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BARDEN TO POWELL TO PERKINS: 
LEADERSHIP AND EVOLUTION OF THE HOUSE COMMITTEE ON 

EDUCATION AND LABOR, 1951-1984 

Andree Elizabeth Reeves 

ABSTRACT 

This study analyzes the leadership and development of a U.S. House 

of Representatives committee over a thirty-five year period. It treats 

the leadership of three disparate chairmen -- Graham A. Barden (D-NC), 

Adam Clayton Powell (D-NY), and Carl D. Perkins (D-NY) -- from 1951 

through 1984. Assuming that the chairman is an important determinant 

of committee structure, operations, and output, it advances the thesis 

that committees evolve into different organizations as different 

chairmen take the helm. 

The research seeks to determine how each chairman affected the 

committee; to what extent each employed a unique leadership style and 

had a different impact; and how each used his institutional and 

personal resources. It focuses on committee development; how the 

committee differed under each chairman; the effects of House and Caucus 

reforms; the relationship between committee composition and policy 

output; and committee voting patterns. 

After an examination of the committee setting, composition, 

structure, jurisdiction, workload, and function under each chairman, 

research shows that each chairman, employing a unique leadership style, 

had a pronounced but different impact on Education and Labor. Barden's 

style was obstructionist, Powell's was permissive, and Perkins's was 

strategic. The committee developed in stages rather than advancing 



smoothly and incrementally, and changed dramatically under each 

chairman. It was obstructionist under Barden, facilitating under 

Powell, and maintaining under Perkins. At the same time, the committee 

became increasingly complex, decentralized, and democratic. Effects of 

external reforms were muted since the committee had operated under 

similar rules for years. According to committee voting records, it was 

minimally integrated and highly partisan. Major shifts in composition 

affected outputs. 

Other findings concern changes in the salience of issues before 

this committee, the effects of well-defined committee structures and 

rules on the chairman's leadership style, the chairman's role in 

decentralization, and committee integration. 

The implication of this research is that future committee studies 

should avoid down-playing the impact of the chairman on committee 

development and policy output. Nor should authors assume that a 

committee, once organized, forever remains the same. 

iii 



ACKNOWLEDGMENTS 

Although each of us likes to think of himself or herself as the 

sole author of a dissertation, each author is dependent on a host of 

others. Many people made this dissertation possible. The faculty of 

the Department of Political Science at Rice University afforded me the 

opportunity to study with a dedicated group of scholars and provided 

me with a graduate fellowship to attend Rice. 

Members of my committee provided valuable assistance. In 

particular, the chairman, Joseph Cooper, read with patience numerous 

versions of this research over a five-year period. I appreciate his 

dedication, his helpful comments, his expenditure of time and 

expertise, his tolerance of my efforts, and his endurance. Rick K. 

Wilson deserves many thanks for his encouragement, for his belief that 

the research was interesting and worthwhile, and for the many hours he 

spent improving it. Without him, it might have taken several more 

years to complete. Also, Sarah A. Burnett was there when I needed 

her. I appreciate the time and effort she put into helping me finish 

and her encouragement and cheerfulness while doing so. 

In addition to the three professors mentioned above, several 

other people in the Political Science Department at Rice provided 

assistance. They include Robert M. Stein, Richard J. Stoll, and 

Margaret Greenwood. Jaquie Ehlers boosted my morale and ran 

interference for me on many occasions. In addition, several people 



who are no longer at Rice furnished help and moral support: Mark A. 

Morgan, Patty D. Renfrow, and David John Gow. Mark Morgan, in 

particular, provided invaluable technical assistance at all stages of 

this research. 

Without the help of the many people connected with the Committee 

on Education and Labor, this research could not have been completed. 

They tolerated my presence cheerfully and were exceedingly helpful and 

supportive of my project. In particular, Louise Wright showed me many 

kindnesses. She gave me access to all the committee roll calls taken 

since 1951 and to the other committee documents and files that were 

necessary. I bothered her on many occasions when it was inconvenient 

for her, but she graciously helped me every time. She also found 

space for me to work in the office when space was often in short 

supply. Moreover, Louise is a superb record-keeper. The consistency 

and quality of committee records were better than I could have hoped, 

largely as a result of her efforts. Lelia Beall and Donald Berens 

were willing to help, tolerated my presence, answered many of my 

questions, and shared their office space. Peter Schott's cheerfulness 

was an asset. 

Other people currently or previously connected with Education 

and Labor provided assistance including Donald Baker, Louise Maxienne 

Dargans, Hartwell Reed, Ivan Swift, Marian Wyman, Patricia Bowley, 

Katherine Clark, Robert Vagley, Jack Jennings, Dick Johnson, Thomas N. 

Wolanin, Charles Radcliffe, Jim Harrison, and Gene Thomson. In 

Chairman Perkins's office, Charlotte Welch came to my aid. 

v 



In addition, the members who agreed to be interviewed, including 

Chairman Perkins and his son, the Honorable Carl C. Perkins, 

contributed to the depth of the research. Furthermore, the Honorable 

James Oberstar and Jo Oberstar put up with my questions about Congress 

at inconvenient times. 

Roger H. Davidson, Richard L. Hall, Robert L. Peabody, and Eric 

Uslaner made helpful comments. Shirley Norton provided computer 

information. Dale Brenneman and the Brenneman Companies generously 

allowed me to use their copier for the final product. Gene Neil and 

Flo Hamrick cheerfully allowed themselves to be drafted to help sort 

and collate. 

Ellen Z. Hahn, Suzanne E. Thorin, and Bruce Martin in the 

Library of Congress graciously provided me a study desk adjacent to 

the Main Reading Room for four years. The desk and research support 

greatly facilitated this project. 

My parents, Mr. and Mrs. Benjamin F. Reeves, kept me sheltered, 

fed, and sane during the years I was in graduate school, as well as 

for all those preceding graduate school. Their unrelenting faith in 

my ability to do it, their encouragement, their patience, and their 

financial support kept me going. My mother, Mavis Mann Reeves, put in 

many hours asking questions, making suggestions, providing books and 

citations, and doing many of the necessary errands. I could not have 

asked for a better or more dedicated advisor/"graduate assistant." My 

father, whose job inspired the topic, shared a great deal of useful 

knowledge on the Committee on Education and Labor and on Cha1rman 

vi 



Perkins. He was particularly valuable for the chapters on the Perkins 

years and his stories enhance the readability of this research. 

I appreciate the assistance of all these people, without whom 

this research could not have been completed. Thank you one and all. 

Despite all of their help, none of these individuals was willing to 

accept the responsibility for the final product, which remains with 

me. Unfortunately, I have been unable to find anybody foolish enough 

to accept blame for any mistakes it may contain. 

vii 



TABLE OF CONTENTS 

Page 

ABSTRACT ii 

ACKNOWLEDGMENTS iv 

LIST OF TABLES . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . xi i 

CHAPTER 1 
INTRODUCTION: PURPOSE, THEORY, AND METHODS 1 
Pro l ague . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1 
Current Research . . . . . . . . . . . . 4 

General Parameters of This Research 5 
Scholarly Roots of This Research 7 

Committee Studies . . . . . . 7 
Party Leadership Studies 17 
Committee Leadership Studies 21 

Purpose and Theory of the Study . . 29 
Approach and Methods . . . . . . . 37 

Analytical Framework . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 39 
What This Study Does: Questions Raised 40 

Data and Sources 50 
Plan of the Study . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 52 

CHAPTER 2 
COMMITTEE SETTING, COMPOSITION, AND STRUCTURE: 1951-60 . 53 
General Political Conditions of the 1950s 53 

Primary Issues Facing Education and Labor 56 
Conclusions . . . . . . 59 

The Committee and Its Makeup . . . . 60 
Regional Representation . . . . 60 
New Members on the Committee and Seniority 64 
Why Members Left the Committee and the House 68 
Ideological Composition of the Committee 68 

Voting Patterns on the Committee in the 1950s 79 
Measurement of Voting Patterns 81 
Full Committee Cohesion Scores 86 
Partisanship on the Committee . . 89 
Factors Contributing to Committee Voting Patterns 101 

Committee Structure . . . . . . . . . 105 
The Adoption of Committee Rules 105 
Committee Size and Party Ratios 109 
Subcornmittee Structure and Use 110 
Committee Staff . . . . . . . 114 
Conclusion . . . . . . . . . . 118 

Jurisdiction, Workload, and Function 120 
The Jurisdiction of Education and Labor . 120 
Committee Workload: What the Committee Did 121 
Committee Function in the 1950s . 128 

Summary and Conclusions . . . . . . . . . . . . . 130 



ix 

CHAPTER 3 
LEADERSHIP OF THE COMMITTEE: THE BARDEN YEARS, 1951-60 134 
A Portrait of the Chairman: Graham Barden 134 
Orientation of the Chairman . . . . . . . . . . 140 

The Chairman's Attitudes and Ideological 
Reputation . . . . . . . . . . 141 

Measures of Barden's Ideological Bent ........ 143 
Party Unity Scores . . . . . . . 146 
The Chairman's Voting Behavior in Committee . . . 148 
Barden on the Winning Side . . . . . . . . . . . 152 
The Chairman's Constituency . . . . . . . . . . . 153 

Leadership Style: Institutional v. Personal Resources 156 
Reliance on Institutional Resources 158 
Reliance on Personal Resources 166 
Barden's Negative Style 171 

Conclusion . . . . . . . . . . . . . 177 

CHAPTER 4 
COMMITTEE SETTING, COMPOSITION, AND STRUCTURE: 1961-66 180 
Setting: The Powell Years 181 

Education Issues 183 
The War on Poverty 185 
Labor Issues 186 

Composition of the Committee 187 
Regional Representation on the Committee 187 
Seniority and Congressional Experience 190 
New Members on the Committee and Seniority 192 
Where Members Went After Education and Labor 196 
Ideological Composition of the Committee 200 

Voting Patterns on Education and Labor 208 
Measurement of Voting Patterns 208 
Full Committee Cohesion Scores 209 
Absence of Cohesion in Full Committee 211 
Intraparty Unity: Party Unity Scores . 211 
Intraparty Unity: Rice Index Scores 214 
Interparty Differences: Party Votes 217 
Degree of Party Voting on the Committee . 219 
Factors Contributing to Voting Patterns 221 

Structure of the Committee . . . . . 225 
Changes in the Committee Rules 226 
Committee Size and Party Ratio 235 
Subcommittees: Structure and Use 236 
Committee and Subcommittee Staffs 245 
Conclusion . . . . . 248 

Jurisdiction, Workload, and Function 250 
Jurisdiction . . . . . . . . . 251 
Workload and Activities: What the Committee Did 252 
Committee Function, 1961-1966 261 
Conclusion . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 262 



X 

CHAPTER 5 
LEADERSHIP OF THE COMMITTEE: THE POWELL YEARS, 1961-66 264 
Background Sketch of Adam Clayton Powell, Jr. 264 
Orientation of the Chairman 267 
The Chairman's Canst ituency . . . 268 

Chairman Powell . . . . . . 270 
Powell's Ideological Proclivities 273 
Powell's Party Unity Scores . . . 277 
The Chairman's Voting Behavior in Committee 279 
The Chairman on the Winning Side . . . . . 280 

Leadership Style: Institutional v. Personal Resources 285 
Reliance on Institutional Resources . . . 286 
Conclusion: Institutional Resources 302 

Reliance on Personal Resources . . . . . . . 303 
Expertise on Subject Matter and on Rules 304 
The Chairman's Reputation . . . . 307 

Powell's Legal Difficulties . . . . . . . 313 
Powell's Leadership Style in Retrospect . 315 

Permissive and Facilitative Style . 316 
Powell's Style Compared to Barden's 319 
An Out-of-Bounds Chairman . . . . . 319 

CHAPTER 6 
COMMITTEE SETTING, COMPOSITION, AND STRUCTURE: 1967-84 321 
Setting: 1967-1984 . . . . . . . . 322 

General Political Conditions 322 
Education Issues . . . . 326 
Welfare and Labor Issues . . . . 330 

Composition of the Committee in the Perkins Years . 335 
Region a 1 Representation . . . . . 335 
Seniority and Congressional Experience 340 
New Members on the Committee . . . . . 344 
Where Members Went After Education and Labor 344 
Ideological Composition of the Committee 350 

Voting Patterns on Education and Labor . . . . . . 357 
Committee Cohesion under Chairman Perkins . . 357 
Party Cohesion and Voting under Chairman Perkins 363 
Partisanship and Cohesion during the Perkins Years 371 

Committee Structure, 1967-1984 . . . . . . 375 
Committee Rules Changes in 1967 . . . 376 
Post-1967 Changes in Committee Rules 378 
Size and Party Ratios . . . . . 387 
Subcommittee Structure and Use 390 
Committee Staff . . . . . . 401 
Conclusion . . . . . 405 

Jurisdiction, Workload, and Function 406 
Jurisdiction . . . . 406 
Workload and Activities . . . 409 
Committee Function, 1967-1984 414 



CHAPTER 7 
LEADERSHIP OF THE COMMITTEE: THE PERKINS YEARS, 1967-84 
Perkins: Background and Orientation 

Perkins's District ..... 
The Chairman's Constituencies . 
Perkins the Man ....... . 
Perkins's District Orientation and Reputation 
The Chairman's Ideological Proclivities .. 
Perkins's Party Unity Scores ..... 
The Chairman's Voting Behavior in Committee 
The Chairman on the Winning Side ..... 
Summation . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 

Leadership Style: Institutional v. Personal Resources 
Reliance on Institutional Resources .. . 
Reliance on Personal Resources .... . 
Perkins's Leadership Style in Retrospect 

CHAPTER 8 
THIRTY-FIVE YEARS OF COMMITTEE DEVELOPMENT AND LEADERSHIP 
Shifts in Committee Composition and Policy Outputs 
Committee Adaptation to Internal and External Pressures 
The Role of Committee Chairmen ...... . 

Reliance on Institutional Prerogatives 
Reliance on Personal Resources ... . 
Chairmen's Leadership Styles .... . 
Committee Function as a Reflection of the Chairman 

Legacies of Education and Labor Chairmen 
Certain Other Findings that Emerged from this Research 

Salience of the Issues ............ . 
Specified v. Vaguely Defined Structures and Rules 
The Chairmen Inspired Decentralization 
Integration ............ . 

Anticipated Contributions of This Research 
Suggestions for Future Research ..... 

APPENDIX 
A NOTE ON THE INTERVIEWS 

REFERENCES 

xi 

417 
417 
420 
421 
423 
426 
427 
434 
436 
438 
441 
442 
444 
464 
474 

480 
480 
483 
490 
491 
499 
505 
508 
510 
511 
511 
513 
514 
514 
518 
520 

524 

526 



xii 

LIST OF TABLES 

Page 

2-1 1950s REGIONAL REPRESENTATION ON EDUCATION AND LABOR IN 
PERCENTAGES . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 62 

2-2 NUMBER OF SEATS AND NEW MEMBERS, BY PARTY FOR 1950s COMMITTEE 
ON EDUCATION AND LABOR . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 66 

2-3 WHERE THE MEMBERS WENT AFTER EDUCATION AND LABOR . . . . . 69 
2-4 INTEREST GROUP SCORES FOR 1950s . . . . . . . . . . . . . 72 
2-5 AVERAGE RICE INDEX SCORES, 1950s COMMITTEE ON EDUCATION AND 

LABOR . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 87 
2-6 COMMITTEE ROLL CALLS MEETING SPECIFIED COHESION LEVELS . . 88 
2-7 PERCENTAGE OF PARTY UNITY VOTES: HOUSE v. EDUCATION AND 

LABOR . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 92 
2-8 MEAN PARTY UNITY SCORES: COMMITTEE AND HOUSE MEMBERS, 1950s 93 
2-9 PERCENTAGE OF COMMITTEE AND HOUSE MEMBERS WITH PARTY UNITY 

SCORES GREATER THAN 70 PERCENT . . . . . . . . . . . 95 
2-10 PERCENTAGE OF PARTY VOTES IN COMMITTEE BY 50%, 70%, 75%, AND 

90% CRITERIA . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 99 
2-11 NUMBER AND PROPORTION OF COMMITTEE SEATS, BY PARTY . . 111 
2-12 DAYS OF HEARINGS: FULL COMMITTEE AND SUBCOMMITTEES . 115 
2-13 NUMBER OF EDUCATION AND LABOR STAFF MEMBERS, 1950s . . 116 
2-14 BILLS REFERRED, CONSIDERED AND REPORTED, AND HEARINGS 

HELD IN THE FULL COMMITTEE v. SUBCOMMITTEES . . . 122 

3-1 BARDEN'S INTEREST GROUP SCORES COMPARED TO AVERAGE SCORES 
OF OTHER MEMBERS . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 145 

3-2 PARTY UNITY SCORES: BARDEN'S COMPARED TO MEAN SCORES OF 
HOUSE AND COMMITTEE DEMOCRATS, 82ND-86TH CONGRESSES 147 

3-3 BARDEN'S VOTES WITH EACH PARTY ON PARTY VOTES . . . 150 
3-4 BARDEN'S VOTES ON WINNING SIDE IN COMMITTEE . . . . 154 

4-1 REGIONAL COMPOSITION OF THE COMMITTEE IN THE 1960s . 188 
4-2 PERCENTAGE CHANGE IN AVERAGE REGIONAL REPRESENTATION, THE 

COMMITTEE ON EDUCATION AND LABOR, 1950s TO 1960s 191 
4-3 AVERAGE SENIORITY OF EDUCATION AND LABOR MEMBERS, 

1961-66 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 193 
4-4 NUMBER OF SEATS AND NEW MEMBERS, BY PARTY, 1961-66 194 
4-5 NUMBER AND PERCENTAGE OF NEW MEMBERS AND FRESHMEN: 

COMMITTEE ON EDUCATION AND LABOR, 1961-66 . . 195 
4-6 WHERE THE MEMBERS WENT AFTER EDUCATION AND LABOR, 

1961-66 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 197 
4-7 NUMBER AND PERCENTAGE OF MEMBERS WHO LEFT THE COMMITTEE 

AFTER EACH CONGRESS, 1961-66 . . . . . . . . . . . 198 
4-8 MEAN INTEREST GROUP SCORES, 1961-66 . . . . . . . . . . 203 
4-9 DIFFERENCE BETWEEN MEAN INTEREST GROUP SCORES: HOUSE 

MEMBERS v. EDUCATION AND LABOR MEMBERS, 1950s-1960s 205 
4-10 COMMITTEE ROLL CALLS MEETING MINIMUM COHESION STANDARD . 210 
4-11 MEAN RICE INDEX SCORES, 1961-66, HOUSE COMMITTEE ON 

EDUCATION AND LABOR . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 212 



xiii 

4-12 PARTY UNITY SCORES: CHAIRMAN POWELL, COMMITTEE AND HOUSE 
DEMOCRATS, 97TH-89TH CONGRESSES . . . . . . . . . . 213 

4-13 PERCENTAGE OF COMMITTEE AND HOUSE MEMBERS WITH PARTY 
UNITY SCORES GREATER THAN 70 PERCENT . . . . . . . 215 

4-14 PERCENTAGE OF PARTY VOTES: 50 PERCENT AND 90 PERCENT IN 
THE HOUSE AND THE COMMITTEE ON EDUCATION AND LABOR, 
1961-66 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 218 

4-15 PERCENTAGE OF VOTES ON WHICH DEMOCRATS OPPOSE 
REPUBLICANS, EDUCATION AND LABOR ROLL CALLS, 1961-66 220 

4-16 PARTY SEAT DISTRIBUTION: COMMITTEE ON EDUCATION AND 
LABOR AND THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, 1961-66 . 237 

4-17 EDUCATION AND LABOR SUBCOMMITTEE ASSIGNMENTS, 1961-66 241 
4-18 NUMBER OF EDUCATION AND LABOR STAFF MEMBERS, 1951-66 . 247 
4-19 DAYS AND PROPORTION OF HEARINGS, FULL COMMITTEE v. 

SUBCOMMITTEES . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 253 
4-20 BILLS REFERRED TO EDUCATION AND LABOR . . . . . . . . 254 

5-1 POWELL'S INTEREST GROUP RATINGS COMPARED TO SCORES OF 
OTHER EDUCATION AND LABOR COMMITTEE MEMBERS, 1961-66 274 

5-2 BARDEN VERSUS POWELL: INTEREST GROUP RATINGS IN THE 
1950s . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 276 

5-3 MEAN PARTY UNITY SCORES: CHAIRMAN POWELL, COMMITTEE AND 
HOUSE DEMOCRATS, 87TH-89TH CONGRESSES . . . . . . 278 

5-4 POWELL'S SUPPORT FOR DEMOCRATS ON PARTY VOTES . . . . 281 
5-5 NUMBER AND PERCENTAGE OF TIMES POWELL VOTED WITH EACH 

PARTY ON COMMITTEE ROLL CALLS . . . . . . . . . . 282 
5-6 POWELL'S VOTES ON WINNING SIDE ON COMMITTEE ROLL CALLS . . 283 

6-1 REGIONAL DISTRIBUTION OF EDUCATION AND LABOR SEATS, 
90TH-98TH CONGRESSES, 1967-1984 . . . . . . . . . 337 

6-2 AVERAGE SENIORITY FOR EDUCATION AND LABOR MEMBERS, IN 
PERCENTAGES, 1967-84 . . . . . . . . . . 341 

6-3 NEW MEMBERS ON EDUCATION AND LABOR, 1967-1984 342 
6-4 WHERE MEMBERS WENT AFTER EDUCATION AND LABOR, 

1968-1984 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 345 
6-5 INTEREST GROUP SCORES, 90TH-98TH CONGRESSES . . . . . 351 
6-6 INTEREST GROUP SCORES ABOVE 70 PERCENT, PERCENTAGE OF 

MEMBERS, 90TH-98TH CONGRESSES . . . . . . . . . . 354 
6-7 COMMITTEE ROLL CALLS MEETING MINIMUM COHESION CRITERION 

AND AVERAGE RICE INDEX SCORES . . . . . . . . . . . 359 
6-8 DEMOCRATIC PROPORTIONS AND MINIMALLYU UNIFIED VOTING 

LEVELS, COMMITTEE ON EDUCATION AND LABOR, 1967-1984 360 
6-9 PARTY UNITY VOTES: HOUSE AND COMMITTEE, 1967-1984 . 365 
6-10 PERCENTAGE OF PARTY VOTES DURING PERKINS YEARS, 

1967-1984 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 367 
6-11 PARTY UNITY SCORES, 90TH-98TH CONGRESSES, MEANS AND 

STANDARD DEVIATIONS . . . . . . . . . . . . 370 
6-12 PARTY UNITY SCORES GREATER THAN 70 PERCENT . . . 372 
6-13 AVERAGE RICE INDEX SCORES BY CONGRESS, 90TH-98TH 

CONGRESSES, 1967-1984 . . . . . . . . . . . . 373 



xiv 

6-14 NUMBER OF MEMBERS ON EDUCATION AND LABOR, 1967-1984 . . . 388 
6-15 PARTY RATIOS: HOUSE v. EDUCATION AND LABOR . . . . . . . 389 
6-16 SUBCOMMITTEE-RELATED HOUSE REFORMS AND THE YEAR EFFECTED 

ON EDUCATION AND LABOR . . . . . . . . . . . . . 392 
6-17 MEAN NUMBER OF STANDING SUBCOMMITTEE ASSIGNMENTS, 

90TH-98TH CONGRESSES . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 397 
6-18 DAYS AND PROPORTION OF HEARINGS, FULL COMMITTEE VERSUS 

SUBCOMMITTEES . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 400 
6-19 NUMBER OF COMMITTEE AND SUBCOMMITTEE STAFF MEMBERS ON 

EDUCATION AND LABOR, 1967-1984 . . . . . . . . . 403 
6-20 BILLS REFERRED TO THE COMMITTEE ON EDUCATION AND LABOR, 

1951 THROUGH 1984 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 410 

7-1 INTEREST GROUP RATINGS FOR CHAIRMAN PERKINS COMPARED TO 
AVERAGE SCORES OF OTHER MEMBERS . . . . . . . 433 

7-2 PARTY UNITY SCORES FOR CHAIRMAN PERKINS COMPARED TO 
AVERAGE SCORES OF OTHER MEMBERS . . . . . . . . . . 435 

7-3 PERKINS' SUPPORT FOR DEMOCRATS ON PARTY VOTES . . . . . . 437 
7-4 CHAIRMAN'S SUPPORT FOR DEMOCRATS, ALL EDUCATION AND LABOR 

ROLL CALLS, 1967-1984 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 439 
7-5 CHAIRMAN ON THE WINNING SIDE ON COMMITTEE VOTES . . . . . . 440 



CHAPTER 1 

INTRODUCTION: PURPOSE, THEORY, AND METHODS 

Prologue 

Since its creation in 1947, the United States House of 

Representatives Committee on Education and Labor has had jurisdiction 

over some of the most important and controversial legislation ever 

enacted. It was the arena for years of battles over social 

legislation, such as labor reform, federal aid to education, and 

poverty issues. Although many of the most disputatious bills were 

blocked by this committee, several that were finally enacted became 

landmarks. Included in this category are the Labor-Management 

Relations Act of 1947 (P.L. 80-101), better known as the Taft-Hartley 

Act, the National Defense Education Act of 1958 (P.L. 85-875), the 

Labor-Management Reporting and Disclosure Act of 1959 (P.L. 86-257), 

known as Landrum-Griffin, the Vocational Education Act of 1963 

(P.L. 88-210), the Economic Opportunity Act of 1964 (P.L. 88-452), the 

Elementary and Secondary Education Act of 1965 (P.L. 89-10), the 

Comprehensive Employment and Training Act of 1973 (P.L. 93-203), and 

the Job Training Partnership Act of 1981 (P.L. 97-300). 

1 

Of all the committees in the United States Congress, the House 

Committee on Education and Labor is one of the most fascinating. It is 

important in the policy process as the authorizing committee for major 

legislative programs such as labor, manpower, poverty, school lunch, 



and other aid to education. Its style, along with its importance, 

intrigues the student of congressional committees. It is fractious. 

2 

It is raucous. It has had colorful leadership for the past thirty-five 

years. It authorizes big money programs and subscribes least to Sam 

Rayburn's philosophy of "to get along, go along." Education and Labor 

epitomizes not only the fundamental party and liberal-conservative 

dichotomies, but those aspects of the legislative process that reflect 

the divisions in society. It is never dull. It might be described as 

the naughty child of Congress. Some committees conform and act in the 

prescribed fashion. They are concerned with their images in Congress 

(Fenno 1973, Manley 1970). But Education and Labor tends to be 

rebellious and sometimes rambunctious. Neither the committee nor its 

membership is House-broken. It acts unconventionally, and this 

unconventional behavior has come to be expected of it. Perhaps it is 

even institutionalized. 

Its vastly different chairmen, the importance of its legislative 

domain, its ranking as a "middle" committee in the House as far as 

attractiveness to members and other features make it an appropriate 

subject for analysis (Masters 1961, Morrow 1969, Goodwin 1970, Dyson 

and Soule 1970, Jewell and Chu 1974, Ray 1982, Unekis and Rieselbach 

1984, Parker and Parker 1985). Moreover, it is often cited in 

committee studies when an example of a high conflict committee is 

needed (Fenno 1962, 1973; Morrow 1969; Manley 1970; Ostrom 1979; Harris 

and Hain 1983; Smith 1986). Although it can hardly be said to be 

typical any more than any other committee can be described as 

such -- it reflects to a substantial degree the divisions in the 



Congress. For these reasons, and because committee leadership is 

understudied, because longitudinal analyses of committees and their 

leaders are rare, and because scholars have called for more case 

studies on committees (Huitt 1954), Education and Labor will be the 

focus of a longitudinal analysis of the development and leadership of 

congressional committees. The author's unusual access to this 

committee and its records makes it a logical choice for examination. 

The House of Representatives Committee on Education and Labor was 

created by the Legislative Reorganization Act of 1946 (P.L. 79-601), 

which combined the Committee on Education and the Committee on Labor 

that had operated separately since 1883 (House Rules, 96th Congress). 

McConachie (1898, 41n) reported that efforts to combine the two 

committees earlier had met with "quick and angry opposition from the 

dominant Southerners." 

3 

In the 80th Congress (1947-48), when the reorganization act took 

effect, the Republicans had control of the Congress. Fred A. Hartley 

of New Jersey became the first chairman of the new Committee on 

Education and Labor. MacNeil (1963, 168; and Goodwin 1970, 120) 

referred to him as "one of the seniority system's failures" and alleged 

that the previous chairman of the Education Committee, Mary T. Norton 

(D-NJ) resigned because of his neglect of the committee. Hartley's 

tenure, however, was short-lived because in the next Congress (81st, 

1949-50) the Democrats regained control. John Lesinski of Michigan 

became the chairman. His reign was cut short when he died in May of 

1950. Graham A. Barden (D-NC) assumed the chairmanship until 1953, 

when the Republicans again ruled Congress, promoting Samuel K. 
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McConnell (PA) to the chairmanship. He held the post for only one 

term, since in the 84th Congress (1955-56) the Democrats once again 

were in power. Barden took up where he left off and stayed until his 

retirement at the end of 1960. Adam Clayton Powell (D-NY) became 

chairman of the committee at the beginning of the 87th Congress (1961-

62) where he remained until he was deposed and then excluded from 

membership in the House at the beginning of the 90th Congress, in 

February, 1967. At this time, Carl Dewey Perkins, a Kentucky Democrat, 

became chairman, and stayed until his death in August of 1984. 

Augustus F. Hawkins of California succeeded Perkins as chairman. 

Current Research 

A cursory examination of this committee raises questions important 

to political science. How has this committee developed over the years? 

What have been the effects of disparate committee leadership on the 

structure, operations, and output of the committee? Was it the same 

organization in 1984 as it was in 1951? If not, what is different 

about it? What factors have been important in the way it has evolved? 

Did the events and pressures of the times in which this committee 

existed have a marked effect on its operations and outputs? Did the 

composition of its membership change, and, if so, what effect did these 

changes have? How did each chairman operate in the context of the 

committee? Is Education and Labor as partisan as it has been reported 

to be? Have its voting patterns changed? Has its structure changed? 

Did the committee become more bureaucratized over time as other 



organizations have? Have committee functions remained constant over 

the years? Have the amount and character of its output changed? 

General Parameters of This Research 

5 

In general terms, this research analyzes the development and 

leadership of the Committee on Education and Labor from 1951, Barden's 

first full term as chairman after Lesinski's death, through 1984, when 

Perkins died. A study of this committee is particularly appropriate 

because the interval is long enough for numerous factors and 

individuals to come into play and short enough so that various aspects 

of its leadership, development, operations, and output can be examined 

in detail. The committee is studied in terms of its setting, its 

composition, its structure and operations, its functions, and its 

leadership. This study treats the leadership of three chairmen who 

presided over Education and Labor between 1951 and 1984 -- Barden, 

Powell, and Perkins. It concerns the relationship between the chairman 

and his committee throughout all three tenures from the perspective of 

how each chairman used his resources or prerogatives. 

This dissertation attempts to answer the questions set out above. 

In doing so, its two-pronged aim is to further the understanding of 

committee evolution and to diminish the dearth of knowledge about 

committee leadership. The longitudinal approach allows investigation 

of how the committee and its chairmen adapted to a range of internal 

and external demands over a thirty-four year period. This study 

examines changes in structure, operating procedures, and leadership 

styles to accommodate increasing demands of openness and 

decentralization. It treats the ways in which the committee function 
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metamorphosed to coincide with external demands and with the chairman's 

orientation. This research also documents the increasing 

bureaucratization of the committee. 

This study follows in the tradition of a wealth of valuable 

research on congressional committees. It is a longitudinal study of 

the evolution of one committee in the House over approximately thirty

five years. Although not generalizable to all committees, the 

diachronic aspects of this research facilitate understanding of 

particular occurrences at a given period in time as well as of how and 

why institutions and organizations change. 

This research is important because it should contribute to an 

understanding of the way Congress works, the importance of various 

actors, and the effects of environmental influences -- internal and 

external. It should enhance knowledge of the operation and development 

of congressional committees by looking at numerous facets of committee 

life and by scrutinizing one committee over a thirty-five year period. 

This study also will provide the only known "hard data" on 

committee voting behavior in the 1950s and 1960s because it takes 

advantage of heretofore unavailable committee roll calls beginning in 

1951. Scholars long have made assertions on the voting structure of 

Education and Labor but no one has been able to substantiate it with 

the actual roll calls. 

In particular, this dissertation is one of the few works to focus 

on committee leadership, long heralded but little studied by students 

of Congress or of leadership. It should give an indication of what 

options are available to various chairmen in their uses of resources, 
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what constraints they face, and what styles have been effective or 

ineffective in the past. Instead of comparing the chairmen of several 

committees over a limited period of time, the present research examines 

and compares three chairmen of one committee over an extended period. 

It could have implications for the selection of committee leaders. 

Scholarly Roots of This Research 

This research furthers the investigation of the workings of 

Congress undertaken by numerous scholars over the years. It relates 

particularly to studies of committees and to research on congressional 

leadership. 

Committee Studies 

A few studies on the development of committees (McConachie 1898, 

Cooper 1970, Kravitz 1974) have been published, as well as a number of 

general studies on committees (e.g., Lees 1967, Morrow 1969, Goodwin 

1970, Murphy 1978, Smith and Deering 1984). Several scholars have 

conducted comparative analyses of committees to discern the 

commonalities and differences in a variety of features, including 

voting blocs, partisanship, integration, member goals, strategic 

premises, and success (e.g., Matthews 1960; Vineyard 1968; Dyson and 

Soule 1970; Price 1972; Dodd 1972; Fenno 1973; Hinckley 1975; Dodd and 

Pierce 1975; Kaiser 1977; Lewis 1978; Berg 1978; Feig 1979, 1981; 

Unekis and Rieselbach 1984; Parker and Parker 1979, 1985). A number of 

others have focused on one or more aspects of a single committee (e.g., 

Huitt 1954, Scher 1960, Farnsworth 1961, Jones 1962, Green and 

Rosenthal 1963, Robinson 1963, Manley 1965, Fenno 1966, Carroll 1966, 



Kaplan 1968, Horn 1970, Henders~n 1970, Norton 1970, Entin 1973, 

Brenner 1974, Murphy 1974, Matsunaga and Chen 1976, Price 1978, Ostrom 

1979, Perkins 1980, McCormick 1985, Hall 1986). 

Some of the comparative committee studies included Education and 

Labor in their analyses (e.g., Fenno 1973; Hinckley 1975; Lewis 1978; 

Parker and Parker 1979, 1985; Feig 1979, 1981; Smith and Deering 1984; 

Unekis and Rieselbach 1984). A few of the single committee works 

(e.g., Scher 1960, Brenner 1974, Ostrom 1979, and Hall 1986) also 

focused on Education and Labor. 
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A number of scholars have examined various aspects of the 

Committee on Education and Labor via case studies of legislation, 

biography, and inter-committee comparisons. Many of the case studies 

have been written about one particular policy under the jurisdiction of 

the committee. Most focused on the implementation and evaluation 

aspects of the legislation rather than on the policy making role of 

Congress and the Committee on Education and Labor. 

Case Studies: Federal Aid to Education. Smith (1982) dealt with 

the failure of Congress to pass a bill proving for federal aid to 

elementary and secondary schools from 1937 to 1950, even though the 

issue was raised in every Congress throughout that period. He 

questioned why the bill was defeated repeatedly during those years and 

even in the five years after his original examination. 

Puryear (1973) covered the next few years in the life of the 

argument over federal aid to education. He chronicled the history of 

the federal aid to education battles during the tenure of Graham Barden 

(D-NC) as chairman of the committee (1950-52, 1955-60). He studied 



Barden's role in blocking legislation allowing racial integration, 

federal aid to private schools, and federal control over education. 

Munger and Fenno (1962) likewise dealt with the conflict over federal 

aid to education and the committee's failure to resolve its internal 

conflicts --a failure involving an all-out battle between liberal, 

pro-aid Democrats and conservative, anti-aid Republicans and 

southerners. 
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Eidenberg and Morey (1969) examined the struggle over the 

Elementary and Secondary Education Act of 1965 (hereafter ESEA) and its 

subsequent modifications. They analyzed the role of the committee in 

the education policymaking process. Cohen (1978) also used the ESEA in 

his probe of committee decision-making processes in which the member 

tries to maximize the benefit to his district when the policy is 

distributive in nature, as is the allocation of federal funding for 

education. 

Brenner (1974) dealt with conflict in the Education and Labor 

Committee in his study on the Higher Education Act of 1972, part of the 

Education Amendments of 1972 (P.L. 92-318). He examined the strategy 

of expanding the scope of the conflict to include more participants in 

hopes of bringing them in on the correct side and the tactic of 

limiting participation to keep the scope of the conflict small. 

Brenner analyzed the committee's role in determining the scope and 

nature of conflict in the policy-making process. He inquired as to the 

ways that committee operations affect the nature of conflict and sought 

to understand whether, when members of Congress engage in conflict, 



their behavior can be explained by their objective interests as elite 

decision makers in our society. 
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Gladieux and Wolanin (1976) also investigated the legislative 

mechanics behind the authorization of the Education Amendments of 1972. 

They analyzed the genesis, enactment, and effects of the omnibus act to 

fill gaps in the literature on policy making in higher education. They 

also discussed the dynamics and results of omnibus legislation as a new 

approach to domestic policy making. 

Numerous other researchers have studied the various education 

policies that issued from this committee. Most, however, emphasized 

aspects of the policy process other than authorization. In his case 

study of the ESEA, Murphy (1973) emphasized the implementation of Title 

I, aid to education for disadvantaged children in urban slums and poor 

rural areas, rather than policymaking per se. Kliever (1965) studied 

the Vocational Education Act of 1963. Thomas (1975) used education 

issues as his vehicle for investigating the formulation, adoption, and 

implementation of national policies. 

Three studies undertaken by the Advisory Commission on 

Intergovernmental Relations (ACIR) as part of a project on government 

growth dealt with the development of education policy. The Evolution 

of a Problematic Partnership: The Feds and Higher Ed (1981b) analyzed 

how the federal government became involved in functions that 

traditionally had been primarily state and local. Another study dealt 

with federal involvement in elementary and secondary education (1981a). 

A third investigated the growth of federal involvement in libraries 

(1980). 
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Case Studies: Labor. Scher (1960) used the Committee on 

Education and Labor as his laboratory, focusing on its 1953 oversight 

review of the National Labor Relations Board. He used hearing 

transcripts and interviews with members to study how members of 

Congress use their committee positions to investigate the conduct of 

independent regulatory agencies and whether members behave differently 

toward agencies with judicial functions than toward other 

administrative agencies. He looked at this committee to determine if 

committee members paid attention to norms calling for special handling 

of the independent agency on that part of those immediately involved, 

i.e., Congress, the President, the courts, and agency clientele. 

Ornstein and Elder (1978) analyzed common situs picketing as one 

of three case studies of interest group activity in the policy process. 

The authors discussed which groups were important and what 

contributions these groups made in the policy process. They emphasized 

the contending interests rather than the passage (or not, in the case 

of situs picketing) of legislation. 

Case Studies: Poverty and Unemployment. In a study of the 1967 

poverty controversy, Murray (1969) investigated the possibility that 

Education and Labor members wanted to avoid the poverty issue. He 

argued that in a strategy of avoidance of the main issue they 

substituted ethical issues, neutralized conflict over control of the 

program, and modified the administration's program. Other studies also 

have dealt with subjects under the committee's jurisdiction, although 

the focus was not on the committee itself and mentioned it little, if 

at all. Donovan (1973) studied the legislative history of the Economic 
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Opportunity Act of 1964 between 1967 and the early 1970s in his quest 

to discern the major political, administrative, budgetary, and societal 

patterns surrounding this act. 

Mangum (1968) focused on the Manpower Development and Training Act 

(MOTA) from its inception in 1961 through its several extensions and 

amendments. He traced the decision-making process by which the MOTA 

had taken its present (1968) shape and evaluated its possible 

successes, failures, and shortcomings. He relegated the Education and 

Labor Committee and the House to small roles in the policy's 

formulation, giving most of the credit to the Senate and to its 

implementors. The House Select Subcommittee on Labor held hearings on 

the effects of automation on employment and then adopted the Senate 

bill with only few changes. It died that session in the Committee on 

Rules. Mangum contended that not until 1963 did the leadership on the 

bill move to the House side, for amendment and extension. 

A host of policy studies on various poverty and employment issues 

under the jurisdiction of Education and Labor have been conducted with 

little or no emphasis on the committee stage of the policy process. 

Research on various aspects of poverty policy includes works by 

Anderson (1967), Kershaw (1970), Levitan (1973), Murray (1984) and the 

U.S. Advisory Commission on Intergovernmental Relations (1966). 

Franklin and Ripley (1984) and Baumer and Van Horn (1985) undertook two 

of the more recent studies on employment. Franklin and Ripley (1984) 

analyzed the implementation of the Comprehensive Employment and 

Training Act (CETA). In their study of the policy process, Baumer and 

Van Horn (1985) concentrated on formulation, implementation, and 



evaluation of policies geared toward providing solutions to 

unemployment problems. 
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Comparative Studies. Ostrom (1972, 1979) compared the Committee 

on Education and labor to the Committee on Ways and Means in his study 

of conflict as an alternative decision-making strategy to consensus. 

His findings contradicted those of Manley and of Fenno that bipartisan 

consensus is the best strategy for legislative success. He asserted 

that an alternative strategy of partisan conflict and majority seeking 

can bring success, and perhaps even greater achievement, if progressive 

legislation is the goal. 

Feig (1979, 1981) also compared Education and labor to Ways and 

Means in his investigation of the relationships between integration and 

partisanship. Using data for the twenty-four year period from 1947 

through 1970, he studied House voting behavior of the two committees 

over time. He created dummy committees based on the same regional and 

ideological makeup as the composition of the two real committees and 

compared the voting patterns of the pairs to determine levels of 

partisanship and integration. 

Other Studies Drawing on Education and labor. Hall (1986) used 

the Committee on Education and labor as his laboratory for developing a 

theory on participation in committee decision making. He analyzed 

committee data from the 97th Congress (1981-82) to show that members of 

Congress hold any number of goals. These goals are held more or less 

intensely but are not necessarily stable, ordered elements of the elite 

psyche as many scholars have presumed in the literature on members of 

Congress as purposive actors. A member's goals are evoked by his 
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perception of the issue at hand. The behavioral effect of a particular 

goal is contingent on the object of the legislative action as the 

member perceives it. 

In a related article, Hall (1987) again confirmed that members of 

Congress are purposive actors and showed that different interests 

inspired participation in different issues. He found that four 

different goals affect behavior on Education and Labor: serving 

district interests, making good policy, making a political mark, and 

promoting the president's agenda. Different issues evoke different 

goals in different people. Whether to participate also is affected by 

variable sets of constraints. Subcommittee chairmen and members enjoy 

advantages denied to other committee members, in terms of information, 

staff, and lines of communication. Participation costs for 

subcommittee members on bills within their jurisdiction are reduced 

relative to those of non-subcommittee members. 

Puryear (1979) dealt extensively with the Committee on Education 

and Labor in his biography of Chairman Graham A. Barden. As well as 

tracing the congressman's interests and accomplishments in the early 

days of his career, Puryear chronicled the struggles over federal aid 

to education and over labor reform, with emphasis on Barden's role. 

In his analysis of the roles institutions play in the policy 

process, Sundquist (1968) examined the American system in response to 

six national problems spanning fourteen years in which major policies 

were enacted. He wanted to know how national decisions are made and 

what the capacity is of the federal government to respond to pressing 

national needs and how it should do so. He traced developments leading 
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up to federal aid for education legislation and to the poverty program, 

among others. He chose issues in which there were departures from the 

norm in national policy and on which large segments of the population 

felt an urgent need for action in the particular area, mobilizing 

public interest groups. Each issue was at the center of attention in 

the policy process and in political campaigns. 

In their quest for information on how majorities for significant 

policy changes are constructed in the House of Representatives, Brady 

and Sinclair (1984) discussed two major pieces of legislation under the 

jurisdiction of Education and Labor. They asked why federal aid to 

education was finally enacted in the 89th Congress when it had been 

defeated several times before. They determined that partisan 

replacement changed a pro-aid minority into a majority in the 86th 

Congress. A combination of replacement of members and conversion from 

one position to the other transformed a majority into a minority in the 

87th and a minority into a majority in the 89th Congress. 

Brady and Sinclair also studied the Economic Opportunity Act of 

1964 (EOA). They concluded that since it was on the political agenda 

for only a short time, replacement could not be a factor in its 

passage. They argued that conversion of southern Democrats between the 

first and the final votes to pro-EOA positions was responsible for its 

enactment. After examining several other pieces of nonincremental 

legislation, they found support for their hypothesis that changes in 

the signals members receive from their constituencies can result in 

changes in voting behavior. They also found support in particular 

instances for the replacement and conversion hypotheses, sometimes 
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separately and sometimes together. They determined that the gradual 

building of support did not apply to the majority-building process for 

nonincremental legislation. 

Characterizations of Education and Labor. The consensus among 

scholars who have studied Education and Labor is that it is a highly 

partisan "policy-oriented" panel that exhibits little integration. 

Education and Labor probably is the most frequently employed example 

when any of these characteristics is discussed. 

Fenno (1973) treated Education and Labor in his exploration of 

member goals, environmental constraints, strategic premises, decision

making processes, and decisions of six House committees. He found the 

Education and Labor Committee to be characterized by the member goal of 

making good public policy, high partisanship, a high degree of 

conflict, as being pluralistic and party-led. It is the type of 

committee identified by 

its extra-House-oriented decision rules, the permeability of 
its decision-making processes, the de-emphasis on committee 
expertise, its lack of success on the House floor, the 
absence of any feeling of group identification, and the 
relatively higher ratio of non-member to member satisfaction 
with its performance. (Fenno 1973, 278-279) 

Munger and Fenno (1962), Fenno (1973), and Manley (1965, 1970) began 

the tradition of depicting Education and Labor as the model of partisan 

conflict and low integration when an example of the antithesis of a 

well-integrated committee was needed. Feig's (1979, 1981) mathematical 

models substantiated both Manley's and Fenno's findings concerning 

integration and partisanship on this committee. 

Smith and Deering (1984), like Fenno (1973), characterized 

Education and Labor as a policy committee in their cross-sectional 
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analysis of the significance of changes in committee environments and 

in formal structures and procedures. Members were motivated by their 

interests in the policies under the committee's jurisdiction. The 

authors noted that the committee's appeal among members diminished 

after the 1960s when its programs were at the top of presidential 

agendas. The protection of established programs became the committee's 

focus. 

Unekis and Rieselbach (1984) studied Education and Labor as part 

of their committee roll call-based study of the politics of 

congressional committees. Researching committee politics in terms of 

participation-specialization, partisanship, and leadership, they 

depicted Education and Labor as the epitome of a policy-oriented 

committee. 

