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CHAPTER I 

An Introductioa aad History 

"It is not far from the truth to say that Congress in session 

is Congress on public exhibition, while Congress in its committee 

1 
rooms is Congress at work". Thus a senator's committee work 

is of paramount importance to him for it is here that he makes 
2 

bis reputation with his colleagues and leaves his mark on legislation. 

It is also of the utmost concern of the senator that be is appointed 

to a committee which reflects the area interests of his state, as 

well as one of national significance, because reelection relys on 

his legislative image. Therefore, committee placement is a vital 

part of the political life of a senator and it is not surprising 

that the senators are eager to receive good committee assignments. 

Although the committee assignments are so essential to our 

legislative process, very little has been written about the 

Democratic Committee on Coamittees and that which has been is 

remarkably generalized and ideological. For reasons never dis­

closed, the minutes of the Democratic Steering Committee are 

under lock and key in the office of the secretary of the majority. 

Senators are privileged to go to that office and look through 

the minutes but no member of any senator's staff or any 

1
woodrow Wilson 

2 Donald Matthews, U. S. Senators and Their World (New York: 
Vintage Books, 1960) p. 147 



persons are allowed to look at these minutes; yet these are 

the public records of what the Democratic Party does in its 

conferences. Therefore, it is the purpose of this paper, through 

interviews with Senators, staff personnel, and a close look at 

the history of the Democratic Committee on Committees in the 

Senate, to evaluate and understand the organization and oper­

ation of the present Democratic Steering Committee. 

Only slowly and hesitantly did the Senate come to turn over 

a large part of its work on standing committees. Until 1861, 

the Senate had made provision for only four standing committees 

and two of these were joint committees . For the rest of the 

work, dependence was placed upon select committees, usually of 

three members, named as the occasion for such service arose. 

This was of such common occurrence that in the session of 1815-

1816, between ninety and one hundred such committees were desig­

nated. The results were not so inconsistent and dispersive of 

responsibility as this system might indicate. As early as 

1801 the Senate rules had provided : 

When any subject or matter shall have been referred 
to a select committee, any other subject of a similar3 
nature may, on motion, be referred to such committee. 

This sensible provision had been largely followed in practice. 

Thus, during the first four Congresses, all the committee work 

was done by twenty-four Senators in service during that period. 

Yet, the needless inconvenience of the frequent choice of 

3 Rule nv, March 26, 1806 
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select committees taxed the senator's patience. At the opening 

of the second session of the Fourteenth Congress, a resolution 

was introduced by Senator Barbour of Virginia, that eleven 

additional standing committees should be appointed at the 

beginning of each session; namely, Committees on Foreign Rela­

tions, Finance, Commerce and Manufacturers, Military Affairs, 

The Militia, Naval Affairs, Public Lands, Claims, The Judiciary, 

The Post Office and Post Roads, and Pensions. These appoint­

ments were all made by ballots and a plurality of the votes 

4 
made by ballots made the choice. 

Appointments of choice by ballot remained unchanged until 

1823 when the Senate adopted an amendment to the rules provid­

ing that all committees shall be appointed by the presiding 

officer of this House, unless otherwise ordered by the Senate. 

The ambiguous phrase, 'presiding officer', at that time gave 

no embarrassment, for Vice President Tompkins is said to have 

entered the Senate Chambers hardly once during the last three 

years of his term, and committee appointments were therefore 

handed down to the President pro tempore, an officer chosen by 

and responsible to the Senate. But the next Vice President, 

Calhoun, taking the chair contrary to precedent on the opening 

day of the Nineteenth Congress, assumed this power to himself 

as 'presiding officer', and appointed the committees with such 

4 Rule XV, Annals of Congress, I, 21-22. 
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obvious bias that the session was only four months old when, 

with hardly a dissenting vote, the Senate took the appointment 

of committees away from the President pro tempore as well as 

from the Vice President, and restored the rule of choice by 

Senate ballot as it had obtained from 1789 to 1823. 

In 1823, the rule was changed to provide for the appoint­

ment of Senate comnittees by the President pro tempore, with 

distinct intent to exclude the Vice President. Only four 

times in its history has the Senate authorized the Vice Pres­

ident to appoint its list of committees, and in two of these 

cases, the Senate took prompt and specific action to prevent 

these officers making appointments for the second time . This 

gives clear evidence of the unwillingness of the Senate to 

place so great a power in the hands of an officer not respon­

sible to itself. 

In the next dozen years, the senators experimented with 

a few variations of their new founded system, feeling their 

way toward a system which would enable them to keep some con­

trol of committee appointments while avoiding the abuses of 

promiscuous balloting. By about 1840, custom had settled 

down to the most reliable method. Selection became, as it 

is today, the function of the party organizations in the Sen­

a t e, the majority and minority leaders mutually agreeing on 

a full slate for each committee, with more places of course 

given to the majority party, and then obtaining the Senates 

4 



more or less concurrence. 5 

At the opening of the Twenty- Ninth Congress in December 

of 1846, a motion to entrust to the Vice President the ap­

pointment of the committees was promptl y defeated, and in ac ­

cor dance with the regular rule, the Senate began balloting 

for chairman. After the chairmen of the six committees had 

been elected, ther e deve l oped a long debate over the methods 

of choosing the other members. The Vice Pr esident advocated 

the method formerly in vogue by naming the lay member s of a 

comnittee in order, from the one receiving the most, to the 

one receiving the fewest votes. The Democratic leader came 

forward with motions which arranged the names and safe­

guarded the majority's succession to chairmanships which 

might become vacant. After several committees had been filled 

by this method, by unanimous consent, Rule 34 was suspended, 

and the Senate proceeded to elect, upon one ballot, a list 

6 
of candidates for all the remaining vacancies presented. 

This list gave to each committee thus filled, its chairman and 

the majority of its members from the same party which held a 

majority in the Senate. From that day to this, the appoint­

ment of committees by the full Senate has been a formal r itual. 

By unanimous consent, the portions of the rules requiring 

5William S. White, The Citadel: The Story of the U.S. 
Senate, (New York: Harper Bros., 1957) p. 181 

6 George B. Galloway, Congress at the Crossroads (New 
York: Thomas Y. Crowell Company, 1946) p. 147 

5 



committee appointment by ballot and separate maJority choice 

of chairman have been suspended and the election has taken 

place by vote upon the resolution for adoption of a list 

which bas been mutually agreed upon by the Democratic Caucus 

7 
or the Republican Conference. 

From the first suspension of the rules in 1946 by unan­

imous consent as a preliminary to a vote upon the list of 

committee nominees submitted by party leaders, this control 

by the caucus or its agents bas continued and developed until 

hardly any phase of the committee system has escaped its de­

termination. When the Democrats hold a strong maJority in 

the Senate, this oligarchic control is practically unchallenged. 

