nine years of

senlority. This was far below the average seniority of
anyons who had held that office in the 20th century. Not
oniy was Udall seeking the majority leader position, he had
eerlier challenged John McCormack for the speakership (1969)
with even less senlority, although Udall himself acknowledged
that his effort was in protest to what he considered to be

weak leadership. Nevertheless, there were indicatlons that

“while his challenge to McCormack was applauded by some, it

was deeply resented by the older, establishment members.3

The fact that his move was resented at all is further indl-

cation of the demand for seniority that has been prevalent
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in the House.

While Udall lacked seniority, he did not lack
ambition, There is evidence that he entered the House with
the hope of rising to the leadership someday;u Even though
his challenge to.McCormaék may have been a symbolic move, it
is obvious that he had definite aspirations for leadership,
His early candidacy for majorlty leader confirmed this.

Udall was not a member of one of the prestigious
committees, although thié does not necessarily mean that the
committees on which he served wers not of his choice, IHis
committees, Post Office and Civil Service, and Interior and
Insular Affairs, were among the least sought after House
Qommittees, yet they méy have repfesentededallfs interests
and constlituent needs. Udall, however, distingulshed himself
on these committees by exhibiting admirabls expertise.s

As can be seen from both the Party Unity and
Conservative Coalltion Tablés,'Udall was & party loyal, a
moderéte, but relatively liveral. His membership in the
Democratic Study Group, a House groﬁp composed of northern
1ibera1§, confirmed hils inﬁerest in liberal, change-oriented
legislation and procedures.6 o

None of the llmited informatioﬁ on Udall gives any
indlcation that his personality was objectionable éside from
a reference to a kind of maoral sanctlmony referred to
garlier in thils paper. 1% is not difficult to infer that
there may ha#e been a kind of resentment at his rapid rise

in the House of the sort that certain members felt btoward new
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members,; but there is no direct reference to this other than
cortain objections to his challenge to Speaker McCormack.

It is known that he developed an eXtremely loyal following,
especlally among younger, change-ofiented membars,

In general, Udall gained quite a distinguished
reputation in the House, Even though his qualifications were
not in order, as werse those of:Boggs and older more seniopn
members, it is true that his colleagues recognized his

leadership ability. Lacking in the other qualities, it seeng
quite probably that it was this gquality, leadership potential,

that enabled Udall to provide Boggs with formidable opposition,

His described in this way by Peabody:
v ; «3; he was widely regardsd as one of the most
artliculate gpeakers in the House. Udall combined
technical mastery of legislation with a quick mind,

a wry, engaging sense of humor. All these qualitles
were prime requlisites for a successful floor leader,

8

It is clear, fromrother views presented by Peabody,
that Udall was indeed change-oriented and seemed to fesl a
great dedication to interrupting those traditions of the
House which he felt were obstructing the effectiveness of the
leadership and procedures of the House itself, This point he
projected clearly, but 1t is not clear what he'féltwhis
chances were of succeeding in this, Obviously, in his
campalgn for the position, it was necessary for him to make
an appeal to the newer and younger members whose loyaltles
were split between himself and James O'Hara, another change-
oriented liberal, Udall did make The effort to gain the

support of these members and had he gained the support of as




many of them as he thought he had on his side, he might have
won. In the end, however, it seems apparent that a signifi-
cant number of those members went to the side of Boggs.

In the light of what some raight consider %o be
naivete on the part of Udall in presuming that he could win
a leadership contest with his own junior status, (he could
have qualified for the whip position with his seniority), the
case could be made for cfiticizing his inability to sense the
temper of the House and.being unwilling to walt for some
future time when the likelihood of his winning might have
been more real., Nevertheless, the fact remains that hs was
Boggs! greatest threat and remained so until the end. Because
of his premature aspirations, he nay have spoiled future
chances for a 1eadership position ILf House members should
choose to "punish" him for his presumptﬁous béhavior.

| In general, however, of all of the candidates for
the majority position during that year, Udall clearly stands
out as being the candldate possessing the greatest leadership
potential, using the same criteria for that qualification

9

that were used sarlier for the parbty leaders.

Richerd Bolling

0f all of the candidates who ran for party leader-
ship positions and lost who are being studied in this paper,
Richard Bolling had, perhaps, more basic quallfications in
order than any of the other members. He had adequate
seniority, 22 ysars of service in the House, had been a

protege of Sam Rayburn,‘served on the Rules Committee, was an
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intellectual, an expert on the operation and function of the
Congress, had gained much lsadershlp experience while serving
with Rayburn, and was respected for his great knowledge and
expertise in.mang'areas of legislation, In addition to thess
gualities, Bolling had beén_a loyal party member although he
made numerous suggestions to modernize the operation of the
House and the majority party which may have uitimately
offended hisicolleaguegglo If nothing else, it was indicative
of his being changenoriénted as opposed to béing purely an
establishment member,. ' '

With all of his obvicus qualifications, Bolling
lacked the ability to rally majority party members to his
side beceause of a personality.which offended rathér than
impressed his colleagues.ll Personality, as & quality which
has been considered part of leadership potential hers, seemed

to be the single greatest handicap of Richard Bolling,'
although in no way can it be sald that it erased all of his

leadership abilities., His personality simply ssemed to have

prevented him from exercising the influence that his other
leadership qualities might have allowed him to pursue,
Followlng are some commenfs of his colleagues which, uhile
they do not necessarlly describe his personality, do reflect
certaln personallty characteristics as percelved by those who
worked with him, and théy confirm his abilities in other

areas;

Bolling loves the House, He loves it and has
studied 1t. He has read everything that has been
wriltten about the House and has studigd its power
structure, He has a brlilllant mind, .