Parker and Parker (1985) used Education and Labor in their 

investigation of factions in committees as exhibited by voting behavior 

on committee roll calls takes between 1973 and 1980. They 

characterized the committee as having a bipolar factional alignment and 

as being dominated by party-led policy coalitions. They identified 

organized labor as one of the most important constituency groups 

operating in Education and Labor's environment. 

Partv Leadership Studies 

Much of the leadership literature comes from psychology, which 

largely is concerned with leaders who attain their positions as a 

result of some ability to "lead," or with leaders in hierarchical 

organizations. This dissertation focuses on "leaders" who came by 

their positions largely as a result of seniority and not by virtue of 
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any extraordinary popularity or talent at "leading." As a consequence, 

it must be concerned with how the leaders used the resources at their 

disposal. Therefore, in addition to the previous research done on 

congressional committees, the literature most appropriate to the 

present study falls within the realm of the political science 

discipline, in particular in the area of congressional party 

leadership. 

For years, the research on congressional committees and on party 

leadership paid homage to committee chairmen, or "lord-proprietors," as 

being powerful leaders in the House (Wilson 1885, Galloway 1953). At 

the same time, most of the research focused on other aspects of 

committees or of congressional leadership. Little of the large body of 

scholarly literature pertaining to committees, has been directed 

specifically toward the chairmen as leaders or at their impact on the 

committees as organizations. By and large, the research on 

congressional leadership heretofore has focused on party leadership in 

either the House or the Senate (e.g., Brown 1922, Galloway 1959, Huitt 

1961, Froman and Ripley 1965, Ripley 1967, Stewart 1971, Westefield 

1974, Nelson 1977, Sinclair 1983). The party leadership literature has 

been concerned primarily with the Speaker, the Majority and Minority 

Leaders, the Whips, the party committees (i.e., the Committee on 

Committees, the Steering and Policy Committee, and the Committee on 

Rules), and the party caucuses. In addition to those mentioned above, 

the more important treatments include Truman (1959), Patterson (1963), 

Huitt (1965), Fenno (1965), Oppenheimer (1977), Peabody (1974, 1976, 

1981, 1985a, 1985b), Jones (1968, 1974, 1981), Ripley (1969), Waldman 



(1980), Cooper and Brady (1981a), Davidson (1981), Loomis (1981), 

Sinclair (1981, 1989), Dodd and Sullivan (1981), Rohde and Shepsle 

(1987), Hammond (1989), and Wilson and Jillson (1989), among others. 
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Party Leadership versus Committees. On occasion, scholars have 

pursued the linkages between the party leadership and the committees. 

These interactions have been analyzed in terms of the power 

relationship between the two -- party leader activism versus committee 

autonomy-- and the effects of reforms on this relationship (e.g., 

Ripley 1974; Jones 1974; Peabody 1974; Davidson 1974; Ornstein 1974; 

and Oppenheimer 1977, 1981). In light of the increased reliance on 

subcommittees, Deering and Smith (1981) analyzed the relationship 

between party leadership and subcommittee chairmen. 

Other research has analyzed the linkage between party leadership 

and committees through examinations of the seniority system. As Cooper 

noted, one approach to studying congressional committees has been to 

concentrate on a particular facet of committee operations, as did those 

who examined "the character and significance of seniority appointments 

to top leadership positions" (1971, 124). Goodwin (1959) analyzed 

seniority as it related to the standing committees of Congress. He 

examined its working rules, its historical development, its pros and 

cons, what kind of chairmen it gave rise to, and alternatives to it. 

Wolfinger and Heifeitz (1965) researched the thesis that the lack of 

party discipline among the Democrats resulted from control of Congress 

by southerners. The authors asked whether southerners were 

disproportionately represented in the seniority system as committee 

chairmen, whether their career patterns differed from those of 
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northerners in safe seats, and whether they had more prestige. In 

giving the seniority studies some historical perspective, Abram and 

Cooper (1968) delved into the nature and development of the influence 

of seniority in the House by examining appointments to chairman and 

ranking minority member from 1881 to 1961 for a representative sample 

of committees. In a related work, Polsby, Gallaher, and Rundquist 

(1969) studied the rise of seniority in assignments to all House 

committee chairmanships in a similar period, from 1881 to 1965. They 

examined the causes and influences leading to seniority. Hinckley 

(1971) presented a systematic analysis of the capacity of the seniority 

system to select leaders between 1947 and 1966, with a particular focus 

on the choice of committee chairmen and ranking minority members. The 

study was aimed at extrication of the effects of seniority from other 

influences affecting the selection of chairmen, including other 

committee assignments and subsequent reassignments. 

Chairmen as Party Leaders. Although committee chairmen often are 

cited among the leadership cadre (e.g., Peabody 1976), they have not 

been the principal focus of most of the studies. Huitt (1965) wrote, 

"the behavior of chairmen has not been subjected to much scholarly or 

even journalistic scrutiny." That statement, made in 1965, is almost 

as apt in the late 1980s as it was at the time it was made. According 

to Unekis and Rieselbach, there have been "few systematic, comparative 

analyses of committee leaders." (1983, 251). Seniority studies have 

been directed to the acquisition of leadership positions. How chairmen 

operate and the impact they have on their committees and on the 

committee outputs remains largely a mystery. 
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Two studies, one on Senate leadership and one on two committee 

chairmen, help bridge the gap between party leadership and committee 

leadership studies. Stewart (1971) compared the leadership strategies 

of two Senate majority leaders, Lyndon Johnson (D-TX) and Mike 

Mansfield (D-MT) in terms of their use of their "institutionalized 

powers" that accrued via the office of majority leaders and their 

influence developed through "personal involvement in almost every 

aspect of senatorial life" (p. 62). Johnson used his institutional 

powers extensively. Mansfield, who viewed his role as maintaining a 

system that "permitted individual, coequal senators the opportunity to 

conduct their affairs in whatever ways they deemed appropriate," 

(p. 69), refrained from using any of the institutional prerogatives at 

his disposal. 

Although he did not study committee leadership per se, Wilson 

(1960) examined two committee chairmen, Adam Clayton Powell (D-NY) and 

William L. Dawson (D-IL) in an attempt to interpret the marked 

differences in behavior of two committee chairmen who seemingly had a 

great deal in common, but were "polar opposites" (p. 346). They were 

both black and from big cities. Both had districts with largely black 

populations living in slums as well as in a number of more affluent 

neighborhoods. Both men were relatively senior and were chairmen of 

standing committees -- Powell of Education and Labor and Dawson of 

Government Operations. Wilson argued that their differences in style 

were the result of the political organization supporting each leader 

and the nature of the incentives each had to supply to sustain it. 
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Committee Leadership Studies 

If committees and subcommittees are the most influential decision 

makers, as has been posited for years in the literature on Congress 

(Wilson 1885, Galloway 1953, Goodwin 1970, Fenno 1973, Davidson 1981b, 

Smith and Deering 1984, and in numerous other studies), why is so 

little "known about the ways that committee leaders operate and the 

effects that their actions generate?" (Unekis and Rieselbach 1983, 

251). Only a few studies (Jones 1968, Manley 1969, Peabody 1974, 

Parker 1977, Berg 1978, Unekis and Rieselbach 1983, McCormick 1985, 

Evans 1986) have focused directly on committee leadership. 

Although Burns (1978) paid tribute to committee leaders in his 

landmark study of leadership, he did not deal with them directly. He 

emphasized the transactional nature of legislative leadership, that is, 

its dependence on reciprocity, brokerage, and exchange. The formal 

committee leaders can set up durable and predictable "spheres of group 

and individual influence" (p. 361) of particular importance in a 

seniority dominated system of leadership selection. By virtue of the 

benefits that accrue via their positions, committee leaders can 

dominate the legislative substance and procedure in their committees, 

and thus have access to valuable political currency to be used for 

bargaining and brokerage (p. 361). Their power is negative in the 

respect that they can block legislative proposals and positive only to 

the extent that "leaders can 'bank' and focus their accumulated 

influence" (p. 362). 

Jones (1968) examined committee leadership in the context of 

limits on the exercise of power. Through examples of Speaker Cannon 



(R-IL) and of Rules Committee Chairman Howard Smith (O-VA), he 

discussed leadership power in terms of its excessive use and its 

consequences, when it was independent of the leader's procedural 

majorities. 
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Huitt (1965) was one of the few to note the importance of 

committee leaders in the internal distribution of power in the Senate. 

In raising questions for further study of committee chairmen, some of 

which are addressed in this research, he discussed different "ideal" 

types of chairmen. Huitt did not use specific examples of chairmen. 

One of the most influential students of committees and 

contributors to the sparse literature on committee leadership, Manley 

(1969) examined the influence of the Wilbur Mills, Chairman of the 

Committee on Ways and Means, conceptualizing leadership in terms of the 

chairman's relationship to his committee colleagues. Manley analyzed 

the chairman's instrumental or task leadership versus his socio

emotional or affective leadership and found that the two were linked 

inextricably. He discussed the chairman's influence within the 

committee on the basis of a theory of exchange. Drawing on the 

psychology literature, he examined five bases of a chairman's 

influence: expertise, legitimacy, rewards, reference, and sanctions; 

and determined that Mills was effective in all five areas. 

Bibby and Davidson (1967) treated the chairman's leadership style 

in their discussion of the Senate Committee on Banking and Currency. 

They argued that "the legislative styles of chairmen are varied, but 

they dramatically affect the capacity of committees to perform 

legislative functions such as oversight ... " (p. 173). In light of 
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this contention, they compared the leadership styles of two chairmen, 

one a "service" chairman, who ran the committee in a decentralized and 

permissive manner, and the other a "minority and restraining" chairman, 

who used his formal resources as a "quiet and subtle restraint" on the 

committee's activities (Bibby and Davidson 1967, 176). The authors 

concluded that the styles of these two chairmen gave credence to the 

dictum that "committee functioning depends heavily on the chairman's 

style of leadership" (p. 179). 

In an effort to construct a theory of committee leadership to 

explain the causes and consequences of leadership patterns, Unekis and 

Rieselbach (1983) scrutinized committee roll calls to identify patterns 

of committee leadership in terms of voting alignments. They charted 

the chairman's place in the alignment and the consequences of the 

chairman's position. Using data for nine committees, including 

Education and Labor, they borrowed terminology from Truman's (1959) 

study and characterized each chairmen as having one of three leadership 

styles: bipartisan-consensual, partisan-middleman, or extremity. 

Leadership stances were found to be related to the committee's 

partisanship, integration, and success on the House floor. They 

determined that the chairman's exercise of authority must be consistent 

with the goals of committee members and the committee's decision-making 

premises and structures. Committee-specific factors -- members' goals, 

the aggressiveness of the majority caucus, the committee's interactions 

with its environment, and committee norms and decision processes -- all 

impinge on the chairman's opportunities to lead. 



Studying the three committees whose chairmen were ousted in the 

wake of the Caucus reforms in 1975, Berg {1978) evaluated the effects 

of seniority reform in the 94th Congress {1975-76) House. He 

questioned how different the new chairmen were from the ones they 

replaced and asked if the changes affected committee performance. He 

found little difference in committee outputs from the 93rd Congress 

{1973-74) to the 94th Congress, suggesting that the new chairmen were 

not markedly different from those they replaced. 
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Drawing on the same three committees as Berg {1978) and the 

addition of Ways and Means, Rieselbach and Unekis {1981-82) examined 

formal committee leaders in terms of how they fit into the voting 

structure of committees. Using committee roll calls, they analyzed the 

voting patterns of the four committees before and after their chairmen 

had changed to determine if "leadership style" changed as well, and if 

that made any difference to the committee's performance. Measures of 

performance included support for the chairman, committee partisanship 

and integration, and the committees' success on the House floor. The 

authors found that for three of the four committees, those whose 

chairmen had been ousted by the 1974 Democratic Caucus {Agriculture, 

Armed Services, and Banking), the leadership change was symbolic rather 

than policy-related. On Ways and Means, however, committee politics 

shifted somewhat. The chairman's leadership style changed from what 

was termed "bipartisan-consensual" to "partisan-middleman." Both the 

committee and the chairman became more partisan. In addition, Ways and 

Means legislation was less successful in the House. But the effects of 

the chairmanship change were mediated by external factors, such as 
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enlargement and turnover, which led to a different composition. 

Changes in House Democratic Caucus rules also mandated that the 

committee establish and use subcommittees, thus diluting the chairman's 

power. In addition, the committee's agenda shifted significantly. 

Evans (1986) studied the role of formal leadership in four Senate 

committees to investigate whether influence over legislation was widely 

dispersed or concentrated in the hands of the committee's formal 

leaders. To determine which committee members had the most influence, 

he studied sixty-three bills and resolutions marked up in 1985. He 

found three modes of participation particularly important: active 

participation; influence through anticipated reactions; and influence 

over the process. Senators in leadership positions on a bill were more 

likely to influence the process and outcome than were other committee 

members. A primary point of influence was in the bill drafting stage, 

critical because it set the framework for subsequent deliberations. 

The leadership was disproportionately involved in the early stages of 

the process, thereby being the most influential. But he noted that 

Senate committee leaders were less constrained than were House 

committee chairmen and thus could have disproportionate influence over 

committee legislation in comparison to their House counterparts. 

Although Hinckley's (1971) main focus was on the selection of 

committee leaders, she also questioned whether variations in policy 

leanings on a committee-by-committee basis could be identified; whether 

members, including the chairman, were assigned to committees on the 

basis of their policy leanings; and, when this was not the case, what 

were the powers of and the constraints on chairmen that would permit or 



27 

inhibit actions contrary to the committee majority (p. 83). After 

examining briefly several chairmen and how they acted in concert with 

or against their committee majorities, she argued that the degree of a 

chairman's responsiveness to his committee varies with the cohesiveness 

of the majority party and of the full committee, and with the 

individual style of the chairman (p. 92). She called for more thorough 

committee-by-committee research to make the point conclusively. 

A number of other studies have examined how committee leaders 

attain their positions or intra-party leadership change (e.g., Follett 

1896; Brown 1922; Parker 1977, 1979; Peabody 1966, 1976; Bach 1984). 

The extensive literature on the seniority system and its effects 

emphasizes the selection of committee leaders. Few studies, however, 

have been concerned with the chairmen's actual uses of power and the 

effects of their actions. 

Peabody (1976) studied intra-party leadership change, but 

concentrated predominantly on chamber leaders as opposed to committee 

leaders. On the other hand, Parker (1977) specifically studied 

committee leadership in the aftermath of the automatic election of 

chairmen by the House Democratic Caucus. He focused on the evaluation 

of committee leadership by studying the criteria members used in 

evaluating their committee leaders. He gauged membership support as 

the percentage of House Democratic Caucus votes cast for each committee 

chairmen in the organizational meetings in 1976. He examined the 

relationship between membership support and two variables: performance 

appraisal (subcommittee autonomy and leadership fairness) and personal 

appraisal (seniority, party unity, and ideology). He determined that 
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concern for the functioning of the committee, and not personal factors, 

was the basis underlying support for the election of committee leaders. 

Hinckley (1970) bridged the gap between House and committee 

leadership in her study of leadership selection in the House and 

Senate. She set forth several variables and hypotheses concerning the 

stability and structure of congressional leadership, and the degree of 

overlap between chamber party leadership and committee leadership in 

terms of career patterns. She identified similarities in region, the 

length of service prior to leadership, in the existence of 

apprenticeship posts, and in the security that comes from the selection 

process. She observed differences, caused by the different selection 

criteria, in ideology, party support, and in committee career patterns. 

These differences suggested that leadership recruitment begins early in 

the congressional career and that it is largely self-selective. 

Hinckley's "membership" or "group-structural" model could be useful in 

the determination of different kinds of committee leadership given 

differing committee norms and cohesiveness. 

None of these scholars conducted a longitudinal analysis of one 

committee's leadership. 1 All held the time period constant and 

compared chairmen of different committees. McCormick's (1985) study of 

the House Foreign Affairs Committee from the 89th to the 97th 

Congresses (1965-1982) gave passing attention to the impact of two 

chairmen of that committee. The time period covered, however, is 

1 A study by J.D. Hardy on the chairmanship of the House Judiciary 
Committee from 1955 to 1972, a Master's thesis from Pennsylvania State 
University, was cited by several scholars (Lees 1967; Lees and Shaw 
1979; Goehlert and Sayre 1981) but the university has no record of it. 
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relatively short compared to that of the current study -- approximately 

one-half the time -- and the assessment of the chairmen's role limited. 

McCormick examined the relationship of the chairman's ADA and 

Presidential Support Scores to those of committee Democrats, but his 

characterization of their leadership styles otherwise largely was 

unsupported by hard evidence. He concluded that neither chairman's 

influence contributed to a marked change in committee behavior. This 

dissertation, on the other hand, examines three chairmen who presided 

over most of the life of the Committee on Education and Labor and 

treats their leadership in much greater depth. 

Purpose and Theory of the Study 

With the hope of contributing to the understanding of Congress and 

its committees, especially their leadership and development, the 

Committee on Education and Labor is examined as an organization as well 

as a component of the Congress. In particular, its leadership is the 

focus of study. Little systematic research has been done on committee 

leaders and their effects on the organization and operations of 

committees. 

A basic assumption of this dissertation is that, within its 

institutional context, who the chairman is makes a difference in the 

structure, operations, function, and output of the committee. His 

orientation determines, to a large extent, how he operates the 

committee and how he treats the issues that come before it. His 

ideological proclivities affect the content and form of legislation 

reported by the committee and often determine its outcome. His 
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orientation and his style affect committee operations and outputs, thus 

leaving their mark on public policy. 

The other focus of this dissertation is committee development via 

its composition, structure and operations, and function. On the theory 

that congressional committees develop much as do other organizations 

and that the operating styles of their leaders are important to their 

functioning, the present research chronicles the evolution of the 

committee and the leadership of three chairmen over three decades. It 

examines its major characteristics, delves into its development, and 

analyzes the changes in its setting, composition, voting patterns, 

structure and operations, workload, functions, and leadership. Since 

no one else has made a longitudinal analysis of this committee, this 

research should enrich the literature on congressional committees and 

on committee leadership and add to the theoretical base. It could help 

scholars understand future leadership and evolution of congressional 

committees and of this committee in particular. 

To advance understanding of congressional committees, specific 

findings must be subsumed under more general statements. Studying them 

in light of questions raised about other organizations is one way of 

doing this. Polsby (1968}, Froman (1968}, Cooper (1977, 1981}, and 

Davidson and Oleszek (1976} applied principles of organization theory 

to Congress as a whole. 

Although committees are parts of larger organizations, the 

Congress itself and either the House of Representatives or the Senate, 

there can be little doubt that they themselves fall into the general 

category of organizations. Every committee has a formal structure. 
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Every committee has a set of operating procedures, well defined or not. 

Every committee has a formal leader and at least minimal hierarchy. 

And every committee has some standard by which it can be judged. A 

congressional standing committee is much more an organization than just 

a group. It is more formal. It has statutory standing. It has 

continuity and formal powers. If, as Miles (1980, 5) defined it, an 

organization is a "coalition of interest groups, sharing a common 

resource base, paying homage to a common mission, and depending upon a 

larger context for its legitimacy and development," congressional 

committees certainly fit the bill. They also conform to the 

characterization of organizations advanced by Haas and Drabek (1973, 2) 

who defined an organization as "a relatively permanent and relatively 

complex discernible interaction system." Certainly standing 

congressional committees are relatively permanent and relatively 

complex, and they are interaction systems. Committees also fall under 

what Cooper (1977, 140) called "rational, goal-oriented entities 

created and structured to perform certain functions or tasks." They 

are vehicles created to satisfy the division of labor needs of the 

Congress, each designed to deal in a particular area of legislation, 

although many of these jurisdictions overlap. 

Considering the Committee on Education and Labor as an 

organization does not deny its uniqueness. There is only one such 

committee in the House of Representatives, or in all of Congress. It 

has had a distinct set of members over the years. No other committee 

has had exactly (or even approximately) the same membership. No other 

committee has had the same leaders. No other committee in the House, 
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with the possible exception of the Rules Committee, has had to deal 

with the issues under this committee's jurisdiction. Over the years, 

Education and Labor issues have proved to be some of the most 

controversial issues handled in Congress, although certainly other 

committees have jurisdiction over divisive legislation. Because of its 

composition and the issues in its jurisdiction, this committee has had 

to endure a unique set of pressures and internal turmoil. 

More important for theory building, however, are the elements that 

this committee shares with other standing committees. They are all 

congressional committees and creatures of the Congress. They would not 

exist without the statutory approval of Congress. They all have 

similar structures, with defined leadership consisting of a majority 

party chairman and a ranking member from the minority party. For the 

purpose of organizing the committee and distributing power, committees 

are composed of and administered by members of the political party 

holding the majority of seats in the appropriate chamber, with the 

remaining vacancies filled by members of the minority party. All 

committees have some kind of operating procedures. They are all 

subject to the rules, procedures, norms, and reforms of the parent 

chamber. In their organization they all abide by some semblance of the 

seniority system. 

Moreover, committees exist at the pleasure of the parent chamber. 

As part of the larger organization of the Congress, committees share 

with it an institutional context or environment. They are subject to 

the same constraints that the Congress faces, though these limitations 

are exaggerated in committees. For the most part, this institutional 



context will determine developmental patterns in committees, as 

environment does in other organizations, although the individual 

leaders have been responsible for a great deal of change in the 

committee's structure, operations, and output. 
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Numerous factors or variables influence the way committees 

develop. Some of these have been examined to a greater extent than 

others. little attention has been paid to the role of the chairman in 

determining committee changes. By virtue of his official position, the 

chairman is more important than any other member of the committee. His 

visibility, his seniority, his influence with both members and the 

House leadership, his perquisites, his control of the agenda, and his 

experience contribute to his dominance. Only a few studies have 

investigated the relationship between the chairman and his committee 

(Manley 1969; Unekis and Rieselbach 1981-82, 1983, 1984; Bibby and 

Davidson 1967, 1972; Evans 1986). 

This dissertation examines the role of the chairmen in shaping the 

structure and operations, function, and output of the committee. It 

seeks to rectify the heretofore neglect of the chairman as an important 

actor in committee politics. It tries to determine to what extent each 

chairman employed a unique leadership style and had a different impact. 

This research attempts to examine leadership within its institutional 

context by considering the chairman with his committee and in light of 

developments internal to and external to the committee. 

From organization theory comes an emphasis on the environment as 

an independent variable or catalyst in determining changes in an 

institution. Cooper and Brady (1981a) argued that institutional 
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context determines leadership style. Downs (1967) emphasized that 

exogenous factors rather than internal developments are the primary 

agents of change in organizations. He proposed that in early life, all 

bureaus must seek external sources of support to survive. Davidson and 

Oleszek wrote that the roles of both internal and external environments 

are sources of stimuli for change. "In order to survive, an 

organization must adjust both to its external environment and to its 

internal environment" (Davidson and Oleszek 1976, 39). Cooper (1977) 

discussed the environment of the House as having two primary segments, 

the electorate and the executive establishment. They overlap to form 

the functional environment to which Congress must answer in terms of 

action and consent or else face loss of its domain, which is defined by 

its actual outputs. In the present research, the environment is also 

considered as a major factor in changes in the Committee on Education 

and Labor over the years, but not the only factor. 

Another contributor to the way the committee developed was the 

manner in which the committee adapted to demands from its environment. 

This dissertation addresses the question of how the committee adapted 

to internal and external pressures. Did it develop in stages or in a 

smooth, incremental transition? Did its structure become more complex, 

its operations more decentralized, and its members more reliant on 

formal rules to govern its procedures, as organization theory would 

posit? Did all aspects of the committee -- such as procedures, 

workload, and voting behavior -- change, or did some remain stable? 

The composition of the committee was yet another factor affecting 

the development of Education and Labor. In his studies on linkages 
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between elections and policy changes, Brady (1978, 81) noted that 

critical elections provide the conditions necessary for "clusters of 

policy changes." They diminish the two most important impediments to 

party government in the House: party-constituency cross-pressuring and 

the nature of the committee system. Critical elections replace large 

segments of both houses with members not wedded to the old ways of 

doing business, enabling the building of partisan majorities capable of 

enacting clusters of policy change. They disrupt the continuity of 

committees by drastic turnovers in membership and leadership. Majority 

party voting and cohesion rise as a result of a realignment, enabling 

the new majority to enact major policy changes. 

Subsequently, Brady and Sinclair (1984) discussed whether 

replacement of members, conversion of their issue positions, or both 

allowed the passage of non-incremental legislation in the early to 

mid-1960s. For some issues, such as federal aid to education, 

replacement was clearly responsible. For others, such as the poverty 

legislation, conversion was important. They also found that both 

replacement and conversion played roles in the building of majorities 

to pass major legislation. 

Elements of the Brady and the Brady and Sinclair theories are 

relevant to the study of committees. Policy output and operations of a 

congressional committee will change only incrementally unless the 

composition of the committee shifts and the issues before it become 

salient enough to allow these changes to occur. There does not 

necessarily have to be a party realignment, however, for the committee 

composition to shift sufficiently. There only has to be a replacement 
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or augmentation of new members wanting change for old members seeking 

to maintain the status quo. This can be accomplished by "packing" or 

"stacking" a committee with members predisposed to change in one 

direction or another, or by attrition of conservative (meaning against 

change) members and their replacement with members in favor of change. 

This study questions whether the composition of Education and Labor 

changed significantly. Is there a relationship between regional and 

ideological composition and policy change? Did membership changes in 

the early- to mid-1960s contribute to changes in the character and 

scope of committee policy outputs from the Barden to the Powell years? 

If regional and ideological composition remained stable, would there be 

only incremental policy changes? 

The salience of the issues in a committee's dominion also affects 

a committee's development -- potentially altering its structure and 

operations, leadership, outputs, and function. Salience could be the 

result of increasing unease in the electorate over a particular 

problem, or it could be dramatized by an event, such as an enemy 

satellite launch, a Supreme Court decision, a coal mine disaster, a 

strike, or a war. Other events or developments may redirect public 

attention, highlighting issues whose salience supercedes those before a 

particular committee. The external environment largely determines the 

pool of issues from which the committee selects its agenda. Whether 

that agenda is pursued actively, ignored, or blocked is determined, to 

a large degree, by the chairman. Congressional committees, like other 

organizations, seek to increase or alter their jurisdictions to make up 

for slack in the salience of existing markets. They diversify. They 



adapt to shifts in the importance of the issues under their 

jurisdictions in attempts to maintain their domains. If the major 

issues under their jurisdiction are solved or are no longer salient, 

the committees are in danger of being reorganized or possibly 

eliminated. 
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One of the coping mechanisms is a change in function. This study 

raises another question -- did the function of the committee change 

concurrently with each chairman and as the issues under its 

jurisdiction waxed and waned in salience? It questions whether 

internal and external pressures, particularly the President's agenda, 

the increasing budget deficit, the interests of the chairmen, and the 

goals of the committee's membership, affected the salience of matters 

under the committee's jurisdiction and the committee's function. 

Approach and Methods 

The present research on the Committee on Education and Labor 

extends the study of legislative institutions as organizations to 

congressional standing committees. Cooper and Brady (198lb) mined 

organization theory to advance an approach to facilitate and improve 

diachronic analysis of Congress. Reviewing the state of knowledge of 

Congress as a dependent variable and as an independent variable, they 

emphasized that, with a few exceptions, most of the scholarly work on 

Congress has been static in nature. They called for the development of 

measures and concepts broad enough to explain structure, behavior, and 

performance through diachronic analysis, using history as the 

laboratory for testing theories. Most of the static approaches are 
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inadequate for identifying critical independent variables and also for 

estimating the effects of those they do identify. Cooper and Brady 

stressed the need for more general concepts to alleviate the 

difficulties of distinguishing change from stability in studies of 

Congress and emphasized that the environment, operations, and 

performance factors are related. 

Few others scholars have looked at committees in this light. Some 

principles of organization theory have been borrowed and applied to 

committees here and there but not extensively (e.g., Manley 1965; Fenno 

1966, 1973; Feig 1981). In this dissertation, building on the 

contributions of other students of Congress, a beginning is made. 

This dissertation is an historical case study of the Committee on 

Education and Labor as an organization from 1951 to 1984. In a sense, 

it also is comparative since it establishes a framework for making a 

longitudinal comparison of the development of the committee during 

various periods of its existence and, at the same time, permits a 

comparison of its organizational evolution with that of other entities. 

The historical approach provides an opportunity for assessing the 

impacts of certain external and internal developments -- reforms, 

changes in leadership, and changes in membership -- on the committee. 

It also provides an opportunity to compare committee development with 

what scholars ascribe to organizations generally. 

The case study approach, while not pretending to be the firm basis 

for general theories, can offer important contributions to the 

formation of general propositions, and thus to theory-building 

(Lijphart 1971). Its detail provides the foundation for later, broader 
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generalizations and analysis of committee similarities and differences. 

It also can furnish warning signals for avoiding miscalculations in 

future work. 

Analytical Framework 

Several characteristics drawn from the study of organizations and 

of Congress will form the analytical framework for this study: setting, 

composition, voting patterns, structure, workload, function, and 

leadership. Changes in each of these characteristics are examined from 

the 1950s to the 1980s, with the time periods divided according to who 

was chairman. The success of the committee on the floor of the House 

is discussed in terms of the impact of the other variables. 

Only those chairman who served at least two consecutive terms in 

that position will be considered, thereby omitting the chairmanships of 

Fred Hartley (R-NJ), 1947-48; John Lesinski (0-MI), 1949-50; and Samuel 

McConnell (R-PA), 1953-54. The committee under their leadership is 

discussed only in terms of the legacies they left, such as major labor 

legislation coming out of the committee during Republican-controlled 

Congresses. These men were not chairmen long enough to establish 

discernible patterns of leadership or differences in functions and 

structure. In short, there are not enough data for these periods. 

Analysis in this study begins with the period from 1951 to 1960 

when Graham Barden (D-NC) served as chairman, with the exception of 

1953-54. The second period covers the years between 1960 and 1967 when 

Adam Clayton Powell (D-NY) chaired the committee. The era of Carl 

Dewey Perkins (D-KY) from 1967 to 1984 provides the third time period. 
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What This Study Does: Questions Raised 

For each of the three periods under study, one chapter will treat 

the setting, the composition of the committee, voting patterns, 

committee structure, jurisdiction, workload, and function. A second 

chapter for each era will examine committee leadership in terms of the 

chairman's background, his orientation, and his leadership style. The 

committee will be examined in terms of several questions derived from 

the literature on organizations, committees, leadership, and Education 

and Labor in particular. 

Q1: What is the relationship, if any, between any shift in the 

regional and ideological composition of the committee and policy 

outputs? 

If Brady's (1978) theory is correct as it relates to this 

committee, substantial evidence of regional and ideological shifts 

should lead to changes in the policy output of the committee. Other 

variables include the committee leadership, the party ratios, executive 

interest, and public opinion. 

The composition of the membership will be gauged by the patterns 

of regional representation of the members, by their ideological 

leanings, by their seniority, and in terms of where members went after 

service on Education and Labor (i.e., whether they transferred to other 

committees or served their entire congressional careers on this 

committee). 

Regional representation is shown by comparing the geographic 

makeup of the committee with that of the House. Seniority is discussed 
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in terms of the amount of time members had spent in Congress and on the 

committee, including the proportions of new committee members versus 

freshmen. 

The ideological makeup of the committee is measured by interest 

group scores. This study takes advantage of Americans for Democratic 

Action (ADA) scores, the AFL-CIO's Committee on Political Education 

(COPE) scores or other labor support scores, and Americans for 

Constitutional Action (ACA) scores. These ratings were available 

regularly after 1960 and irregularly during the 1950s. In the Barden 

years, the ratings were published as the number of votes each member 

cast in accordance with the group's position. During the Powell and 

Perkins years, these interest groups changed their reporting procedures 

to the percentage of votes each member cast in accordance with each 

group's stance. 

Q2: In its adaptation to both external and internal pressures, how did 

the committee develop -- in stages or in a smooth, incremental 

transition? 

a. Did the structure became more complex, more reliant on 

formal rules, and more decentralized, as organization theory 

would posit? 

1. How did it differ from chairman to chairman? 

2. How did reforms imposed by the House and by the 

Democratic Caucus in 1970s affect this committee's 

structure? 
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b. Did all aspects of the committee's structure and operations 

change or did some remain stable? 

(1) Did procedures become more democratic? 

(2) Did workload increase or decrease? 

(3) Did voting patterns -- cohesion and partisanship -

change? If so, how? 

These questions will be examined in terms of several variables: 

structure, workload, and voting patterns. 

Structure. Structural features of committees can be derived from 

measures of salient structural characteristics applied to the House 

(Cooper 1981). In the present research, committee structure is 

examined in terms of: a) the existence of, changes in, and reliance on 

the written rules, which denote formalism; b) measures of the physical 

configuration of components, which illustrates the degree of 

organizational elaboration; and c) the reliance on subcommittees with 

specified jurisdictions. Committee structure then is discussed in 

relation to its degree of centralization. The relevant aspects of 

structure are examined for each chairman's tenure. 

Committee Workload. The workload of Congress and its committees 

is hard to pin down because there are so many aspects of it, many of 

them not easily measurable, quantitatively or not. In this research, 

it is gauged by the number of hearings held by the full committee and 

by the subcommittees and by the number of bills the committee reports. 

Other bills considered but not successfully reported also are discussed 

on occasion. 
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In addition, workload is discussed in terms of the numbers of 

bills referred to the committee. Despite frequent use (Galloway 1953, 

1956; Mackenzie 1981; Davidson 1986), this measure has a number of 

problems. It might be more effective after the 1969 advent of multiple 

sponsorship, but not for those years when only one sponsor per bill was 

allowed, unless duplicates are counted. From 1969 to 1978, up to 

twenty-five members could co-sponsor a bill (House Rules, 96th 

Congress, Sec. 854, Rule XXII, p. 549). In a 1978 rules change, the 

House allowed unlimited sponsorship, effectively reducing the number of 

measures introduced (Davidson 1986, 8). 

Other common measures of workload include the average number of 

bills per member, nominations processed, pages of transcripts, 

executive communications, and the average number of committee and 

subcommittee assignments per member (Bibby, Mann, and Ornstein 1980). 

In a less common but equally apt measure applied to the Continental 

Congress, Wilson and Jillson (1989) gauged workload by comparing the 

number of committee assignments with attendance. While these data can 

make valuable contributions to the understanding of congressional and 

committee operations and evolution, Davidson (1986) warned that the 

available data only partly illustrate the volume of activity. There 

are many congressional activities for which no quantitative estimates 

exist, such as negotiation, oversight, and research. 

Voting Patterns. The Committee on Education and labor has had the 

reputation of being non-cohesive and highly partisan for most of its 

life (e.g., Masters 1961, Fenno 1962, Fenno and Munger 1962, Manley 

1965, Pressman 1966, Bolling 1968, Morrow 1969, Dyson and Soule 1970, 
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Fenno 1973, Ripley 1978, Ostrom 1979, Harris and Hain 1983, Unekis and 

Rieselbach 1984, Smith and Deering 1984, Parker and Parker 1985, Smith 

1986). With the exception of a few scholars who have taken advantage 

of committee roll calls beginning in the 1970s (Unekis and Rieselbach 

1984; Parker and Parker 1985), no one has been able to show 

conclusively that the committee in fact was partisan and that it lacked 

cohesion or "integration," as it is often referred to in the 

literature. 

The present study takes examines all recorded roll calls taken in 

Education and Labor since 1951 (with a few exceptions mentioned above). 

Rice Index of Cohesion Scores (Rice 1928), which are the percentage of 

yea votes minus the percentage of nay votes cast on each roll call, are 

calculated for every roll call and averaged by Congress. The average 

Rice Index Scores show the extent to which members actually voted 

together in committee -- whether they voted cohesively or not, as has 

been alleged but not proven in previous research. When at least 70 

percent of the committee votes together, minimal cohesion is deemed to 

be present. The 70 percent minimum yields a Rice Index Score of 40 or 

above. 

The degree of partisanship, often seen as another important 

variable in the operation of committees (e.g., Matthews 1960; Manley 

1965, 1970; Dyson and Soule 1970; Fenno 1973; Parker and Parker 1979; 

Feig 1981; Unekis and Rieselbach 1984) is measured as well. Scholars 

often related it to the degree of integration (Fenno 1962, 1973; Manley 

1965; Feig 1981). In the present study, the degree of partisanship is 

determined by three measures: the percentage of party votes, party 
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unity scores, and Rice Index Scores applied to committee roll calls and 

controlled for party. 

Partisanship frequently has been conceived of as the proportion of 

times that Democrats vote with Democrats and Republicans vote with 

Republicans, though the 90 percent criterion has been used also (Brady, 

Cooper, and Hurley 1979). In the present study, the degree of 

partisanship is measured by the percentage of committee roll calls on 

which at least seventy percent of Democrats voting opposed at least 

seventy percent of the voting Republicans. A simple majority measure 

is not adequate because on many occasions a bare majority of Democrats 

opposes a bare majority of Republicans, thereby appearing as a party 

split, but in reality being non-partisan. The 90 percent bench mark is 

too high for this committee, particularly in its early days when one or 

two Democrats voted consistently with the Republicans against the rest 

of their own party. 

Party unity scores for committee members are examined in an effort 

to provide some measure of party support outside of committee. These 

scores measure the percentage of House party unity roll calls on which 

each member voted in agreement with a majority of his party. Party 

unity roll calls are those on which a majority of one party opposes a 

majority of the other party. Failure to vote lowers party unity 

scores. 

Not only do political scientists make use of these scores (e.g., 

Matthews 1960; Sinclair 1983; Hinckley 1971), but members of Congress 

use them to determine which members supported the party on votes the 

party leadership deemed important. Recently, the House Democratic 
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Caucus relied on party unity scores in judging whom to support in the 

contest for Chairman of the Committee on Armed Services. One 

candidate, the sitting chairman, had more seniority and the other had a 

far better record of party support. In the end, after threat of 

deposition, the sitting chairman prevailed (Interview, member). 

The Rice Index of Cohesion applied to committee roll calls and 

controlled for party is another measure of partisanship. As is the 

case for the determination of party votes, minimal partisan cohesion is 

present when at least 70 percent of the members of one party vote 

together, thus yielding a minimum Rice Index Score of 40. 

Q3 : What was the role of the chairmen in shaping the structure, 

operations, function, and output of the committee? To what extent 

did each employ a unique leadership style and have a different 

impact? 

a. Did the committee change dramatically from Barden to Powell 

to Perkins? 

b. How did each chairman get the committee to do what he 

wanted? 

c. What was it about each chairman that made him effective or 

ineffective? 

d. To what extent was the committee a reflection of the 

chairman's leadership? 

The discussion of committee leadership is aimed at showing how the 

chairman related to the rest of the committee, how well he fit the 

needs of the committee at the appropriate time. In an attempt to 
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chairman and his leadership style. 
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The chairman's orientation, or the way he thought about the 

committee and its legislation is inferred from examination of several 

aspects: his background, his constituencies, his reputation among his 

constituents, his ideological leanings, his partisanship, his 

predisposition on certain controversial issues, his voting behavior in 

committee, and how often he won in committee. 

The ideological leanings of each chairman are gleaned by his 

scores on measures compiled by the Americans for Democratic Action, 

Americans for Constitutional Action, the AFL-CIO's Committee on 

Political Education, and various labor union measures available in the 

1950s when others were not. His partisanship is measured by his party 

unity scores compared with those of the other committee members and by 

how often he voted with his party. The chairman's predisposition on 

controversial issues is taken from. interviews, biographies, and 

scholarly or newspaper articles. Constituency characteristics are 

drawn from data in the Congressional Quarterly publications, 

interviews, biographies, and letters and articles on each chairman. 

Other information concerning his orientation was gleaned from 

interviews with fellow members and committee personnel. 

The chairman's leadership style is a different matter. "Style" 

refers to how he operated the way he used his resources. Burns 

(1978) defined leadership as a form of power. He discussed legislative 

leadership as being "transactional, 11 which is characterized by 

bargaining, brokering, and reciprocity. The position of the chairman 
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provided a bank of resources that could be used as political currency 

(Burns 1978, 361) in the committee as well as in the House. The 

chairman's leadership style is in part based on his power, which Burns 

depicted as having two essentials: motive and resource. 

Motive is almost impossible to measure since often it is not 

announced and must be inferred from other sources. In the present 

research, the discussions of the chairmen's backgrounds and 

orientations provide hints as to their motivations, as do some of their 

actions (i.e., Barden's blocking techniques). 

A chairman's resources are both institutional and personal. As 

Wilson and Jillson (1989, 5) noted, "legislative leadership must be 

rooted in institutional rules and procedures if it is to be sustained 

over time .... " While each chairman's personal resources are unique, 

and presumably long-lasting, his institutional resources may change 

over time. The present research considers the chairman's reliance on 

both types of resources. In that sense, it employs both the personal 

and the contextual perspectives of leadership (Jones 1981). 

Institutional prerogatives include his use of subcommittees, his 

conduct of meetings and hearings, his influence over the committee's 

agenda, his treatment of the minority, his dispensation of rewards and 

sanctions, and his control over the budget. Personal resources include 

expertise on the rules and subject matter of the committee, the 

chairman's reputation among his peers, his political acumen, and 

whatever other assets he may have brought to the office. Institutional 

and personal resources then are considered together in terms of which 

were used more frequently and effectively. 
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Much of the data concerning leadership style come from interviews 

with members and staff, books, and articles about these men. Chairman 

Perkins was interviewed personally for this research. Consistent data 

on each chairman were not always available. 

In considering the degree to which the committee was a reflection 

of the chairman's leadership, committee function is considered. A word 

of explanation is appropriate in regard to the use of the term 

"function." It is difficult to pin down as applied to congressional 

committees. Huitt (1954) discussed a committee's function as guardian 

of the public interest in the face of competing interests. He also 

noted the committee's fact-finding function, its role as a court used 

to judge which special interest will prevail. He mentioned the 

committee as a public forum for debate from which the general interest 

will derive. Other functions noted include a podium for the 

dissemination of information, a "propaganda channel," and a "catharsis 

for frustrations and grievances" (Truman 1951, 372-77). The most 

obvious function for a committee is to consider legislative matters 

that come under its jurisdiction. 

In the present research, the term "function" is interpreted 

broadly. The committee's function is determined by the external and 

internal environments of the committee, depending on whose view of the 

general interest prevails. The prevailing sense of what is in the 

public interest is considered to be the committee's function. It is a 

general gauge of why the committee acted as it did. The function can 

be gleaned from what the committee does, whether it blocks or 

facilitates certain kinds of legislation, disseminates information, 
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reinforces existing opinions, or is a stage for propaganda. It is 

determined by the actions of the committee chairman, in particular, and 

also by the membership. How influential factions on the committee 

regard the committee's agenda is, in a sense, its function. To 

investigate changes in function, this study will determine whether the 

committee's purpose and actions were different under each chairman. 

Although committee evolution is a continuous process, this 

framework allows comparisons of the committee's setting, composition, 

voting patterns, structure and operations, jurisdiction, workload, 

functions, and leadership at different periods. It is useful for 

comparing the committee of the 1950s to the committee of the 1960s, 

1970s, and 1980s. Moreover, these questions and variables could prove 

useful for comparing a cross-section of committees. By examining these 

variables at different times, inferences can be made about the 

committee's organizational development and, possibly, what will be the 

case in the future. The study includes an analysis of the overall 

pattern of development of the committee. 

Data and Sources 

The data to undertake this study came in part from interviews with 

members, former members, staff, and members of some of the various 

clientele groups of the Committee on Education and Labor. The 

Committee on Education and Labor Full Committee Minutes, from 1950 to 

1984, were a major source of information. All roll call votes taken in 

committee meetings and attendance records were included in The Minutes. 
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Another primary source was the United States House of Representatives 

Legislative Calendar, Committee on Education and Labor, which provided 

information on the rules, the structure of the committee, data on 

committee meetings and hearings, and a brief legislative history, 

description, and name of the sponsor(s) of each bill considered. 

In the determination of the composition of the committee in terms 

of member characteristics, the Inter-University Consortium for 

Political and Social Research (ICPSR) dataset, Roster of United States 

Congressional Officeholders and Biographical Characteristics of Members 

of the United States Congress, 1789-1985 Merged Data (ICPSR 7803) was 

the chief source. Data on interest group and party unity scores for 

the Powell and Perkins years came from ICPSR's Voting Scores of Members 

of Congress (1945-1982) (ICPSR 7645). 

Much of the information on the political climate of the times was 

drawn from Congressional Quarterly's Congress and the Nation, 1945-

1964. Other sources included the Congressional Quarterly Weekly 

Report, the Congressional Quarterly Almanac, and the U.S. House of 

Representatives Legislative Calendar: Committee on Education and 

Labor, 1947 to 1884. Also very useful were committee publications, 

such as Activities and Accomplishments of the Committee on Education 

and Labor, House of Representatives during the --- Congress; Summary of 

Major Legislative Action of the House Education and Labor Committee for 

the --- Congress; Rules and Practice, House of Representatives; and 

sundry other committee prints. The annotated version of the Rules of 

the House of Representatives, 96th Congress, provided a great deal of 
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information concerning changes in House rules and practices, either in 

general or specific to the committee. 

Various reports by the Ralph Nader Congress Project provided 

useful background information, as did newspaper and magazine articles 

and obituaries. Additional data came from biographies of members. 

Plan of the Study 

The examination of the Committee on Education and Labor in light 

of its setting, composition, voting patterns, structure and operations, 

and leadership begins with the Barden years. There are two chapters 

for each of the three chairmen. The first of each pair deals with the 

setting, committee composition, voting patterns, structure, 

jurisdiction, workload, and function of the committee. The second 

considers the chairman's background, orientation, and leadership style. 

Chapters Two and Three cover the period of Barden's chairmanship, 

lasting from 1951 through 1961, except for a two-year respite in 1953 

and 1954. Chapters Four and Five treat the years during which Powell 

was chairman, 1961-1966. The Perkins years, 1967-1984, are examined in 

Chapters Six and Seven. Chapter Eight is the conclusion. An appendix 

discusses the data-gathering interviews undertaken for this research. 
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CHAPTER 2 

COMMITTEE SETTING, COMPOSITION, AND STRUCTURE: 1951-60 

This chapter, which focuses on the committee during the years 

Barden was chairman, 1951-1960, consists of five main parts. The first 

sets out the political conditions and issues before the committee. The 

second discusses the regional and ideological composition of the 

committee and the seniority of its members. The third part analyzes the 

voting patterns on committee roll calls. The fourth treats the 

structure of the committee under Barden and the fifth considers the 

committee's jurisdiction, workload, and function. 

General Political Conditions of the 1950s 

The political environment is important because it determines what 

is relevant and sets the limits of what is possible and politically 

feasible. The environment also dictates the timing of issues. 