In 1913, the Democrats captured control of the Senate 

for the first time in sixteen years. A majority of the Dem­

ocratic Senators were progressive and espoused the progressive 

principles of the Baltimore platform, but the committee chair­

manships and the important committee posts were to go to the 

conservative Democrats under the old seniority system in the 

Senate. At that time there were fifty- one Democratic Senators, 

forty- four Republicans and one Progressive. Forty Democrats, 

ten Republicans and the one Progressive, a total of fifty- one, 

could be counted for being sympathetic with the important 

7George Raynes, The Senate of the United States, p.277-
as ~uoted in Galloway, Ibid., p. 148 



planks of the Baltimore platform and the policy of Woodrow 

Wilson. The slight majority of the progressives on the Dem­

ocratic side, with the aid of their progressive colleagues on 

the Republican side, was enough to enable them to set aside 

the old seniority system, to displace senior cemmittee chair­

men, to replace the senior connnittee chairmen with young men; 

and, as a result of quiet meetings during different evenings 

in Washington, they took over the Senate, reconstituted the 

membership of all committees, got rid of all the senior chair-

8 men, and put their own men in. The old Senate procedures 

were changed to prevent a committee chairman from halting 

legislatLon arbitrarily. Instead ot only the chairman, a 

majority of the committee might call the committee together 

at any time for reconsideration of a pending bill. 

The end results of the revolution of 1913 in the United 

States Senate were: First, emasculation of the Old Senate 

SenioritJ System; second, committee domination by the pro­

gressives, which meant the Wilson men; third, the Senate being 

democratized in terms of its rules and procedures; and fourth, 

the planks of the Baltimore platform being enacted into legis­

lation. It was very helpful to the progressives and the 

com:n.ittees as a whole, but the Democratic caucus remained quite 

8 
Joseph S. Clark, The Senate Establishment (New York: 

Hill end Wang, 1963) p. 25 

7 



the same, even after the second revolution in 1946, as it 

was around 1913 when Senator La Follette said: 

Under the present system of choosing the stand-
ing committees of the U.S. Senate, a party caucus is 
called. A chairman is authorized to appoint a commit­
tee on committees. The caucus adjourns. The commit-
tee on committees is thereafter appointed by the chair­
man of a caucus. It proceeds to determine the committee 
assignments of Senators. This places the selection of 
the membership of the standing committees completely 
in the hands of a majority of the committee on commit­
tees, because in practice the caucus ratifies the 
action of the committije and the Senate ratifies the 
action of the caucus . 

To the average citizen, intent on understanding our government, 

a diligent reading of the latest edition of the Senat e Rules 

as to Standing Committees, would throw little light upon the 

actual control of the committee system, which is, in effect, 

the control of all the most important activities of the United 

States Senate. He would get C1Uch closer to the actualities 

in the following statement from a speech delivered in the 

Senate in 1908 by Senator La Follette: 

I attended a caucus at the beginning of this 
Congress. I happened to look at my watch when we went 
into that caucus. We were in session three minutes and 
a half . Do you know what happened? Well, I will tell you. 
A motion was made that somebody preside. Then a 
motion was made that whoever presided should appoint 
a committee on committees, and a motion was then made 
that we adjourn. Nobody said anything but the Senator 
who made the motion. Then and there was the fate of all 
the legislation of that session decided . .. Mr. 
President, if you wil l scan the committees of the Senate, 
you will find a little handful of men are in domination 

9rbid. , p . 24 

8 



and control of the great legislative committees of10 
this body and that they are a very limited number. 

The Senate was comparatively slow in adopting the system 

of standing committees but to what they had slowly assumed, 

they held to very strongly. What is rather leisurely estab­

lished, it found almost impossible for any reason to dises­

tablish. An excellent example of this would by the Committee 

on Revolutionary Claims, which was not set up until 1832, and 

was not disbanned until 1921, surely a respectable distance 
11 

in time from the war which had created these "claims". 

Today many people, including Senator Clark, believe that 

our committee system and the Democratic Steering Committee 

have not progressed beyond the stage of Senator La Follette's 

speeches. The following chapters will attempt to view, in an 

unbiased manner, and to draw some conclusions as to the bal­

ance of power, effectiveness and purpose of the present 

Democratic Steering Committee . 

10nugh A. Bone, Party Coltllllittees and National 
(Seattle: New York: University of Washington Press 

11White, p. 181 

Politics 
1958) p. 172 



CHAPTER II 

The Democratic Steering Committee Today 

The Democratic Steering Committee of today is created 

from the Democratic Conference, under the main supervision of 

the Majority Leader, presently Senator Mansfield of Montana, 

who serves as chairman of the Democratic Party Conference in 

the Senate. In theory, tbe Steering Committee is subordinate 

to the Democratic Conference and by tradition, and tradition 

only because there is no rule on this matter, the members of 

the Steering Committee are named by the Majority Leader. He, 

along with the other elected members of the Democratic Con­

ference, serve as ex officio members of the Steering Committee, 

which is actually the Democratic Committee on Committees in 

the Senate. 

Since the Majority Leader appoints the members (and the 

staffs), of the Steering Committee, and serves as the chairman, 

his wishes carry great weight on that Committee. Tbe extent 

of the Majority Leader's influence varies, naturally, from one 

Leader to the next. Senator Johnson of Texas was widely rec­

ognized as the most technically proficient floor leader the 

Senate has ever seen in this generation. He operated with very 

little guidance from the Policy Comnittee, the Conference, or 

any other formal organs of party governance. For all practical 

10 



purposes, he was the Democratic Party organization in the 

1 
Senate. The present Majority Leader, Mr. Mansfield is more 

of a parliamentarian and feels that it is his job to represent 

the Democratic Conference and the Majority.
2 

The only two functions of the Steering Committee are: 

1) to give Democratic Senators their committee assignments, 

and 2) to determine the size and party ratio on each legis-

. 3 lative committee. The number of men on the Steering Commit-

tee varies from year to year . It is up to the Democratic 

Conference to decide the number, although the Majority Leader 

usually has enough patronage to insure that his own suggestions 

will be passed. In 1958 the Steering Committee had a member­

ship of fourteen Senators and a seven to seven ratio of South­

erners to the rest of the country. This was very unrepresen­

tative of the Conference at this time, due mainly to the big 

sweep of liberals in 1958, and th!s fact was called to the 

attention of Majority Leader Johnson. Nothing was done. In 

1961, Mike Mansfield was elected Majority Leader. Re made a 

committment to the first Democratic Conference of the Eighty­

Seventh Congress that the Steering Committee would reflect the 

ideology and geography of the entire Democratic Party in the 

¾f.atthews, p . 124 

2Interview with Kenneth Teasdale, General Counsel for the 
Democratic Policy Committee. 

3 
Clark, p. 12 

11 



Senate, which after the 1960 election consisted of sixty­

four Senators. In the next t:wo years, Senator },lansfield 

appointed four men to the Steering Committee, all of whom 

4 
are considered liberals, and non- Southerners. In 1963, 

though, many still felt that the Steering Committee was out 

of balance with the whole Democratic Conference. The Commit­

tee, which had been enlarged to fifteen members in 1961, was 

now at a ratio of nine to six, conservatives to liberals, and 

a drive for an increase to seventeen or nineteen members was 

thought to be the answer to a more proportionate representation 

by the liber als, unless the conservatives agreed to resign 

t:wo of their positions; which is very unlikely. Therefore, 

until the proposed changes take place or the liberals lose 

a number of seats in the next elections, the inbalance will 

continue. The members of the present Steering Cormnittee and 

their geographical and ideological standings are as charted 

on the next page. 