I dare you to find a member of Congrfgs who
saild Belling had 1ifted a finger for him,

Bolling's got a sort of chip on his shoulder.lbr
The thing you have to realize about Bolling is
that he never bothers to spesl to anyone e%se. I
don't think Bolling understands politics.l
_ | Despite a good deal of charm, Bolling just does
not have a personaliti6that inspires loyalty and
friendship among men .~ _
_ Bolling's chief disadvantage, his personality,
surely kept him from acqulring leadership positions. The
combination of this and the fact that he might have been

considered more a change~oriented party member than an

establishment member (he authored two books waich were

eritical of the House dperations) placed him in a personally

frustrating position in terms of his own leadershilp

aspirations. Bolling was, however, a loyal party member if

fhe Party'Unity.scofes are a true indication of this even
though his scores are not as impressive as those of the
party ieaders. |

Bolling's appeal to "outside" sources during his
campaign for the-Speakership,rcitéd by Eolsby, did not
compete effeétively with Albert's "inside" efforts. However,
it is doubtful if the nature of-hié campaign Wwas the trus
reason for his defeat, considering the adverse reaction of so
many of his colleagues to his personaiity and his recommen-
dations for change. It may be that he conducted this outside
campalgn with the knowledge that it might provide his

greatest hope for achieving a leadership position.

LI B B3 1 T
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Wayne Haya

It is doubtful that Wayne Hays of Ohio was ever
considered a serious contender for majority leader in 1970 by
anyone but himself.17 While possessing considerable
seniority, 22 years of sefvice, Hays was in line for the
chairmansﬁip of the Committee 6n House Administration which
he considered a sultable alternative if he loét the majorlty
leader race., "Either way I couldn't 1036"}8-declared Hays,
from which can'be_inferfed.that he would not be deeply
saddened by a defeat in the ma jority leader race.

Hays! scores in the Party Unity and Conservative
Coalition Tables indicate a conservatism bordering on
questionable party 1ojalty which no doubt placed him in a
precerious pdsition._ By the broadest interpfetaﬁion he could

have been cdnsidered‘a moderate, but his scores in both

instances clearly show conservative leanings.

Hays'! biggest drawback was in the area of leader=-
shiprpotentiai.;g_ Far from being the most popular of the

candidates, he was, in fact, openly detested by some of his

colleagues, This handicap made the likelihood of his success

in winning quite remote considering the fact thatb many.vbtes
were needed as a base of support in a réce ﬁith'so many
contendors., There'ié evidence that Hays found certain of

his coileagues distasteful in turn, since by his own
acknowledgement, he chdse to run for majority leader.because'
of his dissatisfection with the slate of candidates. 0f Hays,

Pezabody says:
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Possessor of one of the most caustic wits and
sharpest tongues in the House, Hays'! style of floor
debating Bad yielded several converts and not a few
enemies .o :

Kot all of Hays' caustic one-minute speeches
on the floor earned admirers. DMore than one Democrat,
with scars hardly healed, would remember and put Hays
near the bottom of his own list if preferred
candidates for majority leader,2

Hays, who conducted his campaign among the regular
establishment conservative~to-moderage members, did so with
an attitude expressed Bﬁ his statement:

I'm not asking commitments from any members, 1

say to them--"I'd like to have your vobte, but I don't
expect anything in writing or In blood." On the

basis of thgg, quite a few people have seid they'll
support me, )

However, later in his campaign he threatened members with,

"Would you rather have me as a happy majority leader or an
unhappy Chairmen of House Administration?"3 The method
Hays used of invitiﬁg potential supportefs,to iuncheons
where they could hardly openly deny him support, houwever,

falled to achisesve the desired result in the final protection

- of the secret ballob.,

Hays, hardly popular, did not appear to have a
record of actlive floor management or extra activities that
made him as eligible as other more dedicated majority party

members. He had held no previous party positions.zh

B, FF, 8isk

B, . 8isk, like Hays, was one of the more conser-

vative of the candidates for the majority leadership. Both

voted fewer times with their party then their Northern‘
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Democratic colleagues, although 3isk!s voling record, in
opposition to the conservative coalition, was very close to
Boggs'. _

Sisk's seniority hardly placed him in a desirable
posltion, with-only 16 years of service in the House at the
time he chose to pun for majority leader, although in that
time he had managed to rise to within six pléces from the
top on the Hules Committee.gs' This indicated early appoint-
ment to that committee. Additionaliy, Sisk served on the
Agriculture Cormittee, a departure from a traditibn-which
generally bars anyone who serves on one of the three
exclusive committees from.serving on any other committee.