National security issues, particularly the Korean War and its 

aftermath, dominated much of the politics of the 1950s. Communist fear 

inspired by the traumatic foreign affairs events carried over into the 

domestic arena. As a result of the convictions of eleven leaders of the 

U.S. Communist party for conspiracy to teach and advocate the violent 

overthrow of the U.S. Government (Congress and the Nation, 1656), the 

Alger Hiss treason affair, and McCarthyism (which prospered until 

Senator McCarthy was censured by the Senate in 1954), public and 
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congressional attention converged on the communist threat. 2 The country 

suffered repercussions of the "red scare" for years. 

Fear of communism was intensified by the Soviets' launch of 

Sputnik in 1957. Americans were shocked and chagrinned that such a 

"backward" nation had beat them into space. Sputnik highlighted 

educational deficiencies in U.S. public schools. 

In addition to the fear of communism, labor issues charged the 

environment. President Truman's 1952 seizure of the steel mills to 

thwart a strike that he believed threatened national defense heightened 

public awareness of labor difficulties (Executive Order 10340, April 8, 

1952). And in the early 1950s, television emerged as a prominent factor 

in congressional activities and in national politics, providing a basis 

for Education and Labor investigations. Throughout 1951, Senator Estes 

Kefauver's subcommittee held televised hearings on organized crime, 

exposing national criminal organizations that made immense illegal 

profits, influenced local politicians, and bought protection. The 

Kefauver hearings were the first opportunity for most Americans to 

witness congressional activities and hearings attracted widespread 

attention. So did subsequent hearings by Senator John McClellan (D-AR) 

2 For example, in 1952, the Senate held hearings pertaining to 
Communists in labor unions. The Communist Control Act of 1954 (PL 83-
637) prohibited Communist party members from holding union offices or 
to represent an emp 1 oyer before the NLRB (Congress and the Nation, 
598). In 1954, Senator Joseph McCarthy (R-WI) held hearings in the 
Senate Government Operations Committee to investigate possible 
communist infiltration of the State Department, the Voice of America, 
and the Army. Education and Labor considered the issue of 1 oya 1 ty 
oaths on several occasions during the decade, including in the 1958 
NDEA, in the Landrum-Griffin Act, and in sever a 1 other efforts to 
repeal it. See Congress and the Nation, 1669-1670 and Puryear (1979, 
133-34). 
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funds, accelerating the clamor for labor reform. 
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Racial discrimination also made headlines, particularly after the 

Supreme Court handed down its Brown v. Board of Education of Topeka 

decisions. The 1954 decision, which sparked widespread protests and 

debates, declared unconstitutional racial segregation in public schools 

as a denial of equal protection under the Fourteenth Amendment (347 U.S. 

483 (1954)). Previously sanctioned under the doctrine of the 1896 

Plessy v. Ferguson decision (163 U.S. 537 (1896)}, dealing with 

transportation, the Court ruled in Brown that separate but equal school 

facilities were "inherently unequal." A year later, after hearing 

further arguments about the relief to be granted, the Court ordered 

local authorities to "make a prompt and reasonable start" and local 

courts to "proceed with all deliberate speed" to end segregation in the 

public schools (Brown v. Board of Education of Topeka. II, 349 U.S. 294 

(1955)). 

Federal aid to education issues were argued repeatedly throughout 

the decade, but most of the proposals met their demise because of race

related issues. The 1958 crisis at little Rock, Arkansas intensified 

the conflict, particularly in education, although other aspects of 

discrimination, such as housing, also were in the limelight. President 

Eisenhower's action to enforce a federal court order desegregating 

Central High School incited a long-lasting states rights versus federal 

government conflict. 

At the onset of the decade, Democrat Harry S. Truman was in the 

White House; however, he did not run again in 1952. With former Supreme 
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Allied Commander in Europe Dwight D. Eisenhower as their candidate, the 

Republicans held the Presidency from 1952 to 1960 and the 83rd Congress 

(1953-54). Democrats managed to regain control of both houses in the 

1954 elections, although by small margins. They won in increasingly 

large numbers in both the 1956 and 1958 elections, setting the stage for 

a return to prominence of the social welfare issues traditionally 

emphasized by liberals. The Democratic platform in the 1960 election 

brought the social issues under the jurisdiction of Education and Labor 

to a top spot on the agenda. 

Primary Issues Facing Education and Labor 

While much of the country was attentive to events in the 

international arena, the members of Education and Labor were faced with 

a number of important and controversial issues that were often so 

divisive that no agreement was possible or, in the eyes of some, 

desirable. The focus of both education and labor legislation changed 

over the decade. 

Education Issues, 1951-60. In the context of outside events that 

both hindered and helped their resolution, the 1950s Committee on 

Education and Labor haggled over two major education issues, school 

construction and general aid to education. The latter had been stifled 

for years because of a continuing controversy over whether the federal 

government should provide aid to religious schools. 

School construction, one of the few issues on which members could 

compromise, occupied much of the committee's time throughout the decade. 

Proposals focused primarily on aid to areas overly burdened by increased 

enrollments resulting from defense-related federal activities. In 1950, 
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Congress passed two Education and Labor bills, P.L. 81-815 and P.L. 81-

874, that authorized funds for the construction of elementary and 

secondary schools and for operating expenses to local educational 

agencies in federally-impacted areas. In subsequent years, the 

committee amended and reauthorized this legislation. These two laws 

became models for subsequent proposals by the National Education 

Association (NEA) for general aid that would provide substantial 

assistance to public schools with no federal control provisions attached 

(Thomas 1975, 23). 

Nearly all of the efforts for general aid to education met with 

resistance in the 1950s. From 1951-53, federal aid was considered as an 

offshoot of a long-standing argument between the states and the federal 

government over "tidelands." At issue was whether the federal 

government or the coastal states owned the submerged lands between the 

low-tide mark and the continental shelf. Several members, including 

Carl Perkins (D-KY), proposed applying revenues from offshore oil to 

general aid to education. These amendments were opposed by groups 

interested in guaranteeing that the coastal states controlled the oil 

deposits adjacent to their shores. The House resolved the issue in 

favor of the states and omitted oil-for-education provisions. 

The Supreme Court's 1954 decision in Brown v. Board of Education 

affected aid to education deliberations for years to come. With its 

prohibition against segregation, Brown removed the question of whether 

Congress should provide aid to segregated schools as an issue, although 

Southerners still opposed federal money with strings attached. The 

Court's decision fueled the rancorous debate over federal aid to 
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education, especially in the Education and labor Committee. Several 

members refused to vote for aid that did not include segregated schools 

and others refused to support aid to school districts that had not 

followed the decree. 

Eisenhower's nationalization of National Guard troops at little 

Rock in 1957 also hampered efforts at enacting federal aid to education. 

The events bolstered Chairman Graham Barden's arguments that federal aid 

would result in federal government interference in local affairs. 

Not until federal aid funds could be tied to the national defense 

was there any hope of a general aid program passing. Sputnik provided 

that link and as a direct result, Congress enacted the National Defense 

Education Act of 1958 (P.l. 85-864). Proponents capitalized on the 

widespread impression that American education was inadequate compared to 

that of the Soviets. By including the reference to "defense" in the 

title, they made it difficult for even the staunchest opponents of 

federal aid to vote against it because it was a national security 

matter. 

In sum, external events changed the issues facing the Committee on 

Education and labor throughout the decade of the 1950s. The question of 

aid to religious schools that had been so prominent in the 1940s was 

eclipsed by the problem of aid to segregated schools. later, the 

integration issues, although not completely dormant, gave way to 

national security concerns. General aid to education was hitched to the 

bandwagon of national defense in response to perceived Soviet dominance 

in space. School construction remained a prominent topic throughout the 

decade. 
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Labor Issues, 1951-60. Although the labor issues facing the 

committee during the 1950s were not as prominent as those concerning 

education, they proved fertile turf for committee efforts and were 

equally contentious. The most visible issues involved labor reform, 

including pleas for Taft-Hartley repeal, 3 threatened strikes, and the 

corruption in labor unions exposed during the Kefauver and McClellan 

hearings in the Senate. President Truman's seizure of the steel mills 

contributed to the public awareness of labor problems. As pressure for 

reform gathered steam from the televised hearings and the strike 

threats, conservatives and pro-union Democrats in the House joined 

forces to kill a Senate labor reform bill in the 85th Congress (1957-

58), but the coalition dissolved in the 86th. 

In addition, proponents of a Fair Employment Practices Commission 

kept up the heat, but their efforts were fruitless. Minimum wage 

increases frequently were proposed and occasionally passed. Little 

labor legislation of consequence came out of this committee, however, 

until 1959, when, after considerable dickering and maneuvering, Congress 

passed a significant and stringent labor reform law, known as the 

Landrum-Griffin Act, named for two Education and Labor Committee 

proponents. 4 

Conclusions 

The decade of the 1950s seemed to be a pressure cooker for 

education and labor issues. The education laws enacted toward the 

3 The Taft-Hartley Act formally is entitled The Labor- Management 
Relations Act of 1947 (P.L. 80-101). 

4 The act formally is entitled The Labor-Management Reporting and 
Disclosure Act .of 1959, (P.L. 86-257). 



latter part of the decade were merely the first trickle of steam 

escaping through a valve, before the cover blew off the whole pot. 

Education issues rolled to a full boil before additional legislative 

remedies were enacted in the early to mid-1960s. 

The Committee and Its Makeup 

This section of the chapter includes discussions on the 

demographic and ideological compositions of the committee during the 

1950s. These discussions form the basis for later comparisons of the 

committee composition under all three chairmen. 

Regional Representation 
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Each state and, to some extent, each region has a political 

culture of its own that helps mold the political behavior of its voters 

(Elazar 1984). Although regions are less unified in political culture 

than are states, knowledge of the geographic constituencies committee 

members represent is an important determinant of their political 

philosophies. For example, as a southern state, North Carolina had been 

Democratic since the Civil War and the attitudes about racial equality 

were bound to influence Barden. While other areas may not have 

political cultures as apparent as that of the South, their cultures can 

influence members' philosophies, voting behavior, and ostensibly, 

committee policies. 

The regional makeup of the Education and Labor Committee during 

the 1950s differs from that of the later periods, although the Middle 

Atlantic, urban states had a predominant proportion of the membership 

throughout all three periods. See Table 2-1. From 1952 through 1960, 
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these states averaged over a third of the committee's membership. 

Almost a third of the Democrats and over 40 percent of the Republicans 

represented Middle Atlantic states, (in increasingly large proportions 

from the 82nd to the 85th Congresses), especially New York, New Jersey, 

and Pennsylvania. The increase primarily was the result of the 

Democratic leadership's efforts to populate the committee with more 

liberal Democrats, the reputed influence of organized labor in the 

selection of committee Democrats, the Republicans' response to those 

efforts, and the increasing salience of committee issues to large, urban 

areas. 

The East North Central region, a Republican stronghold during the 

1950s, was the next most highly represented region. Almost a fourth of 

the Republicans, a conservative group, came from this area. Illinois, 

Indiana, Michigan, Ohio, and Wisconsin all had Republican representation 

on the committee. Most of the time, few committee Democrats came from 

the East North Central States. In later years, however, several 

Democrats who represented some of the urban areas, such as Chicago and 

Detroit, and who tended to be labor union advocates were assigned to 

Education and Labor. 

During the 1950s, the South sent only Democrats to the committee 

and few Republicans at all to Congress. Members from Alabama, Georgia, 

North Carolina, Texas, and Arkansas held over a fifth of the Democratic 

committee seats during the decade, but constituted less than a sixth of 

the full committee's membership. As it happened, southerners did 

control some of the more powerful seats on Education and Labor, 

including the chairmanship. 
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TABLE 2-1 

1950s REGIONAL REPRESENTATION ON EDUCATION AND LABOR 
IN PERCENTAGES" 

Congress Full Democrats Republicans Region 

82nd 29.1 28.6 30.0 Middle 
83rd 32.1 23.1 40.0 Atlantic 
84th 40.0 35.3 46.2 
85th 44.8 37.5 53.8 
86th 36.7 35.0 40.0 

82nd 16.6 0.0 40.0 East 
83rd 14.3 7.7 20.0 North 
84th 10.0 5.9 15.4 Central 
85th 10.3 0.0 23.1 
86th 20.0 20.0 30.0 

82nd 20.8 35.7 0.0 South 
83rd 14.3 30.8 0.0 
84th 10.0 17.6 0.0 
85th 10.3 18.8 0.0 
86th 10.0 15.0 0.0 

82nd 4.1 0.0 10.0 Pacific 
83rd 3.6 0.0 6.7 
84th 13.3 11.8 15.4 
85th 10.3 12.5 7.7 
86th 13.3 10.0 20.0 

82nd 12.5 14.3 10.0 West 
83rd 14.3 14.3 13.3 North 
84th 6.7 5.9 7.7 Central 
85th 3.4 6.3 23.1 
86th 6.7 5.0 10.0 

82nd 0.0 0.0 0.0 Mountain 
83rd 14.3 7.7 20.0 
84th 13.3 11.8 15.4 
85th 10.3 12.5 7.7 
86th 3.3 5.0 0.0 

• Statistics calculated from data compiled in ICPSR Study 7803. 
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TABLE 2-1, continued 

Congress Full Democrats Republicans Region 

82nd 12.5 14.3 10.0 Border 
83rd 7.1 15.4 0.0 
84th 6.7 11.8 0.0 
85th 6.9 12.5 0.0 
86th 6.7 15.0 0.0 

82nd 4.1 7.1 0.0 New 
83rd 0.0 0.0 0.0 England 
84th 0.0 0.0 0.0 
85th 3.4 0.0 7.7 
86th 3.3 5.0 0.0 
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The other areas of the country had smaller proportions of 

Education and Labor membership. The far western, West North Central, 

Mountain, and Border state regions each was represented, on average, by 

less than 10 percent of the committee's membership. New Englanders had 

few, if any, seats on this committee in the 1950s. 

The regional makeup of Education and Labor shifted toward the 

urban areas during the 1950s. Although the Middle Atlantic states 

maintained a substantial edge in representation on the committee 

throughout the decade, the balance between the East North Central states 

and the South was reversed. As southern and border state representation 

decreased by about half over the period, the proportion of East North 

Central and Pacific members increased. During the later years of the 

decade, few southerners either wanted or were appointed to seats on this 

committee. The Democratic leadership refused to give the recalcitrant 

North Carolina chairman more ammunition than he already had in his war 

against progressive legislation. 

New Members on the Committee and Seniority 

Throughout the 1950s, nearly a third of the membership of 

Education and Labor was new to the committee. As shown in Table 2-2, 

over a third of the Republicans were first-time appointees in the 1950s 

as were about 28 percent of the Democrats. Not surprisingly, the 

highest proportion of new members came in the Republican 83rd Congress, 

with half of the committee members either freshmen or new additions 

(either transfers or members with dual assignments). 

First-term representatives filled two-thirds of the vacant seats 

on the committee during the 1950s, comprising over 80 percent of the new 
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Democrats and 54 percent of the new Republicans. About a fifth of all 

committee members were freshmen each term. Only ten percent of the 142 

committee seats were taken by non-freshman members not previously 

assigned to the committee and were split fairly evenly between Democrats 

and Republicans. 

The non-freshmen new members assigned to the committee in the 

1950s either transferred from other committees or were given Education 

and Labor in addition to other assignments. All three new non-freshman 

members in the 82nd Congress transferred, giving up seats on other 

committees -- Judiciary and Veterans Affairs for the two Democrats, and 

Merchant Marine and Fisheries for the Republican. 

Republicans had to draft members from other committees to fill 

vacancies on Education and Labor, especially in the 83rd Congress (and 

in many subsequent sessions). Although one member transferred from 

Merchant Marine and Fisheries, two also held seats on Interior and 

Insular Affairs, and one chaired Government Operations. In the 84th 

Congress, a Republican came to Education and Labor after losing his seat 

on Appropriations because of the switch in party control. Of the 

non-freshmen who joined the committee in the 85th Congress, one 

transferred from both Banking and Currency and Public Works and the 

other had a dual assignment on Veterans Affairs. The two non-freshman 

members added in the 86th also had other assignments, one on Agriculture 

and one on Banking and Currency. 

For several reasons, including the recalcitrant chairman and the 

nature of the issues under the committee's jurisdiction, Democrats had 

similar difficulty in attracting members, a major reason that over 80 
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TABLE 2-2 

NUMBER OF SEATS AND NEW MEMBERS, BY PARTY FOR 1950s 
COMMITTEE ON EDUCATION AND LABOR" 

Number of Number of 
Members New Members 

Congress Year Full .Q R Full .Q R 

82 1951-52 24 14 10 5 3 2 

83 1953-54 28 13 15 14 4 10 

84 1955-56 30 17 13 9 7 2 

85 1957-58 30 17 13 9 4 5 

86 1959-60 30 ZQ 10 .8 ~ .J 

Total 142 81 61 45 23 22 

Mean 28.4 16.2 12.2 9 4.6 4.4 

• Calculated from information printed in The Congressional 
Directory, 82nd through 86th Congresses. 



percent of their vacancies went to freshmen. Only three Democrats 

newly assigned to Education and Labor were not freshmen. With one 

exception, between 1952 and 1960, all new Democrats were freshmen. 
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From these transfer statistics, it seems that few members 

voluntarily gave up assignments on other committees to serve on 

Education and Labor. Most new members either were freshmen or had 

multiple assignments. Republican membership on this committee offered 

few constituency or power benefits. They were forced to consider issues 

that few members could capitalize on and that might even be harmful to 

them back home. The preponderance of new Democrats were freshmen, with 

few out and out transfers to the committee, possibly because the 

chairman had a reputation for frustrating his committee members by 

blocking any liberal legislation they might propose. 

The number of new members indicates a high turnover rate among 

committee members, possibly because of the obstinate chairman, a 

politically difficult jurisdiction, little organizational memory or 

tradition, and the higher status of some other committees. The subject 

matter was amenable neither to compromise nor to the development of 

visible expertise. There were only limited constituency benefits and 

otherwise few incentives for members to want to serve on Education and 

Labor in the 1950s. 

Of those on the committee during the 1950s, the average member 

spent 13.4 years in the House. Freshmen, sophomores and three term 

members each comprised about a fifth of the members. The committee also 

had 12.6 percent four-term members and 7.1 percent five-term members. 
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An average of almost 20 percent of the membership had served six or more 

terms in Congress. 

Why Members Left the Committee and the House 

The predominant reason for leaving Education and Labor was 

electoral defeat. Moreover, not a few members decided not to stand for 

reelection to Congress -- some to retire and some to pursue other 

careers. Table 2-3 shows where members went after they left the 

committee. 

Although a number of members served out their careers on Education 

and Labor, seven transferred to other committees, some taking 

chairmanships and others just moving to a more desirable committee 

assignment. A few ran for the Senate or for other public offices, and 

occasionally a member was appointed to a Cabinet-level position. 

Ideological Composition of the Committee 

As Fenno (1969, 284) noted when he studied the Committee on 

Education and Labor in light of the struggle over federal aid to 

education, 

The vastly different outcome of House action can best be 
understood by examining the issues of federal aid as they 
are processed by the particular individuals and institutions 
of the House. 

In addition to highlighting the importance of committee composition, 

this statement gives particular credence to the theory that who the 

chairman is, what his politics are, and how he sees or plays his role 

are important factors in the structure, operation, and output of a 

committee. 



TABLE 2-3 

WHERE THE MEMBERS WENT AFTER EDUCATION AND LABOR" 

Left 
After Year 

82 1951-52 

83 1953-54 

84 1955-56 

85 1957-58 

86 1959-60 

Destination 

Senate 
Asst. Sec'y of State 
Defeated in 1952 Elections 
Ran for Gov. of Arkansas 
Did not run again 

Interior and Insular Affairs 
Defeated in 1954 Elections 
Ran for Senate and lost 

Number 

2 
1 
4 
1 
2 

2 
3 
2 

Foreign Affairs 1 
Agriculture and District 1 
Defeated in 1956 Elections 2 
Did not run again 1 
Died in Office 2 
Resigned to become a Judge 1 
Resigned to be Executive Dir., 

United Cerebral Palsey Assn. 1 

Appropriations 
Ways and Means 
Agriculture 
Defeated in 1958 Elections 
Retired 

Rules 
Secretary of the Interior 
Defeated in 1960 Elections 
Not renominated 
Did not run again 
Retired 

1 
1 
1 
1 

1 
1 
3 
1 
1 
2 

1D 1R 
1R 

2D 2R 
1D 
1D 1R 

2R 
2D 1R 
1D 1R 

1D 

2D 
1D 

1R 
2R 
1R 

1R 

1R 
1D 1R 
1D 

1R 
2 2R 

1D 
1D 
2D 1R 

1D 

1R 
1R 
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10 

7 

9 

7 

8 

• Transfer statistics compiled from The Congressional Directory, 
82nd-85th Congresses. Data on other destinations were drawn from 
various sources, including The Biographical Directory of the American 
Congress. 1774-1971. The ICPSR dataset 7803 provided some of the 
statistics on where members went when they left the House. 
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The ideological leanings of members of the Committee on Education 

and Labor during the 1950s cannot always, in this research, be supported 

by "hard" data. Surrogate measures based on agreement with several 

interest groups are used in an attempt to derive some judgment of their 

degree of liberalism or conservatism. A discussion later in this 

section relates the ideological composition as determined by interest 

group scores to the perceptions of other scholars and of committee 

members and staff. 

Interest Group Ratings. A number interest groups, including the 

Americans for Democratic Action (ADA), the Americans for Constitutional 

Action (ACA), the American Federation of Labor (AFL), the Congress of 

Industrial Organizations (CIO), and the Committee for Political 

Education (COPE), identified roll calls indicating which members of 

Congress were their supporters and opponents in the 1950s. Several sets 

of these pre-selected votes from which measures could be calculated to 

gauge the ideological leanings of members of Congress are available for 

the decade of the 1950s, although somewhat sporadically. 5 Since no 

interest group published "right" and "wrong" votes for each year, no one 

type of score was calculated for every session. This study uses AFL 

scores from 1947-52, CIO and ADA scores for the 82nd Congress, labor 

support (six labor unions) scores for the 83rd, AFL-CIO support scores 

for 1947-56, and ACA scores form 1957-59, and ADA and COPE scores for 

1960. The ratings are calculated on the percentage of "right" votes 

The number of times each member voted for and against each "pressure" 
group·' s position is printed in the Congressi on a 1 Quarterly Weekly 
Report at various times throughout the decade. 



cast by each member out of the total number of possible votes, in 

accordance with the measuring group's point of view. 6 
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The higher the score on votes chosen by the ADA, COPE, the AFL, 

the AFL-CIO, and the CIO, the more liberal a member is assumed to be 

since labor union support generally is regarded as the liberal position. 

Members with higher ACA scores are considered to lean toward the 

conservative end of the ideological spectrum. 

Table 2-4 shows the average interest group ratings (AFL, CIO, 

COPE, ADA, Labor, and ACA) for House members and committee members, 

Democrats and Republicans. For every available rating, committee 

Democrats on average are ranked as more liberal than are all House 

Democrats. By the same token, committee Republicans averaged more 

conservative scores than did all House Republicans. 

During the early years of the decade, the differences between 

House and committee Democrats' average scores were modest. As time 

passed, the magnitude of the differences generally increased, as did the 

size of the Democratic advantage, leading to the conclusions that the 

committee was becoming more liberal than its parent body and that 

liberals were disproportionately represented on the committee. This 

deduction is reinforced by the 1960 ADA and COPE scores, on which 

6 For ex amp 1 e, if a member voted correct 1 y on twenty of the 
twenty-seven roll calls chosen by the AFL, he would rate a support 
score of 74. Whether he voted against the AFL position or not at all 
is irrelevant, since neither action would constitute support for the 
AFL' s position. One drawback to this measure is that it pen a 1 i zes 
members who were not in Congress in a 11 of the terms in question; 
however, if they were not in Congress, they could not support that 
pressure group's position on the selected roll calls. 
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TABLE 2-4 

INTEREST GROUP SCORES FOR 1950s" 
(Means and Standard Deviations) 

GROUP AFL CIO ADA LABOR ACA ADA COPE AFL 
YEAR 47-52 51-52 51-52 53-54 57-59 60 60 47-56 

FULL HR 34.9 40.0 39.2 41.6 43.5 56.3 54.5 48.7 MEAN 
31.9 34.0 33.6 41.5 34.0 37.4 39.9 35.7 so 
428 430 432 428 432 432 432 431 N 

FULL E&L 34.5 35.9 37.6 41.5 39.7 68.0 65.1 54.9 MEAN 
34.3 38.2 38.7 34.2 36.7 37.7 41.3 43.4 so 

24 24 24 28 30 30 30 30 N 

HR OEMS 54.2 56.0 56.3 66.2 22.0 72.2 71.7 73.2 MEAN 
29.3 35.0 33.5 37.7 18.1 34.6 36.4 26.9 so 
230 230 230 214 278 280 280 230 N 

E&L OEMS 54.4 57.5 59.3 72.6 15.8 88.8 88.7 89.8 MEAN 
31.4 38.3 37.0 24.3 13.7 26.6 28.0 18.5 so 

14 14 14 13 20 20 20 17 N 

HR REPS 13.1 21.7 19.0 14.5 83.5 26.9 22.5 20.4 MEAN 
17.5 21.4 19.8 27.7 15.0 21.1 22.7 20.4 so 

201 201 201 217 150 151 152 198 N 

E&L REPS 6.6 11.2 7.3 14.5 87.6 26.4 18.1 9.4 MEAN 
10.3 14.7 9.7 8.5 11.2 13.9 12.2 10.6 so 

10 10 10 15 10 10 10 13 N 

• Calculated as the percentage of "right" votes out of the total 
votes chosen by each group, as printed in Congressional Quarterly Weekly 
Reports. 



committee members averaged about 17 points higher than did all House 

Democrats. 
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On all the positions deemed to be favorable to liberal interest 

groups, committee Republicans scored lower and thus are considered to 

have been more conservative than were House Republicans. It is 

interesting to note that committee Republicans scored most 

conservatively relative to their House colleagues on the scores 

reflecting votes taken since the early part of the decade, just prior to 

their winning control of Congress. This difference could have been 

caused by several factors. It could have been a function of the issues 

chosen by the liberal-oriented ADA and COPE or of the prominence of 

Korea and Communism as issues. Alternatively, it could have resulted 

from the influences of conservative party leaders, such as Senator 

Robert Taft (R-OH) and Representative Charles Halleck (R-IN). The more 

moderate Eisenhower forces had not yet come to power. It could have 

been a result of Democratic control of both houses and the Republican 

response of assigning the most conservative Republicans to the committee 

that dealt with provocative labor issues, such as the Taft-Hartley Act, 

Truman's seizure of the steel mills, and federal aid to education 

proposals. To many Republicans and other conservatives, the latter 

represented federal interference in a state domain. 

Over the years, as determined by their average interest group 

scores, the committee Republicans generally became more representative 

of all their parent population in the House, while the opposite was true 

for the Democrats. The high average ACA scores for both committee and 

House Republicans on votes cast between 1957 and 1959 indicate that the 



74 

average Republican in the House, whether or not on the committee, tended 

to vote the conservative position on issues chosen by the ACA. 

In the first decade or so of the committee's existence, the 

Democrats seemed to reflect fairly closely the overall ideological 

picture of House Democrats. On the other hand, Republicans were more 

extreme, thereby pulling the whole committee to the right. Until the 

86th Congress, the entire Education and Labor committee membership, as 

reflected by all the interest group ratings, mirrored relatively closely 

the ideological leanings of the entire House. Except for the 1960 

scores, the differences between average House and committee interest 

group ratings were small. 

The magnitude of the 1960 differences can be attributed to the 

House leadership's stacking of the Education and Labor with liberal 

Democrats to overpower the conservative chairman. Beginning in the mid-

1950s, the leadership conspired to fill vacancies that had been held by 

conservative committee Democrats with more liberal members. Allegedly 

the labor unions had some influence over the selection of Democrats 

assigned to the committee. For several years, only those who were 

reputed to have strong labor sympathies were assigned. When the 

southerners retired or were defeated, more progressive, northern members 

filled the vacancies. The leadership refused to give the conservative 

chairman any more natural allies. In addition, during the late 1950s, 

the leadership increased the size of the committee and more liberals 

were added to accommodate the desire of House members to facilitate the 

passage of liberal social legislation, such as federal aid to education. 
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Other Judgments on Member Ideology. Additional data, research 

done by other scholars, and interviews with members and staffs support 

the characterization of this committee as one that was conservatively 

dominated at first and subsequently transformed into a bastion of 

liberalism. As illustrated by the early COPE and AFL scores, as a rule 

Education and Labor members in the early 1950s were no more disposed to 

vote for proposals deemed beneficial to organized labor than was the 

House as a whole. During the late 1940s and the early to mid-1950s, 

committee members' labor ratings fairly well represented those of the 

entire House, a condition still not overwhelmingly favorable to 

organized labor. 

The situation, which changed after the mid-1950s, was described by 

one member: 

The AFL-CIO got the committee stacked against Barden, who 
was staunchly anti-labor. Bolling and Rayburn stacked the 
committee. The Speaker controlled Ways and Means, which 
controlled committee assignments. In '54, '56, and '58, no 
one who wasn't solid pro-labor was appointed to the 
committee. This also was the first time that organized 
labor got into the structural process of the committee 
(Interview). 

Another long-time student of Washington politics described the situation 

as follows: 

Only after six years of carefully planned appointments did 
the democratic leadership in the House manage to build a 
majority within the Education and Labor Committee that did 
not share the anti-labor and anti-education bias of its then 
chairman (Cater 1964, 160). 

In addition to, and possibly contributing to, its leverage over 

assignments, organized labor held some powerful purse strings over 

committee members. Thirteen out of twenty Education and Labor Democrats 

in the 86th Congress received contributions from labor organizations in 
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1958. Comparable data for earlier years are not available. Labor also 

gave campaign money to Lee Metcalf (D-MT), who was on the committee in 

1958, but transferred to Ways and Means the next year. Three New 

Yorkers, Adam Powell, Ludwig Teller, and Frank Zelenka, did not receive 

union funds, nor did New Jersey's Dominick Daniels. Of these 

northerners, only Powell faced an opponent who got financial 

contributions from labor, and they were minimal. The three southerners, 

Chairman Barden (D-NC), Carl Elliott (D-AL), and Phil Landrum (D-GA), 

also received no support from labor unions, nor did they offer any at 

voting time. All the other Democrats on the committee were the 

beneficiaries of union contributions in the 1958 elections. Labor 

supported no committee Republicans and few others (CO Weekly, April 19, 

1959, p. 512-515). 

Other scholars also have noted that the Democrats shifted toward 

the liberal wing of their party, while the Republicans still recruited 

committee members from the conservative extreme of theirs. Masters 

(1961, 245) wrote that, with a few exceptions, 

Democrats have felt that only members who can afford 
politically to take an outright pro-labor position-- i.e., 
who get union support for election -- should be assigned to 
this committee. 

Other members were steered in other directions. 

Members from farm or middle-class suburban districts are 
discouraged from applying. Service on this committee by a 
member whose district is relatively free of labor-management 
or segregation conflicts would only result in raising issues 
in his district that could prove embarrassing and even 
politically fatal to the member (Masters 1961, 245). 

Republicans, on the other hand, also discouraged most members from 

applying. An assignment on this committee in the 1950s, and to some 



extent in the 1980s, was a hardship post -- somewhere Republicans do 

their time and then move on to more politically lucrative assignments. 
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Masters (1961, 245-247) noted that the Republicans were hard pressed to 

take a moderate stance on labor-management issues. They were likely to 

take pro-management/anti-labor positions and have close ties to 

management groups. The Democrats appeased organized labor by assigning 

pro-union members and Republicans catered to the National Association of 

Manufacturers by placing pro-management members on Education and Labor. 

Masters (1961, 245) pointed out that "this assignment is no place for a 

neutral when there are so many belligerents around." 

Fenno (1969) provided a vivid description of assignment to 

Education and Labor. He noted that freshmen Republicans were 

discouraged by their leadership from choosing this committee unless 

"their convictions are firm, their talents for combat considerable, and 

their districts reasonably safe" (Fenno 1969, 289). Those who ended up 

with this assignment, either by draft or by choice, were usually from 

the conservative end of the spectrum. Fenno described committee 

Democrats: 

[M]embers are strongly issue-oriented, personally 
contentious, and vigorously committed. They tend to 
represent the more liberal elements of their party. Party 
leaders produce this result both by encouraging the 
appointment of labor-oriented congressmen and by 
discouraging the appointment of southerners. To an 
individual representing a manufacturing or mining 
constituency, a place on the committee dealing with labor 
matters will have positive electoral advantages (1969, 290). 

Looking at Education and Labor through the eyes of its chairman, 

Puryear's (1979) descriptions of committee activity reinforce the idea 

of the contentiousness of members that has surfaced in many other works, 
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including Munger and Fenno (1962}, Fenno (1969}, Eidenberg and Morey 

(1969}, Brenner (1974}, and Ostrom (1979), and in this author's 

interviews with committee and staff members. Puryear characterized the 

committee as having severe ideological differences, noting that in the 

1940s, 

The religious issue had caused the 25 members of the House 
Committee on Education and Labor to become so badly divided 
on Federal aid to education that the Democratic leadership 
was doubtful as how to proceed. One congressional leader 
characterized the situation as "things are in a mess" 
(Puryear 1979, 89. Original quotation printed in the New 
York Times, July 7, 1949). 

As a result of the strong ideological divisions and the 

committee's control by conservatives until the 86th Congress, no federal 

aid bills had even a slight chance of passing, especially during the 

Republican controlled Congress. The odds were little better under the 

Democrats, particularly in light of the feuds over aid to segregated or 

parochial schools. According to Fenno, "until the Eighty-sixth Congress 

in January, 1959, the Republicans plus the southern Democrats 

constituted a majority -- hence a controlling influence whenever they 

could agree" (Fenno 1969, 292). The alliance between conservative 

Chairman Barden, Phil Landrum (0-GA}, and committee Republicans 

effectively created a stand-off, and stifled most efforts at enacting 

any bills on federal aid to education -- or any other "liberal" 

legislation. The few not defeated in Education and Labor were thwarted 

by Judge Howard Smith (O-VA), the chairman of the Committee on Rules. 

Conclusions on the Ideological Composition. The interest group 

data, this author's interview findings, and the interpretations drawn by 

other scholars support the impression that members of this committee 
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reasonably reflected the ideological leanings of the House, at least 

until the late 1950s. The data buttress Masters' and Fenno's 

conclusions that, in the late 1950s and early in the 1960s, the 

committee attracted extremists from both parties. That was not the 

rule during the early years of the committee, although some members 

were interested in either restraining or catering to organized labor 

and in either promoting or destroying opportunities for federal aid to 

education. By all accounts, during the latter part of the 1950s, the 

committee was contentious, disputatious, and bitterly divided. As a 

result, brute force was the only way to get legislation passed. 

~oting Patterns on the Committee in the 1950s 

Roll calls have been the vehicle for numerous studies of 

legislative structure and voting behavior. The research can be 

distinguished by the different "object units" of analysis whose 

behavior is to be explained (Eulau 1969, Collie 1984). First, much of 

the research on voting behavior has focused on voting cleavages and 

alignments. These studies include research to discern and explain 

cohesion and conflict in party voting patterns (e.g., Lowell 1902; 

Turner 1951; Westerfield 1955; Truman 1959; Matthews 1960; Turner and 

Schnier 1970; Brady 1972, 1973; Stevens, Miller, and Mann 1974; Clubb 

and Traugott 1977; Cooper, Brady, and Hurley 1977; and Shannon 1968). 

In addition, they include studies by scholars who set out to identify 

the nature of the cleavages in relation to broad policy dimensions 

(e.g., MacCrae 1958; Marwell 1967; Clausen 1973; Clausen and Cheyney 
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1970; Clausen and Van Horn 1977; Sinclair 1978a, 1978b, 1981, 1982, 

1985; Collie 1988). Second, using the individual decision maker as 

the object of analysis, several scholars have focused on the 

determinants of individual voting behavior. Included in this category 

is research focusing on the individual legislator (e.g., Cherryholmes 

and Shapiro 1969; Matthews and Stimson 1970, 1975; Kingdon 1973, 1977; 

Clausen 1973; Fiorina 1974, 1975; Stimson 1975; Asher and Weisberg 

1978; Kozak 1982). Other scholars employed roll calls to gauge the 

constituency-representation linkage (e.g., Turner 1951, MacCrae 1952, 

Key 1961, Miller and Stokes 1963, Froman 1963, Cnudde and McCrone 

1966, Flinn and Wolman 1966, Erikson 1971, Fiorina 1974, Deckard 1976, 

Kuklinski and Elling 1977, Bullock and Brady 1983). Although many of 

these studies used floor votes in the House and Senate, only a few 

researchers have employed committee roll calls (Unekis 1978a, 1978b, 

1979a, 1979b, 1984; Unekis and Rieselbach 1983, 1984; Parker and 

Parker 1979, 1981, 1985; and Hall 1987). 

The interest in the current research is to discern the voting 

patterns present on Education and Labor and to show whether and how 

they changed over the three decades under study. Throughout much of 

the literature on congressional committees, Education and Labor 

frequently has been the example of a conflictual, non-cohesive, and 

extremely partisan committee (Masters 1969, Manley 1965, Pressman 

1966, Bolling 1968, Morrow 1969, Fenno 1973, Ripley 1978, Ostrom 1979, 

Harris and Hain 1983, Parker and Parker 1985, and Smith 1986). 

Studies have shown, and interviews have substantiated, its high degree 
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of discord, but until now, no one has been able to document these 

allegations because the roll call records were not available for the 

early years of the committee 1 s existence. 7 

This section takes advantage of committee archival voting 

records in an attempt to show that the committee was not as partisan 

as its reputation would have one believe in the early 1950s. In fact, 

it was decidedly conservative (MacNeil 1963, 159-160). Beginning in 

the early 1950s, however, the influx of liberal Democrats decreased 

full committee cohesion and increased party cohesion on committee roll 

calls. By the end of the decade, Education and Labor was transformed 

into a unit that voted primarily along partisan lines when the parties 

were divided. Augmenting earlier studies, this chapter provides 

statistical evidence of the lack of cohesion among committee members 

during the 1950s. Moreover, throughout the decade, the parties 

increasingly aligned on opposite sides of the issues. 

Measurement of Voting Patterns 

In previous research, several measures have been employed to 

discern voting patterns. The most common are based on roll call 

voting and they include the Rice Index of Cohesion, party vote scores, 

party unity scores, and the index of likeness (e.g., Truman 1959; 

Matthews 1960; Cooper, Brady, and Hurley 1977; Collie 1988). Factor 

analysis· (Marwell 1967; Stevens, Miller and Mann 1974; and Parker and 

Parker 1985), cluster analysis (Sinclair 1977, Unekis and Rieselbach 

7 The staff of the Committee on Education and Labor was kind enough to allow 
this author access to all the committee roll calls taken since Barden assumed 
the chairmanship in 1950. Records for 1953, 1954, and 1957 are missing. 
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1984, Collie 1988), the creation of dummy matching committees (Feig 

1981), and some form of pair comparisons (Dyson and Soule 1970, Truman 

1959, Schneider 1979) also have been used to determine voting patterns 

and alignments. Other researchers have calculated the percentage of 

times that each member voted with every other member (Truman 1959, Dyson 

and Soule 1970) or correlated each member's roll call votes with those 

of every other member (Unekis and Rieselbach 1984). 

With committee roll call vote records in addition to House 

measures, this research considers the degree of full committee cohesion, 

intraparty unity, and interparty competition. The instruments used are 

among the simplest and most common, and thereby more easily understood. 

The aim is not to discern all possible factions or coalitions. Nor is 

it to define issue dimensions that create or moderate factions. Given 

assertions that the Committee on Education and Labor exhibited a high 

degrees of conflict and partisanship, the intent here is to show to what 

extent the committee operated in a unified versus a partisan fashion and 

whether the voting patterns changed over the years. 

The primary indicator of full committee cohesion and of intraparty 

unity used in this research is the Rice Index of Cohesion, which 

measures the absolute difference between the proportion of the committee 

or the party voting for one alternative and the proportion voting for 

the other (Rice 1928).8 The index ranges from zero (no cohesion) to 100 

(total cohesion). A score of zero indicates a tie vote, obviously 

8 A Rice Index score was computed for each roll call vote taken in 
the Committee on Education and Labor meetings for 1951, 1952, 1955, 
1956, 1958, 1959, and 1960. These scores were averaged per year or per 
term to determine an average index score. The scores are then averaged 
for the entire duration of Barden's chairmanship. 



showing a large split in opinion. A score of 100 occurs when everyone 

votes the same way. The higher the score, the higher the degree of 

agreement among all members. The Index does not include members who 

vote neither aye nor nay. 9 The Rice Index commonly is accepted as a 

measure of intra-group (bloc or party, usually), thereby making it 

acceptable as a measure of intra-committee unity. 
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Authoritative sources have stated that intraparty unity also can 

be measured validly by the Rice Index (Cooper, Brady, and Hurley 1977; 

Turner and Schnier 1970). Since it is a popular measure, the scores can 

be compared with relative ease to those of other studies. Moreover, the 

party Index scores can be compared with the full committee cohesion 

scores to show the extent to which the conflict on this committee 

follows party lines. The percentage of roll calls on which a certain 

percentage of members vote together provides another measure of 

intraparty unity to supplement the Rice Index Scores. 

Given the committee's reputation for conflict, one might expect 

full committee cohesion scores to be relatively low. What is more, one 

reasonably might suppose that the conflict would divide along party 

lines because the subject matter under the committee's jurisdiction 

embodied the fundamental differences between the parties. High cohesion 

on full committee measures would show that members minimized conflict 

sufficiently to be able to vote together to make policy decisions. High 

committee and party cohesion scores would indicate that the apparent 

conflict must follow some pattern other than party divisions. Low full 

9 For the drawbacks of the Rice Index, see Casstevens (1970). 
Although some members were absent frequently, most cast votes by proxy. 
There were relatively few "present" or "pass" ballots cast. 
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committee scores and high party cohesion scores on party votes point to 

the conflict dividing the committee primarily along party lines. 

Party unity scores are used to measure environmental partisanship 

and allow easy committee-House comparisons. 10 The levels of party 

voting, or interparty differences, are determined by the percentage of 

committee roll calls on which at least 70 percent of the Democrats 

opposed at least 70 percent of Republicans using committee votes. For 

purposes of comparison, results also are presented for 50, 75, and 90 

percent levels. 

The cutoff point for minimal levels of unity, either committee or 

party, is set at 70 percent cohesion, a Rice Index score of 40. If the 

limits were lower, say, at two thirds, either full committee cohesion or 

party voting would be obscured since Democrats had two thirds of the 

committee seats on several occasions. For any of the cohesion or 

partisanship measures, the most common standard, a simple majority of 

each party opposing the other party, is not a fair judgment of a party 

vote, although the results are presented for comparison to other 

studies. 11 For example, it is possible that eleven Democrats and four 

Republicans opposed six Republicans and nine Democrats. By the bare 

majority criterion, this alignment would constitute a party vote because 

10 See Feig (1981) for a discussion of environmental partisanship. 
Party Unity roll calls are House votes on which a majority of Democrats 
opposed a majority of Republicans. Party Unity scores, as compiled by 
Congressional Quarterly, are derived from a number of House Party Unity 
roll calls and are based on the percentage of time that each member 
voted yea or nay in accord with a majority of his party. 

11 The greater than 50 percent criterion has been used frequently 
over the years. For a few examples, see Westerfield (1955), Dyson and 
Soule (1970), Turner and Schnier (1970), Collie (1988), and 
Congressional Quarterly publications. 
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more than half of the Democrats lined up against more than half of the 

Republicans. On the other hand, this split easily could be construed as 

non-partisan instead of partisan since both parties show healthy 

representation on each side. 

The 90 percent cutoff for party voting also has been used in other 

research (e.g., Lowell 1902; Turner and Schnier 1970; Cooper, Brady, and 

Hurley 1977) to measure levels of party voting, but, given the character 

of this committee in the 1950s, it is too high. There were a few 

southern Democrats, including the chairman, who seldom voted with the 

rest of their party. Because they were so conservative, including them 

with their more liberal counterparts, necessitated by the 90 percent 

cohesion level, would obscure many votes presumed to be partisan on 

which all the other Democrats voted together. The sample size is too 

small to tolerate the 90 percent as a demarcation among party votes. 

The 70 and 75 percent marks are fairer cutoff points to determine 

levels of party voting on this committee, especially given the 

relatively few roll call votes each session (except in 1959). The 

chosen 70 percent criterion is low enough to allow for the few Democrats 

who habitually strayed to the right side of the aisle to do so without 

drastically affecting cohesion among the rest of the Democrats, yet it 

is high enough to show when a substantial portion of the members of one 

party voted together. 

Full committee cohesion is treated first. A discussion of 

partisan voting patterns follows. 
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Full Committee Cohesion Scores 

The 1950s Rice Index scores for the full committee averaged on the 

low end of the zero to one hundred scale, indicating a relatively high 

degree of conflict. As shown in Table 2-5, the average Rice Index for 

all roll calls available in the decade was 30.8, well below the minimum 

standard of 40. The only year for which the Rice Index scores show at 

least minimal full committee cohesion is 1951, but, that score alone is 

relatively meaningless because the committee met rarely that session and 

only had four roll call votes. Omitting 1951, the average score for the 

decade was 30.1. Keeping in mind that an index score of 33.3 is a two 

to one split, the scores show little committee cohesion during the 

Barden years. 

Cohesion and Vote Percentages. The statistics in Table 2-6 

reinforce the conclusion that there was little inter-party agreement on 

roll call votes in the committee. During the last two years of the 

decade, as the number of recorded votes increased, the degree of 

cohesion decreased. The committee reached the 70 percent criterion on 

less than 30 percent of its votes for the ten-year period, supporting 

the assertions of others and the conclusions derived from the cohesion 

scores that this committee was wrought with conflict. 