As can be seen from the following chart, seven of the 

fifteen members are from the South, including both Senators 

~hree Senators were added in 1961. They are Dodd of 
Connecticut, Williams of New Jersey, and Clark of Pennsylvania. 
In 1963 Senator Douglas of Illinois was added. All four men 
are liberals and support President Kennedy's program. 

12 



Chairman 

UNITED STATES SENATE 
EIGHTY-EIGHTH CONGRESS 

DEMOCRA.TIC 
COMMITTEE ON COMMI'ITEES 

MEMBER STATE 

"kM.ike Mansfield Montana 

*George A. Smathers Florida 

*Rubert H. Humphrey Minnesota 

Alan Bible Nevada 

Joseph s. Clark Pennsylvania 

Thomas J. Dodd Connecticut 

Paul H. Douglas Illinois 

Allen E. Ellender Louisiana 

Carl Hayden Arizona 

Spessard L. liolland Florida 

Olin D. Johnston South Carolina 

John L. McClellan Arkansas 

A. Willis Robertson West Virginia 

Richard Russell Georgia 

Harrison A. Willinms,Jr. New Jersey 

*denotes ex officio members 
C denotes a Conservative 
L denotes a Liberal 

13 

? 

C 

C 

C 

L 

L 

L 

L 

C 

C 

C 

C 

C 

C 

L 



from Florida. In the Democratic Conference there are twenty-

5 
three Southern Democrats from thirteen states which represents 

thirty- four per cent of the total Democrats (67). Geograph­

ically speaking, the South was entitled to hold five Commit-

tee seats; yet they hold seven seats or forty - seven per cent 

of the Committee membership. Three of the thirteen Norch­

eastern Senators served on the committee, representing nine 

of the twelve Northeastern States. There are three Senators 

from the Pacific and Mountain States out of seventeen Senators 

representing twelve of the thirteen Western States. The 

Middle Western States, nine out of twelve which are repre­

sented by at least one Democrat, have but two Senators out of 

fifteen on the Steering Committee. The second member from the 

Middle West was assigned to this committee in the first months 

of 1963, which meant that from 1949, when there was only one 

Democratic Senator from this whole area in Congress, until 

1962, when they had gained fourteen members, there remained 

6 
only one member on the Steering Committee. This seems a 

little unfair to the great Midwest. 

Regardless of their geographical or ideological heritage, 

there are the fifteen men who decide the committee assignments 

for the whole of the Democrats in the Senate. The formal rules 

5 
Arkansas and Oklahoma are counted in as Southern States. 

6 Clark, p. 34. 
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l 

under which t hey are guided are Sena t e Rules XXIV and XXV . 

The i nformal rules are the power that is invested in the 

Majori ty Leader, which is purely tradition, and a rule first 

put into effec t by Lyndon Johnson when he was Majority Leader. 

This rule stated that every new Democrat Senator should 

receive a t least one good committee ass ignment before any 

more senior Democrat Sena tor receives two good committee as­

signments . Senate Rule XXIV ' 'Appointment of Connni ttees", 

provides that the Senate " Shall proceed by ballot to appoint 

severally the chairman of each committee, and then, by bal­

lot, the other members necessary to complete the same. " 

Senate Rule XXV lists the standing or permanent legislative 

committees and outlines the nmnber of members on each commit­

tee, the jurisdic tion of the committee, and the status of the 

committee (major or minor). There is nothing in the rules 

about seniority. The number and particularly the size of the 

standing committees has varied greatly down through the years, 

and is in fact quite arbitrary. Ther e is nothing in t he rules 

to determine what the ratio between the two political parties 

shall be, over all or on specific committees. The general 

rule is tha t the number of majority and minority party seats 

on the commit tees shall reflect t he relative strength in the, 

Senate of the two parties. Thus, since there are sixty- seven 

Democrats and thirty- three Republicans in the Senate, t he 

15 



standing committees should have two Democrats for every one 

Republic~n member . The Majority Leader, however, has a great 

deal of discretion in deciding the size and the ratio of 

individual co=ittees in the allocation of the total number 

of committee assignments. Sometimes the Majority and Minority 

leaders conduct their business through their secretaries, Mr . 

Robert G. (Bobby) Baker (who was the Secretary to the Majority 

7 
until his resignation in October), and Mr. Mark Trice, 

Although the Steering Committee has but two functions, 

they are basically two of the most important functions of the 

Senate. When assigning the Democratic members to their com­

mittees, the Steering Committee is l i kely to g ive less con­

sideration to the individuals experience, aptitudes, or 

preferences than to the probl em of securing upon the several 

committees, the desired balance of representation in regards 

to the geographical sections of the country and the diverse 

elements of the party, with a view of promoting harmony within 

the party and to increasing its power in the Senate. Theoret­

ically, this is the consideration given previous to assignments. 

Actually, as we see the c·ommittee today , especially from the 

strong liberal standpoint, as expressed in the next chapter, 

many committee appointments are made in view of promoting 

the conservative element within the party and to increasing 

7Recent evidence has been discovered that Mr. Baker didn ' t 
always work for the Majority of the Democrats. This is dis­
cussed in Chapter III . 

16 



( 
the conservative power in the Senate . Oftentimes men who 

have great knowledge of a certain subject and are authorities 

on a problem that is directly connected with a Senate Commit­

tee, are never placed on that committee . A good example of 

this would be Senator La Follette who came to the Senate in 

1905, an authority on railroads and their problems, and stated 

as his first preference the Committee on I nterstate Commerce; 

but in the twenty years of his service in the Senate, he was 

8 
never placed on that Committee. 

As far as the Freshman Senators are concerned, the newest 

member is supposedly as equal as the oldest member and is 

entitled to just as much consideration. The Steering Commit­

tee of the Eighty- eighth Congress gave perhaps too much con­

sideration to these new members. Of the nine Democratic 

Freshman Senators, seven received their first two choices 

and only Senator Kennedy of Massachusetts and Senator Edmondson 

of Oklahoma received ju.st one of their f irst two choices. 

Majority Leader Mansfield ' s comment t o this was, "I am only 

sorry that the two Senat ors who got only one of the two com­

mittee assignments they sought were not treated in the way 

that the others were." In other words, were not given both 

the committee assignments they sought . This generosity towards 

8 Matthews, p. 175. 
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the junior members might have been overlooked if the senior 

members, and im( articularly the liberal senior Senators 

9 
hadn ' t been so obviously discriminated against . Some Sen-

ators today , a group headed by Senator Proxmire of Wisconsin, 

feel that the one answer to the problem of possible discrimin­

ation on the standing committees would be the adherence to 

the seniority principle without exceptions of the exceptions 

which would be written in the proposal . These exceptions 

would be for a provision which would give a freshman Senator 

one major committee assignment. At the same time, though, 

the Democrat Senators shouldn ' t have to insist on some kind 

of a seniority rule, they should be able to accept the action 

taken by the Steering Committee. They really have no one to 

blame but themselves because the Steering Committee is out­

numbered in the Caucus and at any time they wish to do so, 

they could insist on the seniority rule being applied without 

favor. This theory, though, would discount all efforts of 

having a balance of geographical and ideological representa­

tion. Another theoretical solution to this problem would be 

to leave the Steering Committee rather free as to their choices, 

subject to the general criteria. It seems that those criteria, 

which would usually, although not always, prevail, would be 

that in making their selection, the members of the Committee 

9A list and examination of these discriminations are 
found in the following ch.apter. 