Sisk had been impfessive iﬁ his floor managemenﬁ of
certain of his pet bills, and he had also had a reputation
for helping grant favors to certain members on request,
Peabody says: /

As a member of the powerful scheduling group,
Sisk had been in a position to do favors for members,
sometimes by voting for a rule, ofther times by helping
to bottle up legislation which a majority of members
dld not wish to see come to the floor, Filnally, Sisk
had done a commendable job of floor managing: the
controversial Legislative Reorganization Act of 1970
through to 1ts final passage., Dealing with many of -
the most complicated internal matters of the House,
methods of voting, staffing and possible changes in
seniority, the calm, slow-talking Californian
placated the senior power-wielders in the House, and
at the same time brought about enough changes to

satisfy 5%1 but the most reform-orisnted younger
members., '

As Impressive as this may have seemed, however,
there was a lack of consensus as to Sisk's leadershi
P

abillity. In question'was his future ability to be a spokes=

man for his party, a desirable, if not necessary,
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qualification for a party leadsr, This was surely a serious
drawback conéidering that the majority party had leaders with
Sisk's basic qualificatiqns and who were, in additlon, adept
at sﬁeaking and presenting the party!s policies.

Sisk,; additionally, had been a membef of the whip

organization, being a zone whip, not without its advantages

in a leadership race.>! However, this did not help in his

effort to make Inroceds among the southerners whose support
he hoped for ahd needed, the southemmers being the more
conservative members. More votes thén Sisk could spare went
to Hale Boggs.2S | .
In summary, Sisk's gréatest handicaps were his
personal Image, not being‘a stroﬁg; aggressive persohality,

his lack of consistent floor activity, and his lack of a

strong undivided power base.

James O!Hara

As the Tables show, James O'Hara lacked adequate
seuiority,-prestigioug committee membership and was considered
by some to be too liberal and change-oriented. The 1étter
characteristic was manifested in O'Hera's chairmanship of tha'
Democratic Study Group and his liberal and vigofous acti-
vities as a spokesman for labor, educational and civil rights
causes.29 However, he was thought by many to be one of the
two or three most competent legislators in the fields of
labor and civil rights and was also known td be an expert in

legislative tactics.BO Peabody says of O'Hara:
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ot all of Ot'Hara's assets, however, were readily
transferable inteo leadership support. First, he had
to compete with Udall for most of the change~oriented
votes in the House. As the long swmer extended into
the fall, O'Hara discovered that many of the votes he
hoped for had been prew~eripted by his Arizona colleague,
Second, O'Harals strong positions of labor and civil
rights issues made him an anathema to most southerners, =
Further, many conservatives, including some blg city- . Z
nachine congressmen, resented O'Hara's liberal stance
on educatlion, soclal welfare, and issuss of party :
pressures that O'Hara could bring to bear proved to. : T
be rather ineffective in a contest declded by secret
ballot voting.s+ |

Ot'Hara wasg not a real "member's member™ in the sense

T i

that he did not make the activities of the House hls foremost —

L

interest in life, a quality ofﬁen considered a disadvantage

for potential leaders, He had the reputation for being a
fémily man end was Jealous of extra time that those activitlies

- required that took him away from his family life. OFf this

Peabody says, "For these and obher reasons O'Hara was probably -
the most-ambivélent of all of the candidatesrabout staying in

the-race".32

‘O'Hara ran a "low=-key" campalgn much of the time

-which confirms Peabody!'s observation of his rather ambivalent
attitude; He prﬁbably appealed to Moutside!" sources more
than the other candildates, actively.seeking“the suppert of ———
the AFT,-CIO and other labor, education, and civil rights B
33 ' )

Zroups .

There is evidence thal suggests that O'Harals

liberal, reform-oriented philosophies wers & disadvantage to

him, and in addition to this, his sometimes caustic tongue

sarned him enemies. Even though he was respected as being

forthright, though sharp toﬁgued, it has become increasingly



ovident that a potential party leader suffers from such a

luxury .

b
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. NOTES
Chapter N

The limited amount of information on the members referred
to in this chapter makes 1t necessary to repeatedly
refer to Peabody's extensive research in the area of
leadership. ' : : '

Robsrt Peabody, Leadership in Congress, pp. 211-212,

At the end of the first ballot, the votes wére as
follous: o

Boggs 95

Tdall 69
Sisk 31
Hays 28
O'Hara 25

The scores at the-eﬁd of the bhalloting were:

Boggs 1ho
Udall 38

Sisk 17

An additional reference which referred to the close
contest and to the effort, in particular, of Morris
Udall was, Larry L. King, "The Road to Power in Congress:
The Education of Mo Udall--and What it Cost." Harper!s

. 2;_[2., J'L‘Lne, 1971, ppa 39"‘63!

Peabody, Ibid., p. 16lj. Peabody saild of Udall's
challenge to the Speaker,

However, Udallls forced confrontation with the
Speaker was not without liabilitles. Not only
did he earn the ire of McCormack, Udall also
made it difficult for himself to gain subsequent
support from older colleagues. « . o

Ibid., p. 163.

Wader Report, Citlizens Look at Congress, Morris Udall,
Pe G.