Cohesion levels may have been higher in the Republican 83rd 

Congress {1953-54) or in 1957, the years for which voting records are 

not available, but it is doubtful. The ratio in the 83rd Congress was 

almost 50-50, and there is no reason why it or the 1957 session should 

be deviant with respect to cohesion levels. In fact, the committee was 

particularly antagonistic in 1957 when it staged its revolt against the 
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TABLE 2-5 

AVERAGE RICE INDEX SCORES, 1950s 
COMMITTEE ON EDUCATION AND LABOR" 

A 11 Roll Calls Non-Procedural Votes 

~ Year N Full Dems Reps N Full Dems Reps 

82 1951 4 58.8 53.5 93.7 3 45.0 38.0 91.6 

82 1952 23 28.5 32.7 61.0 21 29.1 31.9 59.2 

84 1955 10 28.3 70.0 47.0 10 28.3 70.0 47.0 

84 1956 10 41.5 61.0 75.7 7 37.4 58.7 73.7 

85 1958 30 32.9 72.5 72.9 26 35.3 69.7 72.3 

86 1959 71 28.1 47.0 89.2 66 28.0 49.2 88.4 

86 1960 ll 29.1 69.4 71.0 21 29.1 69.4 71.0 

Total 169 154 
Mean 29.0 54.7 77.1 30.5 54.6 76.2 

AVERAGE RICE INDEX SCORES, BY CONGRESS 

A 11 Ro 11 Ca 11 s Non-Procedural Votes 
Cong. Year N Full Dems Reps N Full Dems Reps 

82 1951-52 27 33.0 35.8 65.9 24 31. 1 32.6 63.3 

84 1955-56 20 35.9 65.5 61.4 17 33.1 65.4 58.0 

85 1958 30 32.9 72.5 73.0 26 35.3 69.7 73.0 

86 1959-60 92 25.1 52.1 85.1 87 28.3 54.1 84.2 

Total 169 154 
Mean 29.0 54.7 77.1 30.5 54.6 76.2 

·Compiled from The Minutes of the Committee on Education and Labor, 
1951-1960. 
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TABLE 2-6 

COMMITTEE ROLL CALLS MEETING SPECIFIED COHESION LEVELS" 
(Actual number of roll calls in parentheses) 

-- By year --

Congress Year N >60% >66. 7% >70% 

82 1951 4 100.0 (4) 100.0 ( 4) 75.0 (3) 

82 1952 23 60.8 (14) 39.1 (9) 21.7 ( 5) 

84 1955 10 80.0 ( 8) 40.0 ( 4) 30.0 (3) 

84 1956 10 60.0 (6) 60.0 (6) 40.0 (4) 

85 1958 30 56.6 (17) 43.3 ( 13) 40.0 (12) 

86 1959 71 60.5 (43) 33.8 (24) 22.5 (16) 

86 1960 21 57. 1 (12) 42.8 (9) 28.5 (6) 

TOTAL 169 104 69 49 

MEAN 61.5% 40.8% 29.0% 

-- By Congress --

Congress Year N >60% >66.7% >70% 

82 1951-52 27 66.7 (18) 48.1 ( 13) 29.6 (8) 

84 1955-56 20 70.0 (14) 50.0 (10) 35.0 (7) 

85 1958 30 56. 6 ( 17) 43.3 (13) 40.0 (12) 

86 1959-60 92 59.7 (55) 35.9 (33) 23.9 (22) 

TOTAL 169 104 69 49 

MEAN 61.5% 40.8% 28.9% 

• Compiled from roll calls logged in the Minutes of the Committee 
on Education and Labor. 



chairman. Most of the Democrats were unified against the chairman and 

the Republicans, under threat from the chairman, were allied with him. 
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The degree of coherent voting dropped sharply in Chairman Barden's 

last term after the House leadership successfully had stacked the 

committee with liberal, pro-labor Democrats in an effort to overrule the 

conservative chairman. As a result, the degree of cohesiveness among 

all the committee members declined. Barden voted with the Republicans, 

who generally voted together. Moreover, the primary legislation 

considered by this committee during the 86th Congress was the hotly 

contested Landrum-Griffin Act, which exacerbated inter-party 

controversies as well as intra-party differences among the Democrats. 

The Absence of Cohesion in the Full Committee. The lack of 

cohesion shown by the indexes and the roll call percentages for the 

1950s corroborates what former members, former and current staff 

members, and other scholars have said. Fenno (1962, 1969, 1973) 

discussed the lack of integration on this committee, writing 

The most basic fact about the House Committee on Education 
and Labor is that, unlike its counterpart in the Senate, it 
exhibits an almost classic incapacity as a consensus
building institution (1969, 286). 

Based on research conducted on House roll call votes, Dyson and Soule 

(1970) found Education and Labor to be one of the least integrated 

committees in Congress in the period from 1955 to 1964. And 

highlighting reputation for the lack of full committee agreement, Ostrom 

(1972) based his dissertation on the conflict present in this committee. 

Partisanship on the Committee 

Cooper, Brady, and Hurley (1977) documented the decline in party 

voting in the House from the 50th to the 90th Congresses (also see 
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Collie 1988). Their data indicated a continuing, but not steady, 

downward trend in the percentage of party votes, including the years 

from the 82nd through the 86th Congresses. In the 82nd (1951-52), there 

were nearly 40 percent more party unity votes in the House than there 

were in the next two terms, showing decreased environmental partisanship 

in the 83rd and 84th Congresses. The number of party unity votes 

increased in the 85th and 86th Congresses. By this measure, the House 

was the most partisan in the presidential election years when the 

electoral outcome was uncertain. 

At the same time, the percentage of party unity votes in Education 

and Labor increased, outpacing the House gains. In the 86th Congress 

(1959-60), over 70 percent of the committee's votes pitted a majority of 

one party against a majority of the other. See Table 2-7 for the 

proportion of party votes in the House and in the committee and Table 2-

8 for the party unity scores. 

In a comparison of House and committee member party unity scores, 

on the whole Education and Labor Democrats supported their party on 

about three-fourths of the votes on which over half of the Democrats 

opposed over half of the Republicans. The average for all House members 

was slightly lower, although, given the reputation of this committee's 

members for being more partisan than the House, one might have expected 

it to be substantially lower. The degree of difference between House 

and committee Democrats' scores increased slightly throughout the 

decade. Democrats' scores also were relatively stable compared to those 

of the Republicans. 
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In general, Republican party unity scores declined over the 

decade. Republicans averaged over 90 percent support for their party in 

the 82nd Congress, but dropped to levels more reflective of their House 

counterparts in following terms. Although committee Republicans had 

higher Party Unity scores than did committee Democrats in the early 

terms of the decade, after 1952 their scores reflected those of House 

Republicans more closely than the committee Democrats' scores reflected 

scores of House Democrats. As committee Republicans became less 

supportive of their party relative to House Republicans, committee 

Democrats became more partisan compared to House Democrats. 

The average party unity scores mask some of the variation present 

in the committee throughout the 1950s. To provide a clearer picture of 

their distribution, the scores were receded into 10 percent groups. See 

Table 2-9 for the proportion of committee and House members with party 

unity scores above 70 percent. 

Democratic scores, more so than Republican scores, were skewed 

toward the higher levels of party support on unity votes. A substantial 

portion of the committee Democrats in each term voted with their fellow 

party members on unity votes. From 1951 to 1959, they showed their 

party loyalty to a greater extent than did all House Democrats. 

Committee Republicans, on the other hand, varied greatly in the 

number with party unity scores above 70. During the early years of the 

decade, they almost all fit into this category. During the 84th and 

85th Congresses, however, fewer committee Republicans showed a high 
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TABLE 2-7 

PERCENTAGE OF PARTY UNITY VOTES: 
HOUSE v. EDUCATION AND LABOR" 

(Actual number of roll calls in parentheses) 

HOUSE EDUCATION & LABOR 

Congress Year Party Votes Party Votes 

82 1951-52 64.1 ( 107) 48.1 (13) 

83 1953-54 44.9 (66) 

84 1955-56 42.3 (63) 65.0 ( 13) 

85 1958 49.2 (96) 60.0 (18) 

86 1959-60 52.8 (97) 70.6 (64) 

• The numbers of House party unity votes are taken from the 
Congressional Quarterly Almanac, 1951-1961. The percentage of party 
votes figures are printed in Brady, Cooper, and Hurley (1979, 385); and 
the committee figures were calculated from roll calls included in The 
Minutes of the Committee on Education and Labor. A party vote, in this 
table, is one on which at least half of the members of one party oppose 
at least half of the member of the other party. Committee roll calls 
were not available for 1953-54 and for 1957. 
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TABLE 2-8 

MEAN PARTY UNITY SCORES 
COMMITTEE AND HOUSE MEMBERS, 1950s" 

Congress E&L OEMS HR OEMS E&L REPS HR REPS 

82 77.0 77.0 90.2 80.7 MEAN 
26.0 22.5 9.7 17.4 so 

83 76.9 76.6 84.9 83.8 MEAN 
12.2 11.8 6.8 10.6 so 

84 75.0 71.0 70.3 69.7 MEAN 
15.9 15.0 8.3 11.1 so 

85 72.5 68.3 63.8 66.1 MEAN 
16.0 14.5 9.8 14.8 so 

86 76.2 70.7 73.8 74.4 MEAN 
15.0 15.0 12.4 14.0 so 

• Scores calculated from scores printed in the Congressional 
QuarterlY Almanac, 1951-1961. 



degree of party loyalty, on average, than did their House colleagues. 

Judging from the proportion of members with party unity scores greater 

than 70 percent, committee Republicans were less partisan than their 

Democratic colleagues during the 84th and 85th Congresses, and more 

partisan during the early years of the decade, especially during their 

control of the 83rd Congress. They were equally partisan in the 86th. 
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Partv Cohesion Scores. Although party unity scores and Rice Index 

scores both are measures of intraparty unity, the latter are more useful 

because they are based on committee roll calls and the former on House 

votes. Refer back to Table 2-5 for the ratings on substantive committee 

votes as well as on all committee votes (substantive and procedural). 

Given Education and Labor's reputation for being highly partisan 

and the lack of full committee cohesion, the Rice Index scores for 

committee votes should be fairly high. One might expect the Republican 

cohesion scores to be higher than those of the Democrats since 

minorities traditionally band together to protect their interests from 

being overrun by the majority. In addition, Democrats were (and are) 

not known for agreeing among themselves. 

These expectations generally are borne out by the data. With the 

exception of 1955, Republicans voted more cohesively than did Democrats 

during the 1950s. In 1955, the Republicans split on several issues, 

including minimum wage; the "Powell Amendment," offered by one of their 

own; library services; and the Davis-Bacon Act. On two occasions, in 

1951 and 1959, their scores were substantially higher (by more than 40 

points) than those of the Democrats. As in the discussion on full 
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TABLE 2-9 

PERCENTAGE OF COMMITTEE AND HOUSE MEMBERS 
WITH PARTY UNITY SCORES GREATER THAN 70 PERCENT" 

Congress E&L OEMS HR OEMS E&L REPS HR REPS 

82 71.4 68.8 90.0 75.5 

83 84.6 76.8 100.0 91.7 

84 64.7 54.6 38.5 52.5 

85 77.8 59.5 16.7 43.5 

86 72.2 57.2 75.0 69.6 

• Calculated from scores compiled in the Congressional Quarterly 
Almanac, 1951-1961. 
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committee cohesion, the 1951 difference can be attributed to the small 

number of roll call votes (4) on which only one Republican deviated from 

voting with his colleagues on one roll call. 

The scores for 1959 suffer from no such lack of data. The high 

Republican cohesion may have been partly in response to Chairman Barden, 

who reputedly told Republicans to support his position or they would 

never get anything from him again. Moreover, labor reform issues 

dominated committee life and the roll calls in 1959, and the Republicans 

were united in their dislike of organized labor and in their preferences 

for management views. Democrats, however, had no such coherent 

philosophy and Barden worked to promote divisions. Southerners, of 

which there were a few, disliked labor unions and vowed to impose 

regulations that were as strict as possible. Unions, on the other hand, 

had played a role in selecting the Democratic committee members, and the 

committee was heavily stacked in favor of organized labor. Democrats 

did not always agree, however, on the best way to achieve common ends. 

Some were out to stop labor reform completely, while others tried to 

minimize the inevitable damage. 

The Index scores show that throughout the 1950s, members of the 

Committee on Education deserved their reputation as being highly 

partisan. Republicans, expectedly, were on the average more cohesive 

than their Democratic counterparts. Republicans averaged about 77 on 

the index for the years counted, showing that they voted together about 

89 percent of the time throughout the decade. Democrats, somewhat less 

agreeable, averaged 55 on the Index for the years studied, voting in 

concert on an average of about 77 percent of their recorded ballots. If 



the southern Democrats, including the chairman, had not been among the 

ranks or had not bolted, Democratic cohesion scores would have been 

higher. 
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Voting together was in the Republicans' best interest. If they 

voted together and were joined by the chairman and one or two of his 

Democratic allies, as was likely, they had the votes to defeat anything 

that the main body of the Democrats put forth. In addition, they had 

the advantage because it was easier to stop legislation from being 

enacted and maintain the status quo than it is to get a law rewritten 

once it has passed. With an important ally in Graham Barden and in the 

other southern Democrats on the committee and by voting together, the 

Republicans were able to stymie advances by more progressive-minded 

Democrats. 

The Democrats, on the other hand, may have agreed on the ends, but 

not on the means. Since they could not agree on how to achieve their 

goals, it was easy for the Republicans and their allies to divide and 

conquer. Moreover, until the end of the decade, the liberal Democrats 

did not have sufficient votes to predominate over the conservative 

coalition. 

Interparty Differences. The percentage of roll calls classified 

as "party votes" illustrates the degree of interparty competition in 

Education and Labor. The percentages of party votes meeting four 

minimum criteria (50 percent, 70 percent, 75 percent, and 90 percent} 

are presented in Table 2-10. Although the 70 percent criterion is the 

level of choice in this research, statistics on voting at the other 

levels are presented for possible comparison to other research. 
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Over the decade, an average of about 38 percent of the committee's 

roll calls could be considered party votes by the 70 percent criterion. 

In addition, the degree of party voting, as shown by statistics for all 

four levels, generally increased from 1951 to 1960. The committee had a 

reputation for being excessively partisan, according to its members and 

to other scholars, none of whom had looked at the roll call votes in the 

committee. But by the 70 percent criterion, the roll calls themselves 

only lend moderate support to the supposition, until 1960, when the 

percentage of party votes almost doubled. Possibly the degree of party 

voting has been obscured by the small sample size and by the lack of 

statistics on voice votes, although one could make an argument that roll 

calls were more conflictual and thus more partisan. Or perhaps the 

committee was not as partisan as it was reputed to be until the latter 

part of the decade when the Democratic leadership had saturated the 

committee majority with liberals. By the 86th Congress, the 

conservative coalition no longer had a lock on Education and Labor. 

The Degree of Partisanship on the Committee. The statistics on 

party unity, the Rice Index, and the proportion of party votes confirm 

that conflict in the Committee on Education generally followed party 

lines, although the degree of interparty competition was not as high as 

might have been expected until the last term of the decade. Even though 

the mean party unity scores for committee and House members were similar 

during most of the 1950s, the committee had a higher concentration of 

loyal party members than did the House, pointing to a higher degree of 

partisanship on the committee. By this criterion, party-line Democrats 

were always over-represented on the committee. Partisan Republicans, on 
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TABLE 2-10 

PERCENTAGE OF PARTY VOTES IN COMMITTEE 
BY 50%, 70%, 75%, AND 90% CRITERIA" 

(Actual Number of Roll Calls Qualifying in Parentheses) 

Cong ./Year N >50% >70% >75% >90% 

82 1951 4 50.0 (2) 0.0 (0) 0.0 (0) 0.0 (O) 

82 1952 23 47.8 (11) 17.4% (4) 13.0 (3) 0.0 (O) 

84 1955 10 80.0 (8) 40.0 (4) 20.0 (2) 10.0 (1) 

84 1956 10 50.0 (5) 40.0 ( 4) 30.0 (3) 20.0 (2) 

85 1958 30 60.0 (18) 46.6 (14) 43. 3 ( 13) 26.6 (8) 

86 1959 71 69.0 (49) 35.2 (25) 32.4 (23) 15.5 (11) 

86 1960 21 76.2 (16) 66.7 (14) 62.0 (13) 19.0 (4) 

Total 169 (109) (65) (57) (26) 

Mean 64.5% 38.5% 33.7% 15.3% 

-- By Congress --

Cong./Year N >50% >70% >75% >90% 

82 1951-52 27 48.1 ( 13) 14.8 (4) 11. 1% ( 3) 0.0 (0) 

84 1955-56 20 65.0 (13) 40.0 (8) 25.0 (5) 15.0 (3) 

85 1958 30 60.0 (18) 46.6 (14) 43.3 (13) 26.6 (8) 

86 1959-60 92 70.6 (65) 42.4 (39) 39.1 (36) 16.3 (15) 

Total (109) (65) (57) (26) 

Mean 64.4% 38.4% 33.7% 15.3% 

• Calculated from roll call votes recorded in the Minutes of the 
Committee on Education and Labor, 1951-1960. Votes for 1953-54 and 1957 
were not available. 
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the other hand, were under-represented on the committee in the 84th and 

85th Congresses and over-represented in the 82nd and 83rd. 

The relatively high Rice Index scores for each party show a high 

degree of intraparty unity. The Republicans turned out to be more 

unified, except for the session after they lost control of the House, 

than the Democrats throughout the period. The Democrats were quite 

susceptible to the divide and conquer tactics of the chairman and his 

allies. 

While the proportion of party votes taken by the committee was not 

exceedingly high, in general, it was higher than the corresponding 

proportion taken in the House. There were, however, a large number of 

voice votes in the committee, adding to the supposition that the 

committee was not quite as partisan as its reputation would have it 

be. 12 The committee's reputation for being highly partisan probably was 

enhanced by scholars using the less stringent bare majority criterion in 

floor roll calls, which often include votes that were more bipartisan 

than partisan. The reputation also may have come from members who 

sensed that the atmosphere was partisan. The chairman fostered 

partisanship at the expense of full committee unity, playing up partisan 

differences to his advantage and inciting disputes among the Democratic 

party members. At the same time, he often promoted cohesion among the 

Republicans, sometimes with threats or bribes. The chairman's 

contributions are discussed later in this research. 

12 See Collie (1988) for a discussion of the "universalistic 
coalition" in the House. 
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Factors Contributing to Committee Voting Patterns 

The problems of coordination on Education and Labor were 

exacerbated by several factors that contributed to its lack of cohesion 

and its relatively high degree of partisanship during the 1950s. The 

most important were: 1) the nature of the subject matter it considered; 

2) its original focus on labor matters; 3) the activity of its chairman; 

4) the temperament of its members; 5) the party ratio on the committee; 

and 6) its operations. 

First, and most important, the nature of the subject matter under 

this committee's jurisdiction accounted for a good deal of the friction. 

The issues were such that on many no compromises were possible. They 

embodied the fundamental differences in philosophy of the two main 

political parties; the fundamental questions of whether, how much, and 

in what direction the federal government should be involved. They also 

considered issues that surfaced in most congressional campaigns in one 

form or another: minimum wage, labor-management relations, and aid to 

education. Not only did this factor encourage the lack of full 

committee cohesion, it fostered partisan conflict. 

Liberal Democrats supported unions and fought to keep conservative 

and anti-union Republicans and southern Democrats from trying to 

diminish organized labor's clout. One scholar noted, "Republicans 

appear to have concluded, too, that it is impossible to take a moderate 

position on labor-management issues" (Masters 1961, 246). In addition, 

minimum wage was seen as a "black and white proposition" (Member quoted 

in Fenno 1969, 286-87). 
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Federal aid to education, too, posed a divisive threat to 

organizational unity on the Committee on Education and Labor. Fenno 

(1969, 284) wrote that "On the record, the House of Representatives has 

not performed conflict-resolving and consensus-building functions in the 

area of federal aid to education." Republicans opposed any form of 

federal interference in what they considered to be the domain of state 

and local governments. Chairman Barden, too, was suspicious of federal 

control, and to him federal money meant federal control. He held the 

firm conviction that "with Federal Dollars came Federal regulators to 

interfere in the operation of the local schools" (Puryear 1979, 108). 

In addition to federal control, several other aspects of federal 

aid to education contributed to the lack of committee agreement. A 

legacy of disputes in the 1940s over aid to private or segregated 

schools beset the committee. The segregation issue particularly plagued 

the committee after the Supreme Court case, Brown v. Board of Education 

of Topeka, dividing both Democrats and Republicans. 

Formulas for the allocation of federal aid funds further created 

dissention. Some proposals allotted money on the basis of need whereas 

others based the distribution of funds on school age population. Other 

plans took into account a combination of state resources, state 

contribution to education, and the school age population. 

A second factor aggravating full committee unity stemmed from 

labor as the primary focus of the committee when it was established in 

1947. Most committee members had major interests in labor legislation 

and only minor interests in education. As a consequence, many education 

programs were referred to other committees, weakening and fragmenting 
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efforts by members and interest groups to enact education legislation 

(Fenno 1969, 287-288). 

Education and labor issues also generated conflicting forces. 

While members were able to agree on some issues, especially in the field 

of labor, their constituencies pulled them in different directions on 

education legislation, particularly concerning religious and racial 

issues. Fenno (1969, 288) wrote, 

Internal conflict would doubtless be harsh in a single 
education committee, but the tradition of charge and 
countercharge accompanying labor-management legislation has 
certainly made it more difficult to build a consensus among 
the same people in the area of education. 

The chairman was a third factor inhibiting committee harmony and 

contributing to the air of partisanship. Discussed in greater detail in 

the next chapter, Barden's reputation for thwarting legislation on 

federal aid to education and anything favorable to organized labor 

undermined committee unity. He created opposing coalitions in the 

committee by his resistance to progressive legislation, purposely 

keeping the committee split to prevent such legislation from being 

enacted, or even from getting to the floor for discussion. In fact, one 

of his last efforts was to split the committee into a separate Committee 

on Education and a Committee on Labor. 

The feisty nature of committee members provided a fourth barrier 

to committee accord. Fenno (1969) argued that the committee conflict 

was not really over issues, but among individual members. Citing the 

personal contentiousness of Democratic members, he said that Republican 

members were dissuaded from applying for a seat on this committee unless 

"their convictions are firm, their talents for combat considerable, and 



their districts reasonably safe" (Fenno 1969, 289-90). Ostrom (1972, 

85} described some of the members as "issue-oriented crusaders." 

104 

Members from both sides of the aisle were tremendously committed to 

their positions on education and labor issues, and they were assigned to 

this committee for just that reason. In other words, these were the 

true believers, a difficult group in which to work out compromises. 

A fifth factor, the party ratio on the committee, also contributed 

to the lack of inter-party consensus. Until 1959, the Republicans 

combined with the southern Democrats to constitute a majority, in direct 

opposition to the liberal Democrats on the committee. In 1959, the 

Speaker recommended a new party ratio, increasing the Democratic portion 

to twenty out of thirty seats. The Democratic leadership then added six 

new liberals, against the wishes of the conservative chairman. The new 

additions further divided the chairman from the rest of his party and 

necessitated that the conservative Democrats side with Republicans to 

fight liberal advances. 

The committee's operations also detracted from cooperation. On 

other committees, such as Appropriations or Ways and Means, procedures 

and norms developed, accommodating members as much as possible (Fenno 

1966; Manley 1965, 1970). Education and Labor never spawned these 

practices, and instead, fostered competition and filibuster. 

During the Barden years, nothing was done to minimize the 

suspicions of Democrats about Republicans, and vice versa. Nothing 

fostered cohesion across party lines, while several elements operated to 

enhance party voting on the committee. 



Committee Structure 

The structure of Education and Labor is discussed in this 

section first in terms of the adoption of committee rules. The 

membership size and party ratios are treated next. The third part 

considers the establishment and use of subcommittees. The last part 

of this section examines the size, control of, and reliance on the 

committee staff. 
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These discussions set the stage for eventual comparisons of the 

committee under each of the three chairmen. Under Barden, the 

committee was relatively small and uncomplicated in structure, 

although it increased markedly in complexity during his tenure. The 

configuration of committee units became more elaborate, as did the 

rules, and the staff size increased. Standing subcommittees were 

established by virtue of the committee rules during Barden's tenure. 

In addition, the committee became more decentralized, albeit not to 

the degree it would be under subsequent chairmen. 

The Adoption of Committee Rules 

In the early years its existence (as was true of other 

committees) Education and Labor ran largely according to the wishes of 

its chairman. In the absence of committee rules, committees operated 

within the rather vague guidelines set out in the 1946 reorganization 

act, which allowed the chairmen a great deal of discretion. The 

procedure provisions required that each standing committee fix regular 

meeting days, keep a complete record of actions and votes, report 

bills approved by its members, require written testimony in advance 

from hearing witnesses, and open its hearings to the public. 
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Committee rules come about as a result of need, not by accident. 

Organizations normally do not change unless something is not working. 

The old adage that "if it ain't broke, don't fix it" applies to 

congressional committees as well as to a variety of other conditions. 

That the committee instituted rules at all implies that the system 

as created by the 1946 Act was not working to the satisfaction of a 

majority of members. The procedures delineated in the House rules were 

not sufficient to allow Education and Labor to operate democratically, 

as the majority of its members thought it should. Additional 

interference by forces external to the committee indicates that neither 

was the committee conducting its business to the satisfaction of the 

House leadership. 

Several committees in the 1950s adopted specialized rules of 

operation, including Government Operations in the 83rd Congress and 

Interior in the 84th, although Education and Labor did not do so until 

the later part of the decade. An Education and Labor staff member 

commented that "the excesses of the chairmen of this committee are 

largely responsible for the committee rules and some of the House 

rules." This is exactly what happened in the revolts against Barden, 

and later against Powell. 

In a rare occurrence, Education and Labor members acted in concert 

to form the genesis of a new committee in terms of its structure, 

leadership, and operations. In 1957, after several years of Barden's 

rather dictatorial style of committee leadership, the committee boiled 

with controversy over procedure. The Democrats resented the chairman's 

delaying and obstructing tactics, including his failure to call meetings 
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in accordance with the Reorganization Act and his alliance with 

committee Republicans. In an attempt to curb his power, Democrats 

demanded weekly meetings, the appointment of standing subcommittees, and 

majority approval of the hiring of professional staff members. To 

prevent a crippling fight, Barden allied himself with the Republicans 

and, in a clever political move, proposed several similar, less 

restrictive measures. To prevent consideration of each proposal 

separately and thus the risk of more stringent rules, with the help of 

the Republicans Barden maneuvered to have the Republicans move to take 

up his proposals en masse. Barden's version of the rules was approved 

with Republican support. Some Democrats, notably Powell, were still 

unhappy, but they did not have the votes to amend the new rules until 

the next Congress (see Powell 1971, 200; Puryear 1979, 116-17; and 

MacNeil 1963, 172-73). 

The committee's new 1957 rules incorporated regular bimonthly 

meetings and standing subcommittees. An important correlate in the 

rules was the requirement that the chairman refer all legislation to the 

appropriate subcommittee, a provision aimed at preventing him from 

sitting on bills he opposed or referring them to unsympathetic 

subcommittees. It enabled bills to go to hearings without the 

chairman's consent. 

Under the new rules, subcommittees were to be appointed by the 

chairman, although not necessarily by seniority, after consultation with 

the ranking minority member, and the chairman and ranking minority 

member had ex officio membership on all subcommittees. Any committee 

member could attend and participate in any subcommittee meetings, 
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although he could not vote unless he were a member of that subcommittee. 

The new rules also allowed written proxies to be accepted in committee 

meetings if a majority of the members were present physically. The 

chairman maintained his control over the hiring and discharge of 

committee majority staff members. 

The new committee was still in its formative period, not quite 

working to its members' satisfaction. Aided by the Speaker and the 

Committee on Ways and Means (acting as the Democratic Committee on 

Committees), who stacked the committee in their favor, committee 

Democrats, still unhappy with the operation of the committee in the 86th 

Congress, pushed for and won additional limitations on the chairman in 

the committee rules. One new provision required that the chairman 

appoint every member to one or more subcommittees, with due regard to 

the member's preferences. In the past, some members had been skipped in 

the subcommittee assignment process, whereas others served on several at 

a time. 

To make it more difficult for the chairman and his allies to 

boycott hearings aimed at preventing the official receipt of testimony 

by the absence of a quorum, the committee adopted another new rule 

stipulating that two subcommittee members, rather than the majority 

required for transaction of other business, constituted a quorum for the 

purpose of taking testimony. 

Ostensibly to prevent the chairman from referring bills not to his 

liking to subcommittees he knew would oblige him and bury the 

legislation, the new rules enabled the committee as well as the chairman 

to recall a bill from a subcommittee for the full committee's direct 



consideration or referral to another subcommittee. A provision 

requiring the chairman to rely on seniority in appointments to 

subcommittees and to chairmanships was defeated. 
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The changes were monumental as far as the structure of the 

committee goes. The institution of committee rules effectively 

realigned the power structure and the configuration of the committee, 

formalized committee procedures, and decentralized the decision-making 

structure. 

Committee Size and Party Ratios 

Compared to its size later, the Committee on Education and Labor 

was relatively small during its early years, ranging from twenty-four to 

thirty members while Barden was chairman. If House party ratios were 

the norm in determining the proportion of committee seats allotted to 

each party, the Education and Labor majority had about one more seat per 

term than the party ratio of the House would seem to dictate during this 

period. With the exception of the Republican controlled 83rd Congress, 

Democrats numerically were over-represented slightly on the committee 

compared to their proportion of the House membership. In the 83rd, 

however, Republicans took advantage of their majority status and over

represented themselves slightly. The size of the committee during each 

term and the party ratios are shown in Table 2-11, along with comparable 

figures for the House. 

Over-representation of the majority party members proved to be 

particularly important in the late fifties, when the Democratic party 

leaders had trouble getting Chairman Barden to accommodate their wishes. 

The extra seat enabled them to put an additional "liberal" on the 



committee, a useful addition in efforts to override the conservative 

chairman's maneuvers and, later, to undermine his effectiveness at 

stalling. 
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In addition to over-representation, the Republican leadership 

increased the size of the committee from twenty-four to twenty-eight in 

the 83rd Congress, and subsequently, the Democratic leadership increased 

it to thirty in its quest for the enactment of progressive programs. As 

is discussed in the section on committee composition, the Democratic 

leadership added these positions and filled them with liberal Democrats. 

As a result of the Democratic sweep in the 1958 elections, the 

Democrats had twice as many seats on Education and Labor as did the 

Republicans in the 86th Congress. The large Democratic majority, with 

its influx of liberals, set the stage for upcoming liberal policy 

victories in the early 1960s. 

Subcommittee Structure and Use 

During Barden's chairmanship, the committee structure was 

transformed from being relatively simple, based on ad hoc subunits used 

on a temporary basis, to being more complex, with permanent 

subcommittees with fixed jurisdictions spelled out in the rules. In 

addition, the 1957 and 1959 committee rules required that the chairman 

automatically refer legislation to the appropriate subcommittee as 

determined by the subject matter. Nonetheless, Barden managed to bypass 

the process and have his House or committee allies pigeonhole most of 

the bills he opposed. 
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TABLE 2-11 

NUMBER AND PROPORTION OF COMMITTEE SEATS, BY PARTY" 

Congress Year Democrats Republicans Dems/Reps 

82 1951 14 10 1. 40 

83 1953 13 15 .86 

84 1955 17 13 1. 30 

85 1957 17 13 1. 30 

86 1959 20 10 2.00 

NUMBER AND PROPORTION OF HOUSE DEMOCRATS AND REPUBLICANS 

Congress Year Democrats Republicans Dems/Reps 

82 1951 234 199 1.17 

83 1953 213 221 .96 

84 1955 232 203 1.14 

85 1957 234 201 1.16 

86 1959 283 153 1.85 

• Compiled from records printed in The Calendar of the Committee 
on Education and Labor and from the Congressional Directory, 82nd 
through 86th Congresses. 
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In his first full term as chairman, Barden created ten ad hoc 

subcommittees for various studies or investigations. The committee 

accomplished little, however, and there were relatively few meetings. 

(The reader might recall that there were only four roll call votes taken 

in 1951). 

The Republicans in the 83rd Congress set up ten special 

subcommittees focusing on the most prominent issues in the committee's 

jurisdiction, such as aid to schools in federally impacted areas, aid 

for school construction, and rehabilitation of the handicapped. Another 

subcommittee investigated federal activities in education. Given the 

anti-organized labor sentiments of Republicans and the mood of the 

country, it is not surprising that the labor subcommittees in the 83rd 

Congress all were formed to investigate some dubious aspect of union 

behavior, such as abuses in labor union welfare and pension funds or 

strikes and racketeering. 

The subcommittees of the 84th Congress had a different focus. 

Most were education related, although others focused on aspects of the 

labor acts under this committee's jurisdiction, mine safety, and 

allegations of misuse of union funds. The subunits were not permanent; 

in fact, several of the fourteen subcommittees existed only for one 

session. 

A major change in the committee structure was imposed on the 

chairman in 1957 at the beginning of the 85th Congress. Under threat of 

revolt by his committee members because of his stalling and blocking 

tactics, Barden had no alternative but to create standing committees. 



The former Investigator for the committee described the structure as 

follows: 

This represented a new departure from the custom of 
operating with Ad Hoc subcommittees. Subcommittees were 
organized with rather definite jurisdictions and each 
proceeded with hearings and action on bills according to its 
own decisions (Derrickson 1961, 8). 
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The committee added five new standing subcommittees -- two on education, 

two on labor, and one on safety and compensation. Their jurisdictions 

were delineated in the committee rules. A special subcommittee was 

created to handle the volatile issue of welfare and pension plan 

matters, instead of having an existing subcommittee handle it. In the 

86th Congress (1959-60), the chairman combined the Labor-Management 

Relations and Labor Standards subcommittees to create a special joint 

labor subcommittee to avoid referring the legislation that resulted in 

the Landrum-Griffin Act to a subcommittee chaired by labor-ally, Carl 

Perkins (0-KY). As the decade ended, Education and Labor had five 

standing and two ad hoc subcommittees. 

Not only did the subcommittee structure change, but the reliance 

on subcommittees changed over the decade. At the beginning of Barden's 

tenure, subcommittees held rather extensive hearings in 1951 and 1952 

and also under Republican control in 1953 and 1954. Over 70 percent of 

the 82nd Congress committee hearings were held by subcommittees, and 

almost half of those in the 83rd Congress. 

When Barden resumed his chairmanship in the 84th, however, the use 

of subcommittees for hearings dropped precipitously. Under 5 percent of 

the hearings were conducted by subcommittees. Federal aid for school 

construction and minimum wage accounted for most of the hearings held in 



114 

1955 and 1956, and those hearings were held by the full committee. Only 

two subcommittees held hearings that term, one on extending the Fair 

Labor Standards Act to cover certain retail employees, and the other to 

investigate the Performance Trust Fund of the American Federation of 

Musicians (Committee Calendar, 84th Congress). All other committee 

business was conducted in full committee. Table 2-12 shows the 

proportion of full versus subcommittee hearings. 

After the rules allowed for standing subcommittees with fixed 

jurisdictions in 1957, both the number of hearings and the proportion in 

subcommittees increased dramatically. The number of hearings grew by 

more than a hundred and the proportion in subcommittees skyrocketed from 

just over 4 percent to almost 92 percent. Only a few hearings were held 

by the full committee in the 85th Congress, and none in the 86th. All 

166 hearings were before subcommittees, including the many hearings 

pertaining to the Landrum-Griffin Act. 

Committee Staff 

The Legislative Reorganization Act of 1946 had authorized up to 

ten staff members, four professional and six clerical, for each standing 

committee selected 11 0n a permanent basis without regard to political 

affiliations and solely on the basis of fitness to perform the duties of 

the office .. (P.L. 79-601; 60 Stat. 812). The Committee on Education and 

Labor generally complied with the staffing provisions of the 1946 Act. 

Staff size generally increased throughout the decade and the ratios of 

professional to clerical staff members varied. Staff size and 

distributions are shown in Table 2-13. 
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TABLE 2-12 

DAYS OF HEARINGS: FULL COMMITTEE AND SUBCOMMITTEES" 

Number 
Days of Number of Number of Percentage 
Full Days of Days of of 
Committee Subcommittee Total Subcommittee 

Congress Hearings Hearings Hearings Hearings 

82 25 62 87 71.2% 

83 54 50 1 48.0 

84 88 4 92 4.3 

85 16 180 196 91.8 

86 0 166 166 100.0 

Total 183 462 645 71.6 

Mean 36.6 92.4 129 

·Compiled from hearings lists in the United States House of 
Representatives Legislative Calendar. Committee on Education and Labor, 
82nd-86th Congresses. 
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TABLE 2-13 

NUMBER OF EDUCATION AND LABOR STAFF MEMBERS, 1950s" 

Professional Support Subcommittee Total 
Year Maj. Min. Maj. Min. Ma.i. Min. Staff 

1951 4 1 4 1 10 

1952 4 1 4 1 10 

1953 5 1 3 1 10 

1954 

1955 3 1 6 1 11 

1956 4 1 5 1 11 

1957 4 1 6 1 12 

1958 4 1 4 1 2 4 16 

1959 

1960 7 1 9 1 1 1 7 

• Compiled from The Congressional Record. Names, positions, and 
salaries are printed twice yearly. These statistics do not include 
staff members deemed to be temporary. They may, however, include 
consultants who were paid enough to be indistinguishable from regular 
staff members. Data for 1954 and 1959 are not available. 
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Although the number and types of staff members increased during 

the Barden years, the chairman did not seem to rely on committee staff 

to a significant degree. Since he opposed an activist committee and 

sought to block a good part of the legislation referred to the 

committee, he made little use of subcommittees, t~ereby vitiating the 

need for a larger staff. Proposals to remove the chairman's authority 

over the staff were defeated in the organizational meetings. 

The structural configuration of the committee increased in 

complexity as the size of the staff doubled from 1951 to 1960 and 

subcommittees had both majority and minority staff members by the end of 

Barden's tenure. A later minority staff director claimed that there was 

little minority subcommittee staff under Barden, however; that in fact 

full committee minority staff members were designated as subcommittee 

personnel. 

As frequently was the case in later years, some Education and 

Labor employees may have been temporary, although they are difficult to 

identify. The personnel lists published semi-annually in the 

Congressional Record do not differentiate among permanent, temporary, 

part-time employees, and staff members who were hired or who left mid

way through the pay period. 

After the Democrats regained control in 1955, the chairman 

slightly varied the distribution of his committee staff members each 

term and added subcommittee staffs in the 86th Congress -- a total of 

two professional and four support personnel. These changes in staff 

distribution coincided with the institution of standing subcommittees. 

Between 1958 and 1960, as his authority was being wrested from him by 
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rules changes, Barden asserted his control over the staff, adding three 

professionals to the full committee and decreasing the subcommittee 

staffs. 

As to the stipulation in the 1946 Act that staff members be 

appointed without regard to political party affiliations, the 1950s 

Education and labor staff seemed to be partly partisan-oriented and 

partly non-partisan. During the 82nd Congress, Fred G. Hussey served as 

Chief Clerk of the committee and John 0. Graham as Minority Clerk. When 

the Republicans took control of the 83rd Congress, the two clerks 

switched places. Had the staff been assigned on a nonpartisan or 

nonpolitical basis, they would have remained in their respective jobs. 

On the other hand, Russell Derrickson may have been one of the few truly 

nonpolitical, non-patronage staff appointments on this committee. He 

served as the committee's Investigator in the 82nd Congress, and as the 

Chief Investigator from the 83rd until 1961, when he became Staff 

Director under Chairman Powell. Edward A. McCabe, who did not remain 

nearly as long, served as the General Counsel for both the Republican 

majority in the 83rd and the Democratic majority in the 84th Congress. 

Few nonpartisan or nonpolitical staff appointments were made 

subsequently, although a few staff members endured several chairmen. 

Conclusion 

The structure of Education and labor changed dramatically over the 

decade of the 1950s. At the outset, it was centralized: the chairman 

had discretion over committee operations. The institution of the rules 

removed a great deal of power from the chairman's hands and 

decentralized the committee. Although the resources were still not 
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distributed equitably among the majority members, for the first time 

they had at their disposal the means to circumvent the chairman and to 

enforce their will. 

Concurrent with the institution of standing subcommittees and the 

mandatory referral of legislation to the proper subcommittee came the 

increased use of subcommittees for holding hearings and considering 

legislation. The subcommittees had a better chance of getting their 

legislation reviewed in full committee, too, because the chairman was 

required to call meetings. In addition, at the end of the decade, staff 

members were assigned to subcommittees for the first time. 

The enlargement of the committee and the Democratic leadership's 

interference in the assignment process changed the compositional picture 

of Education and Labor, setting the stage for the progressive programs 

of the 1960s. Education and Labor metamorphosed into a larger, more 

liberal, more conflictual, and more partisan committee during Graham 

Barden's chairmanship. It also evolved into a more universalistic, 

permanent organization over the course of the decade. 

Graham Barden ran a centralized committee in comparison to later 

chairmen, fitting the legend of the baronial committee chairmen. He 

controlled everything that went on in the committee as well as the staff 

and all the legislation that was reported out of the committee. At the 

outset, he used his authority to maintain a simple, fluid, ad hoc 

subcommittee structure that enabled him to determine the distribution of 

the workload. The institution of the rules curtailed his powers and 

decentralized the committee. The rules established a concrete, 

permanent, more complex structure. The chairman was forced to establish 
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standing subcommittees and to use them. He was required to call full 

committee meetings. In effect, he had to share his powers with the full 

committee majority, at least in principle. 

Jurisdiction, Workload, and Function 

This section considers what the committee was supposed to do, what 

it did, and why it did what it did. A discussion of the committee's 

jurisdiction and official function sets out what it was supposed to do 

and the committee's workload shows what accomplished. The treatment of 

its unofficial function or goals concerns why the committee did what it 

did. 

The Jurisdiction of Education and Labor 

Along with establishing the Committee on Education and Labor, the 

Legislative Reorganization Act of 1946 specified the jurisdiction of 

each standing committee and outlined a set of general operating 

procedures. Neither changed substantially during the period Barden was 

chairman. 

The official function of the committee (and that of every other 

committee) is specified in the Rules of the House. All measures related 

to education or to labor generally and proposals concerning subjects 

specifically delineated in the rules must be referred to the Committee 

on Education and Labor. The committee is assigned oversight functions 

to assist the House in analyzing, appraising, and evaluating the 

application, administration, execution, and effectiveness of education 

and labor legislation, and in formulating, considering, and enacting 

changes in laws relating to education and labor issues. 
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As set out in the Act, the committee also was supposed to handle 

all proposed legislation relating to school lunch programs; vocational 

rehabilitation; U.S. Employees' Compensation Commission; Columbia 

Institution of the Deaf, Dumb, and Blind (now Gallaudet University); 

Howard University; Freedmen's Hospital; Saint Elizabeth's Hospital; and 

the welfare of miners. 

Each House committee is charged with the review of all legislation 

under, and the tax policies affecting, its jurisdiction. In addition, 

committees oversee the activities of Federal agencies within their 

purview. Education and Labor was directed specifically to review, 

study, and coordinate all government involvement in domestic educational 

programs and institutions, in addition to programs of student assistance 

under the jurisdiction of other committees. 

Committee Workload: What the Committee Did 

An examination of the committee's workload provides the basis for 

showing what the committee accomplished during the period that Barden 

was the chairman. The workload is gauged from the number of bills 

referred, the number on which some official action was taken, the number 

of days of hearings held by the full committee and by subcommittees, and 

the number of bills reported to the House. These statistics are 

presented tn Table 2-14. Of course, the sheer numbers of bills do not 

reflect accurately the amount of work because this period predated 

multiple sponsorship and many bills are duplicates. Moreover, the bills 

referred differ in their level of importance and in the amount of work 

they require. In an effort to remedy this problem, there is some 

discussion on the relative importance of the bills considered and 
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TABLE 2-14 

BILLS REFERRED, CONSIDERED AND REPORTED, AND 
HEARINGS HELD IN THE FULL COMMITTEE VERSUS SUBCOMMITTEES" 

Number 
Bills # Acted Hearing Days Bills 

Cong. Referred On Full sc Total % sc Rept. 

82 232 58 25 62 87 71.2 8 

83 278 58 54 50 104 48.0 15 

84 462 267 88 4 92 4.3 12 

85 601 150 16 180 196 91.8 18 

86 756 549 0 166 166 100.0 17 

Total 2329 1082 183 462 645 70 

Mean 465.8 216.4 36.6 92.4 129 71.6 14 

• Compiled from recorded information in The Calendar of the 
Committee on Education and Labor, 1951-1960. 



whether individual proposals took up a disproportionate amount of the 

committee's time. 

Bills Referred and Official Action Taken. As Table 2-14 shows, 

the number of bills referred to the committee rose dramatically 

throughout the 1950s. The number of bills referred more than tripled 

from the 82nd to the 86th Congress. The number of bills on which the 

committee took any action -- including hearings held, votes taken, 

tabling, and reports or other information requested from various 

executive agencies-- grew as well. It increased almost tenfold from 

1951 to 1960. 
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Days of Hearings. Although an important gauge of committee 

success, the number of bills referred or reported obscures a great deal 

of the work done. Several days could be spent holding hearings on 

legislation that never cleared the committee. Members frequently were 

thwarted by the chairman in their efforts to get their bills considered 

by the full committee. As a clarification, this research notes when a 

large proportion of hearings were held on a topic and no bill reported. 

The hearings are expressed in terms of the number of days devoted to 

that activity. 

As indicated by Table 2-14, the number of days of hearings held in 

subcommittee and in full committee fluctuated dramatically over the 

decade. Full committee hearing days ranged from a high of 88 days in 

the 84th Congress to none in the 86th. Subcommittee hearings ranged 

from a low of four days in the 84th to a high of nearly 200 days in the 

85th. 
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A large number of hearings in the 85th and 86th Congress concerned 

particularly controversial bills. The committee spent numerous days in 

the 85th Congress considering aid to education to promote the national 

defense and a substantial proportion of the 86th Congress hearings 

concerned the Landrum-Griffin Act proposals. 

Bills Reported. With the exception of just a few bills, most of 

the legislation reported by the Committee on Education and Labor during 

the chairmanship of Graham Barden was of narrow scope and of little 

national significance. Many of these bills were important to small 

groups of beneficiaries, such as longshoremen, agricultural workers, and 

people with various handicaps, but few were of earth shaking, widespread 

importance. 

That assessment is not to belittle the accomplishments of the 

committee, just to note that much legislation of broader scope was 

blocked by some means or another to prevent its enactment. Not 

inconsequential time was spent on the proposals that never had a chance 

of being considered by the full House -- namely, those favorable to 

labor unions. Most of the legislation that survived obstacles in the 

committee either amended previously existing laws or helped a narrow 

subset of the country. 

By the end of the decade, the magnitude of importance of the bills 

reported increased. In particular, four rather significant pieces of 

legislation, two education and two labor, emerged from the committee 

during Barden's tenure as chairman, all in the late 1950s. All consumed 

a considerable amount of the committee's time and effort. The two 

education bills were landmarks. The National Defense Education Act 
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(NDEA, P.L. 85-864) was the first aid to education program to pass in 

years, opening the door for an increased federal role in education. The 

critical need for increased national defense provided members with a 

vehicle for an aid to education bill. Another important bill, 

Representative Frank Thompson's general aid bill emphasizing the need 

for school construction, passed the House in 1960 (86th Congress, H.R. 

10128). After Senate adoption of a similar measure, the bill died 

because the Rules committee refused to authorize a conference. 