18 
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would take into consideration seniority, geography, ideology, 

competence, and experience. Taking this into account, they 

should try to get the very best members available for the 

collll.Ilittee. 

One of the biggest favors a party leader can do for a 

senator is to get him a desirable committee assignment. On 

initial assignments, the party leaders sometimes have a little 

maneuverability . Beyond this point, however, the leader's 

discretion is bound by the seniority rule; that is, once a 

senator is appointed to a conmtlttee, he may serve on it as 

long as he desires and committee vacancies are g iven to the 

senators 

10 
ber. 

requesting them who have served longest in the 

A senator appointed to fill a vacancy i aused by 

cham-

death 

or resignation often is assigned to the same committee position 

11 
which had been held by his pr edecessor. 

The one time when the rule of seniority is strictly ap­

plied is in committee service when the senior member of the 

majority part.7 is automatically the chairman of the collilllittee. 

However, it has been done that if a chairman feels that he is 

too old, or is pressured into feel i ng that he is too old, he 

will relinquish his chairmanship to the next in line. Outside 

the Senate, this practice has few defenders, but among senators 

lOin filling a vacancy caused by death, it is usually 
the custom to assign a senator from the same state or area, 
and of the same ideological beliefs . 

11 
Matthews, p. 294. 
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it is almost universally approved . According to them, 

the most likely alternative to the seniority system, l,:_he 

most likely alternative to the seniority syste~ the election 

of the chairman by the connnittee, would lead to excessive 

logrolling and politicking. The seniority system of select­

ing committee chairmen places a premium on being elected to 

the Senate early in life and upon regular reelection to the 

Senate once a seat is won. This means, of course, that sen-

ators from small, rural one-party states are substantially 

overrepresented among the chairmen. Of fourteen major 

chairmen, ten come from the Southern States, two from the 

Southwestern States, and two from the States in other parts 

of the country. 

The Steering Committee itself, until the resignation 

of Bobby Baker last month, had one staff member who was the 

only person outside of the actual members to sit in on the 

Committee meetings. It is generally believed t hat a replace-

12 
ment for Mr. Baker will not be made. In his capacity as 

staff member and Secretary to the Majority, Mr . Baker had 

under his protection the minutes of the Steering Committee 

meetings . They were kept, and still are, under lock and key 

and are made available only to the Senators. No staff member 

1~ . Teasdale. 

20 



is allowed to look at these, nor are they available to his­

torians. Yet these are the public records of what the Dem­

ocrat Party does in its conferences. In an interview with 

Mr. Teasdale, he stated that the reason that these records 

could not be made public and must not be given to the press 

at anytime is due to the political damage it might do to a 

Senator in his own state . ' 'If one of those hometown papers 

got hold of the Steering Committee minutes and saw that 

their Senator wasn ' t placed on a certain committee because he 

was just too damrr dumb, think of what it would do to his 

13 
political future. " Having thought over what it would do 

to his political future, it seems that one of the best ways 

to insure a high calibre in senators is to tell the constit­

uents the truth about them. Of course no party wants to lose 

seats. Logically, it would seem that if a man was not intel­

ligent enough to serve the Senate, he shouldn't be represent­

ing bis state . 

There are many questions and loopholes about and in the 

present Democratic Steer ing Committee. These have most 

recently been espoused by the liberals in the Senate, led 

by Senator Clark of Pennsylvania. The Southerners and conser­

vatives stand firm in their conviction that the way the Senate 

is running now is the best way possible and they will continue 

13 
Mr. Teasdale . 
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to rule supreme because they have the rights of seniority . 

These two viewpoints will be presented in the following 

chapters. 

22 



CBA.PTER III 

The Case for the Liberals 

When looking for reform and revolution in our present 

Committee structure, it is only natural to look to history 

to provide an example and show the results . The reference 

of course being the revolution of 1913 when the liberal 

Democrats wrested committee domination from the conserva-

tive coalition for the purpose of enacting the progressive 

1 
legislation of Wilson ' s New Freedom. Today, exactly fifty 

years later, the liberal Democrats are trying for precisely 

the same outcome. The master herald for this mid- century 

movement is Senator Joseph S. Clark of Pennsylvania, whose 

speech on the floor of the Senate on February 19th, 20th, 

and 21st, spearheaded the current public interest and aired­

out the old problem in the Senate. He told in exact detail 

how the "Senate Establishment", the name he has given to the 

Senators who make the little informal arrangements, who 

belong to the innermost group of senior Senators, and who 

sincerely believe that the way the Senate is now run is 

the best way for it to run, was preparing to thwart the 

President again this year, as it did last year, 

1This statement is made with reference to the material 
printed on page number seven of this paper. 
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when his program was decimated by procedural delay and com­

promise. Senator Clark 1 s speech is of historical significance 

because it aims squarely at this century-old coalition as it 

operates quietly in the Senate . It is also a superb case 

study in the exact operations of one of the chief instruments 

of Congressional party power- - - contro1 over committee appoint-

2 
ments. This chapter will be devoted to the liberal movement 

in the Senate, especially in the Steering Committee, and 

speeches by Senators in favor of this progressive crusade. 

Senator Clark ' s thesis is that the present Senate, with 

its sixty - seven Democratic and thirty- three Republican members, 

should be, and basically is, pro Kennedy in its ideological 

leanings . Why 7 then, many liberals ask, does the President 

have so much trouble and such limited success in persuading 

Congress to adopt his legislative proposals? The answer, 

says Senator Clark, is because its major committees are dom­

inated by conservative chairmen, mostly from the South, and 

packed with members carefully chosen to provide the chairmen 

with working majorities. These chairmen, all Democrats, of 

course, in a Democratic Senate, are invariably products of 

the seniority rule. They get there by outlasting their as ­

sociates. They are more often thari not, Southerners because 

the one party system makes reelection easier in the South than 

in other sections. However, the seniority rule doesn't 

2 

24 

James MacGregor Burns, Foreward to The Senate Establishment, p. 6 



always guide the selection of committee members. Senator 

Clark holds that the make- up of the present Steering Conn:nittee, 

seve~ out of fifteen members are from the South and two more 

are conservatives, (it has been thought by some people that 

Clark ' s figure of two representing the conservatives is actually 

three; Senators Mansfield of Montana, Hayden of Arizona, and 

Bible of Nevada who are classified as Southern- oriented Wes-

)
3 • h • f h terners , gives t e conservatives ar too muc power 

and that they are using it to distort the composition of the 

major legislative connnittees,, notably Appropriations and 

Finance. 

It may also be asked: why, in a Senate of sixty-seven 

Senators of the President ' s own party, should the problem of 

support of a Democratic President even arise? This is answered 

by James MacGregor Burns who professes that the Senate part of 

a Congressional Party System is rooted in one party states in 

the North and South. This is based on the Senators six- year 

tenure, which means that usually half the Senators have been 

elected in the "off" years between presidential elections. 