Mark F. Ferber, "The Formation of the Democratic Study
Group"” in Polsby's Congressional Behavior, pp. 219-267
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Pegbody, Ibid., p. 163.
Ibida’ p. 16].'.;
This might be considersd a presumptuocus statement, yet
it seems a reliable conclusion when Udallls gualities
are compared with the other members who competed in this
contest, ’

MacNell, Forge of Democracy, pe 90,

Polsby and Peabody in New Perspectives on the House of
Represantatives, ppPe 73-75a

Bolling authored two books in which he offered construc-
tive criticism of the procedure and operation of the
House as well as its leadership. Those books were:

- House Out of Order, (New York: Duttons 1965} and Power

in the house, (Bew York: Dutton, 1968

PeﬂbOdy, Ibido, P 880
Ibid., p. 82
Ibid., De 83

Ibid,

Tbid,

Ibid,

Peabody, p. 180,
Ibid., p. 166,
Ibid., p. 167
Ibid., p. 167

Ibid,

Ibid., p. 180
Ibid.

Ibid., p. 16h.
Ibid,, p. 165,
Ibide, p. 18l

The History and Opersetlon of the House Majority Whip
Crganization, (U.S. Government Printing Office: 93rd




28,

29 s
30.
31.
32,

33.
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Congress, lst sesslon, Wash, 1973. House Document
-N-Oo 93“"126)’ Pu 99

Peabody, p. 165.

There was nuch early speculation that Sisk had actually
captured certain Southern votes that Boggs needed, but
this was apparently a pre-mature view, This was the
basic content of the articles by Rowland Evans and Robert
Novaek, "Slipped Sisk," in the Washington Post, Dec, 20,
1970, . |

Nadér Report, James O'Haré, De 15.
Peabody, p. 165. |

Ibid.

Ibid.

Peabody, p. 200,

OtHara and Udall both received the "blessings" of the
liberal press also, in "House Battle", New Republic,

Dec. 5, 1970, "Udall and O'Hara', New Republic, Jan, 6,
1971 and "The House Afire" in The Progressive, Jan., 1371,




Chapter 5

A COMPARISON OF THE WINNERS AND LOSERS

Common Characteristics of Both Groups s

Table 3 shows in brief form the characteristics or

| qualifications that were shared;by both the winners and
-losers. From this tablé,'it éan be seen that all members whb
were candidates for party'leadership positions between 1962

snd 1976, without exception, shared the following qualifi-

cationss (1) In party wunity scores, which indicate the degree
of party loyalty, all potential leaders and selected leaders
séored at least as high or higher than the party avérége
scoreg, thus indicating at least an average degree'of party _;ﬁf;g?
loyalty; (2) All scored as high or higher than the party . L
average in conservative coalition‘scores; however, not‘all 7

scored as high as the average for Northern Democrats; (3) All

were active in the extra activities of'the.Hbusej (L) A1l
exhibited some sort of legislative expertise in their | -
particular area of interest, ' _ R
The ahove characteristics are the only‘qualities
both groups shared, It 1s accurate to say that they shared
these qualifications in vafyihg degrees, that is, certain

individuals were more prominent in a given area than others,

but in general, these particular qualificatlions were likely

to be in order.

98
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Differences in the Two Groups

While all of the party leaders studled had
accumilated sizeable seﬂiority, the losers had not. In the
case of the logsers, Wayne Hays and Ricﬁard Bolling were the
only candidates who had sufficient senioritj to meet those
stendards, for the positions they sought, that had existed
in the entire 20th century. Although it must be understood
that there was no formal requiremenﬁ for such.aistandard, the
fact 1s that its exiéteﬁce over a long time peridd established
its importance and significance as a qualificatibn;

| The party unity scores of the party leadera (the
winners) were all considerably above the party average,
indiecating a strong loyalty on the part of the leaders, The
average majority party_member voted with the majority or
dominant wing of the party 6% of the time, while the average
- for the party leaders was 86%, with no leader voting under
85% of the time with his party;

For the losers, the average score was TL%, this,
.being the peécentage of the time they voted with the majority
of the-party, Although this indicates strong party loyalty, .

it must be noted that Hays, voted 64% of the time with the
| ma jorlty of his party,'or the same as the party average,
‘The cbnservative coalition scbres, which show the
number of'times a member votes aganizst that coalition, reveal
that the average score for the party leaders was 81%, while

those of the losers was only 68%. The avérage for the

Northern Democrats was 69%. Bolling's'score was 68%,
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Hays 53%, and Sisk 57%, scores which confirm their relative
conservatism, OtHara and Udall both had scores equal to on

higher than the party leaders,

The numbers that have been compared hers, while

" they show wide divergences, may represent more moderatensss

than ﬁhe actual numbers indlcate, or they may do just the
opposite, They may not represent the "feeliﬁé“ that indivi-
dual members have regapding the ideologj of fheir colleagues,
On the other hand, those individuals whose scofes represented
a conéervative moderateness may have lost their races because
their colleagues actually viewed them aé being tbo consey-
vative, whereas the‘more liberal ldsers' scores were not
drastically different scores than those of the party 1eaders,

yet they were often bthought to be more liberal than some of

the pafty-leaders, It is of interest %o note hore that

Udall's score, 82%, was considerably higher than the man who

“defeated him, yet hls score was closer to the party leaders!

average. The significence of Udallls ideology and party
loyalty will be discussed later in its relationship to his
being Boggs! closest contenders

In'the area of comuittee membership, all of the
leaders served on prestigious.éommitteeé while bnly three of
the losers served on such committées. In addition to commit-
tée nembership, only one loser served préviously in the whip
organization, while all of the leaders had served as majority
whip. |