Nevertheless, the school construction bill did overcome a significant 

obstacle-- passing the House with the inclusion of Powell's anti

discrimination amendment, heretofore an impossibility. These two bills 

were the precursors to the advancements in federal funding to education 

enacted in the 1960s. 

The bills on welfare and pension benefit plans (P.L. 85-836) and 

on labor-management reporting and disclosure (the Landrum-Griffin Act, 

P.L. 86-257) were also landmarks. Members capitalized on the negative 

publicity accorded to organized labor and, after extensive hearings and 

mark-up sessions, passed two bills increasing the already harsh 

provisions, from the union standpoint, of the 1947 Taft-Hartley Act, 

which was the main law governing the behavior of labor and management 

(other than minimum wage laws). The 1959 Landrum-Griffin Act, in 

particular, increased the regulations and penalties for labor unions and 

changed the face of labor-management relations. 

The number of bills reported by the committee grew more than 

twofold from the early to the late 1950s, rising from 8 in the 82nd 

Congress to 17 in the 86th. As reflected in Table 2-14, the increase 
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between the 82nd and 84th Congresses (excluding the 83rd Congress when 

McConnell was chairman) was especially marked. The number of bills 

reported grew by half in those two terms. The total of reported 

measures increased again by half between the 84th and 85th Congresses. 

Reasons for Workload Changes. Several factors account for the 

general trend toward increased workload and productivity. Some are the 

result of external variables, such as a surge in the number of bills 

introduced in the House and referred to the committee. Others are 

attributable to committee-specific factors. 

Environmental influences -- including the growth of the 

population, the changing role of the federal government, the expansion 

in interest group activity, communications advances, and the complexity 

of issues -- contributed to the sharp rise in the number of bills and 

resolutions introduced in Congress (MacKenzie 1981, 3-10). In addition 

to the sheer volume of legislation, a shift in the orientation of the 

committee's agenda, discussed later in this section, increased the 

workload and output. Growing interest in labor legislation stemming 

both from the point of view of protecting the rights of working men and 

of regulating labor unions resulted in a larger number of bills referred 

to the committee and more action taken. Moreover, Sputnik and defense 

concerns prompted a greater interest in education, necessitating action 

by the committee. 

In large part, several overlapping, committee-specific factors 

also caused the greater activity and productivity. The new liberal 

emphasis in the committee was partially responsible for the rise in the 

number of bills on which any action was taken, the number of hearings, 
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the proportion of hearings held in subcommittees, and the number of 

bills reported. By the end of the decade, liberals had built enough 

support within the committee to override the chairman's wishes, aiding 

their pursuit of an activist agenda in education matters. 

The liberalization of the Democratic members of the committee 

facilitated the adoption of committee rules, which, in turn, 

significantly enhanced the reliance on subcommittees for much of the 

committee's work. After the rules were approved in 1957, the burden of 

much of the work devolved to the subcommittees instead of remaining 

firmly under the thumb of the full committee chairman. The requirement 

that standing committees be created diverted the work to smaller groups 

and diluted the chairman's influence. The mandate that every bill 

referred to the full committee should in turn be referred to its 

respective subcommittee contributed to the increase in the number of 

bills on which action was taken. 

Before the establishment in the rules of standing subcommittees, 

virtually all of the hearings were held in the full committee. 

Moreover, before the enactment of the committee rules, the chairman was 

not required to create subcommittees or to refer legislation to them, 

thereby leaving him more discretion in determining the fate of 

proposals. Although Barden had made substantial use of subcommittees in 

his first term as chairman, he slacked off in his second term, probably 

partly as a result of the Brown v. Board of Education of Topeka 

decision. The Supreme Court case marked a turning point in his views on 

federal aid to education and coincided with his reduced reliance on 

subcommittees, especially those that dealt with education matters 
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(Puryear 1979). Soon thereafter, the members adopted the rules. The 

increase in the number of bills reported in the 85th and 86th Congresses 

testifies to their effects in diminishing the chairman's powers. 

Committee Function in the 1950s 

Following a discussion of what the committee was charged with 

doing and what it did do, the analysis in this section focuses on why 

the Committee on Education and Labor acted the way it did. It treats 

the reasons that the committee failed to push through some of the bills 

that dealt with the most controversial topics. 

Throughout the years, Education and Labor has had an agenda of its 

own. At the same time it has fulfilled its official obligations, it has 

used its prerogatives to strive for its own unofficial goals. In other 

words, this committee seemed to have its own mission, a mission that 

changed during the decade of the 1950s. 

Within the constraints imposed by the official goals and charges, 

committees are relatively free to pursue their own agendas, as long as 

they do not interfere with the policy demands of the larger body. When 

the committee fails to fulfill its official duties to the satisfaction 

of a sufficient number of members, the parent body acts to ensure that 

it does. In the case of Education and Labor, the chairman continually 

thwarted the will of the majority party by not calling meetings, loading 

the hearings, limiting the opposing witnesses' time, and employing a 

variety of other tactics. 

The agenda of the dominant faction on the committee was the one 

that was promoted. During the early 1950s, the conservative members of 

the committee constituted a majority. The Democratic chairman allied 
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with conservative Republicans to control the agenda. As a result, 

conservative goals were realized and those of the members not in the 

conservative coalition were frustrated. Thus the committee's de facto 

function was one of blocking legislation that did not coincide with 

conservative goals. Some of the most controversial legislation, clearly 

favored by the House leadership and most of the Democratic members on 

the committee, had no chance of emerging intact from Education and 

Labor. If for some reason these bills did survive, the chairman 

appealed to his conservative friends on the Rules Committee to intervene 

at the next step in the process. This conservative coalition thwarted 

federal aid to education and proposals favorable to organized labor for 

years. 

With the help of the House leadership, which did not approve of 

the situation, the picture began to change in favor of overturning the 

oligarchy of the chairman and his conservative allies. Representation 

from the more urban Middle Atlantic States, in particular, and the 

Pacific states increased on the committee throughout the decade at the 

expense of the more conservative South, whose proportion of the 

committee decreased by more than half by the end of the decade. 

As Barden's tenure came to an end, the new, more liberal members, 

aided by a higher ratio in favor of the majority, outnumbered the 

conservative elements on the committee, thus threatening their 

obstructing power. With the changing committee composition, it became 

more difficult for the conservatives to carry out their agenda or to 

block that of the liberals. The new progressive bill of fare impinged 



on the dominance of the conservative menu. A more liberal agenda 

displaced the conservative one. 
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The new composition, combined with the new committee structure, 

ensured that the official duties of the committee would be performed in 

accordance with House directives, or at least with the majority agenda. 

Although the Democrats retained majority status officially, the factions 

in control shifted. As the majority changed, the agenda changed. 

The institution of the rules, accompanied by a more equitable 

distribution of power in the form of subcommittees and mandatory 

referral of all legislation, facilitated the consideration and reporting 

of bills. It also enabled members to hold hearings without the 

chairman's approval, and thus to act on and report more bills. It gave 

more members an entree into the legislative process. The new committee 

rules aided and abetted the liberals in laying the foundation for the 

progressive gains made in the 1960s. 

Summary and Conclusions 

During the Barden years, the Committee on Education and Labor 

began a long, slow evolutionary process. Although its jurisdiction 

remained stable throughout this period, little by little the committee's 

functions changed, as did the nature of the issues before it. It 

embarked on the journey from an obstructionist committee to an activist 

committee. Workload and productivity increased. Committee composition 

shifted in terms of its regional and ideological balances. It became 

more partisan and less cohesive. Its structure became more complex. 

The committee grew more democratic and less centralized. 
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One of the most notable changes occurred in the form of the 

institution of committee rules. In Barden's first term as chairman, in 

the 82nd Congress, the only rules applicable to committee procedures 

were included in the House rules and derived from the Legislative 

Reorganization Act of 1946. By the time he retired at the end of the 

86th Congress, a rather complex set of internal rules had been adopted 

by the committee. Not only did the chairman and the members have to 

follow the House rules, but they had to submit to committee rules as 

well. In addition, new rules forced reliance on old rules. Meetings 

were held whether or not the chairman wanted them. Legislation had to 

be referred to the appropriate subcommittee. 

As a result of the 1957 rules and the 1958 amendments, committee 

structure expanded from a small committee with few members and ad hoc 

subunits to a larger committee, with additional, permanent subunits. It 

also became more open, providing the genesis of a more decentralized 

organization. Barden was forced to establish subcommittees, forced to 

submit to the indignities of rules foisted upon him by the Democratic 

majority, and forced to endure the placement of more northern, urban 

liberals on his committee. Concurrently, the function of the committee 

changed from Barden's priorities to a more liberal agenda. 

The new rules tied Barden's hands, albeit loosely. Throughout 

most of his tenure, he had run a centralized committee. He controlled 

the staff as well as the fate of most of the legislation referred to his 

committee. If he did not like a bill, either he did nothing, referred 

it to a subcommittee sympathetic to his cause, or created an ad hoc 

subcommittee to handle it. If he favored it, he pushed it. He usually 
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won, often with the help of his Republican colleagues. As far as 

committee personnel were concerned, Barden brought his staff people with 

him, including staff director Fred Hussey from North Carolina. The 

chairman put his own secretary in the post of Assistant Clerk and 

exercised full authority over the rest of the personnel. 

For most of the decade, Barden also enjoyed complete control over 

subcommittee assignments. He appointed whomever he wanted as 

subcommittee chairmen, without regard to seniority, and skipped Powell 

in this process. It is interesting to note that Barden did not make 

himself a subcommittee chairman, as Sam McConnell had in the 83rd and as 

later chairmen did. He did not need to chair a subcommittee. He had 

the authority to have legislation considered by the full committee. 

Frustrated by the lack of progress in education and labor 

legislation, the House Democratic leadership sided with younger 

committee members against Barden and stacked the committee with liberal 

Democrats against his wishes. Concurrently, the geographic balance 

shifted toward northern, urban areas away from the South and more rural 

areas. The degree of full committee cohesion decreased while partisan 

conflict increased. 

As the committee became inundated with northern liberals, the 

workload and productivity of the committee also grew. The number of 

bills referred to the committee increased largely because of 

environmental influences. The number of bills that the committee took 

any official action on expanded markedly. Bills reported to the House 

by the committee rose from eleven in the 84th Congress to eighteen in 

the 85th Congress. Nevertheless, Barden refused to succumb and used 
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other resources to obstruct and delay. He was fairly effective; few 

bills from this committee were enacted, even after members adopted 

rules. Fourteen committee bills in the 85th Congress and only eight in 

the 86th became law. 

When Barden retired, leaving the committee to a chairman with a 

markedly different orientation, Education and Labor was in a state of 

flux. As future chapters will show, this condition was common. The 

next chapter discusses Barden's background, orientation, and leadership 

styles. 
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CHAPTER 3 

LEADERSHIP OF THE COMMITTEE: THE BARDEN YEARS, 1951-60 

This chapter focuses on Graham Barden and how he operated the 

committee. It includes a section briefly describing the chairman and 

his background, another on his orientation vis a vis the committee and 

its jurisdiction, and another on his style of being chairman -- how he 

used the institutional prerogatives and personal resources at his 

disposal. 

An abundance of institutional prerogatives that combined with a 

personally-resourceful chairman who did not mind using them to further 

his objectives contributed to Barden's negative and autocratic 

leadership style. It was negative because he used his powers to prevent 

new legislation from being enacted, to facilitate legislation that would 

restrain organized labor, and to thwart the will of the increasingly 

liberal committee majority. It was authoritarian because he was 

unresponsive to the majority on his committee and actively obstructed 

their wishes. 

A Portrait of the Chairman: Graham Barden 

A chairman's orientation is critical to understanding his actions. 

Knowledge of his background, constituency, and political ideology helps 

to place his leadership in perspective. It provides some insight into 

how he exercised his powers. In the case of Barden, it highlights some 

of the reasons he employed his resources in a negative manner, blocking 



"liberal" legislation, particularly federal aid to education and 

anything that was viewed favorably by organized labor. 1 

One of six children of James Jefferson and Mary James Barden, 
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Graham Arthur Barden was born in near Turkey Township in Sampson County, 

North Carolina on September 25, 1896. He spent his early years on the 

family farm. Later, the family moved to Burgaw so the children could 

attend high school. 

After graduating from Burgaw High School, Barden set out for the 

University of North Carolina at Chapel Hill, intent on a law degree. 

But World War I interrupted his schooling and he joined the Navy for a 

brief five months, signing up about a month before the Armistice. 

Barden earned his LL.B. in 1920 and passed the bar examination. 

Instead of setting up practice immediately, he taught and coached at New 

Bern High School for two years to earn money for a law library. He 

married Agnes Foy in 1922. After his first year of teaching, Barden 

established his law practice with a friend. Ten years later, in 1931, 

he left to practice with Mrs. Barden's brother-in-law. 

Barden's public service began in 1921 when he was appointed Judge 

of Craven County's Recorder's Court, a post he held while pursuing his 

private law practice. He subsequently was elected to the position 

twice. In 1926 he entered the Democratic primary race for Solicitor of 

the Fifth Judicial District, but came in third. 

Barden earned considerable recognition during his days as an 

attorney. He was highly visible and instrumental in bringing down the 

1 This section draws heavily on a thorough biography of Graham A. 
Barden by Elmer Puryear (1979). 
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"Great Tiger Klan," a junior version of the Ku Klux Klan, though in 

later years many considered him a racist himself. Active in several 

local eleemosynary associations, he also put a great deal of energy in 

church and civic affairs. 

In 1932 Barden ran for the North Carolina House of Representatives 

on a platform advocating state support of public schools but opposing 

the ad valorem tax on land, which was meant to defray the expenses of 

the six-month school term. He argued that the state should reimburse 

counties for a portion of the debts incurred in the construction of 

school buildings, and he wanted the state instead of the local school 

districts to spend money for the school buses. He also advocated the 

reevaluation of property taxes, a state tax on stocks and bonds of 

foreign corporations, and disbandment of many state offices, bureaus, 

and commissions. He opposed corporate lobbying, and promised to 

represent the interests of Craven County. 

Barden won the nomination and subsequently the election to the 

state House. His used his assignment on the Appropriations Committee to 

attract statewide attention, gaining public notice for his activity in 

behalf of adequate funding for public schools, state colleges, and 

universities, and for his economy mindedness. 

Although the seven-term incumbent U.S. Representative Charles L. 

Abernethy (D-NC) was old and infirm, he insisted on running in the 1934 

congressional elections. His son, who carried out most of his duties, 

was expected to inherit the seat. Barden and several others decided to 

challenge the expected inheritance. Barden won a plurality of votes in 

the Democratic primary and faced Luther Hamilton of Morehead City for a 
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primary runoff. Hamilton questioned Barden's loyalty to the Democratic 

party, to which Barden replied that he had never voted anything but a 

straight Democratic ticket and avowed his support for the New Deal and 

for Franklin Roosevelt. Barden won the second primary by less than 2000 

votes, but his primary victory was tantamount to election in the heavily 

Democratic district. 

When Barden went to Washington in 1935 for his first term as a 

U.S. Representative of the Third District of North Carolina, he was 

assigned to both the Education Committee and the Committee on Rivers and 

Harbors. His seat on the latter enabled him to provide tangible 

benefits to his constituents by working for navigational improvements, 

such as deepening and widening channels, in the coastal counties of his 

district. Particularly interested in education, his assignment to the 

Committee on Education allowed him to work for improvements in his area 

of interest. 

During his early years in Congress, he cooperated with the House 

leadership and with President Roosevelt while keeping an eye to his 

obligations to the Third District. Several times, he campaigned for 

reelection on his record of support for the Roosevelt Administration in 

addition to his promotion of district interests. The American 

Federation of Labor even lauded him for his pro-labor leanings (based on 

four votes on which Barden voted with the Administration) (Puryear 1979, 

24). 

Since Barden was a faithful supporter of the Roosevelt 

Administration, the House leadership named him as one of the three 

Democratic "official objectors," to keep an eye on all private and 
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consent calendar bills to weed out those without merit in the 75th 

Congress (1937-38). He spent hours studying an enormous number of bills 

and was recompensed by assignment to the House Labor Committee, which 

had a vacancy caused by the death of a member. 

Barden championed Roosevelt's 1937-38 efforts at reducing domestic 

spending and increasing defense spending. He deplored the "idea that 

the Federal government is some sort of spiritual Santa Claus having a 

treasury without bottom and always full of money" (Puryear 1979, 27). 

Although he voted to cut the President's proposals for relief, Barden 

also voted to increase funds for vocational education and supported 

additional spending for military construction and for the 

Administration's farm program. 

Barden's views conflicted with those of the Roosevelt 

Administration on the Wages and Hours bill and on anti-lynching bills, 

but he represented the views of his district. His attitude was "that 

Southerners would take care of themselves if saved from reformers from 

other parts of the country" (Puryear 1979, 26). Otherwise, he depicted 

Roosevelt as "the greatest man ever to sit in the White House" (Puryear 

1979, 26). 

By 1940, the congressman was under attack by his electoral 

opponents for his anti-labor stances. In the previous year, he had been 

in a well-publicized dispute with the Administration over the exemption 

of agricultural workers from the Wages and Hours bill. Barden ran for 

the 1940 nomination, for the first time, he played down his ties to the 

Administration. Instead, he focused on his record and experience, his 

committee assignments, and the projects he had won for the district. He 
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stressed his efforts at promoting the interests of the district and won 

the nomination and then the election by a three to one margin. 

During the war years, Barden concentrated on bringing federal 

money to hjs district. In 1941, he was instrumental in getting Camp 

Davis, a large anti-aircraft firing base, built in Onslow County, North 

Carolina, in his district. The economic benefits accrued to surrounding 

counties and Barden reaped the political harvest. The same year, the 

Marine Corps built a large base at New River, also in Onslow County, 

called Camp Lejeune. Soon thereafter, since the Marines needed an air 

base, another military installation was built at Cherry Point, in 

Carteret County, again in Barden's district. The Navy also was to use 

Morehead City as a sectional naval base from which to establish coastal 

and harbor patrols, submarine detection, and mine sweeping operations. 

Other than the sheer financial benefits to his district, one of 

the many interests Barden cultivated during his early years in the House 

was vocational rehabilitation. During World War II, a need for adequate 

rehabilitation arose when the wounded returned from the war, employment 

increased, and work-related injuries grew. One of Barden's pet projects 

was a bill designed to fund these efforts (Puryear 1979, 41). Barden, 

in the House, and LaFollette, in the Senate, introduced identical 

vocational rehabilitation bills, but after opposition from veterans' 

groups, Congress adjourned without acting on these bills. The failure 

was attributed to disagreements among veterans' groups as to which 

agency should be responsible for the programs. A veterans 

rehabilitation bill putting control under the Veterans Administration 

was enacted instead of the Barden-LaFollette bills. The next term, in 
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the 78th Congress, Barden deleted the clauses pertaining to veterans in 

his bill and resubmitted it. This time, it survived the legislative 

process mostly intact and became the Barden-LaFollette Vocational 

Rehabilitation Act. 

By the 78th Congress (1943-44), Barden had enough seniority to 

chair either the Library Committee or the Committee on Education. He 

opted for the latter, putting him in a more strategic position from 

which to push both his educational and his vocational rehabilitation 

interests. 

Throughout his pre-chairman stint as an ordinary member of 

Congress, Barden focused his energies in large part on education, labor, 

and bringing the pork to his district. He faithfully represented the 

Third District of North Carolina and in the process, wandered into the 

policy areas of agriculture and foreign policy. The next section sheds 

more light on Barden as chairman. 

Orientation of the Chairman 

A committee chairman's orientation determines, to a large extent, 

how he operates his committee and how he treats issues that come before 

it. His ideological proclivities affect the content and form of 

legislation reported by the committee and often determine its outcome. 

His orientation and his style, within certain externally imposed 

parameters, affect committee operations and outputs, thus leaving their 

mark on public policy. 

The chairman's orientation toward his committee and the issues it 

faced is inferred from several sources: his reputation concerning his 

I ,, 
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philosophy, his voting records, his interest group ratings, his party 

unity scores, and his constituency characteristics. The chairman's 

reputation and attitudes are gleaned from interviews with those who knew 

him, from books and articles, from his papers, and from his legacies in 

the form of legislation, records, and committee minutes. Puryear's 

(1979) biography of Barden was particularly helpful. The chairman's 

voting record is examined with an eye to how often he sided with members 

of his own party when the two parties were opposed and how often he cast 

his ballot on the winning side. His party unity scores are discussed in 

light of his levels of party support versus those of other Democrats, 

both in committee and in the House. 

The Chairman's Attitudes and Ideological Reputation2 

By both reputation and action, Chairman Barden exhibited 

conservative tendencies. He held fast to the notion of being a 

Democrat, but he was a Democrat in name only. Although he was 

convinced, especially after the 83rd Congress, that Republicans were not 

capable of running the government to his satisfaction, he spent a great 

deal of his legislative time allied with them (Puryear 1979, 107). He 

earned a reputation of being more of a Republican than a Democrat 

because of his conservative views, especially on federal aid to 

education and organized labor. He held traditional southern attitudes 

regarding labor unions as inherently evil organizations interfering with 

free enterprise. 

2 Much of the information in this section was drawn from interviews 
with Members of Congress and with staff members of the Committee on 
Education and Labor. In addition, Puryear (1979) provided a great deal 
of the details about his attitudes and the reasons for them. 
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The chairman also held southern traditional views on states' 

rights. He was convinced that the federal government had a job to do, 

but it must not interfere in the business of state governments. 

Barden maintained that since education was not mentioned in the U.S. 

Constitution as one of the delegated powers, the responsibility for 

the operation of the nation's public schools lay in the hands of state 

governments, not with the federal government. He was suspicious of 

federal aid to education because it presumed some degree of federal 

control over state prerogatives. 

Nevertheless, in the early 1950s he was persuaded that since the 

public schools were having a hard time fulfilling their 

responsibilities, the federal government should help. He favored aid 

to federally impacted areas, such as those near large federal 

installations that provided extra students and no revenues from 

property taxes. He promoted aid to elementary and secondary schools 

until the question arose as to whether to aid private (i.e., 

religious) and parochial schools. Then, he balked. Federal tax 

money, he contended, should not be used to support religious 

education, even if, as his opponents argued, it reduced substantially 

the burden on the public schools. If his opponents insisted on 

federal aid to private schools, he would do everything in his power to 

prevent it, even if it meant putting a stop to all federal aid 

proposals. 

The issue of racial integration was a thorn in his side. He 

objected to efforts to prohibit federal aid to schools in states that 
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allowed segregation of the races in education, especially since North 

Carolina was among them. As a consequence, his detractors charged 

bigotry. He maintained that he was not bigoted but adamantly opposed 

federal interference in state functions. To Barden, federal laws 

dictating that his state could not receive federal funds because it 

practiced segregation reeked of unwarranted and unwanted federal 

interference in the state domain. 

Barden's conservative and traditionally southern viewpoints 

aggravated many of the more liberal members of Congress. In their 

eyes, he used his position as Chairman of the Committee on Education 

and Labor to impede progress on important social problems. He 

obstructed federal aid to education of all sorts. One of his 

committee colleagues said, 

We were able to pass some legislation under subcommittees, 
but Barden fought all general federal aid to education. 
From 1956 to 1958, we had big fights on school 
construction. Somehow the bill got lost in the Rules 
Committee. Barden was against the bills the subcommittees 
recommended as a general rule. He was slow about bringing 
bills before the full committee 11 (Interview). 

He also did everything in his power to curtail the activities of labor 

unions, thus evoking the anger and frustration of friends of organized 

labor. 

Measures of Barden's Ideological Bent 

Barden's attitudes are gauged from surrogate measures of 

ideology, from his scores on scales devised by interest groups. Where 

already compiled scales were not available, the scores were calculated 

from the numbers of times he supported the positions of the various 
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interest groups based on the number of "right" and "wrong" votes. 5 The 

relevant interest groups incluude the American Federation of Labor 

(AFL), the Congress of Industrial Organizations (CIO), later the AFL-

CIO, labor's Committee on Political Education (COPE), the Americans 

for Democratic Actions (ADA), the Americans for Constitutional Action 

(ACA), and a composite score based on votes chosen by several large 

unions. The chairman's scores are presented in Table 3-1, along with 

the scores of Education and Labor Democrats, the full Education and 

Labor Committee, House Democrats, and the full House. The higher the 

score, the more closely the member conforms to the relevant interest 

group's position. 

An examination of the scores shows that Barden voted much more 

conservatively than did his colleagues on the committee and in the 

House. On most liberal interest group scores, there was a difference 

of more than 50 points between his scores and those of his fellow 

Democrats on Education and Labor. On conservative measures, Barden 

received substantially higher scores than did his committee Democratic 

colleagues and most of the other Democrats in the House. These 

findings indicate that on floor votes the chairman voted consistently 

with the Republican-conservative Democrat coalition against a majority 

of his own party. 

on·all the labor union votes and on those of the ADA he scored 

substantially lower than did most other Democrats, ranking among the 

lowest on every scale. Contrary to their reputation in later years, 

s These tallies are printed in the Congressional Quarterly Weekly Reports 
at various times throughout the 1950s. 



TABLE 3-1 

BARDEN'S INTEREST GROUP SCORES COMPARED TO 
AVERAGE SCORES OF OTHER MEMBERS" 

E&L 
Group Year Barden Dems 

AFL 1947-52 3.7 54.5 

AFL 1951 20.0 67.1 

CIO 1951 0.0 55.0 

CIO 1951-52 0.0 57.6 

ADA 1951 7.7 60.4 

ADA 1952 0.0 58.2 

UNIONS 1953-54 33.3 72.6 

AFL -CIO 1947-56 26.3 55.1 

ACA 1957-59 52.0 15.8 

COPE 1959-60 10.0 88.7 

ADA 1960 11.0 88.8 

• Calculated from scores printed in 
Congressional Quarterly Weekly Report, 
various years from 1951 to 1961. 

House E&L 
Dems Full 

54.2 34.5 

69.8 55.8 

58.9 40.0 

56.0 38.2 

58.9 39.4 

53.4 35.8 

66.2 41.5 

52.4 34.0 

22.0 39.7 

71.8 65.1 

72.2 68.0 

HR 
Full 

35.0 

42.4 

43.7 

40.0 

40.4 

37.7 

41.6 

35.2 

43.5 

54.5 

56.3 

145 



146 

committee Democrats, including the few southerners who brought down 

the average, did not in the early part of the decade show outstanding 

levels of support for labor issues or other liberal issues outlined by 

the ADA. But Barden rated extremely conservative on all union or 

11 liberal 11 scales. According to one of his committee colleagues, 

11Graham Barden was a staunch conservative. He never saw the light of 

day about anything 11 (Interview). 

On the ACA's ratings, Barden ranked moderately conservative. He 

scored way above the House average and even higher above the committee 

average. Conservative Republicans often could count on Graham Barden 

as a powerful ally in their quests to stop liberal legislation from 

reaching the floor. 

Party Unity Scores 

Also based on votes cast on the floor of the House, party unity 

scores provide additional clues to the chairman's orientation.~ 

Barden's scores for the 82nd through the 86th Congress and those of 

committee Democrats and of House Democrats are presented in Table 5-2. 

Throughout the 1950s, Barden's average party unity score was 38 

percent. The comparable committee average for Democrats was 75.5 

percent, and that of all House Democrats, 72.7 percent. Barden's 

party unity support scores averaged 37.5 percent lower than those of 

his Democratic colleagues on the committee and 34.7 percent lower than 

those of all House Democrats for the 1950s. When the Democrats were a 

minority in the Republican-controlled 83rd Congress, he voted more 

' Party unity scores are printed in each year's Congressional Quarterly 
Almanac. 



TABLE 3-2 

PARTY UNITY SCORES: BARDEN 1 S 
COMPARED TO MEAN SCORES OF COMMITTEE AND HOUSE DEMOCRATS, 

82ND - 86TH CONGRESSES" 

E&L House 
Congress Year Barden Democrats Democrats 

82 1951-52 38 77.0 77.0 

83 1953-54 59 76.9 76.6 

84 1955-56 37 75.0 71.0 

85 1957-58 34 72.5 68.3 

86 1959-60 22 76.2 70.6 

• Statistics compiled from data presented by Congressional 
Quarterly Almanac, 1951 to 1960. 
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often with his fellow Democrats, scoring only about 18 percent lower 

than both House and committee Democrats. 
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When majorities of the two parties were in opposition, it is clear 

that Barden voted with a Republican majority much more often than he 

voted with the Democrats. In all but the 83rd Congress, he supported 

his party on less than half the occasions that his committee and House 

colleagues did. It is understandable that in the 83rd Congress he might 

vote more often with the Democrats because of the minority status -- and 

at that time he still thought that the.Republicans were not competent to 

run the government. 

Barden's support for his party diminished as the decade 

progressed. His aversion to federal aid to education became more 

entrenched with the advent of mandatory school integration and with the 

increasing probability of aid going to parochial schools. His suspicion 

of labor unions increased with the onslaught of strikes and with the 

exposure of union leadership corruption throughout the 1950s. He cast 

his vote with increasing frequency with the Republicans who also opposed 

federal aid to education and who set out with a vengeance to clean up 

the labor unions and restrict their activities and influence. In short, 

committee voting behavior aside, he earned his reputation as a 

Republican. 

The Chairman's Voting Behavior in Committee 

An examination of the roll call votes taken in committee meetings 

throughout the 1950s should show whether Barden's voting behavior and 

reputation in the House carried over to his behavior in committee. Did 

he support the Republicans in committee to the extent that he did in the 
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House? With whom did he side most often? These questions are answered 

in the following discussion. 

The degree of support that the chairman provided to each party is 

determined from the party votes taken in committee, those on which at 

least 70 percent of Democrats opposed at least 70 percent of 

Republicans. See Table 3-3. 

Relying on the 70 percent criterion to define a party vote, 

Barden's high point of siding with his own party came in 1958 when he 

divided his votes equally between the two parties. With the exception 

of that year, he sided with the Republicans more frequently than he did 

with Democrats on party votes. In 1956 and 1958, the chairman abstained 

from several of the party votes, thus bringing down his average support 

of either party. His average support of the Democrats throughout the 

1950s was just under 30 percent on party votes. He supported the 

Republicans, on the other hand, on an average of nearly 60 percent of 

those roll calls. 

looking at a more stringent measure, an examination of roll calls 

on which at least three-fourths of the Democrats lined up against three

fourths of the Republicans shows Barden again predominantly supporting 

the Republicans on party votes. Until 1958, he did not vote at all with 

the Democrats on party votes. With the exception of that year, he 

supported the Republicans on about two-thirds or more of the party 

votes, averaging over 65 percent support for their position and 27 

percent support of the Democrats throughout the 1950s. 
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TABLE 3-3 

BARDEN'S VOTES WITH EACH PARTY ON PARTY VOTES" 

>70% Democrats v. >70% Republicans 

# Party # with # with # No 
Year Votes Dems % Reps % Vote 

1951 0 0 (00.0) 0 ( 00.0) 0 
1952 4 0 (00.0) 4 (100.0) 0 
1955 4 1 (25.0) 3 ( 75.0) 0 
1956 4 0 (00.0) 3 ( 75.0) 1 
1958 14 7 (50.0) 3 ( 21. 4) 4 
1959 24 7 (29.1) 16 ( 66.6) 1 
1960 1..4 .4 (28.5) ~ ( 64.2) 1 

Total 64 19 38 7 
Mean 9.1 2.7 ( 29. 7) 5.4 (59.4) 

>50% Democrats v. >50% Republicans 

# Party # with # with # No 
Year Votes Dems % Reps % Vote 

1951 2 0 (00.0) 2 (100.0) 0 
1952 11 0 (00.0) 11 (100.0) 0 
1955 8 2 (25.0) 6 ( 75.0) 0 
1956 5 0 (00.0) 4 ( 80.0) 1 
1958 18 8 (44.4) 4 ( 22.2) 6 
1959 48 8 (16. 6) 38 ( 79.1) 2 
1960 16 ~ (31.2) 10 ( 62.5) 1 

Total 108 23 75 10 
Mean 15.4 3.3 (21.3) 10.7 (69.4) 

• Calculated from roll calls provided in the Minutes of the 
Committee on Education and Labor. 
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TABLE 3-3, continued 

>75% Democrats v. >75% Republicans 

# Party # with # with # No 
Year Votes Dems % Reps % Vote 

1951 0 0 (00.0) 0 ( 00.0) 0 
1952 3 0 (00.0) 3 (100.0) 0 
1955 1 0 (00.0) 1 (100.0) 0 
1956 3 0 (00.0) 2 ( 66.7) 1 
1958 9 4 (44.4) 2 ( 22.2) 3 
1959 23 7 (30.4) 15 ( 65.2) 1 
1960 13 J (23.0) ~ ( 69.2) 1 

Total 52 14 34 6 
Mean 7.4 2 (27.0) 4.8 (65.3) 

>90% Democrats y. >90% Republicans 

# Party # with # with # No 
Year Votes Dems % Reps % Vote 

1951 0 0 (00.0) 0 (00.0) 0 
1952 0 0 (00.0) 0 (00.0) 0 
1955 1 1 (100.0) 0 (00.0) 0 
1956 2 0 (00.0) 1 (50.0) 1 
1958 8 4 (50.0) 1 (12. 5) 3 
1959 11 2 (18.1) 8 (72.7) 1 
1960 1 .Q (00.0) J (75.0) 1 

Total 26 7 13 6 
Mean 3.7 1 (26.9) 1.8 (50.0) 



152 

As shown in Table 3-3, from roll calls adjudged to be party votes 

by several criteria, one can conclude that in the committee, Barden 

voted more like the Republicans than like the Democrats. Even by the 

most stringent criterion, with 90 percent of the parties in opposition, 

he still voted more frequently with the Republicans. Comparing "party 

unity" scores from committee votes with those based on House votes, it 

seems that Barden voted even more like a Republican in committee than he 

did on the floor. His average House party unity score indicated that he 

supported a Democratic majority on 38 percent of the votes on which 

party majorities were in opposition as compared to an average of only 

16.7 percent in committee. 5 He sided with the Republicans on the floor 

and in committee more often than he did with members of his own party. 

Once again, his reputation as a closet Republican seemed to be warranted 

by his actions. 

Barden on the Winning Side 

Another characteristic of Barden's orientation toward the 

committee and the issues before it can be gleaned from the proportion of 

times that he voted on the prevailing side on committee roll call votes. 

Not only how often his side won, but how often his side was victorious 

on party votes is telling. As in preceding sections, party votes are 

those on which at least 70 percent of the Democrats opposed at least 70 

percent of the Republicans. Table 3-4 shows Barden's winning 

percentages. 

5 This figure is an average of the percentages to make it comparable 
to the average party unity score. 
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Although Barden voted with the winning side on a fairly healthy 

proportion of roll calls over the decade, it is interesting to note the 

generally declining percentages of his victories on party votes. Toward 

the end of the 1950s, when the House leadership increased the size of 

the committee and began loading it with liberal Democrats, Barden became 

less and less effective at creating a majority on roll calls by his 

alliances with Republicans. Even in 1959, when there was an abundance 

of roll calls and he cast his ballot on the winning side on over 70 

percent of them, his wins on party votes declined. The large proportion 

of victories on all committee votes that year stems from consideration 

of legislation on labor union reporting and disclosure of finances, 

which consumed most of the committee's efforts. There were enough 

members who wanted labor reform or who were willing to vote for some 

provisions to keep harsher restrictions from being adopted to give 

Barden's side the edge. With the exception of 1959, Barden's winning 

record on all committee votes also declined throughout the decade. 

The Chairman's Constituency 

The other pertinent aspect of Barden's orientation as chairman of 

the Committee on Education and Labor is his constituency. The people 

who elected him to represent them in Congress played a large, albeit 

indirect, role in the operation of this committee. 6 Their attitudes 

help explain why he so adamantly opposed federal aid to education, his 

views toward integration, and his support for labor reform. 

6 The constituency information is drawn largely from Puryear (1979). 
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TABLE 3-4 

BARDEN VOTING WITH THE WINNING SIDE IN COMMITTEE" 

Number of Number Number of Number 
Year Ro 11 Ca 11 s Barden Won Party Votes Barden Won 

1951 4 4 ( 100. 0%) 0 0 (0.0%) 

1952 23 17 (74.0%) 4 3 (75.0%) 

1955 10 5 (50.0%) 4 3 (75.0%) 

1956 10 6 {60.0%) 4 1 (25.0%) 

1958 30 11 (36.6%) 14 7 (50.0%) 

1959 71 50 (70.4%) 24 8 (33.3%) 

1960 21 Q (28.5%) 14 .4 (28.5%) 

Total 169 99 64 25 

Mean 58.5% 39.0% 

• Compiled from roll calls logged in The Minutes of the Committee 
on Education and Labor. 
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He represented the Third District of North Carolina, on the 

eastern end of the state, including nine eastern counties: Sampson, 

Wayne, Duplin, Pender, Onslow, Jones, Craven, Pamlico, and Carteret. 

The district's economy was based on agriculture. The main crops 

included tobacco, cotton, corn, peanuts, soybeans, potatoes, 

strawberries, and blueberries. The lumber industry also provided 

significant income to the district, with timberland comprising about 70 

percent of the total acreage. In the eastern counties of his district, 

along the coast, commercial fishing was a major industry. 

As Barden's biographer, Elmer Puryear, wrote, "Graham Barden was a 

product of the region and possessed an understanding of the problems and 

aspirations of its inhabitants and wanted to represent them in 

Washington" (Puryear 1979, 13}. He was born and raised on a farm. "His 

district was largely concerned with agriculture, and at first he 

certainly had far more interest in agricultural legislation" than in 

labor legislation (Puryear 1979, 141}. 

The political characteristics of the chairman's district also 

provided important elements for his orientation. The South 

traditionally has been more conservative than many other parts of the 

country, and Barden's district was no exception. Along with a majority 

of other southerners, North Carolinians customarily favored states' 

rights over federal control or centralization. They were also 

habitually Democratic. 

Barden was not just from eastern North Carolina, he was of eastern 

North Carolina. He knew what the people in his district wanted and he 
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differed from them little in that respect; he was one of them. They 

long had opposed labor unions. They objected to efforts by the federal 

government to force them to integrate their schools. They were 

conservative economically. Barden distrusted bureaucracy, big 

government, corruption, inflation, and "giveaway" programs and was 

"suspicious of bigness in any form" (Puryear 1979, 226-27). He followed 

his own instincts in representing his district and, judging from his 

lack of serious electoral opposition for most of his career, he was 

successful. 

Leadership Style: Institutional v. Personal Resources 

Leadership styles are important because they affect committee 

structures, operations, atmospheres, and successes, resulting in 

different focuses and outputs for the committees and, ultimately, 

different policy outcomes. Different chairman have different 

leadership styles. They use their resources in a variety of ways, 

depending on a host of factors, including the issues, the composition of 

their committees, the institutional context, and their personalities. 

Determined primarily by institutional context, a chairman's style is an 

interaction between his institutionally derived prerogatives and his 

personal, political skills. 7 His institutional orientation can be 

inferred by the way he uses the means provided by virtue of his position 

in the organization. His use of personal resources can be gauged by his 

reputation, his expertise, and his political skills. Each of the three 

7 See Jones (1981) for a discussion of contextual versus personal 
perspectives on leadership. 
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chairmen of the Committee on Education and Labor will be evaluated in 

terms of his use of institutional and personal resources. 

One way to approach leadership style is through a framework based 

on the leader's reliance on the institutionally-derived resources at his 

disposal. 8 An analysis of leadership style on congressional committees 

should include discussions of the constraints imposed, the chairman's 

reliance on his official prerogatives, written and unwritten, and of his 

use of rewards and sanctions. A discussion of the use of personal 

resources should focus on his reputation among his peers, both in the 

committee and in the House, and on his knowledge of the subject at hand 

and the rules. When discerned, these elements of leadership should help 

illuminate the conceptually murky linkage between a chairman and his 

committee members and the implications this relationship has for public 

policy. 

An examination of leaders in terms of which resources they tend to 

draw on the most heavily provides some interesting insights into the 

interactions between leaders and followers and why these relationships 

are important; in this case, between a House committee chairman and his 

fellow committee members, and the impact on committee outputs. A 

chairman's style of running his committee can be approached from various 

angles, but the framework depicting his use of institutional 

prerogatives and personal resources is one of the most telling. 

8 Another way to approach leadership style is through classification 
of leaders into categories. For some notable examples, refer to Barber 
(1972) for classifications of Presidents, March and Simon (1967) for modes 
of conflict resolution, Unekis and Rieselbach (1984) for the voting 
patterns of House committee chairmen, Manley (1968) for a discussion of 
task-oriented versus affective leadership, or Burns (1978) for a 
discussion of transactions versus transforming leadership. 



Moreover, other leaders can be studied in the same manner, and their 

styles can be compared readily. 

Reliance on Institutional Resources 
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One aspect of a chairman's leadership style is based on how he 

responds to the expectations of him held by other members of his 

committee. Much of his influence derives from the prerogatives of the 

position. All committee chairman have at their disposal various tools 

with which to run their committees. Several are spelled out in the 

House rules, and others, such as seniority, are unwritten norms of the 

House. In addition, each committee has some say over the powers of its 

chairman. 

During the first ten years after the establishment of the 

Committee on Education and labor in 1947, the chairman had seemingly 

unlimited power over the committee (MacNeil 1963, Galloway 1953, Clapp 

1963, Goodwin 1970).9 There were few constraints imposed by the House 

rules or by the legislative Reorganization Act of 1947. The chairman 

controlled the establishment of subcommittees, the referral of 

legislation within the committee, the calling of meetings, and the 

scheduling of legislation for consideration by the committee. He 

determined whether and when the committee was to hold hearings and 

investigations. He had final approval over the witness lists to testify 

before the committee. He presided at hearings and at committee meetings 

and had the authority to recognize (or not recognize) people to speak. 

9 A notable exception was the creation of a subcommittee on staffing 
matters by the majority of Education and labor in response to "Chairman 
John Lesinski's highhandedness" in the 81st Congress. See Goodwin (1970, 
145). 
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He controlled the committee funds, authorized committee-related travel, 

and oversaw the employment and discharge of staff members, the 

assignment of staff duties. The chairman recommended to the Speaker 

appointments to and acted as the primary manager in conference 

committees. He had the authority to manage committee bills and control 

the debate on the floor, whether he favored or opposed them. One of his 

most important resources was his power over the timing of legislation. 

There were so many bills referred to the committee that members could 

not possibly consider them all. The chairman influenced which bills 

were chosen and when they were discussed. 

Control over Subcommittees. One of Barden's most effective 

weapons in his institutional arsenal was his control, as chairman, over 

the subcommittees. Until the revolt against him in 1957 when the 

committee adopted rules concerning the establishment of standing 

subcommittees, Barden ran a centralized committee and appointed few 

subcommittees. He referred little legislation to those he did appoint. 

Most of the work was done in the full committee, where the chairman 

could monitor it closely. 

When the chairman was particularly interested in pursuing 

legislation he chaired the subcommittee himself, as he did on aid to 

federally impacted areas. North Carolina, and Barden's district in 

particular, had several large military bases. He could serve his 

district well by making sure that it got at least its fair share of 

federal aid money. Moreover, he could wield enough influence in the 

subcommittee to insure that his provisions maintaining state control and 

minimizing federal interference were included. 
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Unlike members of the Committee on Ways and Means (Manley 1968, 

119), Education and Labor members were not universally happy with the 

lack of reliance on subcommittees. There was no such long tradition of 

not having them. Earlier chairman had appointed and used them. Barden, 

on the other hand, refused to establish standing subcommittees, 

preferring to keep committee matters under his thumb. He did appoint a 

few ad hoc units, though they were usually tools by which to dispense 

with unacceptable legislation, particularly in his later years as 

chairman. He could appoint a subcommittee of members sympathetic to his 

cause and refer to it legislation that he preferred never see the light 

of day. He used subcommittees to pigeonhole legislation, rewarding his 

friends and ideological cohorts with subcommittee appointments and 

chairmanships, thus not all members were afforded the opportunity to 

serve. Barden used subcommittees selectively in accordance with his 

goals. 

The committee members were so unsatisfied with the lack of 

subcommittees that they threatened a rebellion against the chairman if 

he did not appoint standing subcommittees with fixed jurisdictions. 

Even after he complied, subcommittees were not used to the satisfaction 

of the members, who threatened again in the next session. 

Committee Meetings and Hearings. Barden prevailed by other means, 

which included his power to call or not to call committee meetings. 

Notwithstanding the fact that the Legislative Reorganization Act of 1946 

mandated regular meeting days with additional meetings at the call of 

the chair, Education and Labor members voted in 1952 to meet at the call 

of the chairman. Several years later, they reneged. The lack of 



161 

meetings was one of the most often heard complaints by Education and 

Labor members. Useful as a tool for burying legislation that he found 

disagreeable, Barden called few meetings. Members frequently were 

frustrated in their desires to consider legislation Barden had buried by 

his unwillingness to call meetings. 

Relying on another institutional prerogative of the chairmanship, 

Barden decided if, when, and where to hold hearings. If they suited his 

purpose, fine. If they did not, they were never held. By manipulating 

the witness lists and the time the witnesses had to speak, he managed to 

stifle a great deal of dissent. 

Control over the Agenda. The chairman also controlled the 

committee's agenda, which was of primary importance to the committee's 

output. Everything that came before the committee came first to the 

chairman, who had the authority to decide whether the committee would 

consider a particular piece of legislation, if it would be referred to a 

subcommittee, whether to hold hearings on the subject, and the timing of 

these steps. The power over these choices was significant. So many 

bills were referred to Education and Labor that the chairman had to make 

strategic choices. Barden used this prerogative to his fullest 

advantage. He pigeonholed much of the legislation he opposed, and 

referred other bills to ad hoc subcommittees composed of members who 

were not disposed to report it to the full committee. Through his 

control of the agenda, Barden steered the committee in a conservative 

direction. 

Control over Staff. Another of the chairman's institutional 

prerogatives was his control over the appointment and operations of the 
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committee staff. Unlike the staffs hired by the finance committees and 

others, Education and Labor staff members did not have to be experts on 

matters within the committee's jurisdiction. They were to serve at the 

beck and call of the chairman, a tradition that still holds to a large 

extent in the 1980s. Staff appointments were strictly under the 

chairman's patronage. Barden hired the few staff members the committee 

had, keeping the majority staff small. In name they worked for the 

committee; in reality they worked for the chairman. 

Limits Imposed on the Chairman. Barden made full use of his 

prerogatives as chairman. He ran a tight ship. Little that he opposed 

ever emerged from the committee intact. If it did, he relied on his 

friends in high places, such as the House Committee on Rules, to help 

him. Barden capitalized on the norms and expectations that went along 

with the role of chairman. 

Committee members voted many of these prerogatives to the chairman 

during the early and mid-1950s; however they began withdrawing their 

support for them in later years when they saw him abusing his powers. 