Further weight is added by ancient Senate techniques for 

fortifying minority (i.e., conservative) power---prejudice 

against liberals in the appointment of important committee 

3william Shannon. "Who Owns the Senate" , New Republic, 
March 2, 1963, 148:5-6. 
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memberships and chairmanships, parliamentary rules that block 

and deprive the majority, and, of course, the power to fila-✓ 
buster. Controling this structure of power is the coalition 

of the Democratic Congressional Party and the Republican Con­

gressional Party. The only suspension of this mighty coalition 

occurs for a few months every Presidential election year when 

the Congressional leaders offer at least a verbal association 

and support to the Presidential Party candidates. But for 

the remaining three and one- half years out of four, the Con­

gressional parties combine in a loose alliance to oppose and 

4 
block the legislative program of a liberal President . There--

fore, what we see for the larger par t of a four year Presiden-

tial term is actually a four party system on the Hill, con­

sisting of liberal Democrats, conservative Democrats, liberal 

Republic.ans and conservative Republicans, with a strong coali­

tion between the conservatives. It is here that you find, for 

the most part, the members of Clark ' s Senate Establishment. 

The principal reason why Senator Clark feels that the 

Senate won't let the Eighty -eighth Congress become a Kennedy 

Congress is, in his opinion, that they are "operating under 

archaic, obsolete, rules, customs, manners, procedures, and 

traditions - and because the operation under those obsolete 

and archaic setups is controlled by this oligarchial Establishment, 

4 Burns, pp. 5, 6, 7. 
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a majority of the members of which, by and large, are opposed 
5 

to the program of the President . " 

Turning from the Democrats in the Senate as a whole to 

the Steering Committee, it is once again obvious that this 

Southern-conservative power is in control . At the beginning 

of 1963, the Steering Committee had a total of fourteen members, 

a number which was one less than the previous year, and three 

less than 1946 . Since it is the perogative of the Democratic 

Conference to determine the size of the Committee, nominations 

were made to increase it to seventeen, and preferably nineteen, 

a number which would repres ent more adequately the geographical 

and ideological aspects of the Democrat Senators. This in­

crease was suggested to balance the Committee in opposition 

to any thought of acquiring the resignation of a Senator from 

an overrepresented area . The end result of this liberalizing 

movement was the appointment of one man, Senator Douglas of 

Illinois, who is a liberal. The outcome is a Committee of 

fifteen members, seven from the South, including both Senators 

from Florida . Therefore, forty-seven per cent of the total 

membership of the Steering Connnittee comes from those thirteen 

Southern States . 

Using geography as the sole guide, this section of the 

country would be e_ntitled to only five seats. As to their 

5clark, p. 25 . 
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ideological standing, these men are all conservative. Of the 

6 
remaining eight Senator s, two more, and some believe three, 

are conservative. These two men are Senators Bible and Hayden, 

the questionable third is Senator Mansfield, Majority Leader. 

All three a re from the Western States. The five remaining 

liberal Senators are : Clark, Dodd, Williams of New Jersey , 

Humphrey and Douglas, all from Middle Western and Northeastern 

7 
states . These findings clearly show that the Steering Commit-

tee is not representative of our nation as a whole, neither 

geographically nor ideologically. Neither is it representative 

of the Democratic Caucus in the Senate . According to Clark's 

count, there are, at the most, twenty- seven conservative 

Democrats out of sixty- seven Democrats in the entire Senate . 

This leaves, at a minimum, forty, and more nearly forty - five, 

liberal Democratic members of the Senate. This is positively 

a case of a reversed majority representation. 

A reorganization of the Steering Committee seems definitely 

to be in order. Many proposals for change have been made. At 

the time of the election of 1958, the Steering Committee, with 

fourteen Senators, had a membership of seven Southern Senators 

and seven f r om the rest of the country. This ratio, at that 

time, was not too out of l ine with the body of forty- nine 

6This refers to the statement made by Mr. William Shannon 
on page 25, and foot note #3 . 

7 
Clark, p. 33. 
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Senators. After the election, though, it was hardly represen­

tative of the sixty-two Democratic Senators. Immediately after 

the election in November of 1958, Senator Clark called it to 

the attention of the (then) Majority Leader Lyndon Johnson to 

the need to reorganize the Steering Committee so it would 

" reflect not only the party within the Senate and the will of 

the people as expressed in the election, but also the com.ing-

8 
of-age of the Senate in the modern world." The Majority 

Leader did not agree with Senator Clark and he got his way in 

the Caucus. 'When the new Congress met in 1961, Senator Mike 

Mansfield was elected Majority Leader. To the Democratic Con­

ference he committed himself to reorganize the Steering Com­

mittee so that it would reflect the ideology and geography of 

the entire membership of the Democratic party in the Senate. 

This membership, after the 1960 election, consisted of sixty­

four Senators, forty- two of them from outside the South. 

Since making his committment, Senator Mansfield has appointed 

four non- Southerners to vacancies on the Steering Committee 

(including Senat or Clark), as they have occurred in the past 

two years, but in 1963, the Steering Committee was still pro­

portionally and philosophically out of bal ance, nine of the 

fifteen members being conservative. 9 The only ways to correct 

8 Clark, p. 13. 

9This could read 10 out of 15, depending how you classify 
Senator Mansfield. 
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this situation are for the Steering Committee to enlarge itself 

or for one or two Southern Senators to resign . 

The issue of enlarging, or the alternate of reduction, was 

introduced in the opening of the Eighty- eighth Congress in the 

Democratic Conference where it was defeated. Therefore, the 

Steering Committee that made assignments to cormnittees for 

newly elected Senators and for those Senators requesting changes 

in their assignments, was still not representative of the whole 

party in the Senate. Some of the Senators who were dissatisfied 

with the ratio and in an effort to make certain that the com­

mittee assignments to be made by the Steering Committee met 

with the approval of a maj ority of all the Democratic Senators, 

made a motion that would require the approval of the whole Con­

ference of the assignments made by the Steering Committee . 

This also failed; the only way left to challenge the decisions 

of the Steering Committee regarding committee assignments was 

by an appeal to the Senate itself under Rule XXIV of the 

Senate Rules which provides that the Senate "shall proceed by 

ballot to appoint severally the chairmen of each committee, 

and then by one ballot, the other members necessary to com­

plete the same." The total size of committees and the ratio 

of one party to another on those committees have already been 

agreed upon by both parties in their respective caucuses by 

arrangements between the majority and minority leaders and 

carried into effect by the Democratic Steering Corrnnittee. 
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The only way to challenge this is to appeal to the Senate 

under Rule XXV; or mo~e simply stated, by amending the rules 

of the Senate. This is no easy task. 

Perhaps an easier solution to committee assignments would 

be the suggestion made by Senator Pro2miire from Wisconsin who 

proposed that since they invariably follow a seniority prin­

ciple in selecting the chairmen of Senate committees, he could 

see "no reason on earth why we should not provide that, with 

the exception of the appointment of junior, or newly elected 

Senators to one committee, or we can modify it in any ,,,ay we 

wish, ... , seniority should be followed religiously in 

10 
making other appointments to committees. " To this thought 

Senator Proxmire added that if they could eliminate seniority, 

committee assignments 11 in toton , he would be in favor of it. 