0f equal significence ls the fact that all of the
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party leaders had served as proteges-of a member who had
been or was currently the Speaker of the House, Only one
loser, Richard Bolling, had served such an apprenticeship.
Albert, Bolling.and Boggs had been singled out for attention
by Speaker Rayburn while b'Neill had been close to John
McCormack, and Jokhn McFall was a favorite of Carl Albert,
While the other losers may have worked closely ﬁith other
senior pérty members, none of the literaturejfeveals a
protege of apprenticeship status.l

A1l of the party leaders seemed to have'pésseséed
such gqualities as personality, floor preseﬁce, political
skill and acumen, and_pefsbnal poPuiarity, to the degree that
they were‘thought to rate high in leadership potential,
qualifyiﬁg them for seiection. There was some question,
however, that Hale Boggs, at least during his later ﬁears,
possessed that popularity to the extent that had been true
earlier in his career,

The losers, on the other'hénd, nearly all suffered
from either lack of personal popularity, or aggressive
leadexrship qualitlies. Only Morris Udal; stood out as
possessing those two qualities, however, the case might be
made for crivicizing his judgement in féiling to understand
the importance of traditional quaiifications to many majority
party members, éspecially those senior members who were

establishment oriented.

Analysis of the Differences

The greétest difficulty in comparing the
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gualifications of the winners and losers is welighing ihose
differences in an effort to determine which Qualities might
have actually accounted for one candidate!s victory and the
othert's loss, There are, however, certain‘common denominge
tors thﬁt have clearly emerged as having been presenﬁ which,
while they were not responsible by themselves for victory or
defeat, nevertheless'combined with certain other qualities
and accounted for the.eventual outcome, Theréfore, it can be
said that in order to bé selected for a majority party
leadership position between 1962 and 1976, the foliowing
gualifications seemed to have been more important than others:
(1) seniority, (2) being an establishment member, as opposed
to being change=~oriented, (3) having served as majority whip,
(h)-having been a protege or an apprentice of the Speaker of
the Hbuse and {5) having been a moderate and a strong party
member, |

| | These qualifications 6r common denominators emerged
as having been of greatest importance because of the
following reasons: (1) each of the party leaders selected
during that period, 1962-1976, had all of the above qualii‘i-
cations, (2) while all of the losers possessed many or most
of the qualifications that were establiéhed earlier as
eriteria for selection for me jority party leadership
positions, it remains that not a single 6ne of the losers

possessed all of the above qualities,.
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- NOTES!
Chapter 5

Richard Fenno, "The Seniority-Protege-Apprentice System
in the House of Representatives™ in Polsby and Peabody's
New Perspectives on the House of Representatives, Fenno

discusses the protege system in 1ts reldtlonshlp to
party leadership selectlon.
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Chapter 6

LEADERSHIP SELECTION IN THE COLLEGIAL STYLE:

EVIDENCE OF INSTITUTTONALIZATION |
1962-1976 __ S

The majority part# leaders Who were selected during

the period, 1962-1976, have been shown to have had certain

characteristics in common that set them apart from.other

ma jority party members and enabled them to be selected for E’f;l*“
those positions. Further, those majorify party members who ==
challenged those leaders were unsuccessful because they did
not possess the five significant gquallfications that proved
to be necessary for selection.

The qualifiéations that uwere found %o have been i%““”ﬂ*

nedessary for party leadership selectlion during this period

show a pattern of adherence to a status quo, or an cbservance

of tradibions ﬁhat grew and became stabllized during this
period, They.also represented a formidable obstacle which :
the challengers'for leadership positions found impossible to
penetrate.

A review of those qualifications which were charac-
teristic of pérty leaders will reveal that each qaality, by
itself, was symptomatic of the sustaining reverence for those

values which fed a process of institutionalization. It is

this fact, asseriting itsélf repetitiously upon the leadership

ok
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selection process, which distinctly colored the collegial
gtyle of leadership during this period,

| It bears repeating here that each one of the winners
possgessed all of the five, final qualifications which were
found to be unique to the party leaders. Each of their
challengers had, at most, three of the five qualifications.
What is even more significant here, however, is that one
gualification, leadership_potential, althoughrof immense
importance to the seleciion process, as a final qualification

1% appeared that, in certain instances, it was not of the

‘greatest significance, This may be credited largely to the

fact that the nature of the collegial style itself diminished
its lmportance 83 an essontisl quallification and certain
other qualities more necessary to that style simply super-
seded 1t. ‘ _