The committee limited his discretion on the creation of subcommittees 

and on their size and jurisdictions. The rules adopted in 1957 

specified the name, size, and jurisdiction of each subcommittee and 

mandated that all legislation referred to the full committee be referred 

to the appropriate subcommittee. The rules granted the subcommittees 

authorization to hold hearings, receive exhibits, hear witnesses, and 

report back to the full committee. The rules also specified that 

regular committee meetings be held at least twice each month and 

otherwise at the call of the chairman. Members further curtailed the 
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chairman's institutional prerogatives in 1959 by providing that the 

committee could recall legislation from a subcommittee for immediate 

consideration in the full committee or for referral to another 

subcommittee. These provisions diminished the effect of the chairman's 

pigeonholing power. 

After the advent of the new rules, Barden still managed to control 

his committee more than it wanted to be controlled. He maintained the 

agenda setting functions, his prerogatives of recognition in committee 

meetings and nominations to conference committees, and the ability to 

construct a winning coalition with the help of the Republicans. Even in 

later years, members continued to grant him the power to employ and 

discharge committee staff members as he saw fit. He used his powers to 

full capacity. 

Dispensation of Rewards and Sanctions. Another important element 

in the characterization of a chairman's institutional leadership is how 

he uses rewards. Their distribution implies manipulation of 

circumstances to benefit the needs of others. It also implies some 

benefit to the reward dispenser. Committee chairmen have few tangible 

incentives to induce the desired behavior of other members since they 

are limited by the constitutional and democratic need to treat members 

equally. Moreover, chairman cannot regulate the pay or the job status 

of committee members in regard to perceived good or poor performance 

(Cooper 1977}. 

By virtue of their organizational positions, chairmen in the 1950s 

did have a number of perquisites available. They could reward members 

with their names on prominent pieces of legislation, with subcommittee 
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chairmanships, with appointments to subcommittees, with appointments to 

conference committees, with management of bills on the floor, and with 

recognition for contributions. Chairmen also controlled committee 

office space, travel money, and staff support. 

Barden, it seems, did not use rewards as frequently as some other 

chairmen did (see Manley 1968, 128-137). He did not subscribe, at least 

with the committee majority, to the old axiom that honey catches more 

flies than vinegar. He rewarded his friends with occasional 

subcommittee chairmanships and, infrequently, with sponsorship of 

important legislation. 

One example of the latter form of reward came in the Landrum

Griffin Act. The committee had voted 16 to 14 to report Carl Elliott's 

bill, which was similar to a Senate labor reform bill, but had over a 

hundred amendments mostly designed to make the bill less offensive to 

unions. Liberals condemned it as too harsh and conservatives denounced 

it as too weak. Barden requested that the Rules Committee authorize an 

open rule, thus allowing other bills to be offered as substitutes for 

the committee bill. He worked closely with members of a joint 

subcommittee dealing with labor reform to come up with a more stringent 

labor bill. As his biographer noted, he "maneuvered a committee 

shattered by divergent views into accepting a bill he did not want in 

order to get something before the House" (Puryear 1979, 204). He picked 

junior members Landrum (D-GA) and Griffin (R-MI) to sponsor the 

bipartisan alternative, but managed the bill himself on the floor and 

won handily. Landrum and Griffin had their names on major legislation 
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because of their support for and alliance with the chairman (Puryear 

1979, 196-206). 

Barden also appointed his friends to subcommittee chairmanships. 

During one session, Cleveland Bailey (D-WV) headed three subcommittees 

and Carl Elliott (D-AL) chaired two. By and large, Barden's 

subcommittee chairmen were southerners. There were a few exceptions 

such as Augustine Kelley (D-PA), Roy Wier (D-MN), Lee Metcalf (D-MT), 

and Ludwig Teller (D-NY), though most did not chair subcommittees of 

major import to the chairman. The chairman, however, liked Teller 

enough to give him a subcommittee on welfare and pension plans in the 

85th Congress. One member recalled, 

Barden loved Teller. He was an NYU professor who wrote 
about the Taft-Hartley Act. Barden appointed him to head a 
task force to investigate labor corruption. Udall and 
Metcalf destroyed him (Interview). 

The more important subcommittees went to the chairman's friends, mostly 

to members from southern or border states. 

A chairman's leadership is also reflected by his use of sanctions. 

Barden withheld, among other things, subcommittee seats as well as 

chairmanships from his enemies. The best example of this power use 

concerned Adam Powell (D-NY), who, as second ranking Democrat on the 

committee, thought he was entitled to a subcommittee chairmanship. With 

the backing of most of the full committee members, Barden refused to 

appoint Powell to a subcommittee chairmanship, even though the seniority 

norm dictated it. He did not appoint the Harlem representative even to 

sit on a subcommittee until the 85th Congress. Barden also withheld 

travel vouchers, except to Powell, whom he was glad to get out of the 

way as often as possible. 
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In sum, Barden relied on the use of rewards when it suited his 

personal goals. He rewarded those who supported him and on whom he 

could rely with subcommittee chairmanships and sponsorship of major 

legislation that he endorsed. He dispensed these rewards for political 

reasons and not because they were well deserved by the recipients. Like 

other Education and Labor chairmen, he used the rewards to further his 

own goals, with advancement of the recipient's career as a by-product of 

the process. On the other hand, he was not averse to withholding 

seemingly deserved rewards when it suited his purposes. 

Reliance on Personal Resources 

Referring to how he uses resources other than those granted him by 

virtue of his position in the institution, personal leadership is the 

other important aspect of a chairman's overall leadership style. 

Although these resources may be related to the organization, they do not 

accrue to anybody as a result of being in a leadership position. On the 

contrary, they may be instrumental in helping the leader attain or 

retain his position. 

Personal power in Congress is shaped by the use of institutional 

prerogatives (and by the institutional context) as well as by personal 

attributes. It depends on what constraints the chairman is under, what 

prerogatives he has at his disposal, and how he employs them. It also 

depends on his political skills and leanings. A discussion of the 

chairman's personal resources includes his mastery of the subject matter 

and the rules, his reputation, and his political skills and goals. 

Expertise on Subject Matter and on Rules. In Congress, as in 

other organizations, an important element of influence rests on 
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knowledge of the subject matter in a leader's jurisdiction, whether it 

is substantive, as in the case of standing committees, or procedural or 

political, as in the case of the House leadership. A chairman's 

expertise and experience provide him with resources not readily 

available to other committee members. Hall (1986, 1989) emphasized that 

experience and expertise reduce the opportunity costs of participating 

in committee decision making. They provide the chairman a solid base 

from which to try to influence others. Several psychologists studying 

leadership concluded, in the words of Stogdill (1974, 285), that "group 

members tend to defer to the perceived expert. Perceived expertness 

tends to legitimize the leadership role." 

The Committee on Education and Labor has a jurisdiction in which 

it is hard for any member to be the expert. Everyone knows something 

about education and has an opinion on it. The same holds true for 

labor. The issues under this committee do not inspire compromise on 

technicalities, as does Ways and Means legislation, for example. 

Education and Labor issues are more clear cut. Even so, it helps the 

chairman if he knows his material. 

Barden already had some experience and expertise in education 

matters by the time he was elected to Congress in 1935. He had pushed 

for adequate funding for public schools during his tenure in the North 

Carolina state legislature. In Congress, he was assigned to the 

Committee on Education, as well as to the Committee on Rivers and 

Harbors. While the latter proved to be a solid base for serving his 

district, the Education Committee provided him with the opportunity to 
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benefit the folks back home and the chance to pursue a lifelong interest 

in education. 

As the former school teacher accrued seniority on the Committee on 

Education, he gained national recognition for his achievements in 

education, and later, notoriety. He championed the cause of North 

Carolina public schools and the efforts that the state had made to keep 

them going by fighting to keep from his state the unfair burden of 

having to compensate for the lack of fiscal efforts by other states to 

maintain their public school systems. Throughout his career, he 

maintained close contacts with the education establishment back in North 

Carolina (Puryear 1979). Barden also worked on legislative programs for 

vocational rehabilitation, his real area of expertise and interest. In 

1943, he wrote and aided the passage of the Barden-LaFollette Vocational 

Rehabilitation Act, which emphasized state roles in rendering services 

to train disabled persons to support themselves. Barden's biographer 

noted that "throughout his career Barden kept a jealous eye on the 

administration of the act, insisting upon necessary appropriations and 

the retention of state control" (Puryear 1979, 45). 

Many of the education bills referred to the committee resulted in 

new bills offered by Barden. He gained considerable expertise in the 

field of education by having his fingerprints on most of the education 

legislation to emerge from the committee. He especially left his mark 

in terms of maintaining state control over education, an area that he 

strongly believed to be outside the purview of Congress. 

Since, by organized labor's standards, Barden had a perfect voting 

record on labor issues in his early years in Congress, he was appointed, 
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without asking for the position, to fill a vacancy on the Labor 

Committee in 1937. Throughout his service both on the Labor Committee 

and on the Education and Labor Committee, Barden worked hard, though he 

made an about-face from pro-labor stances to anti-labor stances. He 

participated in the shaping of the Wagner Act, the Taft-Hartley Act, the 

Landrum-Griffin Act, the Fair Labor Standards Act, and many others. 

In his early years in Congress, Barden also accumulated expertise 

and national attention in the arena of labor policy when he ran up 

against the President on exemptions in the Fair Labor Standards Act. He 

worked hard on securing broader exemptions for agricultural workers 

(Puryear 1979, 29). The attention came from his switch from being a 

strong supporter of New Deal legislation to the anti-labor stance. 

While Barden certainly could be considered an expert on both 

education and labor legislation, he did not have the reputation as the 

technical expert enjoyed by Wilbur Mills on Ways and Means. Mills knew 

the tax code better than just about anyone else and could run rings 

around most of his fellow committee members, who frequently deferred to 

his expertise (Manley 1968, 112-115). Barden did, though, have 

extensive knowledge of the legislation that came under the jurisdiction 

of his committee. Most of the Education and Labor Committee's 

legislation was not quite of the extreme technical nature that Ways and 

Means bills were, so it was not necessary for Barden to master the 

details to the same extent that Mills did or for his committee members 

to defer to his leadership. 

Barden also had an impressive mastery of the procedural rules of 

the House. He knew them backward and forward and was known for being 
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able to use them to attain his goals -- generally, thwarting liberal 

legislation. Because of his adroit manipulation of the rules, he was 

known as a master of parliamentary maneuver and played the role to the 

hilt. 

The Chairman's Reputation as a Leader. A telling element of a 

chairman's personal leadership is his reputation among his colleagues. 

Barden was highly respected in the House for his ability to achieve his 

purposes and for his high principles. He had many friends, especially 

among the southerners and the leadership. He relied on his southern 

allies and sometimes on the Democratic leadership to support him when he 

could no longer contain an issue in his committee. Some of his powerful 

friends in the House, however, disagreed with Barden enough to stack his 

committe~ against him. 

His colleagues on Education and Labor admired him for his 

persistence, for his principles, for his ability to manipulate things to 

his best interest, for his knowledge of procedure, and for his coalition 

building prowess, but many did not much like him (Interviews). He 

frustrated too many people to be popular among his fellow committeemen. 

Not that he was an unlikable person, many people said he was absolutely 

charming. But he stepped on too many toes and gave too few rewards to 

influence members because they liked him. In fact, some members 

downright deplored him. A staff member recalled, "Barden just drove 

Adam Powell wild" (Interview). Another former staff member, on the 

other hand, characterized Barden as "great, jovial, and a good chairman. 

He was pretty good to his staff, but he disagreed with Fred Hussey [the 

staff director] once in a while. Barden was lots of fun" (Interview). 
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Barden's adroit manipulation of rules and circumstances earned him 

high regard. Even his staunchest opponents recognized great political 

feats when they saw them. His last committee meeting as chairman 

provided just one example of the grudging respect he commanded among his 

fellow committee members. Trying to keep the liberal committee members 

from offering a Calendar Wednesday resolution to have the House consider 

situs picketing and minimum wage, he arranged for Carl Elliott (0-AL) to 

drag on for hours on a seemingly minor bill, much to the frustration and 

anguish of other members. 

Whenever Elliott showed signs of running down, Barden asked 
him carefully phrased questions with long pauses for 
meditation in order to get just the right word. The 
chairman brushed aside points of order, parliamentary 
inquiries, demands for votes and motions to adjourn until 
the next day (Puryear 1979, 208). 

Barden had the timing figured out so that when Elliott finished, the 

House would be in session. He adjourned the committee without ever 

getting around to the liberal proposals, thus sealing their fate. One 

of his harshest critics, Frank Thompson (0-NJ), admitted that Barden had 

carried off a masterful political move. Later Chairman Carl Perkins 

also confessed to a grudging respect for Barden's abilities and his 

canniness at running the committee to suit his own needs. 

Barden's Negative Style 

Generally, it is easier to maintain the status quo than it is to 

change things. Congress provides plenty of possible points at which to 

interrupt the process, thereby maintaining the current state of affairs. 

The path of least resistance is usually the preservation of the status 

quo. When a chairman successfully obstructs legislation he is using his 



resources in a negative manner, as he is when he fails to use the 

seemingly appropriate rewards. 

Barden was a master of negative influence. That he had an 

abundance of institutional prerogatives that he used adroitly in 

combination with his personal resources resulted in a negative style. 

Although there was little opportunity for raw coercion in Congress 

because of its democratic nature, there were numerous occasions where 

negative influence can be applied and Barden took full advantage of 

them. 
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Committee chairmen, in particular, have at their disposal numerous 

ways to exert negative influence. Some do so more than others. 

Chairman Mills of Ways and Means, for example, rarely took advantage of 

his many opportunities to block or adulterate legislation or to oppose 

his committee outright (Manley 1968, 137). Barden, on the other hand, 

relied a great deal on his negative resources to achieve his purposes. 

Manley (1968) cited him as the prime example of a chairman who used his 

authority in such a way as to provoke extreme hostility, tempered by 

grudging respect, from his fellow members (Manley 1968, 137). Failing 

to call meetings to prevent legislation from being discussed or reported 

was a frequently employed negative practice. A Capitol Hill observer 

described the situation as follows: 

Graham Barden of North Carolina ... ruled the House 
Education and Labor Committee with an arbitrariness that 
approached tyranny. Barden, a conservative whose committee 
members often saw the country's legislative needs 
differently from him, at times simply blocked passage of all 
legislation under his jurisdiction by refusing to call any 
sessions of his committee. With the committee unable to 
act, the legislation referred to the committee died a
borning (MacNeil 1963, 172-73). 
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When obliged to hold a meeting, Barden rounded up his Republican and 

southern Democratic allies to speak on matters of little importance or 

on just anything but what the liberals were trying to have the committee 

consider. In effect, he encouraged filibustering. His treatment of his 

last committee meeting and the effective burial of common site picketing 

legislation in 1960 provides just one example of his negative style. 

Adjourning committee meetings for lack of a quorum when he knew that 

sufficient members were on their way provides another. 

Barden's lack of reliance on subcommittees is also an example of 

his negative use of institutional resources. Had his failure to appoint 

subcommittees ensured that all members had a say in what went into the 

legislation or promoted unity or played down differential influence 

among members, his use of this power would have been positive. Barden 

used his authority, however, to keep legislation from being considered 

and, by his standards, reported in an undesirable form. He made sure 

that it was taken up in the full committee, if it was considered at all. 

He declined to use subcommittees so he could capitalize on the rampant 

dissent among members on most issues, playing up the differences among 

members to prevent them from forming winning coalitions. His actions 

enhanced centralization and facilitated his dominance of the committee. 

Subcommittee assignments embodied another negative tool available 

to Barden because of his position. On several occasions, he stacked 

subcommittees with opponents of a particular type of legislation. The 

chairman was not averse to appointing a subcommittee with anti-federal 

aid to education proclivities to consider just such legislation. When 

he created a subcommittee for some purpose or another, he made sure that 
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he or his allies were present to protect his interests. Ironically, the 

House leadership used this same strategy against Barden when they 

assigned a host of liberals and no Democratic southerners to the 

committee, beginning in 1956. 

Withholding rewards instead of granting them is another example 

illustrative of Chairman Barden's negative style. He used almost every 

available tactic to insure that his preferences prevailed, including 

denying what should have been granted, by tradition, to other members. 

Powell, in this case, was the object of the negative exercise of power. 

Barden also used his committee as a tool for harassing opponents 

or for uncovering perceived wrongdoing. He participated actively in 

investigations of labor unions for abuses in one form or another. In 

1951, shortly after assuming the committee top spot, he created and 

chaired a subcommittee to investigate allegations of racketeering, 

waste, and conspiracy to violate the Taft-Hartley Act by the Atomic 

Energy Commission, E.I. DuPont de Nemours and Co., the United States 

Employment Service, and labor unions affiliated with the American 

Federation of labor on the Savannah River Atomic Energy Plant (see 

Puryear 1979, 175-76). The chairman also served on the 83rd Congress 

Subcommittee to Investigate Welfare and Pension Plans. For several 

years, he vehemently pursued investigations of abuses by and proposals 
' 

to abolish the Wage Stabilization Board and took advantage of all 

opportunities to curtail the powers of organized labor. In the eyes of 

the liberal, pro-labor members, Barden made full use of his prerogatives 

in curbing legislation favorable to unions and in enforcing as many 

sanctions on them as he could muster. 
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Combining his institutional and personal resources, Barden's 

negative style was apparent in instances when he walked out of committee 

meetings in frustration as he did several times in the consideration of 

federal aid to education legislation. He left a committee meeting 

during a discussion of the National Defense Education Act, exasperated 

over the issue of federal scholarships. Although they could not act 

officially without the chairman, members continued deliberations. On 

another occasion, the chairman walked off the floor of the House during 

consideration of a school aid bill that he was managing. His actions 

left the subcommittee chairman to take up where he left (Puryear 1979, 

127). 

Barden's use of personal resources often was negative, too. It 

was evident in behind the scenes maneuvering. When his committee 

reported a bill over his opposition or that was too liberal for his 

tastes, he consulted his friends on other committees to help block it. 

His friendship with Chairman Howard Smith (O-VA) of the Committee on 

Rules provided Barden with many opportunities to affect the fate of 

legislation after it had passed from his committee and before it went to 

the floor. 

On occasion, instead of doing everything he could or was 

authorized by his committee to do to ensure passage of reported 

legislation, Barden asked Judge Smith not to issue a rule for a bill, 

thus precluding its consideration on the floor (Puryear 1979). This 

became the fate of several general aid to education bills. At other 

times, he colluded with conservatives on Rules to get an open rule for 

an Education and Labor bill, thereby insuring that it could be amended 
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beyond recognition on the floor or substituted entirely with legislation 

more to his own liking. This strategy determined the fate of the 

legislation that eventually became the Landrum-Griffin Act. 

Capitalizing on his friendship with Judge Smith, Barden secured 

both an open rule and, later, no rule, on a school construction bill 

sponsored by Frank Thompson in 1960. When the Education and Labor 

bypassed Barden and reported the bill, he went to his allies on Rules 

and asked that they not issue a rule. Two months later, after Education 

and Labor members threatened to circumvent Rules by use of Calendar 

Wednesday, Barden asked for an open rule. The bill was amended on the 

floor and passed, one of the first general aid to education bills ever 

to make it through the House. After the Senate passed its own education 

bill, opponents tried another tactic. This time, Smith and his allies 

refused to allow the bill to go to conference with the Senate, thus 

sealing its fate (see Puryear 1979, 135-137}. 

Barden profited by the prerogatives of his position, by his 

ability to manipulate rewards and inducements, by his expertise on the 

rules and on the subject matter, and by his political acumen. He 

combined them, by application, into a negative style. Realizing the 

futility of trying to convince the liberal members of his committee that 

labor unions were inherently evil and that the federal government should 

not interfere with the rights of the states to determine their own 

education policies, Barden made use of the strategies and style he saw 

fit. Since his fellow Democrats would not see the light as he thought 

it should be seen, he set about to do everything to prevent their 

wattage from being more powerful than his. 
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Barden's mission was to prevent liberal legislation from being 

enacted and his tool was the Committee on Education and Labor. While he 

had a majority coalition at his disposal, it became the committee's 

function also. Through manipulation of the Committee on Education and 

Labor, he successfully obstructed federal aid to education for years, as 

well as preventing or diluting proposals favorable to organized labor. 

Moreover, he used his committee as a vehicle for protecting states' 

rights. His idea of good public policy in education was to leave it to 

the states and he used all the accessories that came with the 

chairmanship to fulfill his mission. Barden subscribed to the principle 

that "he never knew the Republic to be endangered by a bill that was not 

passed" (Puryear 1979, viii). 

Conclusion 

Noted scholars have concluded that institutional context is the 

primary determinant of leadership style, as opposed to personal skill, 

and that leadership power is a combination of the pool of available 

inducements and the skill with which they are applied (Cooper and Brady 

1981a). Given the relative laxity in rules in the 1950s, Barden had 

wide variety of institutionally-derived prerogatives at his disposal. 

The combination of the wealth of prerogatives and his personal 

orientation led to a negative style. 

Barden had so many means available to him by virtue of his 

chairmanship that he rarely was forced to bargain or compromise. His 

position afforded him the authority to schedule legislation, call 

meetings and hearings, create and assign subcommittees, dole out 
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subcommittee chairmanships, preside at meetings and hearings, and 

control the staff. In addition, as Clapp (1963) noted, "[O]pposition 

from a committee chairman to a proposal coming before his committee can 

be extremely detrimental, and sometimes fatal, to the measure" (Clapp 

1963, 255). Barden's powerful, but negative, chairmanship primarily was 

the result of his orientation and the prerogatives allowed chairmen 

within the institutional context of the 1950s. 

After the committee members revolted and adopted rules in 1957, 

Barden's institutionally-derived authority was diminished. With rules 

mandating regular meetings, the appointment of standing subcommittees, 

the referral of legislation to the appropriate subcommittee, and the 

assignment of all members to at least one subcommittee, the chairman had 

to look to other institutionally-provided tools and to his personal 

resources to satisfy his objectives. His organizationally-grounded 

prerogatives by themselves no longer provided sufficient tools to 

obstruct liberal legislation. At the same time, his conservative 

coalition within the committee no longer was large enough to form a 

majority. Throughout the 1950s, as the Speaker loaded the committee 

with more and more liberal Democrats, the chairman's majority-building 

powers also deteriorated. 

For the most part of his chairmanship, the institutional context 

allowed chairmen to be autocratic and provided the instruments for them 

to do so. When Barden forced its limits by repeatedly thwarting the 

will of the majority and stultifying the democratic process, members 

reacted by putting stringent limits on him, thereby taking away some of 

his means. As his institutional resources diminished, the chairman had 
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to draw increasingly on his personal reserves, such as his own political 

skills and his friendships with members of the Rules Committee, to 

secure his ends effectively. 

Committees lagged behind their parent chamber in leadership 

evolution. As one set of scholars noted, "by 1940, the personal, 

political skills of the leadership, rather than its sources of 

institutional power, had become the critical determinant of the fate of 

party programs" (Cooper and Brady 1981, 420). In the context of the 

1950s, institutionally-derived powers still were more important than 

were personal resources in committee leadership, although the latter 

were not inconsequential. Not until the institutional inducements were 

removed in the late 1950s did personal resources begin their emergence 

as the primary aspect of leadership style among committee chairmen. 
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CHAPTER 4 

COMMITTEE SETTING, COMPOSITION, AND STRUCTURE: 1961-66 

The years during which Adam Clayton Powell, Democrat of New York, 

served as chairman of the Committee on Education and Labor were 

substantially different from those when Graham A. Barden of North 

Carolina was at the helm. This chapter discusses the committee setting, 

composition, voting patterns, committee structure, and workload and 

function during the Powell years, with comparisons to those aspects 

during the Barden years. The first part of this chapter concerns the 

political environment and events having an impact on the committee 

during the early- to mid-1960s. The second section provides a profile 

of the demographic characteristics of committee members during the 

Powell era. Third, to give the reader some idea of the ideological 

make-up of the committee, the political leanings of members, ascertained 

from interest group scores, are presented. Fourth, voting patterns on 

committee roll calls are examined, and fifth, committee structure is 

discussed in terms of the party ratio of the committee, sub-unit 

configuration, the rules established my members, and the degree of 

centralization apparent during Powell's tenure as chairman. The 

subsequent section treats the jurisdiction, workload, and function of 

the committee. 
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Setting: The Powell Years1 

Adam Clayton Powell assumed the chairmanship of the Committee on 

Education and Labor in an era of great social reform. A number of 

factors converged to make it possible. With the new Democratic 

Administrations under John F. Kennedy and Lyndon B. Johnson came new 

emphasis on social welfare programs. In addition, the conservative and 

obstructionist Graham A. Barden departed the committee and Congress, 

thereby removing a significant stumbling block to progressive 

legislation. Moreover, the liberals who had been assigned to the 

committee by the leadership to outvote Barden were ensconced by the time 

that Powell became chairman. 

Other obstacles to the long-awaited liberal social legislation 

were overcome during Powell's tenure as chairman. Several legislative 

compromises were formulated in the early to mid-1960s that enabled the 

passage of federal aid to education, which had been stymied for so many 

years, with the exception of the National Defense Education Act of 1958 

(NDEA, P.L. 85-864). The Brown v. Board of Education cases and the 

Little Rock crisis had smoothed the way. The Civil Rights Act of 1964 

(P.L. 88-352), which contained guarantees that had been prevented by 

southern conservatives for decades, was finally enacted. It prohibited 

the use of federal funds for segregated facilities and gave the federal 

government the power to sue for school desegregation, in effect removing 

one of the major obstacles to federal aid to education. 

1 Much of the information in this section can be found in various 
Congressional Quarterly publications. Committee prints of the House 
Committee on Education and Labor also provided much of the information on 
committee accomplishments and activities. 
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Another prominent factor affecting education and labor issues in 

the early 1960s was the newly elected Democratic Administration. 

Although the sagging economy was a major problem, the new President 

actively promoted federal aid to education and anti-poverty initiatives. 

Other liberal programs that had been doomed throughout the Eisenhower 

years finally had a chance under the Kennedy Administration. These 

included increases in the minimum wage and in vocational education, 

loans and grants for school construction, broadening of Social Security 

benefits, major housing legislation, manpower training programs, anti

water pollution measures, subsidies for economically distressed areas of 

the country, voting rights, and urban renewal. 

Much of the domestic scene was dominated by civil rights issues in 

1963-64. Blacks pushed for equal rights in voting, employment, 

education, and housing. Thousands demonstrated for equality in 

Birmingham, Alabama, in Washington, D.C., and in hundreds of cities 

across the country. At the same time, both Republicans and liberal 

Democrats worked for strong civil rights bills to combat racial 

discrimination in all areas of life. The Civil Rights Movement also 

helped focus attention on the plight of the poor in America. 

The nation was stunned by the assassination of President Kennedy 

in November, 1963. When Lyndon Johnson assumed the Presidency, Congress 

proceeded with his agenda rapidly and successfully. In his first State 

of the Union address, the new President called for an unconditional 

declaration of "war on poverty" in the United States (Johnson 1964). 

Large portions of the "Poverty Program" came under the jurisdiction of 

the Committee on Education and Labor, which had gained new prominence 
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with the increased emphasis on issues in its purview. After years of 

being a committee with little or no major legislation to its credit, it 

became one of the more important House committees because of its 

jurisdiction over issues that not only were on the national agenda, but 

that had a prayer of passing. 

Toward the end of the Powell years, Vietnam eclipsed most domestic 

policies. The War on Poverty, as well as several other Great Society 

programs, fell victim to the increased attention on and expenditures for 

the other war. 

Education Issues 

As it began the decade of the 1960s, the Education and Labor 

Committee faced many of the same issues it had struggled over for the 

past decade or so, but a few of the structural and policy barriers had 

been removed. Aid to education had been held up for years by 

southerners, including former Chairman Graham Barden and Rules Chairman 

Howard Smith (O-VA), who did not want their schools to be ineligible 

because their states refused to integrate the public schools. The 

adoption and enforcement of legal barriers to segregation as well as 

institutional changes, discussed below, removed most of the race 

barriers. 

The major impediment remaining was the question of whether to fund 

private and religious schools. Under Powell, carefully formulated 

compromises involving education associations and church representatives, 

as well as members of Congress, diluted the religious issue, too. After 

lengthy debate, it was resolved in a compromise aimed at providing aid 

to students rather than to schools -- the Elementary and Secondary 



Education Act of 1965 (ESEA, P.L 89-10). By the end of Powell's 

chairmanship, neither race nor religion hindered Education and Labor 

legislation. 
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As a result, a wealth of education issues were on the committee's 

menu in the Powell years. In addition to the reauthorization of the 

NDEA, in the 88th Congress the committee considered and was successful 

in getting enacted medical school construction and student loan programs 

that had been in dispute for the last decade. Moreover, via the 

committee, Congress authorized grants and loans for college building 

construction and for expanded vocational education programs designed to 

deal with civil rights and unemployment problems. 

By the 89th Congress (1965-66), Education and Labor was in its 

heyday. That term was characterized as the "Education Congress," and 

was especially productive. Several landmark programs were enacted, of 

which the committee was responsible for several: the Elementary and 

Secondary Education Act of 1965, the Higher Education Act of 1965 (P.L. 

89-329), amendments to the poverty program (P.L. 89-794), Vocational 

Rehabilitation Act amendments (P.L. 89-333), impacted areas amendments 

(P.L. 89-77), the International Education Act of 1966 (P.L. 89-698), the 

National Foundations on the Arts and Humanities Act of 1965 (P.L. 89-

209), and the Library Services and Construction Act of 1966 (P.L. 89-

511). 

Congressional Quarterly attributed the high rate of success of the 

89th Congress to three factors: 1) the large Democratic majority; 2) 

the personal leadership by President Johnson; and 3) legislation written 

to obtain maximum support in Congress (Politics in America, 63). All 
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three applied to Education and Labor successes. The House conservative 

coalition won only 25 percent of the time in 1965 compared to two-thirds 

of the time in the 88th Congress and 74 percent in 1961 (Politics in 

America, 63). Moreover, via the 21-day rule, the Speaker had the power 

to circumvent the Committee on Rules if it proved too obstructionist. 

Furthermore, the proportion of Democrats on most committees increased. 

The War on Poverty 

Bridging education and labor, poverty issues rose to the forefront 

of the political agenda during the early 1960s. Policies begun in the 

Kennedy Administration were propelled to national attention primarily as 

a result of Michael Harrington's (1962) book, The Other America. They 

took center stage with President Johnson's "war on poverty." He 

presented specific legislation to Congress, which passed much of what 

was proposed. The Economic Opportunity Act of 1964 (P.L. 88-452) was 

enacted with five basic targets: youth programs; community action 

programs; volunteer opportunities (VISTA); opportunities for certain 

chronically poor groups to break out of poverty; and the opportunity for 

a comprehensive national attack on poverty (See ACIR 1966; Kershaw 1970, 

25). 

Growing awareness of the problems facing blacks and action by 

Attorney General Robert F. Kennedy to use funds to combat juvenile 

delinquency to spur cities to devise intergovernmental plans to help the 

children of the slums also contributed to the momentum of the War on 

Poverty (ACIR 1966, 18). The poverty programs concentrated primarily on 

youths, although there were portions aimed at Adult Basic Education and 

migrant workers in addition to loans for small businesses that otherwise 
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could not obtain them. The Economic Opportunity Act was a combination 

of education and manpower programs. 

Labor Issues 

As had been the case in the previous decade, education issues 

largely eclipsed labor issues. Since Congress had enacted a strong 

labor reform bill in 1959, labor-management questions generally were 

subjugated to other problems in the 1960s. Minimum wage was one of the 

primary labor issues considered by the committee. In fact, it had been 

blocked for so long under Barden that it was the first item on Powell's 

agenda for the 87th Congress. New legislation raised it to $1.25 and 

subsequently, in the 89th Congress, to $1.60 an hour. Amendments to the 

Davis-Bacon Act, concerning payment of the prevailing wage in government 

contracts, also were considered, as were several bills relating to 

migratory labor. 

Manpower training and development and safety concerns came before 

the committee during several terms. Ratifying the committee's work, 

Congress amended the Federal Coal Mine Safety Act (P.L. 89-376), the 

Federal Employees Compensation Act (P.L. 87-339; 88-508; 89-488), and 

the Manpower Development and Training Act (P.L. 87-729; 88-214; 89-792). 

The committee also held hearings on health and safety conditions in 

metallic and non-metallic mines. 

Congress defeated committee and Administration proposals for the 

repeal of the Taft-Hartley Act provisions allowing states to enact laws 

banning the union shop. Because of Negro rioting all summer in cities 

throughout the country, the Administration was beaten on its new civil 

rights proposals, as well. President Johnson was also in trouble over 
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the increasing money and casualty pit in Vietnam. Several Great Society 

programs fell victim to the cost of involvement in Vietnam. 

Composition of the Committee 

This section concerns the demographic composition of the committee 

in terms of the which regions members represented, seniority, and the 

ideological leanings of the membership. Reasons why members left the 

committee are also discussed. 

Regional Representation on the Committee 

As the statistics for the Powell years, set out in Table 4-1, 

reflect, the regional distribution of seats was altered substantially 

from what it was in the 1950s. The committee became more northern and 

western at the expense of the South. With the help of the Speaker, who 

stacked the committee with liberals and refused to add southerners 

during the later Barden years, the southern Democratic proportion of the 

committee in the 1960s decreased by about half of what it had been in 

the 1950s. Democratic seats from the South dropped from over a third of 

the membership in the early 1950s to less than ten percent by 1965. 

The shift in membership had important ramifications for the 

measures the committee considered. The issues under its jurisdiction 

were not amenable to compromise for most members and especially not for 

southerners, who would be forced into declaring positions on federal aid 

to education and on the racial and religious issues that accompanied it. 

Several Education and Labor southerners, who could not support federal 

aid if it meant elimination of the segregated schools so popular in the 

South, were replaced largely by more liberal northerners and westerners 
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TABLE 4-1 

REGIONAL COMPOSITION OF THE COMMITTEE IN THE 1960s" 
(in percentages of members from each region) 

Congress 

Region 87 88 89 

FULL E&L 
New England 6.5% 0.0% 3.2% 
Middle Atlantic 32.3 25.8 29.0 
East N. Central 25.8 29.0 22.6 
West N. Central 9.7 6.6 6.5 
South 6.5 9.7 12.9 
Border 6.5 9.7 6.5 
Mountain 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Pacific 12.9 16.1 16.1 
External 0.0 3.2 3.2 

E&L DEMOCRATS 
New England 5.3% 0.0% 4.8% 
Middle Atlantic 36.8 31.6 33.3 
East N. Central 15.8 15.8 19.0 
West N. Central 5.3 0.0 0.0 
South 10.5 15.8 9.5 
Border 10.5 10.5 6.5 
Mountain 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Pacific 15.8 21.1 19.0 
External 0.0 5.3 4.8 

E&L REPUBLICANS 
New England 8.3% 0.0% 0.0% 
Middle Atlantic 25.0 16.7 20.0 
East N. Central 41.7 50.0 30.0 
West N. Central 16.7 16.7 20.0 
South 0.0 0.0 20.0 
Border 0.0 8.3 0.0 
Mountain 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Pacific 8.3 8.3 0.0 
External 0.0 0.0 0.0 

·Statistics compiled from data presented in the ICPSR, Roster of 
United States Congressional Officeholders and Biographical 
Characteristics of Members of the United States Congress. 1789-1985 
Merged Data, ICPSR Study 7803. 
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during the Powell years, softening the opposition to this proposal. 

Moreover, few southerners (and few others) wanted to serve on a 

committee chaired by a black, especially one as flamboyant as Powell and 

whose actions many considered irresponsible (Hickey and Edwin 1963, 133; 

Wilson 1961, 367). 

Members from the Middle Atlantic states comprised the bulk of the 

seats on the Committee on Education and Labor during the 1960s, as they 

had in the 1950s. Over a third of the Democrats and a fifth of the 

Republicans on the committee represented these states. Nevertheless, 

the proportion of full committee seats from these states, along with 

those from West North Central and Border states decreased slightly. 

Committee representation from the East North Central states grew 

substantially from the 1950s to the 1960s, as did far western 

representation. New England representation also picked up a bit during 

the Powell years, although it still was only a tiny portion of the 

whole. Table 4-2 shows increases and decreases in regional 

representation on the committee between the 1950s and the 1960s. 

Compared to the Barden era, Democratic representation on the 

committee shifted to the North and East in the Powell era. As Democrats 

gained members from the Middle Atlantic, New England, and East North 

Central states, they halved the proportion of members from the South and 

nearly decimated their representation from the West North Central 

states. The proportion of Democrats from Border states also decreased. 

Republican membership, on the other hand, shifted heavily toward 

the middle of the country, to the East North Central states, away from 

the Middle Atlantic and Pacific states. Republicans from the East North 
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Central states in the 1960s numbered twice those of the previously 

prevalent Middle Atlantic members. Republicans also increased the 

average proportion of their membership from the South, as well as from 

the West North Central, Border, and New England states. 

Seniority and Congressional Experience 

Nearly a third of the members were new in the 88th and 89th 

Congresses, up from 16 percent in the 87th. A fourth of the membership 

was in the sophomore class in the 87th Congress, a statistic that 

decreased in the 88th and 89th Congresses. Three-term members made up 

about 14 percent of the committee, on average, down from the Barden 

years. On the other hand, the proportion of four term members was up 

slightly in the 1950s to the 1960s. Five-term members made up 8.6 

percent of the membership, up from the previous decade. The proportion 

of members who had served six or more terms decreased slightly from what 

it was the 1950s. These statistics are shown in Table 4-3. 

The decrease in the most senior members is accounted for by the 

retirement, defeat, death, or transfer of several of the more senior 

members. Chairman Barden, who had accrued a great many years of 

service, was gone, and another long-time Democratic member, Augustine 

Kelley (PA) was dead. Republicans lost several of their senior members 

for various reasons. By the 88th Congress former chairman Samuel 

McConnell (PA), Fred Gwinn (NY), Carroll Kearns (PA), Clare Hoffman 

(MI), and Albert Bosch (NY) all were gone. 
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TABLE 4-2 

PERCENTAGE CHANGE IN AVERAGE REGIONAL REPRESENTATION 
THE COMMITTEE ON EDUCATION AND LABOR, 1950s TO 1960s" 

Region Full Democrats Republicans 

East North Central + 11.6% + 10.1% + 14.8% 

Pacific + 6.1 + 11.8 - 6.4 

New England + 1.2 + 0.9 + 1.2 

Middle Atlantic - 7.5 + 2.0 - 21.5 

South - 3.3 - 11.6 + 6.6 

West North Central 1.2 - 7.4 + 5.0 

Border - 0.4 - 4.7 + 0.7 

"These statistics were compiled from data presented in the Inter
University Consortium for Political and Social Research, Roster of United 
States Congressional Officeholders and Biographical Characteristics of 
Members of the United States Congress. 1789-1985 Merged Data. 
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By the end of his career, the average member of the Powell era 

Committee on Education and Labor had spent 15.1 years in Congress. For 

those on the committee in the 1950s, the average years spent in Congress 

numbered 13.4. The aggregate statistics indicate that the tenure of 

members was increasing, when in fact it was decreasing. The number of 

years in Congress peaked for committee members in the 86th Congress at 

16.2 years, having risen from 11 years in the 82nd Congress. Beginning 

in the 87th Congress, the length of congressional careers, at least 

among committee members, began to decline. This decline was felt by 

both Democrats, whose average service fell from 17 to 15.8 years, and 

Republicans, whose mean tenure dropped from 14.1 to 12.5 years. 

New Members on the Committee and Seniority 

About 30 percent of the committee's members who served under 

Powell first were assigned to the committee during his stewardship. 

This figure is quite similar to the percentage of new members named 

during the 1950s. An average of 9.3 members joined the committee each 

term between 1961 and 1967, compared to an average of 9 new members per 

term during the Barden years. See Table 4-4 for more information. 

Almost 68 percent of the members assigned to the committee during 

the Powell years were freshmen. Table 4-5 presents the number and 

percentage of freshmen assigned to the committee from 1961 to 1967. 

Freshmen made up 60 to 70 percent of each new class of committee 

members, comprising an average of about a fifth of the committee each 

session, as did two-term members. The percentages of freshmen Democrats 

and of freshmen Republicans differed little from the parallel 
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TABLE 4-3 

AVERAGE SENIORITY OF EDUCATION AND LABOR MEMBERS, 1961-66" 

Seniority 87th 88th 89th 

1 Term 5 (16. 1%) 10 {32.2%) 10 (32.2%) 

2 Term 8 (25.8%) 3 {9.7%) 5 {16. 1%) 

3 Term 4 (12. 9%) 5 {16.1%) 2 (6.5%) 

4 Term 5 (16. 1%) 4 {12.9%) 5 {16.1%) 

5 Term 3 (9.7%) 4 (12. 9%) 3 {9.7%) 

>5 Terms 6 (19. 3%) 5 (16. 1%) 6 (19.4%) 

Total 31 31 31 

• Percentages in parentheses reflection portion of the entire 
committee. These statistics were calculated from data presented in 
the Roster of United States Congressional Officeholders and 
Biographical Characteristics of Members of the United States Congress, 
1789-1985 Merged Data. ICPSR 7803. 
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TABLE 4-4 

NUMBER OF SEATS AND NEW MEMBERS, BY PARTY, 1961-66" 

Number of Members Number of New Members 

Congress Year Full Q B Full Q B 

87 1961-62 31 19 12 8 4 4 

88 1963-64 31 19 12 10 6 4 

89 1965-66 31 21 10 10 6 4 

"The data for this table have been compiled from the U.S. House of 
Representatives Legislative Calendar. Committee on Education and Labor, 
87th-89th Congresses. 



Congress 

87 

88 

89 

Total 

195 

TABLE 4-5 

NUMBER AND PERCENTAGE OF NEW MEMBERS AND FRESHMEN: 
COMMITTEE ON EDUCATION AND LABOR, 1961-66" 

Years 

1961-62 

1963-64 

1965-66 

New Members 
Number Percent 

8 

10 

10 

28 

25.8% 

32.2 

32.2 

Freshmen 
Number Percent 

5 

10 

10 

25 

16.1% 

32.3 

32.3 

• These data were calculated from information printed in the U.S. 
House of Representatives Legislative Calendar. Committee on Education 
and Labor, 87th - 89th Congresses, and from the Congressional 
Directory, 86th-89th Congresses. 
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percentages during the Barden years. Other members came from committees 

such as Post Office and Civil Service, Interior and Insular Affairs, 

Government Operations, and House Administration. Some surrendered their 

assignments on other committees, while other members held dual 

assignments. 

Where Members Went After Education and Labor 

It seems that a substantial portion of the members used this 

committee in one way or another to get somewhere else. In addition to 

the few who ran for the Senate, other members considered themselves 

transients on Education and Labor. They really were not intending to 

stay. They just filled the need for bodies on the committee until they 

had gained enough seniority and put in enough time to be rewarded with 

their real choice assignments -- Appropriations, Ways and Means, Rules, 

Agriculture, or some other more highly sought committee. Table 4-6 

shows where committee members went after Education and Labor. 

As shown in Table 4-7, an average of almost 29 percent of the 

committee membership left the committee after each Congress. Since the 

Republicans seemed to draft more members for service on what was seen as 

an unprofitable committee, it is not surprising that they left at higher 

rates than did the Democrats. Of note is that at least a third of the 

Republicans did not return to the committee after each term. 

Presumably, this high rate of departure could be attributed to heavy 

Republican losses (38 seats) in the 1964 Democratic landslide and the 

resultant new vacancies on other committees. Committee Republicans, 

however, suffered a lower rate of defeat in the 1964 elections than they 

did in the 1962 and the same rate as in the 1966 election. 
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TABLE 4-6 

WHERE THE MEMBERS WENT AFTER EDUCATION AND LABOR, 1961-66" 

Congress 
Left After Destination Number Total 

87 (1961-62) Appropriations 4 4D 
Defeated in 1962 5 2D 3R 
Retired 1 1R 

10 

88 (1963-64) Ways and Means 1 1D 
Foreign Affairs 1 1R 
Science & Astronautics & 

Veterans Affairs 1 1D 
Ran for Senate and lost 3 1D 2R 
Defeated in 1964 1 1R 

7 

89 (1965-66) Rules 1 1R 
Agriculture 1 1R 
House refused to seat 1 1D 
Senate (appointed) 1 1R 
Defeated in 1966 1 1R 
Did not run 1 1D 
Ran for Governor 

of Md. , 1 ost 1 10 
Resigned, UN Economic 

and Social Council 1 1D 
8 

·Compiled from data collected by ICPSR's Roster of United States 
Congressional Officeholders and Biographical Characteristics. 1789-
1986 Merged Data and from The Congressional Directory, 87th-89th 
Congress, and from other sources. 



TABLE 4-7 

NUMBER AND PERCENTAGE OF MEMBERS WHO LEFT THE COMMITTEE 
AFTER EACH CONGRESS, 1961-66" 

Total Leaving Democrats Republicans 

Congress Years N PCT N PCT N PCT 

87 1961-62 10 32.2% 6 31.5% 4 33.3% 

88 1963-64 7 22.5% 3 15.7% 4 33.3% 

89 1965-66 8 25.8% 4 19.0% 4 40.0% 

Total 25 13 12 

Percentage 26.8% 22.0% 35.3% 

• The data in this table were compiled from information on 
committee assignments in the Congressional Directory, 87th-89th 
Congresses. Mean percentages are based on the total number of full 
committee members (93), Democrats (59), and Republicans (34). 
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Four Democrats who served on Education and Labor opted to accept 

assignments on the prestigious Committee on Appropriations after the 

87th Congress. It is interesting to note that these four members came 

from a committee that had a reputation in the House for having a 

partisan and contentious membership. Masters (1961, 239-241) and Fenno 

(1973, 20) argued that the Committee on Appropriations recruited members 

who had "a responsible legislative style." House traditions, therefore, 

seemed to reinforce the contentiousness and partisanship of Education 

and Labor, not only by assigning highly partisan and committed members 

to it, but, by removing the responsible and ostensibly moderating 

influences by assigning them to other committees. Three of these four 

members had spent only one term on Education and Labor. Perhaps the 

leadership wanted to get them to Appropriations before they had a chance 

to be corrupted completely by the partisan ways of Powell's fiefdom. 

Only one committee member, a Republican, had transferred to 

Appropriations in the preceding decade. 

Transfers accounted for a small portion of members leaving the 

committee. Other than the four Democrats who went to Appropriations, 

one went to Ways and Means, one to Agriculture, and one sacrificed his 

seat for assignment to two other committees during the Powell years. 

For the 1961-67 period, only two Republicans transferred -- one went to 

Rules and one gave up his Education and Labor seat to devote full time 

to his duties on Foreign Affairs. The number of transfers comprised 

about 36 percent of those who did not return to the committee during or 

after the 87th through the 89th Congresses. During the Barden years, 

transfers accounted for about 30 percent of those who did not return. 
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The Republicans suffered a higher rate of defeat than did the 

Democrats. Surprisingly, there were more Republican committee members 

defeated in the 1962 elections, when the party picked up two seats, than 

there were in the 1964 elections, when the Republicans lost 38 seats. 