Unfortunately they cannot and will not do this. It would be 

easier for the Steering Committee if it followed the seniority 

principle without favor or di scrimination . 

Another alternative to this problem would be that when 

the Steering Committee does ma~e exceptions to seniority in 

placement, the Senators should insist on an explanation, 

either to the Senate or to the Caucus, as to why they wish 

to appoint A over B when B has seniority over A. If this 

lOClark, p. 68. 
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criterion were written into the rules, said Senator Proxmire, 

in most cases they would have an objective and fair criterion 

of seniority applied. That would be true in most instances, 

except when the discrimination was based upon some good, solid, 

sound justifiable reason like a gross geographical or ideol­

ogical imbalance of some kind. This one proceedural step of 

adding a rule would help the liberals, or for that matter, 

any group or faction that wished to see an equal and fair 

representation of the feelings of the Democratic members of 

the Senate, as well as the desire for an unbiased approach in 

selecting the members of the standing committees. It is 

certain that the Southerners and conservatives would be ex-

pressing themselves loud and clear if the situation were re -

versed. 

Eut , the situation is not reversed and the liberal s are 

complaining---complaining to the tune of nine committees 

where seniority was ignored. Most of these accusations were 

further aggravated by the fact that many of the Senators who 

had seniority and desired the appointment to these key com­

mittees, are up for election next year and need this extra 

help to aid them in a close race back home. One would assume 

that the Democratic members of the Senate would try, whether 

they were liberals or conservatives, in any way possible, to 

help a colleague to ge t reelected, if for no other reason than 

to insure a Democratic Majority. But when the Steering 
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Committee met, it became obvious that in filling committee 

vacancies, the I establishment' would ''ignore seniority when 

to ignore it would strengthen the establishment ·' s control, 

11 
but would follow it when to do so would have the same results . " 

Thus, when appointment members to the various connnittees, 

seniority was ignored in filling the vacancies of the following 

12 
eight committes : Aeronautical and Space Sciences, Appro-

priations, Armed Services, Finance, Interior and Insular Af­

fairs, Judiciary, Public Works, and Rules and Administration. 

Seniority was fo llowed, however, in the appointments to the 

following three committees: Foreign Relations, Connnerce , and 

Public Works. It is important and significant to note that 

here seniority was followed to assure the appointment of a 

Southern Senator; and seni_ority ·was ignored in order to pre ­

vent the appointment of a Northerner . This seems so obviously 

a direct, taunting display of power by the controlling estab­

lishment, as to be ridiculous. In the ensuing paragraphs, the 

cases for these eight committees shall be presented, with 

special emphasis on the Conunittees of Finance and Appropri-

ations. 

The Finance Committee is Senator Clark's exhibit A. Under 

the Chairmanship of Senator Harry Byrd of Virginia, it has 

llClark, p. 40 . 

12Rere Clark quotes the number 8 , whereas on pages 36, 
85, and 135 of his book, he said 9 committees. 
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jurisdiction over both the tax reduction and medicare bills, 

Mr. Kennedy's top priority it.ems. Seniority was ignored in 

placing Senator Ribic.off of Connecticut, a freshman, on Finance 

instead of Senator Pr oxmire of Wisconsin. Conservatives did 

not want Proxmire on the committee that writes tax legislation 

because of his long campaign a gainst the oil depletion allowance 

13 
and other tax privileges . This is a seventeen-man committee, 

but the present ratio is ine.x.cusable . It is eleven Democrats 

and six Republicans. It is less than even two to one. Major­

ity Leader Mansfield agrees with Clark that the membership in 

this case should be increased by the addition of at least two 

Democrats to reflect the new party ratio in the Senate. Even 

a fifty/fifty ratio (14 to 7), with twenty- one members on the 

committee, would make it possible to bring bills out of the 

committee after two or three months of hearings instead of 

14 
after seven or eight months of hearings. The reason that 

they aren't going to increase the size of the Committee on 

Finance i.s because a fairly careful and accurate nose count 

was taken and revealed that the Republican and Democrat conser­

vatives would gang up to block such a change if it were put 

to a vote in the full Senate, as all committee changes must 

15 
be when challenged. This is another clear cut case of the 

13 
Shannon, p. 148 . 

14
L • 1 • A • S D 1 egis ative ssistant to enator oug as 

15senate Rule XXV. 
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Today in the Steering Coramittee the Southern co~servat ive 

bl oc has nine members out of ::if t een. 11ho 1"C'!l)r ese.:1t , at the 

most, twe:2ty- seven co~serv3.ti t"e De:noc~a~s out of sixty - seven 

Democrats i - the enti re Se~ate . .A:n attempt by the liberals 

to change this r atio fail ed largel y because the leadership 

announced its s -':.and ags.il1st change and spoke against i t in 

Conference a~d threw the f ull inpact of its undoubted moral 

t , • t • .,_ • t 3 au nori y agai ns~ 1,. 

W~en t he conference took a v ote on t he :proposed t ~--o or 

four man additions to the Steering Commi ttee to bal ance 

it, the vote as thirty- nine out of sixty to k eep t he present 

number of fift ?en. 4 AccordL~g to Senator Pr oxmire, even 

if t :::ter e :·:ere ninet een. me:nbers on the Steering Com!.'.'l i ttee, it 

11ould ~ot have made any dif ference on any vote that Se~ator 

Clark had discussed that day. 5 I f all the neu members of 

t he Steer ing Com.mitt e? would te!ld to agree i " theory wi th the 

Senators from Pennsylvania and ~isco~ sin., it is still very 

doubtful that i t woul d have made any r ~al di fferences i n the 

v oting of the Steeri~g ComDi ttee . 

Another poin't me.de by Senator Proxmire that d1;,y was the 

.fact th2. t only t wo cases in 1·ihich se~iori t y ,,ras i gnor ed excapt 

301ark, p . 35. 

4seven Senators ~ere not pr esent at ~he Conference 

5 -Clark, p . 94. 
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in the cases of junior Senat ors gi v en more t han one committee . 