It must be inserted here that Peabody consistently
referred to the personal popularity of individual leaders as
being of importance when accompanied by the membert!s belief
in his own ability to lead;l Peabody refers to leadership
potential as being that quality that "winnows" out most of

the remaining members from possible competition from leader-

ship positions.2 Yet, in this paper, leadership potential,

which is acknowledged as being of eritical importance as a

cribterion for selection, and certainly was undoubtedly
responsible for "winnowing" out other individuals, neverthow
less failed to be a final factor in at least two races

between 1962 and 1976.
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The first instance where leadership potentlal might
have besen secondary to institutional'criteria was in the case
of Joln McCormack. However, one 1s impressed, from general
reading, of the.questionable popuiarity and leadership ablility
of McCormack yebt, at the time of Rayburnls death it was
assumed that ﬁcCormack'S long years as majorlty leader had
earned him the right to the speakership, One would be pressed
to prove that his personal popularity or othef leadership
qualities were the reasons for his selection,
The eleetion of Hale Boggs as majority leéder in
1970 is another example of fhe reverence toward traditional
and ingtitutional qualifications that have been evident ia the
majority party, A Udall victory, in view of his lack of
seniority, would have threatened a long tradition and
undoubtedly would have made establishment members uncomfors
table, In that election, the questionable emotional stability
of Boggs was nob a serious enough threat, although his
behavior appearedrquite suspect, to override his long tenure
of loyal party service, his once dynamic leadership ability,
end his occupatlon of the office of whip.h
There is a danger of over=simplification in the
instances referred to above, Reviewing a member‘s qualifi-
cations from the pages of a book may be severely ilnadequate
in determining qualifications or assessing personalities.'
Nevertheless, the restraints on potential leaders that have

Cuofred
sveolvedin the House of Representatives appear bto be
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been perceived by one whose analysis of party leadership is
oriented toward the "human" qualities:in the selection of.

- leaders. This by no means must be interpreted as an impli-
cation that "leadership potential" is not of inordinate
significance, Its importénce is a recurring theme in the
study of leadership selection, What is being emphasized
here is that, although 1eadership potential ié a qualifi-
cation that 1imited'thgﬁnumber_of those who ﬁight have been
eligible for leadership positions, it did not appear to be
the determining gqualification in all 1eadership.contest fron
1962 to 1976, |

It must be. acknowledged that ali of the qualities
that were found to have been necessary for leadership
seleétion during the period under study were not unique to the
collegial style, nor wers they all pecullar only to the
ma jority party; The first qualification, for example,
sgnioritj, is a phenomenon found to be necessary for many
posi@idns in the entire Congress of the United States,
Secondly, the elevation of the majority leader to the Speaker-
ship occurred during periods of other leadership styles as
well as‘during this_periﬁd of cqllegial style leadsrship.
Thirdly, the period of 1962-1976 was ceftainly ﬁot the only
period in the history of the House when tha'leaders tended
to be loyal to party or were found to be moderates. If we
were to include "leadership potential®™ in the list, again,
that would not be considered a characteristic of style only,

There were then,. two qualificatvions remaining which
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were found to have existed during this period of collegial
style leadership, and 1t is the presence of those qualifle

cations which support the major hypothesis of this paper

which is that: Iﬁ was the ndture of the collegial style which .

created and allowed an institutionalization of the leadership

selection process, a process-which was sustained by the

“requirements of that style,

The twe remaining qualifications which were unidque

to the collegial Stjlé were: (1) the member had been either .

in the whip orgsnization or had been majorlty whip, and (2)
the member had been a protege or had been endorsed by the
Speaker of the House, :

"The role of ths whip organiﬁation and the subsequent

" selection of leaders from that organization is perhaps the

most significaent development which occurred in the majority

party during the collegial period,5 Its growing importance

~during the past twenty years was a natural outgrowth of a

style of leadership specifically ordered by John McCormack .
when he replaced Saﬁ-Raybufn as Speaker of the House in 1962,
Speaker Rayburn had served in many_instances as hié own ﬁhip,
having been remarkably'intuitive.in thoée areas which the
present daj whip organization serves. Speaker McCormack, who
made no preﬁense of his own ablility to duplicate Rayburnts
perceptiveness, called for a cooperative of collegialreffort
which would require the cobrdination of the Speaker,

ma jority leader, and majority whip in the planning and

implementation of majority party §olicies. Evidence suggests
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that this prompted a more active role for the whip and
incfeased activity for the numerous depuby and zone whips,
According to Ripley, "The Democratic Whip organization has
become the focus of é copporate.or collegial leadership in
the Housee"6 |

There is evidence that the resources of the whip
organization became more necessary as the majority party
r6presented.an increasingly diverse and desperate electorate
whose needs called'for‘continuous communication ﬁith the
leadership, This further emphasized and justified the
growing‘reSponsibilities.of the whip organlzation,

The growth of the whip organization then was the
logidal result of its increased nsed by the leadership style
of the period, (1962-1976). As the leaders found iﬁ neces=-
sary to coordinate, cooperate and plan strategy in order to
achleve greater succeés in legislative planning, the whip -
organizatlon provided the machinery with which to accomplish
these goals. The traditional role of the whip and his
organization did not need to be altered, only activated and
expanded, to provide necessary services. That machinery,.set
in motlon, becane the:communication between the,leédership
and the members, the purveyor of facts, of opinibns, of will,
The‘recent study by Ripley suggests that during this period
of leadershilp, this maéhinery did, indeed, become more active

to the degree that it also became the core of increased party

~ectivity and unity.

The whip has traditionaliy been an appointive
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position, as have the assistant whips. The choices for these
positions, made by the Speaker and majority leader, have
reasonably been those members in whom the leaders have had
the greatest confidence. They were loyal party members with
a demonstrated dedication.to ma jority party policles, and
were from reglons that would provide an appropriate balance
in the leadership hierarchy. To presume that.the leaders
would not.éhcose membergjfor thése positions-whoserdemonstrated
loyalty they could be assured of', would be unrealistic.,

Their loyalty and dedication to the leadership would guarantee
colleglal leadership success,

The subsequent pefformance ofrthe_appointed whips,
théir experience and tested dedlcation, placed them in advane-
tageous, highly visible positions for continuing on to higher
1eadership roles.'_They had not only lesrned elements of the

léadership process, but had become experienced practitioners

- of a complex style.