No committee Democrats were defeated in the 1966 elections, when the 

Republicans gained 47 seats at Democratic expense. The rate of defeat 

among those who left the committee during or after the 1961-67 period 

was slightly lower than the 1950s rate of defeat, 31.1 percent. 

Ideological Composition of the Committee 

The ideological composition of the committee contributes to the 

shaping of its decisions, its structure, and its operations. For 

example, if all members were conservative, it would be logical to assume 

that little liberal legislation would be reported to the House, and the 

reverse would be true if all committee members were liberal. The make

up of the committee also governs the perceptions of other House members 

when Education and Labor bills are reported to the floor. If the 

committee were consistently more liberal than the House, non-committee 

members reasonably might be expected to scrutinize and to attempt to 

dilute the more liberal aspects of the legislation reported. 

Furthermore, the more disparate the ideological leanings of committee 

members, the more partisanship and turmoil there would be in the 

operations of the committee. If there were two reasonably distinct 

voting blocs, one Democratic and one Republican, they would clash on 

philosophical grounds on much of the controversial legislation before 

the committee. This was true of the Committee on Education and Labor. 
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Interest Group Scores. As it was for the Barden years, the 

ideological composition of the committee throughout the Powell years is 

inferred both from interest group scores and from the impressions of 

members and observers of the committee. The ratings used for the 1960s 

include those calculated by the liberal Americans for Democratic Action 

(ADA), and Committee on Political Education (COPE), and the conservative 

Americans for Constitutional Action (ACA). 2 Scores for members of the 

Committee on Education and labor then were compared to those of each 

party's members in the House. The comparisons should give some 

indication of how representative the committee's members were of their 

House colleagues. The average scores are displayed in Table 4-8. 

The most telling statistics are the differences between House and 

committee averages on the interest group scales, printed in Table 4-9. 

Positive scores indicate that committee members, on average, voted more 

often in accordance with the interest group positions than did House 

members. Negative scores show House members scoring higher than 

committee members according to the relevant interest groups. 

Throughout the early and mid-1960s, committee Democrats, according 

to these measures, consistently voted the liberal position more than did 

Democrats in the House. Committee Democrats averaged higher ADA and 

COPE scores and lower ACA scores than did their House colleagues. 

The committee Republicans, on the other hand, averaged scores in 

the more conservative direction than their House colleagues for the 87th 

2 Whereas for most of the 1950s, Congressional Quarterly printed the 
number of "right" and "wrong" votes cast by each member according to the 
particular interest group, the 1960s scores were calculated by the 
interest groups. 
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and 88th Congress, but in the 89th they took a slightly more liberal 

direction. On the 1966 ADA and COPE scores, committee Republicans 

averaged higher tallies than did House Republicans. They averaged lower 

than their fellows on the ACA scores. The 89th Congress deviation may 

have been the result of a backlash against conservative Republicans in 

the 1964 elections. It also could have been a function of the issues 

that finally reached the congressional agenda. Some of the liberal 

social legislation of the Great Society came under the jurisdiction of 

the Committee on Education and Labor, which was able to reach 

compromises on several issues that had been blocked in the years before. 

Some of the committee Republicans voted with committee Democrats on 

long-standing controversial issues, including voting to approve federal 

aid to education. The committee as a whole was more liberal than the 

House in the 89th Congress. 

Disparities in House and committee scores for the 1960s differed 

substantially from those of the 1950s. Throughout the early to mid-

1950s, the differences between Democratic House and committee scores 

were marginal. Toward 1960, after the Speaker stacked the committee 

with liberal Democrats and refused to assign more southerners at the 

request of the conservative chairman, the differences between average 

House and committee scores became more marked, large for the whole time 

Powell was chairman. Republican scores, on the other hand, were more 

stable throughout both periods. 
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TABLE 4-8 

MEAN INTEREST GROUP SCORES, 1961-66" 

Mean Std. De~. Number 
ADA 1962 
Committee Democrats 88.3 21.0 18 
House Democrats 68.8 31.6 261 
Committee Republicans 20.7 21.7 14 
House Republicans 23.8 26.1 175 

ADA 1964 
Committee Democrats 82.7 20.8 19 
House Democrats 69.0 29.3 252 
Committee Republicans 12.0 11.9 12 
House Republicans 15.7 18.9 175 

ADA 1966 
Committee Democrats 82.8 20.8 21 
House Democrats 56.8 34.8 297 
Committee Republicans 16.5 28.0 10 
House Republicans 10.5 17.6 134 

COPE 1961-62 
Committee Democrats 90.9 18.9 19 
House Democrats 74.9 30.4 264 
Committee Republicans 5.2 7.1 12 
House Republicans 12.7 19.1 173 

COPE 1963-64 
Committee Democrats 90.0 19.8 19 
House Democrats 76.5 30.2 251 
Committee Republicans 13.5 9.8 12 
House Republicans 23.6 21.1 176 

COPE 1965-66 
Committee Democrats 89.2 21.9 21 
House Democrats 70.5 36.6 297 
Committee Republicans 16.1 30.7 10 
House Republicans 11.6 22.8 134 

• Interest group ratings were published in Congressional Quarterly 
Weekly Reports for the 87th-89th Congresses. 
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TABLE 4-8, continued. 

Mean Std. Dey. Number 
ACA 1961-62 
Committee Democrats 9.3 16.6 19 
House Democrats 22.5 27.7 263 
Committee Republicans 81.1 15.5 12 
House Republicans 75.8 17.6 172 

ACA 1957-1964 
Committee Democrats 10.1 15.4 19 
House Democrats 21.5 24.6 252 
Committee Republicans 85.3 12.0 12 
House Republicans 80.1 17.2 176 

ACA 1966 
Committee Democrats 13.6 17.7 21 
House Democrats 28.8 29.3 296 
Committee Republicans 73.4 21.5 10 
House Republicans 77.0 17.2 134 
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TABLE 4-9 

DIFFERENCE BETWEEN MEAN INTEREST GROUP SCORES: 
HOUSE MEMBERS v. EDUCATION AND LABOR MEMBERS, 1950s-1960s" 

Group Year Democrats Republicans 

AFL 1947-52 + 0.2 6.5 
AFL-CIO 1947-56 + 2.7 8.8 
CIO 1951-52 + 1.5 - 10.5 
ADA 1951-52 + 3.0 - 11.7 
Labor 1953-54 + 6.4 2.5 
ADA 1960 + 16.6 0.5 
COPE 1960 + 17.0 4.4 

ADA 1962 + 19.4 3.1 
ADA 1964 + 13.7 3.7 
ADA 1966 + 26.0 + 6.0 
COPE 1961-62 + 16.0 7.5 
COPE 1963-64 + 13.5 10.1 
COPE 1965-66 + 18.7 + 4.5 

ACA 1957-59 - 6.2 + 4.0 
ACA 1961-62 - 13.2 + 5.3 
ACA 1957-64 - 11.4 + 5.2 
ACA 1966 - 15.2 3.6 

• The + signifies that committee members had higher average scores 
than did their House counterparts. The - signifies that the committee 
mean was less than the House mean. For AFL, CIO, Labor, and ADA scores, 
the+ would indicate that committee members were more liberal than House 
members. For ACA scores, the reverse is true. These statistics were 
compiled from interest group ratings printed in various Congressional 
Quarterly Weekly Reports, 1950-1966. 
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The interest group statistics indicate that the Democrats voted 

far more liberally than did their House colleagues, but that committee 

Republicans were not quite so unrepresentative of House Republicans. 

The largest disparity between Republican House and committee scores 

during the Powell era was 10.1 percent on the COPE rating, showing 

committee members more conservative than non-committee members in the 

1963-64 ratings. This difference was on already low labor support 

scores (23.6 for the House and 13.5 for the committee) at the height of 

the presidential election season. For Democrats, the most notable 

difference came in 1966, when the committee members averaged 26 points 

higher on the ADA scores than did House members. They also scored over 

15 percent lower on the conservative-oriented ACA scores. 

Ideological Character of the Committee. Education and Labor 

Democrats had the reputation of being more liberal, in general, than 

their House colleagues. This liberal reputation was earned in the 1950s 

when Speaker Rayburn began to infiltrate the apparent bastion of 

conservatism with liberals in the hope of one day being able to out-vote 

Chairman Barden. Organized labor's informal but traditional role in the 

selection process also contributed to the influx of liberals. During 

the early 1960s and later, the practice of assigning the most liberal of 

Democrats to the committee continued. Writing about committees in the 

period under consideration here, one scholar noted that 

Control of the selection process by organized labor and 
party leaders has produced a markedly unrepresentative 
committee -- a "stacked" committee as its members call it, 
on the Democratic side (Fenno 1973, 74). 

The recognized unrepresentativeness boded difficulties in earning the 

trust of the House membership and in carrying the committee's bills on 
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the floor. Fenno (1973, 78-79) remarked that "Education and Labor does 

little to alter the image of a lopsidedly liberal Democratic committee 

heavily dependent on its liberal Democratic coalition allies." 

The Republicans had to counteract this liberal insurgence. 

Although Fenno (1973, 74) argued that they were "a faithful replica of 

their party colleagues in the House," the interest group ratings and the 

reputation they had among the committee Democrats shoed them to be 

generally more conservative than House Republicans. With the exception 

of the 89th Congress, the Republican leadership tended to assign among 

the most conservative and the most philosophically committed Republicans 

to fight the liberal steamroller. 

Given the liberal character of the majority of the committee, it 

is not surprising that many other House members looked for ways to 

sabotage or to dilute the liberal committee bills. The Committee on 

Rules provided one such tool. It locked up liberal committee bills in 

the early 1960s, stifling three major education bills in the 87th 

Congress. In addition, it issued open rules for several other pieces of 

legislation, enabling them to be amended severely on the floor. The 

promise of an Education and Labor bill with an open rule left many 

conservatives anticipating possible crippling amendments. 

The two reasonably distinct ideological cleavages on the committee 

provided fodder for committee disputes. That the two groups were so 

disparate made compromises difficult as well. House Republicans also 

used the assignment process in an attempt to deadlock the committee so 

that little or no liberal legislation could be reported. They had 

trouble when the Democrats had twice as many committee seats and could 
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overrun just about any Republican opposition. Moreover, not one of the 

Education and Labor bills enacted in the 87th through the 89th Congress 

was sponsored by a Republican. 

Voting Patterns on Education and Labor 

Once again, as in the 1950s, the Committee on Education and Labor 

fails abominably at cohesion. Characterized as a committee with zero

sum issues and distinct ideological cleavages (Hinckley 1975), Education 

and Labor earned its reputation for being one of the most contentious 

and least unified sub-units of the House. 

Measurement of Voting Patterns 

As it was for the Barden years, the concept of unity is measured 

using Rice Index of Cohesion scores for committee roll call votes. 

Applied to the committee as a whole, they measure intracommittee unity. 

The roll calls allow measurement of member behavior inside the committee 

habitat, within the constraints imposed by the committee's internal and 

external environments. When applied to committee votes controlled for 

party, the Rice Index scores provide a gauge of intraparty cohesion. 

In this study, when at least 70 percent of the committee members 

vote together there is minimal intra-committee unity. This minimum 

cutoff point yields a Rice Index score of at least 40, slightly higher 

than would possible if all of the Democrats voted against all of the 

Republicans on committee roll calls. When 70 percent of each party's 

members vote together, at least minimal party cohesion is evident. 

Party unity scores, based on House floor votes, provide a basis 

for estimating environmental partisanship and a measure for comparison 
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of the degree of partisanship between House and committee members. 

Party votes, those on which at least 70 percent of one party opposes at 

least 70 percent of the other party, measure interparty competition or 

conflict. 

Full Committee Cohesion Scores 

As illustrated by Table 4-10, large proportions of Education and 

Labor roll calls did not meet the criterion for minimum intracommittee 

cohesion. From only 19 to 30 percent of the votes qualified in the 

three Congresses. The least conflictual term was the second session of 

the 87th, in 1962, when half of the votes qualified under the minimum 

standards. Then, at least seventy percent of the members voted together 

on five measures: 1} a bill to amend the prevailing wage sections of 

the Davis-Bacon Act; 2} an amendment extending the child labor 

provisions of the Fair Labor Standards Act of 1938; 3} the elimination 

of provisions authorizing federal funds for the maintenance of 

institutions of higher education where racial segregation is practiced; 

4} the manpower training act; and 5} the production and distribution of 

educational films for the deaf. 

On the other hand, in 1964, when the Poverty Program was under 

consideration, only about 11 percent of the committee roll calls showed 

even a remote degree of cross-party unity. The preponderance of members 

could agree on only three amendments out of the twenty-four roll calls 

on the Economic Opportunity Act. On at least one of these votes, 

however, all nineteen Democrats opposed all eight Republicans present, a 

rather misleading, but cohesive, vote. Only one roll call showed a 



TABLE 4-10 

COMMITTEE ROLL CALLS MEETING MINIMUM COHESION STANDARD" 

Congress Year 

87 1961 

87 1962 

88 1963 

88 1964 

89 1965 

89 1966 

87 1961-62 

88 1963-64 

89 1965-66 

-- By Year 

Total 
Roll Call s 

58 

16 

29 

27 

17 

12 

By Congress 

74 

56 

29 

Number and Percent 
Exhibiting 

Minimum Cohesion 

8 

8 

8 

3 

7 

4 

16 

11 

11 

13.8% 

50.0% 

27.5% 

11.1% 

41.1% 

33.3% 

21.6% 

19.6% 

37.9% 
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• For the purposes of this study, m1n1mum integration is attained 
when at least 70 percent of the committee members vote together on 
recorded committee roll calls. Statistics compiled from roll calls 
recorded in The Minutes of the Committee on Education and Labor, 
1961-1966. 
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substantial amount of agreement, with all the Democrats voting with the 

majority of Republicans present and voting. Otherwise, the roll calls 

in 1964 were high in party unity and low on overall unity. Fewer than 

20 percent of the votes taken in the 88th Congress exhibited minimal 

cohesion. 

Absence of Cohesion in Full Committee 

The statistics corroborate what other scholars have said about the 

low level of political harmony on this committee. Using a calculation 

of how often each committee member voted with every other committee 

member on floor roll calls on proposals from their committee, Dyson and 

Soule (1970) determined that Education and Labor was one of the least 

cohesive committees in the House during the late 1950s and the early 

1960s, although fragmentation was the norm in the House. The Rice Index 

of Cohesion measure applied to all Education and Labor roll calls, and 

shown in Table 4-11, supports their findings of low agreement. The 

scores ranged from 27.3 to 38.1, which do not reach the standard of a 

score of 40 for a minimally cohesive committee, or seventy percent of 

the committee voting together on the majority of votes. 

Intraparty Unity: Party Unity Scores 

Party unity scores based on House floor votes provide a gauge of 

intraparty consensus among committee members and of the degree of 

environmental partisanship. Average scores of committee members are 

compared to those of all House members in an attempt to show the extent 

of partisan voting in committee versus on the floor and whether 

committee members were in fact representative of the entire body. Refer 

to Table 4-12 for average committee and House unity scores. 



Congress 

87 

88 

89 

TABLE 4-11 

MEAN RICE INDEX SCORES, 1961-1966 
HOUSE COMMITTEE ON EDUCATION AND LABOR" 

1961-62 

1963-64 

1965-66 

N 

74 

56 

36 

Full 

27.3 

31.0 

38.1 

Democrats Republicans 

84.0 88.6 

87.0 87.8 

70.1 81.4 

• Compiled from roll call votes recorded in The Minutes of the 
Committee on Education and Labor, 1961-1966. 
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TABLE 4-12 

PARTY UNITY SCORES: CHAIRMAN POWELL, 
COMMITTEE AND HOUSE DEMOCRATS, 87TH - 89TH CONGRESSES" 

Congress 

87 88 89 
(1962) (1964) (1966) 

Powe 11 61.0 44.0 63.0 

House Democrats 70.0 69.0 62.5 Mean 
20.1 21.9 25.1 so 

E&L Democrats 79.6 74.4 76.0 Mean 
13.6 16.9 21.5 so 

House Republicans 70.3 71.2 67.8 Mean 
17.5 17.2 16.9 so 

E&L Republicans 66.6 75.0 63.2 Mean 
25.1 12.2 17.1 so 

• Statistics compiled from data presented in the Congressional 
Quarterly Almanac, 1961 to 1967. 
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For a committee with a reputation for being so partisan, it is 

interesting to note that while committee Democrats averaged higher party 

unity scores than did their House counterparts for all three terms, 

committee Republicans had lower average scores than their did House 

colleagues during the 87th and 89th Congresses and higher scores during 

the 88th. The differences, however, were small. Committee Democrats 

did surpass the minimum threshold (70 percent) for party voting as 

gauged by their average Party Unity scores in all three terms. The 

Republicans only did so in the 88th Congress. 

Another way to illustrate environmental partisanship and the 

degree of intraparty cohesion is by the percentage of House and 

committee members with party unity scores greater than 70, shown in 

Table 4-13. The percentage of committee Democrats with such high 

degrees of party loyalty far outnumbered the percentage of House 

Democrats during all three terms. Committee Republicans, on the other 

hand, again seemed less supportive of their party than did the average 

of all House Republicans in the 87th and 89th Congresses, but more so in 

the 88th. 

Intraparty Unity: Rice Index Scores 

Rice Index scores on committee roll calls for each party indicate 

the degree of intraparty consensus in the committee. Averaged yearly, 

they provide a mean index score by which to gauge the frequency of party 

voting in Education and Labor. 

The Rice Index scores show a high degree of party alignment on 

Education and Labor. Keeping in mind that the relatively low full 
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87 

88 

89 

TABLE 4-13 

PERCENTAGE OF COMMITTEE AND HOUSE MEMBERS 
WITH PARTY UNITY SCORES GREATER THAN 70 PERCENT" 

E&L Dems 

83.3% 

68.5 

71.4 

HR Dems 

59.4% 

59.2 

48.0 

E&L Reps 

50.0% 

75.0 

50.0 

HR Reps 

57.7% 

62.8 

52.2 
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• Calculated from scores listed in the Congressional Quarterly 
Almanac, 1961-1967. 
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committee Rice Index scores showed little cohesion, refer back to Table 

4-11 to note the high average Index scores shown for each party. 

With the exception of the 89th Congress Democrats, all the 

averages are greater than 80, which means that there were few defections 

from either party on all votes taken in the committee. The scores 

illustrate that, on average, over 90 percent of the members of each 

party cast their ballots with their party colleagues. Buttressed by a 

low degree of full committee agreement, the indexes show a high degree 

of partisan voting on Education and Labor in the Powell years. 

For both parties, but especially for the Republicans, there were a 

large number of roll calls on which all members of each party voted 

together, resulting in a score of 100 for each roll call. As shown by 

the average scores, the Republicans seemed to show more unanimity than 

did that Democrats, although the latter, too, displayed their fair 

share. 

The Rice Index scores project a markedly different picture of the 

degree of partisanship apparent on Education and Labor than do the House 

party unity scores. Judging by the Rice Index scores, it would seem 

that members preferred to vote with the majority of their own party more 

frequently in committee than in the House. Whereas the unity scores 

show moderate levels of partisanship, neither Republicans nor Democrats 

showed much reluctance to support their own parties in committee. Each 

party's scores were high throughout all three terms in which Powell was 

chairman. 
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Interparty Differences: Party Votes 

The degree of party voting forms the basis for inferring levels of 

party conflict in the committee during the Powell era, as it did in the 

Barden decade. Interparty differences and intraparty unity are explored 

via committee roll calls and House party unity votes. 

For purposes of approximating the level of committee partisanship 

compared to that of the House, the statistics in Table 4-14 show the 

proportion of House versus Education and Labor party unity roll calls by 

two standards, bare majority and 90 percent. Although they are based on 

entirely different roll calls, the comparison gives the reader some idea 

of the extent of party voting in the committee as compared to the 

conditions in the House. By the bare majority criterion, the House 

party unity vote totals hovered at about half of all roll calls taken 

each term. By contrast, in the Committee on Education and Labor at 

least 80 percent of all roll calls taken during the Powell years met the 

standard for party votes. 

House party votes pitting at least 90 percent of each party in 

opposition to at least 90 percent of the other in the 87th through 89th 

Congress totaled less than 10 percent. Committee roll calls present a 

quite different picture, with Democrats opposing Republicans on anywhere 

from a fourth to over 62 percent of the ballots. Both sets of figures 

lead to the conclusion that the Committee on Education and Labor split 

long party lines more often than did its parent chamber. 
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87th 

88th 

89th 

TABLE 4-14 

PERCENTAGE OF PARTY VOTES: 50 PERCENT AND 90 PERCENT 
IN THE HOUSE AND THE COMMITTEE ON EDUCATION AND LABOR 

1961-1966" 

Party Votes Party Votes 
on House Roll Calls on Committee Roll Calls 

50% v 50% 90% y 90% 50% y 50% 90% y 90% 

48.8% 5.8% 87.8% 33.7% 

51.7% 8.6% 82.1% 62.5% 

47.1% 1.8% 80.5% 25.0% 

218 

• Party votes are roll calls on which at least 50 percent of the 
Democrats voting opposed 50 percent of the Republicans who cast ballots, 
or those on which at least 90 percent of the Democrats opposed 90 percent 
of the Republicans. Figures for House votes taken from Brady, Cooper, 
and Hurley (1979, 385). Figures for committee votes compiled from roll 
calls printed in The Minutes of the Committee on Education and Labor, 
1961-1966. 
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The primary measure of committee interparty differences in this 

study is the percentage of party votes: committee roll calls on which 

at least seventy percent of present and voting Democrats cast their 

ballots against a minimum of seventy percent of the present and voting 

Republicans. Table 4-15 statistics also present statistics on other 

commonly used levels, such as at least 50 percent, 75 percent, and 90 

percent for easy comparison. 

By the 70 percent opposition criterion, the committee divided into 

partisan factions on 74 percent of the votes taken while Powell was 

chairman, a rather high rate of party conflict. The statistics at the 

75 percent level are strikingly similar. More remarkably, on nearly 

half of the committee's roll calls over 90 percent of the present and 

voting members of each party opposed over 90 percent of those of the 

other party. 

Degree of Party Voting on the Committee 

Rampant partisanship characterized the Committee on Education and 

Labor during the early and mid-1960s. While inter-party unity reached 

all-time lows, party cohesion was apparent in most aspects of committee 

operations, particularly in roll call voting. The party unity scores 

illustrate that committee Democrats, in particular, were more inclined 

to vote with a majority of their party than was the average House 

member. In addition, the degree of party conflict was high, markedly 

more so than it was in the House. The committee fully lived up to its 

reputation for being party-oriented, exceeding levels attained during 

the Barden years. 



TABLE 4-15 

PERCENTAGE OF VOTES ON WHICH DEMOCRATS OPPOSE REPUBLICANS 
EDUCATION AND LABOR ROLL CALLS, 1961-1966" 

(Actual number of roll calls in parentheses) 

-- By Year --

Congress N >50% >70% >75% >90% 

87 (1961) 61 85.4% 81.9% 80.3% 42.6% 
(53) (50) (49) (26) 

87 (1962) 16 75% 68.7% 62.5% 56.2% 
(12) ( 11) (10) (9) 

88 (1963) 29 68.9% 58.6% 58.6% 48.2% 
(20) (17) (17) (14) 

88 (1964) 27 96.2% 92.5% 88.8% 77.7% 
(26) (25) (24) (21) 

89 (1965) 24 83.3% 70.8% 58.3% 25.0% 
(20) (17) (14) (06) 

89 (1966) 12 75.0% 41.6% 41.6% 25.0% 
(09) (05) (05) (03) 

Total N 169 140 125 119 79 

Percentage 
of Total 82.8% 73.9% 70.4% 46.7% 

-- By Congress --

87 (1961-62) 77 84.4% 79.2% 76.6% 45.4% 
(65) (61) (59) (35) 

88 (1963-64) 56 82.1% 75% 73.2% 62.5% 
(46) (42) (41) (35) 

89 (1965-66) 36 80.5% 61.1% 52.7% 25.0% 
(29) (22) (19) (09) 

• Compiled from roll call votes recorded in The Minutes of the 
Committee on Education and Labor, 1961-1966. 
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Although the party unity measures may have shown only lukewarm 

support for partisan alignments, the Rice Index scores did not. On 

party unity measures, the Republicans generally did not seem to fit the 

image of a committee renowned for its high partisanship. They had lower 

average scores than did all House Republicans in the 85th and 86th 

Congresses as well. 

By the Rice Index scores, however, committee Republicans acted in 

a highly partisan fashion, even more so than did the Democrats. Issues 

not under the jurisdiction of Education and Labor, as well as election 

returns, perhaps inspired a relatively high rate of defections among 

committee Republicans on the floor since the same patterns are not 

apparent in committee voting measures. 

Democrats, on the other hand, lived up to their reputation as 

being more partisan than the average Democratic House member. Their 

party unity scores topped those of House Democrats for all three 

Congresses, as they had for the preceding four terms. Their Rice Index 

scores also exhibited a high degree of party cohesion. 

The party vote statistics also confirmed a marked party cleavage 

on Education and Labor. About three-quarters of the roll calls pitted 

the parties against each other, a higher rate than party voting by the 

bare majority criterion on the House floor. 

Factors Contributing to Voting Patterns 

If there was some basis for integration on Education and Labor, it 

was party. As they had in the previous decade, the issues under the 

committee's jurisdiction promoted partisanship instead of full committee 

agreement. The committee's subject matter was morally based and thus 
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not amenable to compromise. For the most part, the topics were the 

fundamental issues underlying the party differences, which were 

reflected in committee voting patterns. During the 1960s, when issues 

under the committee's jurisdiction were at the peak of the legislative 

agenda, members warred bitterly for their beliefs. Most of the time, 

the antagonists divided along party lines. Republicans fought to 

maintain the status quo of limited federal involvement in the social 

arena. Liberal Democrats, on the other hand, having endured years of 

frustration at the hands of conservatives, battled to have their social 

programs enacted and expanded. As long as one party had a majority, 

party provided the basis for committee integration. 

For the first time in years, the issues of interest to the 

Democrats were at the height of public interest. They had a chance to 

push through federal aid to education, anti-poverty efforts, and 

manpower development and training legislation that either had been 

languishing in committee for years or had yet to reach the fore. 

Democrats had to band together to protect their newfound progress and 

their potential programs. 

The Republicans, on the other hand, were bound to prevent the 

irresponsible expenditure of public funds and the interference in state 

prerogatives. They were united in their opposition to federal aid to 

education and to the poverty program. Many of the divisive roll calls 

were on minority-sponsored amendments that would have diluted, 

restrained, or failed to extend federal aid bills or provisions of the 

Economic Opportunity Act. 
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Even if Dodd's (1972) conception of integration as value agreement 

across a broad range of issues had been used, Education and Labor still 

would show little unanimity. The issues under the committee's 

jurisdiction are among those underlying the basic differences between 

the two parties. Members likely would disagree on a wide range of other 

issues as well. When such underlying issues are discussed, members and 

their parties are not likely to give in gracefully. The subject matter 

under consideration causes disagreement by its very nature, thus working 

against full committee cohesion. 

Several prominent issues considered by Education and Labor 

inspired party voting to the detriment of full committee cohesion. Even 

with a large margin of Democrats over Republicans, the levels of full 

committee unity were low. On the whole, the average full committee 

cohesion Rice Index scores for the 1960s were slightly less than those 

for the 1950s. 

During the 87th Congress, several major issues contributed to the 

lack of full committee accord. There were a large number of roll calls, 

an indicator of divisiveness itself, on federal aid to education. All, 

but two showed low degrees of cohesion. Bills related to school 

construction, to the National Defense Education Act of 1958, and to 

impacted areas caused a great deal of controversy in the committee, 

necessitating at least 60 percent of the roll calls. Most of the 

disagreement was along party lines. Other divisive issues included 

youth unemployment remedies, the Davis-Bacon Act, migrant agricultural 

laborers, and various provisions of the Fair Labor Standards Act of 

1938. 
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Anti-poverty legislation spawned the major controversies of the 

88th Congress. There were nine roll calls during the first session 

pertaining to the creation of a Youth Conservation Corps, a predecessor 

of the major anti-poverty program. Almost all of the second session 

votes were on items in the Economic Opportunity Act of 1964 itself. Out 

of twenty-four roll calls, only three inspired any inkling of unanimity 

between the parties. During the first session, bills related to 

manpower development and training generated controversy as well. 

Much of the lack of full committee agreement in the 89th Congress 

committee stemmed from legislation related to elementary and secondary 

education, either the main bill or amendments to the 1965 act. There 

were fewer roll calls in the 89th Congress than there were in the 88th, 

but the 1965 and 1966 session votes were predominately education

related. Members seemed to be more unified in their outlooks on higher 

education legislation. Perhaps the barriers had been overcome by the 

previous education programs. In addition to education, the poverty 

program was still a hot issue as were amendments to the Fair Labor 

Standards Act of 1938. 

The fact that the committee had jurisdiction over such important 

parts of the Administration's domestic legislative agenda also to the 

divisiveness. The President's advancement of these issues increased 

their visibility, thus stimulating partisan conflict since the minority 

hardly wanted the Democrats to have the credit. 

The really important issues that the committee considered during 

the Powell years were the ones that most contributed to the image of 

controversy and detracted from a potentially unified committee. 
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Although there were some roll calls on which committee members were 

unified, either the stakes were lower or dissenters wanted to get the 

bill out of committee so the House could defeat it. Usually, the issues 

on which the committee was more cohesive were not those exemplifying the 

fundamental bases of party division. Members had little trouble voting 

together on providing training films for the deaf or on creating a 

teaching hospital at Howard University. On the other hand, members had 

difficulty coming to terms on whether there should be federal aid to 

education and, if there were, how to go about it. They had similar 

problems with the anti-poverty program legislation. The issues just did 

not inspire agreement. 

Structure of the Committee 

This section examines four aspects of committee structure: the 

rules and how they changed; committee size and configuration; the use of 

subcommittees; and the staff. The rules are discussed in terms of the 

content, changes, and additions made to the written rules of the 

committee. Subsequently, the full committee size and ratio are treated, 

followed by an analysis of subcommittees and a discussion of the 

committee and subcommittee staffs. 

The discussion of committee structure will show how the addition 

of new rules constrained the chairman and increased democratization of 

committee procedures. It will illustrate the elaboration of the 

committee's structure in terms of its rules, units, and staff. It also 

will highlight Powell's reliance on subcommittees to do most of the 

work, and the blossoming of the committee's staff. 
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Changes in the Committee Rules 

Unlike many of the other House committees, by the time Adam 

Clayton Powell came to power in 1961, the Committee on Education and 

Labor had a well defined set of rules enacted as a result of the abuses 

of the former chairman, Graham Barden. Despite the rules, Barden had 

managed to obstruct legislation and frustrate the committee. As a 

result, as compared to his fellow committee chairmen, Powell confronted 

a rather formidable set of rules. He still maintained control over the 

referral of legislation, but his discretion was restricted. 

New Rules in the 87th Congress. Before Powell had a chance to 

take advantage of his position, the committee members in the 87th 

Congress (1961-62) approved several new rules governing committee 

operations. According to at least one member, however, the rules 

adopted at this time contained only minor changes from those enacted in 

the previous session (Interview). The 1961 rules remained in effect 

until well into the 89th Congress. Some were a direct reaction to the 

abuses of former Chairman Barden. Others were precautionary measures 

designed to enforce majority rule instead of tyranny. A few others were 

record-keeping directives. Some of the 86th Congress rules and 

traditional practices were clarified in the 87th. 

Several rules changes were drawn directly or indirectly from the 

rules of the House: the keeping of a journal; the setting of party 

ratios; a statement of the committee's jurisdiction; and the recording 

of votes on demand of one-fifth of those present. In addition, the new 

rules applied House rules to the operation of the committee, including 

setting time limitations on the questioning of witnesses. 
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Other changes instituted in 1961 concerned some aspect of 

subcommittees. When standing subcommittees were specified in the rules, 

their jurisdictions were left undefined. Their inclusion in the rules 

had not yet been institutionalized. Moreover, other committee chairmen 

had reasonably strong control over their subcommittees at that time in 

the House. According to staff, Education and Labor members took the 

measure of their new chairman and presently decided that if they wanted 

travel money and subcommittee funds, they would be better advised not to 

threaten him with hobbled authority. "Their willingness to cooperate 

was because they wouldn't get to go far and do much because he held the 

purse strings" {Interview, staff). In addition, they finally had a 

chairman who wanted to get things done. Another staff member said, 

They were willing to give Powell a free hand. Barden had 
been prone to bottle up education legislation, so they 
curtailed him. Thinking Powell would be liberal, there was 
a willingness to let him go {Interview, staff). 

The omission of jurisdictions left the chairman with a great deal of 

discretion over bill referral. He could assign bills to whatever 

subcommittee he wanted. 

The new standing subcommittees were the General, Special, and 

Select subcommittees on education and on labor. The General Education 

and Special Education subcommittees were holdovers from the previous 

term. Although "select" committees generally were established by the 

House to study a certain subject, the "select" subcommittees on 

education and on labor had the same status as the other standing 

subcommittees. General, Special, and Select were simply the names 

chosen; the titles connoted nothing about jurisdiction or function. 
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The new rules authorized the subcommittees to act as agents of the 

full committee, and they were given the power to do so. As a result, 

their status was upgraded. Barden had not authorized subcommittees to 

act on behalf of the committee in the previous decade. The rules also 

set subcommittee membership ratios at 60 percent from the majority to 40 

percent from the minority. Except for the subcommittee chairmen, 

members retained their seniority on their original subcommittees. The 

ranking members of the majority party were to be the chairmen of the 

standing subcommittees. The rules also included a provision for a 

subcommittee chairman to be replaced if he missed more than three 

successive subcommittee meetings (except for reason of illness or of 

official congressional duties). 

The other two rules changes concerned the use of committee staff 

by other members and limitations on proxy voting. One provision allowed 

the other members of the committee to use the committee staff for 

assistance not regularly rendered in the course of normal duties, but 

only after authorization from the chairman. The other limited the use 

of blanket proxy votes. Whereas proxies were recognized in the previous 

terms, the new rules required that they had to be in writing and in the 

hands of the clerk before or during each roll call in which they were to 

be voted. Proxies also were approved for use in subcommittees. 

Rules Changes Instituted in 1966. Members in the 89th Congress 

organized in September, 1966 to enact major changes enhancing the 

members' powers at the expense of the chairman. The reasons for these 

changes are discussed later in this research. Whereas the 1961 

modifications had been relatively minor, the 1966 rules revamped the 
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committee structure and made the operation of the committee more 

democratic. Prerogatives formerly reserved for the chairman now were 

shared with the majority membership of the committee. As Powell put it, 

The net effect of the reorganization would be an enormous 
reduction of the powers of the committee chairman and a vast 
increase in the authority of the subcommittee chairmen. It 
also began to look like an outright battle against the 
overall seniority system that governs all House conduct 
(Powell 1971, 207). 

The new rules imposed budgetary restrictions and accounting procedures 

on the chairman and subcommittee chairmen. They gave the majority 

members influence over the committee structure and operations. Several 

amendments to the 1961 rules diminished the chairman's control over the 

referral of bills to subcommittees and his control over the staff. 

Other provisions concerned the conduct of committee meetings. 

One of the most important amendments was a clause regarding the 

reporting of bills to the House. In previous years, when the committee 

reported a bill, the chairman or his designee was authorized to report 

that bill to the House. In 1966, members modified that provision to 

include the chairman of the subcommittee reporting the bill or 

resolution to the full committee among those authorized to report the 

bill to the House. 

Members also rewrote the subcommittee jurisdictions into the rules 

and mandated the party ratio on each be reflective of that of the House. 

Moreover, the majority members delegated to themselves the power to 

establish subcommittees in addition to those set out in the rules and to 

authorize the holding of subcommittee hearings outside of Washington, 

D. C. Standing subcommittee chairmen could approve travel within the 
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limits of their budgets and had the authority to appoint, discharge, and 

direct the activities of subcommittee staff members. 

Other changes instituted in 1966 concerned the referral of bills 

to subcommittees. The chairman no longer had full control over the 

referrals; the majority members of the committee also could direct that 

a bill be referred to a particular subcommittee. Otherwise, the 

chairman had to refer bills to the appropriate subcommittee promptly 

within one week of receipt by the full committee. He was required to 

provide written notification of every referral to the subcommittee 

chairman, who had three days to object. Bills reported by subcommittees 

had to be taken up in full committee in the order in which they were 

reported, unless the committee voted to the contrary. 

The 1966 rules also diminished the chairman's control over the 

staff. In addition to giving subcommittee chairman official discretion 

over subcommittee staff, control that they already had in practice, the 

chairman was required to consult with the majority members concerning 

appointments to the full committee staff. Furthermore, by way of a 

provision taken from House rules, the staff was limited to performing 

committee business only. 

Newly instituted budgetary procedures required the chairman to 

prepare a preliminary budget and subcommittee chairmen to draw up 

supplemental budgets. These plans were to include the necessary amounts 

for staff, travel, investigations, and operations. The budgets would be 

consolidated by the clerk, approved by the committee, and submitted to 

the House for approval. Thereafter, the budget could not be changed 

without the approval of the full committee. In addition, once a month, 



the chairman was directed to supply an accounting of the amount and 

purpose of all expenditures to the full committee. 
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Several other provisions related to the operation of committee 

meetings. The new rules allowed the committee to act in the absence of 

the chairman by giving the majority the authority to call meetings and 

providing that the ranking member preside in the absence of the 

chairman. In addition, each member had to receive written notice of any 

full committee meetings other than those regularly scheduled. For at 

least 48 hours prior to a mark-up session, each member was entitled to a 

copy of each bill reported by a subcommittee and a section-by-section 

analysis of proposed changes in existing law. 

One other change diminished the chairman's discretion concerning 

conference committees. It required him to appoint as conferees, in 

order of seniority, the members of the subcommittee that reported the 

legislation. 

The Committee and the Rules. The Committee on Education and Labor 

was far ahead of other committees in instituting more democratic rules 

and procedures. Unfortunately, this leadership was not the result of 

remarkable foresight or sincere desire that everyone share in the wealth 

of power. These changes were too often the reaction to abuses of power 

by the chairmen of this committee. 

As shown in the last chapter, Chairman Barden had abused his 

powers of referral and his authority to call and preside over committee 

meetings. In different ways, Chairman Powell had too; for example, he 

was absent at strategic times when members needed him to request a rule 

or he refused to report a bill to the House that the committee had 
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ordered reported. Both Barden and Powell found it convenient to be 

elsewhere frequently when the majority of members wanted to act. Barden 

used truancy as a tool to prevent liberal legislation from being 

considered or reported by the committee. Most of the time, Powell did 

not want necessarily to prevent legislation from being considered, 

though ostensibly that was the reason for some of his absences. He 

seemed to have better things to do, such as travel to Bimini or go on 

junkets to other places around the world. His nonattendance appeared as 

a gesture of contempt for other members and for the institution, and 

they responded by adopting rules to control him. 

Given the chairman's chronic absences, committee members had to 

provide some way to operate when he could not or would not be found or 

controlled. As a result, they voted to impose time limits on bill 

referral to subcommittees, to allow majority members to vote to call 

meetings, to appoint the ranking member to preside in the chair's 

absence, and to designate another committee member to report bills to 

the House. These duties formerly had belonged solely to the chairman. 

The committee also reacted to the chairman's practices of 

slighting some of his subcommittee chairmen. For instance, Perkins 

headed a subcommittee, but it was a long time before Powell referred any 

legislation to it (Interview, staff). Apparently he did the same to 

some of the other subcommittee chairmen. He had violated an 

understanding about who was to get which bills and, on occasion, had 

removed a bill from a certain subcommittee to punish the chairman and 

referred it to another; hence the specified subcommittee jurisdictions 

and the prompt, mandatory referrals. 



Most important, Powell abused the trust of the committee. 

Apparently he did not report some of the bills that he was ordered by 

the committee to report, which resulted in the rule safeguarding the 

reporting of legislation to the House. According to a former staff 

member, the committee 

put the situs picketing bill out .... He [Powell] didn't do 
anything about it for two Congresses. From this came the 
rule that the chairman had to take the bill to the floor 
when it was reported. (Interview). 

This action and Powell's failure to report the poverty bill in 1966 

resulted in the procedures for reporting bills in the absence of or 

without the cooperation of the chairman. 
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The budgetary and staffing provisions were the result of 

unauthorized expenditures of committee funds. There were staff members 

who traveled with the chairman and others who were said to have traveled 

with the chairman but in fact did not. 3 Nevertheless, the money was 

spent. Family members were kept on the payroll, even though they did 

not perform official duties in Washington, D.C. or in the State of New 

York. 4 As told to later committee employees by the manager of the House 

Stationery Store, a few staff members allegedly charged office supplies 

to the committee through the House Stationery Store and then returned 

3 The questionable travel expenses include 65 trips to Miami or San 
Juan, Puerto Rico, that were all billed as "official travel." Most travel 
to San Juan stopped after Mrs. Powe 11 comp 1 a i ned that she was not 
receiving money from her husband, a 1 though she was on the committee 
payroll at a salary of over $20,000 per year. One subsequent trip to San 
Juan was scheduled in the name of Leon Abramson, the committee's Chief 
Counse 1 for Labor Management, and the other was charged to Mi chae 1 
Schwartz, the Assistant Counsel to the Anti poverty Subcommittee. See 
Loftus (196Gb). 

4 The chairman's estranged wife, Yvette Marjorie Flores, who lived in 
Puerto Rico, was one. See Jacobs (1973, 250) for the specifics. 



them for cash (Interviews). Other supplies were bought for the 

committee and used elsewhere -- some were found in the Abyssinian 

Baptist Church in Harlem (Interview). 
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Perhaps the size of the majority or the degree of outrage allowed 

the committee to impose these rules on Powell but not on Barden, who 

also was renowned for being unavailable. Both chairmen stretched the 

patience of their colleagues to the limit, albeit in different ways. 

Each thwarted rules or traditions, much to the exasperation of his 

colleagues. Members had to keep the committee functioning, even if the 

chairman was not. The rules might have been more effective had they 

been enacted sooner. As it was, they were not enacted until the last 

months of Powell's leadership. 

The fact that Education and Labor itself imposed constraints on 

its chairman and that these rules were not applied by the House to all 

committee chairmen is telling. Because of obstructionist and dilatory 

tactics, for the second time in a row, the committee members had had to 

restrain the chairman to preserve or facilitate democratic decision 

making. They capitalized on Powell's low status in the House to take 

the advantage. Both he and Barden had crossed the line of tolerance. 

The 1966 rules might have had more immediate impact had not other 

elements intervened shortly after their enactment. They were in effect 

just four months before the Democratic caucus deposed Powell and 

installed the ranking member, Carl Perkins (D-KY) as the new chairman. 

In the face of well-publicized legal problems, shortly thereafter, the 

House denied Powell his seat (see Jacobs 1973). 
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Committee Size and Party Ratio 

The Committee on Education and Labor size increased slightly at 

the outset of Powell's tenure from what it had been under Barden, with 

another seat added in the 87th Congress, leaving the committee at 

thirty-one members for the duration of Powell's tenure. 

The heavily Democratic partisan split on the committee throughout 

his chairmanship reflected as accurately as possible the party division 

in the House, given the uneven number of members and the inclusion of 

the ratio in the committee rules. The Democrats did not want the 

Republicans over-represented even slightly. The party ratio shifted 

slightly in 1961 from what it had been in Barden's last term. The 

Democrats lost one member and the Republicans gained two for a total of 

nineteen Democratic seats to the Republican twelve for the first two 

terms of Powell's chairmanship. Later, the majority party gained two 

committee slots at Republican expense in the 89th Congress, leaving the 

membership at twenty-one Democrats and ten Republicans. Refer to Table 

4-16 for the divisions and party ratios. 

The overwhelming Democratic majority in both Congress and the 

committee in the 89th Congress, a consequence of President Lyndon 

Johnson's landslide victory over ultra-conservative challenger Senator 

Barry Goldwater in 1964, gave the Democrats the votes to override the 

Republicans at will. Although the Democrats had had the votes in the 

87th and 88th Congress, there were still enough conservative southerners 

left to team up with the Republicans and at least give liberals a run 

for their money. In the 89th, however, conservative opposition could be 

defeated easily because of the abundance of Democrats and other 
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liberals. The committee ratio permitted Democrats to overcome much of 

the opposition that had deadlocked the committee for years. On occasion 

during the 1960s the liberal Democrats even received some help from 

Republicans, almost unheard of under Barden. 

Subcommittees: Structure and Use 

Under the new Democratic Administration, much of the subject 

matter under the jurisdiction of Education and Labor moved to the 

forefront of the congressional agenda. About 40 percent of the 

President's domestic legislative agenda related to education and labor 

issues (Powell, Activities and Accomplishments, 87th Congress, 1961, 

viii}. The committee set up six standing subcommittees, one more than 

in the previous term, to meet the challenge of an expected increase in 

the amount and salience of legislation referred to Education and Labor. 

The committee rules provided for a general, a special, and a select 

subcommittee both for labor and for education. Additional ad hoc 

subcommittees were created as needed. Their jurisdictions were not 

included in the rules; in practice, they were up to the chairman. 

Ad Hoc Subcommittees. Certain issues either crossed 

jurisdictional boundaries or were salient enough to warrant the creation 

of special units for their treatment. Normally bills on such matters 

might have gone to one of the standing subcommittees, but they generated 

enough interest among other members to make it advisable to establish 

additional subcommittees. For example, in the 88th Congress, the 

poverty issue inspired sufficient public attention and interest among 

committee members that the chairman deemed it advisable to appoint a 

subcommittee solely for that subject. 



TABLE 4-16 

PARTY SEAT DISTRIBUTION: COMMITTEE ON EDUCATION AND LABOR 
AND THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, 1961-1967" 

Education and Labor House 

Congress Dems Reps Dems Reps 

87th (1961-62) 61.3% 38.7% 60.2% 39.8% 
Number 19 12 263 174 

88th (1963-64) 61.3% 38.7% 59.5% 40.5% 
Number 19 12 259 176 

89th (1965-66) 67.7% 32.3% 67.8% 32.2% 
Number 21 10 295 140 
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• Statistics are taken from Congressional Quarterly, Congress and 
the Nation. 1945-1964 and compiled from rosters United States House of 
Representatives Legislative Calendar. Committee on Education and Labor, 
87th through 89th Congresses. 
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The narrow scope of an issue constituted another reason for the 

establishment of an ad hoc subcommittee. Special investigative 

committees, such as the task force investigating a labor dispute on the 

Nuclear Ship "Savannah" and the subcommittee investigating activities of 

the National Labor Relations Board, are examples of the narrow scope 

units. 