Thos e t wo ex cept i ons ::ere f irs t , the .A:p:pr opr i2..tions Cammi t tee 

a ssi gnment ; a nd se co~dly t he assi gnment to t he Committee on 

Rules and Administ r a tio~, t o which t he Senat or f r om Pennsylvan i a 

wa s a.p•oi n t ed over t he Senatcr from S::>uth Car olia n , Strom 

T~ur r:iond . ( Senator Pr oximi re kne,;•1 t ha t in :pr oducing these 

stati s t ic s i t ½--uld wea ken h i s cas e with the l i beral s , but 

he f el t i t was unavoi dabl e and better brou ght up now by a 

liber a l t han l ater by a memb er of t he co!lser vi;tive 1-dng .) 6 

On t he s ame day t h~ t Senator Proxi.m~r e gav e hi s s t a ­

t i st i cs , M.2.j ori t y Leader i•:an s.fi eld reviei;-rnd t he Steer i :'.1.g Com­

mi ttee a ctions t o show thc..t some Seni or Sen!lt ors who wer e 

pa s s ed over t hi s year i n comrr~t tee as~i gnment s had been 

skipped because t h ey had r ec eived c:ood a.ss 1g11..me!lt s of t heir 

f i rst choice i n ~r edeeding years . 7 He a l s o point ed out , in 

r esponse to t h e char ge th __ t h e op~1osed enlar ger::ien.t &nd liber ­

a tion of t h e SteeriI'-g Commi t t ee t hat the member s t b t he had 

a ppoi nt ed to t .:iat Co:n.....1 ttee s ince beco□i11, · Ma jo:::-i ty Leader i n 

196 1 were liberals Cle.r k , Dougl a s , Williams and Dodd . The 

Sout herners fee l t h: t t hese l a st sever a l a ppoi ntment~ make 

i t obvious t ha t they a r e c;o l n g out of the i r ·wa.y t o :make t he 

Steeri ng Col!lL':li t t e e more libera1.8 

6rntervi ew wit h t :!e Legisla t ive Assist ant to Se::'.la.t or Proxi !!lire 

7 congressional Quarter l y , 1963 , VolXXI, p . 170 

8r 2t e::-vi ew wi th the Le gi s l ati ve A.ss i i: t ant t o Senator 
Russell of Georgi a 
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However f a r out of their way the Coiserva.tives a r e going 

to 2dv221ce the liber ~ls , o~e thin? ~s certai n , ver y littl e 

in t he Sena t e is changed r adica l ly in a short period . The 

folkl-ro.ys of the Se:iat e bu t tre ss the status quo i !l t he ch::1mber s 

and t he distribution of pouer -.,;i thin the cha::1ber r esults in 

gener2lly conserva tive pol i cies . The liberal s are thus more 

l i kely t o challence the Sen~te norms tna!l the co!lserv~tives 

and t11ey are also the ones who 1·Tan t the cha:117es . A man elected 

to t~e Se::ic.te cs a liberal or -,ro ~!'essi ve is Ui.lder co~si der 2.ble 

pr essure to produce lezi sl ative results in a hurr y . Yet a s 

a freshman or ~u_ior senat o!' , t~e l i be~als are i~ ~o uositicn 

to do t~1s alo::ie . If he ~ivcs i ~ to the , !'essur es of conform­

i ty coming f rom the folkways , he must pcst:pone a chievment of 

hi s l iberal object i ves . If he presses for these objectives , 

regar dl ess of .1is junior position , he will become tabbed as 

a non- con~ormist , lose popularity with hi s colleagues ~nd , in 

most ccscs , ~is legi s l ative effectivenes~ as well . The con­

servative , however , do es not f~ce thi s proble~ . He has com­

oitted him.s el f to feiier c:1::.n3es in basic !)Oli c .:.es ; :1e finds 

the s trategi c ~os!ti o~s in the Sen~ t e occuJ ied by like-mi nded 

Senators , regu-dless of ,~ich party or~~nizes it . He is able 

t o ident ify mor e stra ·.gly -:-:-i th t2'.!.e !.'ol l;:-;•;rays of the ch::..IJ.ber 

and side !!lore ez.si 7 y i;•rl th the Conr.-~ess L.: its ru.min::; fued 

with a 3ener a lly nor c l lbe~el president . C0~servat ives ca.n 

affor d t o be qui et and patien t 2 ~d t his is what they i ntend 



Q to do . .... 

5 1 

The seniori t y system, as previously stated , is the lifeline 

of the co~servati ves . Adh er en ce to t h i s syste m~nevita bly gives 

advan t age to the par ty or the section wh ich i s most st2bl e in 

t he matter of changi ng its senat ors . T!'lis is , of c ourse , di­

rectl y appl ica ble to t he Solid Sou th . T~e Souther ner s have 

been there l o~ger and therefor e they should be in positio~s of 

.:9ow2r ; 11 You can ' t have t he privates i n the a r my running the 

s h ow i :istead of the g ener a.ls . 111 O And tr.iis is !'low t he South­

erners g e~ui.nely feel . Fo~ a long time during the l a te 1940
1
s 

and 50 1 s , the Southerners were abou t the only Democra ts i n 

the Se:ic. te . 11 I f t he S =1uther ners el e ct t2eir !Ile.:'.'.l year a fter 

yea r , t h en t~ey a r e the seni or me~bers and chair~en and the~e ­

fore s houl d have a lot of cout~ol ov~r the policy of the Dem­

ocra ts in the Senate . 12 This fact of seniori ty i s i :i.del i ble 

to them and they fe el t h~t it s hould ~ot be Questioned . 

However , if QlJ.estio:i.ed , a very co~vincinis a:1swer -;rou l d be gi ven 

s tating the number a ~ excelle~t cha i rmen have been produc ed by 

thi s method and o.f a ll pos ,ible solution s , the system of 

s e~iority is the bes t . 13 

9 rnterviev; ·wi t h an .A.ssi s tan t t o Sene.t or Ellender 

10Legi s l a tive As sistant to Senator Rus sel l 

11 I.iir . Teasdale 

12Mr . Teasdale 

13Assis tant to Sen~tor El lender 
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Most Souther'!'l.ers a!ld conservatives have n o compl a int 

about the St eering Co:roni t t e e . They don ' t s ee where t h e big 

probl em is and they don ' t like to ex pose the operatio:t:.s of the 

Senate to t he out side , a s di d Sen~t or Cl ark . Only one of t he 

Southern of fi ces int ervi e,;-red said that t here could be any 

change for the better in the Steeri:l.g Commi t t ee and t~at 
·h 

would ae i f t hey appointed me.:!lbers/\balance the ge ographica l 

repr e sent~tio~. 14 The Souther ner s admit th~~they favor f riends 

and people of s i mil a r views but defend this by saying tha t 

this i s as nat ur a l QS it can be and t he Senat e i s an extremely 

ht.unan pl a ce . 15 

One of t he n ewest ways , a ccor di '!'l.g t o the liberal s , of 

h el p i n g out their sympathi zing collea; ues i s t he Souther ne r s 

us e of the grandf ather clause 2s i ~ a ppears i '!'l. Sena te Re solution 

90 . I t provides t hat : 

Provided , however , t hat t hose Senators w"ho , a s 
of Januar y 9 , 1963 , wer e members of the Com~ittee on 
Aer onautica l and S7ece Sciences and t he Com3i t tee on 
Gover nment Operations , shall be e ~tit l ed to s erve on 
t hree of the f oregoi ng stcnding comnittee s . 1b 

Tbis 11 gr andfa t her clause u r eveal s :publicly a condi t i on which 

14rnterview i·;i th the Legi s l ative Assistant t o Senator Thurmond 

15Mr . Teasdale 

1601ark, :page 107 . The t wo above named committees were 
t hen minor committees , just about to be made ma j or committees . 
Tae "f or egoing s -:andi ng conr:ni ttees 11 r efers t o t h1:.ma j or commit tee s . 
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has existed privatel y for s o.me time , and th~.t is that there i s 

a class of twenty- one preferred Senators who are permitt ed t o 

hol d positi ons orr more th2.n two major committees . Fifteen 

of t hese twenty- one are Democrets and most of these a r e 

Southern/conseTvatives . A g o--d example of this is Senator 

Russell of Georgia ·who is second only t o Senator Curtis (R. Ueb . ) 

1-r!lo now hol ds t he Sena t e record for serving O!l a total of five 

legislative conrnittees . 'i'he Senior Senator f r om Ge orgia 

serves on the ~eronautica l and Space Sciences Comnittee , the 

Armed Service Commi ttee , +h~ Appropriati ons Commi t tee and t he 

J oint Committee on Atomic Ener rsy . ITe a lso serves on the 

Democratic Steer i ng Com.:.rt ttee and the. Democrati c Policy Co~ i t ­

tee . ~e is t he only member of the Democratic Party except the 

el ected leadershi -p 1-rho serves on both t hese :party co!!E'i ttees . 