If any further evidence is needed to establish the
increased importancé and status of the whip during this
period, it can be found in the two recent attempts to convert
the appointed‘whip position into an elected majorify party
position. In 1973 and 1975, resolutioné appeared before the
Democratic Caucus which called for this change, but which,
both times wers defeated.

Tﬁe_reason for the proposed resolutions was
relatively simple. The seeming easse with which the whip was

elevated to majority leader had hardly gone unnoticed and
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there were increasing protests toward a system in which the
two. top majority party leaders-were essentially charged with
choosing the future Speaker of the House.9 Offended members
demanded a voice in the selection of a leader whose immediate
and ultimate importance héd suddenly become consplcuocus.
| The resolutions were defeated largely because of the
subtle influence of the ma jority leader both‘times.‘ Indi=
cations are that he feared the election of a less than loyal
nember who could conceiﬁably‘dsvelop an independénce

10 1ne

destructive to the collegial style of leadership.
ma jority leader's protest that he needed "his dwn man" in

that position to assure absoluﬁerloyalty and<3ooperatibn, met

with the approval of the caucUS, -

This sttitude on the part of the majority leader
provides,valuable insight into the general reluctance of the
ma jority party members to select other. than establishment
members for their leaders; it cautions members of the possible
adverse effects on the quality and éffectiveness of a leaderw
ship group chosen récklessly without regard to political or
ideological compatibility. |

_ - The pattern which developed during this collegial
style period, whereby the majorlity whip was elevated to
majority leader, was interrupted in 1976 when John McFall
failed in his effort to become majority leader, This fact,
however, does not necessarily negate evidence of the exlstence
of institutionalization during the 1962-1976 leadership

period, There is reason to believe, however, that unusual
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clrcumstances heretofore absent in the lesdership selection
of this period are responsible for McFallt's defeat, McFall

had acknowledged the accepbance of certaln gifts and money

from a foreign govermment and had chosen to withhold this

fact until afbter the congfassional election in his district.ll
Additionally, there was considerable criticism of his general
handling of the episode (first denying it, then admitting 1t)
which might have had a two fold effect on his.chances in the

leadership race: (1) the practical possibility that he

might not be returned to Congress after'the next eiection,
and {2) hils selection might reflect a "permissive™ attitudé _ Luﬁ~vm
on the part of his colleagues.
| ‘McFallis colleague, James Wright of Texas, who was

elected to thaf position had likewlise been in the whiﬁ | S
organization as & zone whip thus satlisfying that qualifi-
catioﬁ.;z The new, establishment oriented majority leader's
other qualifications are not included in this paper; however,
it may be significant to mentlon that he was selected over a
chenge=-oriented, liberal candldate lmown to have been in

disfavor with the new Speaker, Thomas P, OtNeill, .

Conclusion

There were certain qualifications that a majority
- party member needed in order to be selected for a leadership
position during the period, 1962-1976., Numerocus members of

the majority party possessed many of these same quallties,

but only those members whose qualificstions were approprilate

to the collegisl style of leadership during that perilod were
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successfui in achieving ieadership positioﬁs» _

Many of the gqualifications studied here were
traditvional characteristics df'party leaders not unigue to
the colleglal style. There were certéin requirements of that
style, however; that influenced and institutionalized the
selection process. Foremost among these requirements was the
nes6d for the increased activity and participation of the
majority whip in the leadership planning of the majority
party. The subsequent enlargement of the role of the whip
made the selectlion of that leader of critical importance to
the Speaker aﬁd ma jority leader. Thelr own reQuirement that
he be loyal to them and to theif legislatilve stfategy, made
it desirable for them to choose ons in whom they had the
most confidenée. This resulted in the selection of one of-
their proteges or favorites;

VVAfter years of loyal service to the majority party,
the whip, or members of his organization, became an essential
part of the leadership hierarchy and thelr abllitles and
experience were acknowledged by their selectlon for higher
leadership positions., Thus, the perpetuation of the colle-
glal style became the-pattefn for the period of 1962-1976.
Leadership selection during that period was institutionalized
becauée of the basic réquirements of thé style.

This institutionalization process met with challénge
froﬁ time to time, as the resolution calling for an elected
whip shows, In the future, this discontentment may result in

a successful challenge to the colleglal style, If the

i

T
|
|
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change-orlented members increase thelr numbers to the degree
that they can successfully "out-vote" the establishment “
members, a new style of leadership may occur, The selection
of one change-oriented leader could concelvably interrupt the
style to the degree that én era of the "single-leader® style
might reappear. Much will depend on the political climate of
the fubture; if the Democratic Party continuesdto be the

ma jorlty party, members_may‘be satisfied with'the colleglal
style of leadership, Iﬁ the evenbt of a dramatic change in
the voting patterns of the Amsrican'peoﬁle, the Democratic

Party may seek to mend tThe problems by a change in leader=-

. selection and nmethods.
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NOTES
Chaptef 6

Peabody, Leadership in Congress, p. U73.

Ibid,

Ibid., p, L78. Peabody speaks of McCormack's decline
in popularity; he alsco refers to Udallts challenge as
being legitimate because of McCormack'!s being "vulner
able”, Peabody, in a letter to me, commented that the
clrcumstances surrounding McCormack'!s initial selection,
as a party leader, were vague.

This point is discussed in: Andrew 7T, Glass, "Congress
Report: House Democrats Back Establishment in Electlng
Boggs Floor Leader," National Journal 3, (Jan. 23,

Ripley!s work in the Whip Offlce and his subsequent
writings carry this theme. Randall Ripley, "Party Whip
Organizations”, in Nelson Polaby!s gongressional
Behavior, pp. 225-248.

Ibid., p-,239.
Ibid., P 2hl. _
Peabody, pp. 2&9-255
Ibid,
Ibide, p. 256,

Stockton Record, (Dec. 9, 1976).

San Francigco Chrbnicle, (Deec. 12, 1976}, p. 13,
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EXPLANATION OF CRITERIA USED IN COMPARING

LEADERS AND CHALLENGERS

SENIORITY - Minimum requirement 8 yrs. before selection as
Whi_p .

Minimum requirement 12 yrs. before selection as
- majority leader.

Minimum 15 yrs. requirement before selection as S
Speaker., ) R

AGE - At least 4O yrs. of age before entering'the House,

PARTY UNITY SCORES = Member voted w1th the majority of his

party at least 70ﬁ of the time on roll
call votes.

CONSERVATIVE COALITION SCORES ~ Member voted agalnst the

Conservative Coalition at least 65% of
‘the time on roll call votes,

MODERATENESS - Member 1is not identified with the extreme wing
, of his party. 1l.e. 1s not considered an
-extreme liberal of extreme conservative, Did
not vobte more than 90% of the time with the
ma jority of his party, or .did not vobte less

than 30% of the time against the Conservative —
Coalition.

COMMITTELS - Served on one of the exclusive or semi-oxclusive

- cormittees beginning by at least his 3rd term in
the House,

' PROTEGE STATUS - Served as a protege of a leader who either

was or was to become the Speaksr of the House
of Representatives.

EXPERTISE - Was recognized by colleagues as being an expert
_ in at least one area of leglslation.

PERSONAL POPULARITY - Generally well-liked by an estimated
three-fourths of colleagues,

EXTRA»ACTIVITIES - Served in some capacity other than as a
 member of a standlng comnittes,

FLOOR DEBATE EFFECTIVENESS = Recognized by colleagues as

being erfectively persuasive and creditable
on the floor of the House, :

SUPPORT OF SPEAKER - Either privately or publicly endorsed or =
encouraged in campalign for leadership Lo
position,. _ .
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CWHIP ORGANIZATION - Served in some capaclty.

ESTABLISHMENT MEMBER - Did not actively seek reform in

established traditicons in the colleglal
style,

CHANCGE-QRIENTED - Actively sought reform in the leadership
style during periocd of candidacy.

ACCEPTIBILITY OF PERSONALITY - Absence of offensive behavior.

IEADERSHIP AMBITION - Indicated desire to be a party leader
, ‘early In career.




Table 1

PARTY UNITY SCORES
( Percentage of times member voted in agreecrent with the majority of his party)
 Congresses (1963-58) : Congresses (1969-7l)
89th 89th 90tk Average 91st 92nd 93rd  Average

Carl Albert 89 81 oly - 88 79 bs x x
Hale Boggs  .93 91 .éh | 86 L 69 = 71 70
Thomas P. O'Neilil - 90 - 78 83 . j83 81 83 ; 83 82
&ohn MeFall | 95.3' _‘9u | 91 93 79 | 6l 8o Th

Party Averages 71 67 63 67 59 61 62 607

% became Speaker
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Cerl Albert

Hale Boggs

' Thomas P. 0'Neill
John McFall

Northern
Democrats

Republicans

Southern
Democrats

X became Speaker

3 incomplete

Table 2

. CONSERVATIVE COALITION SCORES

(Percentage of times member voted against the coalition)

- Congresses (1963-68)

89th
69
70
- Th
85

75
22

25

89th

69
82
7
92

T

16

26

90th

76

6l

- 86

Bl

69
22

18

Congresses (1969-7L)

Average 9lst .92nd‘ 93rd Average
68 sl ox | b4 x
72 51 51 Sl 52
79 917 m 7
87 61 50 63 58
Th 63 65 67 65
20 18 18 22 19

23 17 20 26 21

Total averages for 1963-197h:
PARTY LEADERS: 69

NORTHERN IEMOS: 69
ALL DEMOS: L6
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Table 3
QUALITIES OF PARTY LEADERS AND CHALLENGERS CONSIDERED AS ASSESTS

'LEADERS

B4 5 b b pEbd b4 B AMBITION i
5 b d CHANGE-OR IENTED -
MEMK - X ‘ ESTABLISHMENT MEMEER -
MENN M WHIP ORGANIZATION
VIVIeI >4 © SUPPORT OF SPEAKER i —
b 34 54 b = w4 'EFFECTIVE FLOOR IEBATE AT
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