These exceptions and r esolutions cr eating such exceptions have 

been attacked by Senate r eformers as ~inority devises used by 

the senior leadershi p of both p2rties to keep control of t he 

Senat e , no matter what the geographical and ideol ogica l pattern 

of the Senate ni;ht be . The Southerners , however , .mer ely see 

thi s as a s e::1ior nember of the Senate get ting the reco g:?J.i t ion 

he deserves f'or bei!l.g a hard working , loya l a!ld dedicc.ted man . 17 

Uo !!12.tter 11h2.t the accusations , the Sout herners usuall y 

17Legi slative Assi sta~t to Senator Rus s ell . 
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get around it by r e cit ing the seniority code or ~voi ding i t 

c ompletely . As t hey see it , they have litt l e to worry abou t , 

so strone is thei r hold on t he power sources j_n the Sen a te . 

Desp i te the threat of a t no Jarty South, t~e s ~uther ners 

feel more tha~ co:ifiden t of their positio~ i~ the Sen~te . The 

~Torth won the Civi l :'far but the Sout:'.l c aptured the Co:1:;rcss , 

a counterattack that regained 2. g,:,od mea'sure of t'b.e soverigni ty 

that wa s lost of the fie l d of battle a hundred years ago . 



( 
CHAl'TER V 

Oon clusion 

"The com.mi tte es a re wh er e t he rea l wor lc of t he Se r.a te 

is done , 111 so - oe s a familia r Oapitol Hi ll r efra i n . I t s 

c onstant r ep etit ion s eems j ust i f i able . Virtually all l egi s ­

l a tive mea sures a r e r ef ered to one of t :ie Senat e ' s s eve:2~ee!l 

sub ject - matt er com.11:1.tt ees be f or e be i ~g taken up by the cham­

ber as a whole . I n the Senate t he Democrati c Steeri ·1g Com­

mit t ee ha~dl es ~11 the Democra t ic co::nmittee assi g!J.Ill.en t s , an 

even mor e signi f icant r esponsibility n ow t hat the Democrats 

have a t 1·:o- t '.)- one m2.jor ity. Ex t r e::nel y odd , b.01-rev-er , i s t :-ie 

fact t hat v eTy little has be en wri t::.en about such a basi c and 

important par t of Co~gress as the Co!D.llittees on Co.rnnittees , 

which do the a ctual a ssigning . Until the recent publicati on 

of Senator Joseph S . Cl a r k ' s book , r he Senate Establ i shme~t , 

almo s t no deta il as t o the operation of the Democratic Steer ­

i ng Oo:rni t ee had been pri nted . I t is u::.fortunat e f or t he 

public t hat t~e Souther n/ conservatives ha ve no su ch s tatement 

of conv i c t ions . 

The onl y probl em of conse~uence i n t he SteerinB Com_~ittee 

is t ~e conservative su~remacy over the l iberal oajority . 2 

Th i s one f a c t is evident i n ~ost of the discuss ions of the 

1Ma:t t hew-s , p . 147 

2The l iber a l s hold a maj ority of the Democrati c Senate 
seats but a r e i n t n e minority on the St eering Committee . 
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group . Senator Cla rk has writt en his book W2.v eiling t he 

faul t s of t he present Steering Co!Ilmi ttee i :1 f ull light . 

The viewpoint of tbe bock is s tric~l y pro- l iberal and it 

pr etends to be no t hi:15 el se . ~1Jl..l~n :trit~rvicwtug t h e South-

e r n/ cou servati ves c :mcerni!l.g t hese a ccusat io!ls, all t h ey hz.ve 

to say i s that Sen.a t or Cla rk i s wr o:n.g , 2..."'ld l eav e it t ::iere , 

or state t hat assiennents a r e d o~e by seniority a~d i t s 

t h e Souti:lerner s w:10 ha.ve t h e se::iiori t y . T:1i s r ebutta l is 

t r ue i n many cai3es bu t , a s Mr . Cla rk po i !l.ted out, seniority 

was i gnor::!-::. n i :1.e time s i n !)l a c i ~g Senl'..tor s on c :::>:n:ni ttees . 

'.rhis shows t h~t t he Sout :1arners ~;-ho got the po-;;•re r t hey have 

today by t2ei:r lo:1.g tenur e i -1 t he chamber ca n ap:ioint men to 

,osi tio~s of po~er , 1fuether or ~at he has t he seniority . fhey 

do thi s a:id they Get by ·with it . 

A:2other v er y co_i.v:'...::c L _g s :.:1 tizt ic o_ t~J s i d e of the 

liber a ls i s tho c~art on page 43 t ha~ shows a defi~i t e patt e r n 

·which fa ctually poi!:t s out t hat eight non- f reshn.en Senators 

who onposed a r ul es change submitt ed el igi bl e bi ds f'or 1:e 1·r 

assignments . .::i i x got the ass ignTnents the. t re:;>:'l:)Se::ited '.:heir 

first choice . Fourteen non- fres~e!l ·who sup::_1or ted a rules 

c~e.nr;e applied f or a.s s .i.gnments . O:nl y o-:::ie Se;1ator from t h is 

group . Majority Leader Ma~sfi el d , receivod h i s fir~t choice . 

·rl:i s shows a clear bi as a :2_i ::1s~ t:...e liber a l s ··ho r.-arrted a 

chan ge _:_n t he r ule s . 

For thi s L1stano e ~n.d r.iany ot:1er s '.:he S:)utnern / c onser­

vatives are a~ faul t . The u s e of t:ie p01,r·T they :iosse ss to 
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to keep the Senate of the Un i ted States a s a terminator 

of l e gisl a t ive libe r a l ism i s s '."iameful . Their ::.nablity t o 

a cce p t p r ogr ess and to defeJd the i r stand by i guorin g i t 

becaus e they a r e certain t hey won ' t be budged , i s depl orabl e . 

Tb.eir r.1ajority on the Demo cratic Stee ring Oommi t t ee i s not 

jus t i f i abl e . 

Until the Senator s f rom the Scu t hla~d r e~lize t h2t they 

c>.re livi_ g i::::. t ~ e 20th Century and tri..a.t t he oper c.tio::1s of 

t h e ir party in the Sen~t e ~ust r epresent t2e Democrats in t he 

Se~ate as a wlnle , as 1\'"el l as the countr y , n o i ~med i ate cha:::i.r.e 

i s forseeabl e in the Tiemocra tic Steerim.g C0m.~ittee . 
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