Ad hoc subcommittees also provided rewards or incentives. Often 

their chairmen did not have enough seniority to have standing 

subcommittees of their own. Since the rules required that the standing 

subcommittees had to be chaired by the senior members of the majority 

party, the creation of new units offered ways for the chairman to 

involve other members. The chairman could reward desirable behavior 

with a subcommittee chairmanship or with the investigation of an issue 

that might have been of special concern to a member. Being able to hold 

hearings in one's own district was one benefit of chairing an ad hoc 

subcommittee. 

The chairman also used ad hoc subcommittees to work on legislation 

or to investigate activities in which he took a particular interest or 

over which he wanted to maintain control. The War on Poverty 

Subcommittee is also an example of the latter. In the 88th Congress, 

Powell chaired three ad hoc subcommittees himself. In the 89th, he ran 

the Subcommittee on De Facto School Segregation, an issue of particular 

interest to him. Surprisingly, he left the Subcommittee on Integration 

in Federally Assisted Education to Dominick Daniels (D-NJ). 

Chairmanships. Seniority dominated the new structure. As the 

rules mandated, standing subcommittee chairmanships were reserved for 
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the most senior members of the majority party, who chose, in order of 

seniority, which subcommittees they wanted to head. As members gained 

seniority, some were likely to trade education subcommittees for labor 

subcommittees, or vice versa, when chairmanships became open. 

The seniority rule was followed except in one case, that of Phil 

Landrum (0-GA), who not only did not have a chairmanship, but who did 

not sit on any subcommittee during the 87th Congress. He was assigned 

to the ad hoc Subcommittee on the War on Poverty in the 88th, but not to 

a standing subcommittee. Although the rules stated that standing 

subcommittee chairmen were to be the ranking members of the majority 

party, Landrum is reputed to have turned down the chairmanship because 

he believed that Powell would not give him jurisdiction over any 

important legislation (Lewis 1963, 95-96). Two reasons probably 

justified this belief. First, Landrum was a conservative, and the 

liberal chairman was not likely to give a conservative the reins over 

liberal bills important on the Administration's agenda. Second, there 

was some speculation that Landrum may have been paying for the refusal 

of his friend and southern ally, Barden, to appoint Powell to a 

subcommittee chairmanship during the 1950s (Interview), even though his 

ranking member status warranted a chairmanship by tradition. Powell had 

fought hard, but unsuccessfully, to establish this requirement under 

Barden. 

Frequently the chairmanships of the ad hoc subcommittees went to 

the next most senior members in line after the standing subcommittee 

chairmen. On other occasions, such as in the case of Sam Gibbons 

(0-FL), they reached further down the seniority list. As seventeenth 
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out of nineteen in seniority among the Democrats, Gibbons chaired a 

subcommittee to study education and serious crime. This subcommittee 

consisted of the most junior members of each party. In the 89th 

Congress, the Republicans loaded the Special Subcommittee on labor, not 

a prime assignment for Republicans, with their most junior members. 

Assignment to Subcommittees. With the exception of landrum, all 

committee members were assigned to at least one standing subcommittee 

each term, and frequently more. The rules required, insofar as 

practical, that the appointments be made with regard to the preferences 

of the members. Table 4-17 shows the average number of assignments per 

member and the average number of committee seats per member, by type of 

subcommittee. Because the Rules stated that the full committee chairman 

and the ranking minority leader were ex officio members of all 

subcommittees, the numbers do not reflect their assignments. These 

statistics show that Democrats allocated seats in nearly the same 

proportions as did the Republicans throughout the Powell years. Fenno 

(1973) quoted one member as saying that "you can get practically any 

subcommittee you want so everybody is happy with his assignments" (Fenno 

1973, 101). 

Jurisdictions and Referrals. Despite being the committee 

workhorses, Education and labor subcommittees lacked clearly marked 

jurisdictions during all three Powell Congresses. The fuzzy boundaries 

were used by the chairman as a political tool to reward his friends and 

punish his enemies. For example, although one reasonably might have 

expected that legislation relating to youth unemployment would be 

referred to a labor subcommittee, it was referred instead to the General 



87th 
88th 
89th 

87th 
88th 
89th 

TABLE 4-17 

EDUCATION AND LABOR SUBCOMMITTEE ASSIGNMENTS, 1961-66" 

Average Number of Assignments to Subcommittee. per Member 

Democrats 
2.4 
3.1 
2.9 

Republicans 
2.5 
3.1 
3.4 

Average Number of Subcommittee Seats. by Type 

Democrats Republicans 
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Standing Ad Hoc/Other Standing Ad Hoc/Other 

1.3 
1.8 
2.1 

1.0 
1.3 
1.1 

1.4 
1.7 
2.2 

1.1 
1.5 
1.2 

• Data taken from the U.S. House of Representatives Legislative 
Calendar. Committee on Education and Labor, 87th through 89th Congresses. 
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Subcommittee on Education, chaired by Perkins (0-KY), who had a 

particular interest in the work-training programs. likewise, 

legislation relating to quality education might be expected to go to an 

education subcommittee. Nevertheless, it was referred to the Special 

Subcommittee on labor, of which its sponsor, Hugh Carey (0-NY), was a 

member. The same subcommittee also worked on a bill creating the 

National Council on the Arts, an issue of particular interest to 

Subcommittee Chairman Frank Thompson (0-NJ). Amendments to the bill 

were referred to Thompson's labor subcommittee again in the 89th 

Congress. A bill to provide for an additional Assistant Secretary of 

labor was assigned to Edith Green's (0-0R) Special Education 

Subcommittee. The subcommittee chairmen took full advantage of the 

maneuvering room. Sometimes ordinary members, too, could arrange for 

seemingly incongruous referrals for their pet bills. 

Expertise in Subject Matter. Members of the Committee on 

Education and labor had a reputation among their colleagues for lacking 

the degree of specialization apparent on other committees, a 

specialization ordinarily fostered by subcommittee membership. 

Education and labor members, on the whole, may have been more interested 

in education than in labor, or vice versa, but it was hard to develop a 

specialty, particularly given the subject matter. Fenno (1973) noted, 

"As the work of Education and labor makes clear, there is no inexorable 

logic linking subcommittees and specialization" (Fenno 1973, 105). Thus 

it was more difficult for members to be perceived as specialists by 

other members of Congress. Moreover, every representative seemed to 

consider himself an expert on this committee's issues. Each knew 



something about education or had an opinion, either favorable or 

unfavorable, about labor. Committee members may in fact have had 

specialties, but few members deferred to them. 
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Despite the well-defined structure of the standing subcommittee 

system in Education and Labor, in reality it was quite permeable. 

Unlike many other committees, Education and Labor members were (and 

still are in the 1980s) free to participate in subcommittee 

deliberations in subcommittees other than the one they were assigned to 

initially; however, they could not vote. Although this practice was 

allowed, it was not prevalent. 

Reliance on Subcommittees. Powell took advantage of the existing 

standing subcommittees as well as establishing others to work on special 

projects. Most of the ad hoc subcommittees he created were chaired by 

members who were not already chairmen of standing subcommittees, thus 

placing these new chairs in his debt. In this way, the power resources 

in the committee were broadened. A larger number of members were able 

to share in the power distribution than would have been the case if 

there had been no ad hoc subcommittees or, as was the case in the early 

Barden years, if there had been little or no reliance on standing 

subcommittees. There did not seem to be any systematic prejudice in 

favor of or against particular subcommittees, although allegedly there 

was. 5 All the subcommittees were able to participate fully in committee 

decision making, with a substantial proportion of the bills reported 

5 Various statements made in interviews conducted for this research 
conveyed that impression. 
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receiving full committee approval, with or without amendments, and being 

reported to the House. 

One major drawback to Education and labor subcommittees was the 

lack of deference afforded their decisions. Fenno (1973, 102) asserted 

that unlike other committees, "Subcommittee decisions carry very little 

weight in the full committee .... On major bills, the subcommittee has 

no standing with the full committee." Vogler (1974, 133) supported this 

argument, stating that 

Education and labor subcommittees do not make decisions for 
the whole committee. There is no expertise mystique 
preventing other subcommittees and the full committee from 
questioning decisions made in Education and labor 
subcommittees. 

Frequently, if a subcommittee member could not get his amendment 

approved in subcommittee, he would offer it again the bill was marked up 

in the full committee. Other members also frequently proposed 

amendments. Often, the Republicans tried to kill or dilute Democratic

sponsored legislation with a "death by amendment" strategy. More often 

than not, they were unsuccessful in committee. 

Although not all of the bills reported by subcommittee were 

amended before being reported to the House, many were. Clean bills, 

which are renumbered versions of the legislation with all the amendments 

incorporated, were introduced frequently as a result of full committee 

amendments to bills reported by subcommittees instead of sending the 

subcommittee version with all its attached amendments to the floor. 

When the clean bill was referred to the committee, it would be reported 

to the floor immediately. For example, about 39 percent of Education 

and labor bills reported to the House in the 87th Congress (1961-62) had 
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been reintroduced as clean bills (Committee Calendar, 1962). The 

committee also used another practice, that of striking everything after 

the enacting clause and replacing it with the language of a new bill 

incorporating all the amendments. The relatively common occurrence of 

the introduction of clean bills and of the replacement of the original 

text with new language substantiates Fenno's allegation that the full 

committee did not place wholehearted trust in the work of the 

subcommittees, at least not for the final versions. 

Committee and Subcommittee Staffs 

After the relative paucity of committee employees during the 

Barden years, the Powell staff seemed bountiful. The rules delegated to 

the chairman the authority to employ and discharge staff members. As a 

result, when Powell became chairman, he nearly doubled the number of 

committee employees. He increased both the professional and support 

staffs for the committee majority and, to a lesser degree, the number of 

staff members for the minority. 

Powell, in effect, institutionalized subcommittee staffs. As 

Table 4-18 shows, before his chairmanship there were few, if any, 

subcommittee staff, professional or support. That lack is 

understandable since there were few subcommittees under Barden until 

1957. Even then, there were only two professional subcommittee staff 

members and four clerical employees. In 1960, the total was even 

smaller. When the committee began to rely more on the established 

standing subcommittees, the staff had to be increased. At one point, 

after 1964, there were 143 persons on the committee payroll. A 

subcommittee investigating Powell's activities contracted with a private 



firm to determine whether, in fact, all these staff members were real 

people (New York Times, December 20, 1966, 34, 3). 
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Fenno (1973) repeatedly cited the lack of reliance on committee 

staff members for policy advice. He gave the impression that staff 

members were so unhappy that the turnover was high, especially on 

subcommittee staffs. It should be noted, however, that because Powell 

delegated the authority and funds to hire staff to his subcommittee 

chairmen, when a chairman switched to head another subcommittee, as was 

the case on several occasions, he generally took his staff with him. 

Many of the examples Fenno cited could have been subcommittee staff 

members changing subcommittees with their chairmen. 

Fenno (1973) and several of the members he interviewed gave the 

impression that the committee staff generally was incompetent, although 

Powell claimed that he hired "the highest caliber men and women 

available" (Powell 1971, 202). A holdover from Barden's committee staff 

said, "The new people from New York Powell brought in didn't know 

anything. One asked, 'What's a calendar?'" (Interview). Many of the 

so-called "professional" staff members were not professionals in the 

sense that they were experts on matters under the committee's 

jurisdiction. Some were appointed as political favors. The chairman 

may have been just "salting them around," in the words of one former 

staff member (Interview). Others, however, were hired by the 

subcommittee chairmen precisely because they had experience dealing with 

the issues under the committee's jurisdiction and were exceedingly 

competent. 



1951 

1952 

1953 

1954 

1955 

1956 

1957 

1958 

1959 

1960 

1961 

1962 

1963 

1964 

1965 

1966 

TABLE 4-18 

NUMBER OF EDUCATION AND LABOR STAFF MEMBERS, 1951-1966" 

Professional 
Ma.i. Min. 

4 

4 

5 

3 

4 

4 

4 

4 

7 

10 

15 

7 

5 

11 

9 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

3 

1 

1 

2 

2 

2 

Support 
Ma.i. Min. 

4 

4 

3 

6 

5 

6 

4 

4 

9 

13 

9 

15 

13 

14 

17 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

2 

1 

1 

3 

4 

9 

Subcommittee 
Prof. Support 

2 

2 

1 

13 

11 

9 

13 

14 

12 

4 

4 

1 

10 

5 

10 

5 

15 

51 

247 

Total 

10 

10 

10 

11 

11 

12 

16 

16 

20 

51 

42 

43 

41 

60 

100 

·Compiled from reports in The Congressional Record in which names, 
positions, and salaries are printed twice yearly. The numbers are 
approximate, and reflect positions instead of people. They do not 
include temporaries although sometimes it was difficult to distinguish 
between temporary and full-time staff members who were hired or 
reassigned late in the six-month measurement period. The numbers may 
include consultants who were paid fees comparable to salaries of regular 
staff members. Maj. stands for majority staff, Min. stands for minority 
staff. Prof. refers to professional, as opposed to support, staff. 
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The chairman had little incentive to import only staff members who 

were experts on the issues under consideration. Of course, sometimes he 

did hire experts. Nevertheless, the benefits of hiring political allies 

or aides outweighed the benefits of a knowledgeable, professional, 

committee-oriented staff. Normally, the latter would be helpful in 

formulating policy, but in a committee with a jurisdiction so 

controversial and so non-technical, it was hard to maintain an aura of 

specialized competence. 

Another factor worth noting about the Education and Labor staff 

was its partisanship (Morrow 1969, 56). The chairman hired the majority 

staff and the ranking minority member was responsible for the minority 

committee personnel. The two had little official interaction. One 

author accused Education and Labor, along with one or two other 

committees, of having an "aggressive, ideologically scrappy" staff 

(Goodwin 1970, 152). 

Conclusion 

By the end of the Powell chairmanship, the committee had changed 

from what it was in 1961. The structure was markedly more 

decentralized, universalistic, democratic, and complex than it had been 

under his predecessor. The committee was also more capable of acting. 

The inclusion of mandatory referrals to subcommittees with 

specified jurisdictions in the committee rules during the later Barden 

years was the beginning of the decentralization process. Although the 

fixed jurisdictions were removed from the 1961 rules to give an activist 

chairman some discretion, they were restored in 1966 after Powell abused 

the privilege. Consequently, the decentralization made the committee 



more universalistic in that it made favoritism less prevalent, 

distributing advantages in a less particularlistic manner. 

Under Powell, committee decentralization was institutionalized. 
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It was attributable, in part, to provisions in the committee rules 

mandating the use of subcommittees and, in part, to Powell's laissez

faire attitude toward the committee. His disposition may have stemmed 

partly from his need to depend on his subcommittee chairmen to take 

committee bills to the floor, since Powell's sponsorship and endorsement 

were tantamount to a death warrant for a bill. This idea is discussed 

further in the next chapter. 

For the most part, unless the matter was of particular interest to 

Powell, the subcommittee chairmen conducted the show. Since all bills 

were referred to subcommittees, each subcommittee was free to take up 

anything that its chairman or members wanted to consider and to hold 

whatever hearings were desired. The rules allowed legislation to flow 

through the process as smoothly as its content would allow, without 

being held up because the full committee chairman did not support it. 

As a result, most legislation referred to the committee in the 1960s had 

a better chance of being discussed than did bills referred in the 

previous decade. 

All the provisions giving the majority party members more voice in 

committee actions democratized as well as decentralized and democratized 

the committee. They could call meetings, establish subcommittees, 

report legislation, authorize the hiring of staff, approve travel, and 

hold hearings. In effect, they could act without their chairman. When 

they had tried to do that under Barden, the Parliamentarian had ruled 
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them out of order. When they wanted to act and Powell either was absent 

or uncooperative, they rewrote the rules and reorganized the committee 

so they could act. 

Subcommittee staffs became institutionalized under Powell. While 

he controlled the full committee staff, subcommittee chairmen hired and 

managed their own personnel. For the first time, the chairmen had at 

least some support staff to help in their work. In addition, they had 

the money to operate. The subcommittee personnel were necessary in the 

1960s because of the increased workload resulting from mandatory 

referral of all legislation to subcommittees; the increased volume of 

bills introduced; and an activist, liberal-oriented membership. 

The budgetary constraints instituted in 1966 ostensibly gave the 

members some control over where the money was being spent. The fact 

that the 1966 rules had to be enacted illustrates that the previous 

practices that left the budget entirely up the chairman were not 

adequate. Subsequently, the House launched an investigation of the 

financial practices of this committee. 

In sum, by the time Powell left office, the democratic, 

decentralized committee with an expanded membership and staff were here 

to stay. After the establishment of the structure in the rules, future 

chairmen would have found it difficult to regain the prerogatives that 

Barden and Powell had lost. 

Jurisdiction, Workload, and Function 

This section focuses on what the committee was charged with doing; 

what, in fact, it did; and why it took the actions it took. A brief 
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discussion of the committee's jurisdiction provides a base from which to 

determine the committee's mission as directed by the House. An analysis 

of the workload gives an indication of the what the committee during the 

Powell years. It will show the dramatic increase in the number of bills 

handled and the major legislation reported. The last section discusses 

the committee's function, which differed markedly from what it had been 

under Barden. 

Jurisdiction 

Whereas Education and Labor's jurisdiction is set out in 

relatively general terms in the Legislative Reorganization Act of 1946, 

the 1961 version and subsequent editions of the committee rules include 

a detailed list of the issue areas, legislation, and programs under the 

committee's purview. The rules list specific pieces of legislation 

(e.g., the Fair Labor Standards act of 1938, the Federal Emplovees 

Compensation Act, the Federal Coal Mine Safety Act, etc.) in addition to 

more general terms (e.g., welfare of miners, youth programs, 

intercultural activities, etc.). 

The jurisdiction expanded insofar as new issues came onto the 

agenda that had not been anticipated when earlier versions of the rules 

had been adopted. For example, the War on Poverty legislation was 

referred to this committee although nothing specifically refers to anti

poverty programs in the committee's official jurisdiction. One could 

argue, however, that the War on Poverty came under the category 

"measures relating to education and labor generally." As more issues 

came to public attention, the committee could make a case for expanding 

its jurisdiction. 
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In the Powell years, the jurisdiction of Education and Labor 

comprised a large part of the domestic legislative agenda of two 

Presidents. Both Kennedy and Johnson emphasized aid to education and 

programs to help the disadvantaged. The committee's work was enhanced 

by calls for action in presidential speeches and messages and by the 

concomitant media attention. It reached a prominence heretofore 

unknown. Education and Labor was charged with writing, handling, and 

safe passage of much of the domestic political agenda as set out by the 

Presidents. 

Workload and Activities: What the Committee Did 

Committee workload for the Powell years is inferred from the 

number of bills referred, considered, and reported; the number of 

hearing days in both the full committee and its subunits; the number of 

bills enacted; and descriptions of the activities of the era. Committee 

activities are discussed in terms of the legislation considered and 

productivity in terms of bills reported. 

By most measures, the committee workload, activity, and 

productivity during the Powell years increased dramatically from what it 

had been during Barden's reign. This rise is reflected in Tables 4-19 

and 4-20. The number of bills referred to the committee grew, albeit 

not steadily, from the beginning of the Barden years through the Powell 

years. Moreover, as measured by the number of hearing days, committee 

activity soared. The data also illustrate that productivity in the form 

of bills reported increased by nearly 40 percent when Powell took over, 

as did the number that passed the House. In his first term as chairman, 

the number of bills reported exceeded the total number reported 
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TABLE 4-19 

DAYS AND PROPORTION OF HEARINGS 
FULL COMMITTEE v. SUBCOMMITTEES" 

Days of Days of Total Percentage of 
Full Subcommittee Days of Subcommittee 

Congress Hearings Hearings Hearings Hearings 

87 1 254 255 99.6% 

88 4 284 288 98.6% 

89 2 289 291 99.3% 

Total 7 827 834 

Mean 2.3 274.6 278 99.2% 

• Compiled from data printed in the United States House of 
Representatives Legislattive Calendar. Committee on Education and Labor, 
87th - 89th Congresses, and from statistics printed in Activities and 
accomplishments of the Committee on Education and Labor, 87th - 89th 
Congresses. 
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TABLE 4-20 

BILLS REFERRED TO EDUCATION & LABOR" 

Number Number Number Number 
Congress Year Referred Reported Passed HR PL 

82 51-52 232 08 07 04 

83 53-54 268 15 14 12 

84 55-56 468 12 11 10 

85 57-58 601 18 14 14 

86 59-60 720 17 10 07 

87 61-62 741 44 14 18 
(+6 Senate) 

88 63-64 500+ 25 14 14 

89 65-66 950+ 51 32 28 

·The number of bills passed by the House may be fewer than the 
number enacted into public law and derives from the fact that House 
passage implies only the House version, whereas those enacted into 
public law may include Senate versions amended to suit House purposes. 
These data are compiled from the United States House of 
Representatives Legislative Calendar. Committee on Education and 
Labor, 87th - 89th Congresses. 
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in the previous two terms. Productivity stayed high throughout Powell's 

tenure, peaking in his last term. The number of bills that became 

public law more than doubled during his chairmanship. The number is 

lower in the 88th Congress because ten committee bills were incorporated 

into other acts and thus are not reflected in the total number enacted. 

Reasons for Increased Workload and Activity. Several factors 

contributed to the higher workload and activity of the committee during 

the Powell years. First, President Kennedy proposed a new national 

agenda about the time Powell took the chair, and a large portion of it 

came under the committee's purview. For the first time, the issues 

under the committee's jurisdiction were high priority on the 

Administration's agenda. The President and the media emphasized the 

need for improved education and for a remedy to the poverty apparent in 

America, focusing national attention on efforts by Congress to address 

these problems. The Administration's education agenda, in the form of 

three major bills, was referred to Education and Labor. The new 

President stressed the need for assistance to public elementary and 

secondary schools and for higher education. He also emphasized the 

federal responsibility in the scientific fields. After a rather 

lackadaisical Eisenhower Administration on the subject of federal aid to 

education, the Kennedy Administration revived hopes and renewed fervor 

in favor of new education programs. 

Second, although the committee had little control over the growing 

number of bills under its jurisdiction, it did control the number of 

bills it considered and reported. In part, the increased activity was a 
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result of Powell's desire to process legislation. He could have ignored 

the mounting demands made on the committee by the House. But Powell, 

along with most others on the committee, had been frustrated under 

Barden and he wanted to get things done. He let his committee members 

do what they wanted. Powell also was willing to facilitate the 

investigation and passage of committee legislation. He freely gave his 

permission for members to hold hearings and conduct investigations, 

which augmented the activity and productivity of the committee. In 

addition, he moved things along in committee meetings. 

A third factor is related to the second. The long-thwarted, newly 

liberated committee majority also contributed to the rise in activity 

and productivity. Having been stifled by Barden for so many years, 

majority members seemed to rush to handle and report legislation that 

had been pent up for years by the chairman, either by himself or in 

concert with his friends in high places. 

Issues Considered. During the 87th to the 89th Congresses, 

members had the chance to accomplish many of the goals that had escaped 

them for years. The predominant emphasis was on education and on the 

poverty program, although the committee considered a healthy sampling of 

labor issues. 

Powell's first term as chairman commenced with a flurry of 

subcommittee activity. The 1961-62 education subcommittees held 

hearings on adult basic education, the problems of the aged and aging, 

captioned films for the deaf, and on various aspects of federal aid to 

education including grants to elementary and secondary schools, aid to 

higher education, university extension education, improvement of 
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education quality, and integration in public education. They also took 

testimony on the transfer of Freedmen's Hospital to Howard University, 

on juvenile delinquency, on school lunch, and on library services. The 

committee saw nine education laws enacted in the 87th Congress 

{Activities and Accomplishments, 87th Congress, 1963). 

The major labor legislation considered in the 87th Congress 

included amendments to the minimum wage law, the longshoremen's act, the 

coal mine safety act, compensation for federal employees, and migratory 

labor. The chairman directed that the committee take up minimum wage 

first because it had been blocked so successfully in previous 

Congresses. Subcommittees also worked on the training and developing 

manpower resources, on common situs picketing {also stalled by Barden), 

on equal employment opportunity, and on the Davis-Bacon Act, among other 

proposals. Nine labor bills were eventually enacted in the 87th 

Congress. 

The main thrust of the committee in the 88th Congress (1963-64) 

was the anti-poverty legislation {Activities and Accomplishments, 88th 

Congress, 1965). This committee was at the forefront in considering 

bills to aid Lyndon Johnson's War on Poverty. Dramatically brought to 

public attention during the Kennedy campaign in Appalachia, the 

prevalence of poverty in America had come to a head with Michael 

Harrington's widely read and controversial book, The Other America 

{1962). President Johnson responded to demands for action and made it 

the focus of his domestic agenda. Education and Labor featured 

prominently in efforts to remedy the problem. Not only was the issue 
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within its jurisdiction, but the close correlation between poverty and 

race made poverty an appealing issue for Chairman Powell. 

Months of deliberations culminated in the Economic Opportunity Act 

of 1964 (P.L. 88-452). The committee handled Ill bills related to this 

topic. Forty-eight of these, establishing a national peace corps, were 

reflected in the VISTA Corps portions of the program. Another 48 bills 

relating to a Youth Conservation Corps and work training programs were 

also incorporated. The work-study sections were derived from a 1963 

bill entitled the National Education Improvement Act. 

The Civil Rights movement also reached fruition during the early 

to mid-1960s. According to a committee print documenting its 

activities, the committee worked on 79 bills concerned with 

discrimination in schools and in employment, segregated schools, and the 

use of federal monies to aid institutions that discriminated on the 

basis of race (Activities and Accomplishments, 88th Congress, 1965). 

These efforts were incorporated into the Civil Rights Act of 1964 (P.L. 

88-352). 

During the 88th Congress, the committee also approved legislation 

that became the Higher Education Facilities Act of 1963 (P.L. 88-204) 

providing sorely needed grants and loans to colleges, universities, and 

two-year institutions for the construction of classrooms, laboratories, 

and libraries. The committee expanded the provisions of the NDEA to aid 

more curriculum areas, to create more teacher institutes, and to broaden 

student loans and fellowships (P.L. 88-665). Vocational education 

expenditures also were increased during the 88th Congress (Vocational 

Education Act of 1963, P.L. 88-210). Education and Labor also approved 
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and saw the enactment of a bill creating a National Council on the Arts 

(P.L. 88-579) to assist in the growth and development of arts in the 

United States. The total number of committee bills enacted in the 88th 

Congress does not reflect the ten bills that were incorporated into 

other programs, such as into the Economic Opportunity Act of 1964 or 

into the Civil Rights Act of 1964. 

Education bills were in the spotlight in the 89th Congress, which 

became known as the "Education Congress" because of the scope and 

magnitude of the education legislation enacted (Activities and 

Accomplishments, 89th Congress, 1967). The Elementary and Secondary 

Education Act of 1965 (ESEA, P.L. 89-10), a hallmark in the committee's 

history, was designed to provide comprehensive assistance to improving 

education in elementary and secondary schools throughout the country. 

Its major focus was on the educationally deprived and disadvantaged, a 

hold-over emphasis from the anti-poverty program, although it was 

designed to help all sectors of society. Committee members had been 

trying for years to get some sort of elementary and secondary school aid 

through Congress and had been thwarted at nearly all stages until the 

Civil Rights Act of 1964 removed the segregation obstacles from the path 

of federal aid to education. Additional compromises focused on pupils 

rather than on institutions, enabling members to get over the aid to 

church schools stumbling blocks. 

In addition to the ESEA of 1965 and its 1966 amendments (P.L. 89-

750), Congress enacted the Higher Education Act of 1965 (P.L. 89-329) 

and amendments to the aforementioned Higher Education Facilities Act 

(P.L. 89-752). The Higher Education bill was to strengthen resources of 
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colleges and universities and to provide financial aid to students in 

postsecondary and higher education. In addition to funds for library 

materials, for expansion of college work study, and expansion of grant 

authorizations for both graduate and undergraduate institutions, it 

provided scholarships for exceptionally needy college students. 

Fellowships for teachers and a National Teacher Corps were also 

included. The committee also was able to see the enactment of the 

International Education Act of 1966 (P.L. 89-698), which promoted 

international studies in various levels of educational institutions. 

Other important committee legislation enacted in the 89th Congress 

included the National Foundations on the Arts and Humanities Act of 1965 

(P.L. 89-209), which emphasized the importance of those fields, and the 

Library Services and Construction Act of 1966 (P.L. 89-511), which 

amended an earlier library act. 

In addition to education-related legislation, the committee did 

consider some proposals relating to labor. The committee, and 

subsequently Congress, approved amendments increasing the enforcement 

powers of the equal employment opportunity provisions of the Civil 

Rights Act of 1964. It also amended manpower training and development 

laws; enacted the Services Contract Act (P.L. 89-286), protecting local 

working standards under federal service contracts; and amended the 

Federal Employees' Compensation Act (P.L. 89-488). Congress also 

increased the minimum wage (P.L. 89-601). The committee considered 

numerous other bills that were not reported or were not enacted. 

Several bills died at post-committee stages of the process. 
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Committee Function. 1961-1966 

The function of committee in the 1960s was markedly different from 

what it had been during most of the previous decade. Whereas under 

Barden, the committee's mission had been to block progressive 

legislation and to maintain the status quo, the committee under Powell 

had an activist membership and agenda. And by virtue of the Speaker's 

interference in the assignment process throughout the 1950s, it was a 

liberal majority. The Democrats, including the chairman, set out to 

better the human condition and to change the status quo to something 

more humanitarian. The emphasis was on helping people become better 

educated, have better job opportunities, and thus experience a better 

quality of life. 

The committee was predominantly liberal and ready to go. Members 

wanted to pass legislation that had been bottled up by conservatives in 

previous congresses. They were successful largely because the chairman 

did not interfere in subcommittee operations. He gave the subcommittee 

chairmen free rein. Many of the accomplishments were possible because 

the chairman generally was on the same side as his majority members, 

unlike his predecessor, who had sided with the Republicans for the most 

part. The fact that the Administration backed the committee majority in 

. its desire to enact federal aid to education, increase minimum wage, and 

find a solution for the poverty problems also facilitated the 

committee's mission. 

The committee did not have smooth sailing in its mission. In 

addition to the substantial controversies generated by the subject 

matter under consideration, after awhile the chairman ceased being 
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cooperative. Members faced a situation not so different from what they 

had had to contend with under Barden. Powell began using his powers as 

chairman as a weapon. He used bill referral to subcommittees to punish 

his enemies and reward his friends. He pocketed bills instead of 

reporting them to the House. In the midst of its great legislative 

strides, the committee had to stop and restrain its chairman and enhance 

members' ability to act without him. 

Despite well-publicized difficulties with the chairman, 

the committee was able to accomplish a great deal during his last year 

as chairman. The "Education Congress" put out some of the landmark 

legislation that had been dammed up somewhere in the process for years. 

The Elementary and Secondary Education Act of 1965 was the premier 

legislation of the 89th Congress, followed by the Higher Education Act 

of 1966. The committee reported 51 bills that term, three times the 

number reported in the 86th Congress (1959-60}, Barden's last. Members 

were able to push through a large number of bills, some of them with 

major ramifications. 

Conclusion 

The Powell years represented the heyday of the Committee on 

Education and Labor. Never had it been such an integral part of the 

Administration's agenda or the public's attention. Never had its 

legislation had such widespread support. Never had it had the help of 

both the majority in the committee and the majority on the floor to 

accomplish its mission. As Powell said of the committee in the 88th 

Congress: 

The door to the Great Society has now been opened. The 
threshold has been crossed. These achievements have been 



made possible by the splendid cooperation of the members of 
the committee in studying and formulating sound legislative 
proposals (Activities and Accomplishments, 88th Congress, 
viii). 
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Education and Labor featured prominently as a vehicle for carrying out 

presidential programs. Members on this committee had never worked 

harder. They had before them some of the more important, landmark 

legislation of the century. In addition, they had other bills that 

perhaps were not as earthshaking as the anti-poverty program or the 

ESEA, but were nonetheless important to some. 

By the end of Powell's last term, Education and Labor had nearly 

reached its pinnacle as far as being a vital, salient committee. Not 

only had the quantity of work referred to them increased sharply, but 

the demand for quality became more critical. Members had their chance 

to make a mark on history -- to be remembered for contributing to some 

of the most innovative ideas and programs that the nation had seen since 

Franklin D. Roosevelt was in office. In addition to the landmark 

proposals, the committee considered and saw enacted numerous programs 

with limited impact, such as provision of reading materials for the 

deaf. The committee worked to protect migrant agricultural workers and 

child laborers. Members tried to alleviate some of the unemployment 

problems and the problems caused by extreme poverty. Many people would 

benefit from the work these members did during the 87th to 89th 

Congress. On the other hand, acceptance of these programs was not 

universal. Some people regarded them as poorly designed or ill-advised. 

Moreover, they cost taxpayers a great deal and in the 1980s, members are 

hard-pressed to hang on to the gains they made in social welfare in the 

early to mid-1960s. 



r 
"--~ ' 

V• 

VOLUME II 

BARDEN TO POWELL TO PERKINS: 
LEADERSHIP AND EVOLUTION OF THE 
U.S. HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

COMMITTEE ON EDUCATION AND LABOR, 
1951-1984 

by 

/ 

ANDREE ELIZABETH REEVES 

3 1272 00637 7376 
l ; ; 
I. 



264 

CHAPTER 5 

LEADERSHIP OF THE COMMITTEE: THE POWELL YEARS, 1961-66 

The discussions in this chapter center on Adam Clayton Powell, Jr. 

and how he led and operated the Committee on Education and Labor while 

he was chairman between 1961 and 1967. Because his background figures 

in his orientation and ultimately in his leadership style, this chapter 

includes a brief sketch of the chairman's background before he was 

elected to Congress, a section on his general orientation toward polices 

and toward the committee, and a section on his leadership style. 

Background Sketch of Adam Clayton Powell. Jr. 

Adam Clayton Powell, Jr. was an important man. He was an 

inspirational leader among blacks and chairman of the powerful Committee 

on Education and Labor during the 1960s. He attracted attention 

everywhere he went. Part of the appeal was his flamboyant personal 

style, in addition to his charm and physical attractiveness. Another 

part derived from his oratorical skills. He spoke eloquently on a broad 

array of topics and could move people with his words. He was the pastor 

of the Abyssinian Baptist Church. People listened when he preached 

on political as well as on religious issues. 

Powell was born on November 29, 1908 in New Haven, Connecticut, 

the son of a Baptist preacher. His paternal grandmother had been a 

Cherokee Indian who bore a son by a white slaveholder of German descent. 

The slaveholder died, leaving his squaw to fend for herself and her 
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unborn child. A former slave named Dunn took them in and raised Adam 

Clayton Powell, Sr. Powell married a young woman whose father was 

Colonel Jacob Schaefer, of the brewing family, and whose mother was the 

Colonel's mistress. Their daughter was Adam Clayton Powell, Jr.'s 

mother. Although Powell went through most of his life as black, he did 

not seem to be quite sure how black he really was (Edwin and Hickey 

1965, Powell 1971). 

Powell's father took a job as minister of the large Abyssinian 

Baptist Church in Harlem and moved the family there weeks after young 

Adam was born. Adam, Jr. grew up there and attended New York City 

public schools. In 1925, at sixteen, he entered the City College of New 

York. He failed out of school his first semester, but was allowed to 

return because of a family friendship with the president of the college. 

He failed five courses in his second semester, and was expelled. After 

months of education that only the streets of Harlem could provide, 

Powell enrolled in Colgate University. 

Powell apparently passed as white for a brief period while at 

Colgate (Hickey and Edwin 1965, 34-35; Lyons 1972). His roommate was 

white and he pledged a white fraternity. Apparently the fraternity 

background check was responsible for bringing the discovery out in the 

open. One of his friends recalled finding out that Powell was not 

white: 

"When the fall term started, the track coach told me to hunt 
up a Negro boy named Powell who was supposed to be a good 
440-yard-dash prospect." Vaughn was unable to find him. 
Then, a few weeks later, Vaughn's German professor was 
reseating his students in alphabetical order, and in so 
doing, called out the name "Powell." Vaughn looked at the 
freshman student, and thought "That can't be my 440 man. 



He's white." But then he looked harder and decided that 
Powell was, in fact, a Negro (Hickey and Edwin 1965, 34-35). 
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When the news leaked, Powell was unpopular all over campus. He joined a 

black fraternity instead of the white one, and stilled the disruption. 

In 1930, he graduated from Colgate . 

. After Colgate, Powell attended Union Theological Seminary. He 

left the seminary after several disagreements with its president, Dr. 

Henry Sloane Coffin, who told him that no minister could marry anyone in 

show business or who was divorced (Powell 1971, 37). Powell then 

enrolled in Columbia Teachers College and earned a Master's degree in 

religious education (Powell 1971, 37). He also obtained a degree from 

Shaw University in 1934. 

When his father retired in 1937, Powell took over the ministry of 

the Abyssinian Baptist Church where he cultivated a large part of his 

soon to be congressional constituency. In 1930, at the request of 

several prominent New York citizens, he agreed to organize the local 

populous for the fight to admit blacks to city hospitals. Later, he 

wrote: 

And so for the first time I heeded the call of the masses 
and became part of the struggles of the people of Harlem -
not through any wish of my own, not through any divine call, 
but simply because I had been born to begin my work in the 
Great Depression (Powell 1971, 57). 

He became an agitator and an activist in New York politics. In 1941 he 

was elected to the New York City Council. In addition to his religious 

and political activities, Powell also taught religious education at the 

extension school of Columbia University from 1932-40 and edited and 

published a city newspaper from 1941-45. 
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Powell was elected to Congress for the first time in 1944. He 

referred to himself as the "first bad nigger in Congress" (Powell 1971, 

70). Speaker Rayburn called Powell into his office and told him: 

Freshmen members of Congress are supposed not to be heard 
and not even to be seen too much. There are a lot of good 
men around here. Listen to what they have to say, drink it 
all in, get reelected a few more times, and then start 
moving. But for God's sake, Adam, don't throw those bombs. 

I said, "Mr. Speaker, I've got a bomb in each hand, 
and I'm going to throw them right away." ... After that first 
exchange Mr. Sam and I became close friends (Powell 1971, 
72). 

Powell went into Congress with his verbal bombs and guns blazing, making 

himself noticed, one way or another, from the very first day to the very 

last. 

Orientation of the Chairman 

Within the parameters imposed by environmental factors, the 

orientation of a committee chairman affects the way the committee is 

operated, the content of many committee decisions, and the perception of 

the committee held by other House members, as well as by the public. 

The chairman's inclinations and actions also can affect structural 

aspects of the committee, such as the rules, the degree of 

centralization, and the configuration of committee subunits. 

Several sources, such as books, interviews, articles, committee 

documents, and interest group scores provide valuable information 

concerning Chairman Powell's orientation. Powell, himself, helped a 

great deal by writing an autobiography in which he explained his outlook 

on several important matters. Others who knew and worked with him 

supplied additional insights. Moreover, his voting record provides a 

concrete record from which to infer his orientation. Committee votes 
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are scrutinized in light of his winning percentages and how often he 

voted with his Democratic colleagues on all votes and on votes showing 

the two parties in opposition. 

The Chairman's Constituency 

Fenno (1973) discussed a member's constituency in terms of 

concentric circles within the confines of the geographic boundaries of 

his district. The largest is a reelection constituency made up of 

people who voted for the member. Within the reelection circle there is 

a primary constituency, which includes the strongest supporters. The 

personal constituency is encompassed by the primary constituency. 

Within the geographic boundaries of the Fourth district of New 

York, Powell had his personal, primary, and reelection constituencies. 

In addition, he cultivated an even larger, national, constituency of 

blacks and other civil rights supporters. He effectively catered to his 

national constituency more than to his district, per se. 

As his biographers said of him concerning his early years in the 

House, "That he spoke for Negroes everywhere -- not just those in 

Harlem-- became increasingly apparent" (Hickey and Edwin 1965, 95). 

They wrote of his first few years in Congress: 

Many of his new colleagues in Congress wondered if he was 
not to be the Negro leader for which the times seemed ready 
and around whom would muster all the disparate forces of 
Negro dissatisfaction (Hickey and Edwin 1965, 95). 

Of course, by improving the lot of his national following, he also made 

advances on behalf of his reelection, primary, and personal 

constituencies. Part of the reason for this phenomenon was the 

tremendous overlap between the people in his district and those in his 

national following. And many of the national black leaders had Harlem 
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connections. Powell seemed to have a black mandate, especially when he 

was first elected. Hickey and Edwin (1965, 91-92) pointed out that 

White leaders would soon be criticizing him hotly, as the 
force of his dissent gathered momentum. Their criticisms, 
however, would be final proof to black America that Adam 
Powell truly represented it, and it alone. He was the black 
man's only black man in Congress. 

Powell's district in the 1960 census was about 86 percent black 

and Puerto Rican and was centered in Harlem. There were more than 

107,000 people per square mile in his district, with a total population 

in 1960 of 431,330 (Congressional District Data Book, 1963). He first 

was elected on the tickets of three parties, a fact that seemed to give 

him license to do and say anything in Congress and risk little wrath at 

home. 

Although his geographic and reelection constituencies were in 

Harlem, his primary constituency was even closer to home. If anything, 

Powell took advantage of his pulpit at the Abyssinian Baptist Church to 

cultivate his primary constituency among church members, of which there 

were thousands. He used it as his election organization. His 

biographers described the situation as follows: 

Adam [has] practically unlimited appeal to the females. 
Some overstater has said, in fact, that the Reverend Powell 
slithered into the House on the kisses he has implanted on 
Abyssinian's glassy-eyed sisters every Sunday morning" 
(Hickey and Edwin 1965, 105). 

The basis of black politics lies in the churches. Ministers in 

the black churches seem to have a disproportionate amount of influence 

over public opinions and actions. Not only did Powell have a hold over 

his congregation at the Abyssinian Baptist Church, but he commanded the 

attention of Harlem and blacks nationwide. His national constituency 
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included blacks throughout the land, although he usually managed to 

generate a great deal of controversy every time he spoke, not only among 

whites but among blacks as well. 

Chairman Powell 

In many ways, Adam Clayton Powell was a polar opposite of Graham 

Barden. The committee could hardly have had such a different chairman, 

particularly one of the same party. Whereas Barden was known for his 

conservative tendencies, Powell was renowned as an extreme liberal, 

particularly regarding civil rights issues. He long had been known as a 

defender and promoter of minority rights and was notorious for his 

"Powell Amendment" denying federal funds to states that discriminated on 

the basis of race. 

Barden, on the other hand, catered to his overwhelmingly white, 

conservative constituency, defending it from liberal advances and 

encroachments on the status quo. He is said to have voted against 

federal aid to education because North Carolina would have had to 

integrate its public schools to receive aid, a pre-condition Barden saw 

as federal interference. Powell, however, was all for this form of 

federal interference and for anything else necessary to make gains for 

non-whites. 

Powell used his chairmanship of the Committee on Education and 

labor as a tool for civil rights progress. Powell's congressional 

district was in Harlem, but he preached to a national constituency of 

blacks. He made few efforts to make gains for Harlem in particular, 

crusading instead for equality for all blacks. His constituency was 

much broader than Barden's had been. Whereas the latter worked for one 
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relatively small group of district residents in North Carolina, Powell 

worked for black causes nationwide, and sometimes on the international 

scene, and was a prominent figure in the Civil Rights Movement, although 

frequently he disagreed with other black leaders. Barden's gains for 

people outside his district were a by-product of his work, but Powell's 

gains for all blacks were deliberate. 

Powell was a hard pill to swallow for many House members, 

including some on Education and Labor. He had flouted the traditions of 

the House, angering many people along the way. For instance, he ate in 

the members' dining room -- and was the first black to do so (Powell 

1971, 82-83). Another event that incited a great deal of contempt was 

his public support of the reelection of Eisenhower in 1956 against 

Democratic challenger Adlai Stevenson. Two other members were censured 

years later for doing the same thing, but the procedure would have 

reeked of racism if the House had censured only Powell at the time. 

Powell's legal problems also disgruntled the House. He was under 

indictment for tax evasion after the Internal Revenue Service and the 

Grand Jury had investigated him intermittently for several years. 

Shortly after he assumed the chairmanship, his case was dismissed in 

Federal Court (Powell 1971, 182). Powell also was involved in a libel 

suit that lasted until 1968 and included at least four civil or criminal 

charges of contempt of court on Powell's part (see CO Almanac 1966, 520-

521). His legal problems are discussed in greater detail later in this 

chapter. 

A great many House members resented a black having the 

chairmanship of an important committee (Interviews, members). He 
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certainly would not stay "in his place." Southerners, in particular, 

feared the legislation that might come out of his committee and have 

adverse (in their eyes) effects on their constituencies. Other members 

resented his flamboyance (Powell 1971), his irresponsibility (Hickey and 

Edwin 1965, Wilson 1961), his eloquence, and his legal difficulties. 

They did not think that anyone, particularly a black, as flamboyant and 

as irresponsible as Powell, much less anyone who was under indictment 

for tax evasion, should be rewarded for his behavior with a committee 

chairmanship (Interview). Barden even had delayed his retirement in the 

hope that Powell would not be around to succeed him. He finally gave up 

because Powell was a much younger man than he and it did not appear that 

Powell had intentions of quitting Congress anytime soon (Puryear 1979, 

219). So many members despised Powell that no legislation reported by 

his committee bore his sponsorship, although he took credit for a great 

deal of the progress. 

On the other hand, liberal members of Education and Labor were 

delighted finally to be rid of the previous chairman. With Barden gone, 

their legislation had a substantially better chance of reaching the 

floor and of passing. With Powell at the helm, the legislation not only 

would not be blocked by the chairman, but it might even be facilitated, 

as long as it treated blacks well. Members knew, for example, that 

Powell favored federal aid to education, as long as it did not 

discriminate against his constituency. 

Powell also was oriented toward himself and his personal gain 

(Powell 1971, Hickey and Edwin 1965). He used his chairmanship as he 

used his pulpit. He fought hard for his people and enjoyed the 
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perquisites of the chairmanship, as he had those of the pastorship. He 

could live in high style, and the chairmanship of a salient committee 

provided him high visibility. He put his friends and his wife on the 

payroll. He approved his own travel and took whomever he wanted with 

him. In effect, he no longer had to have everything approved by someone 

else before his could do it. He was finally the one who did the 

approving. 

The chairmanship offered Powell additional access to the media and 

he loved the attention. Barden, too, had enjoyed the attention, but 

Powell was a real performer. According to his colleagues, he was 

charming and easily could sound articulate without really knowing much 

about the subject. He drove fancy cars and usually had beautiful women 

within arm's reach. He used his chairmanship to help his celebrity 

status, frequently taking credit for work that was done by others 

(Interviews, members and staff). 

Powell's Ideological Proclivities 

The chairman's ideological leanings are inferred from surrogate 

measures of liberalism and conservatism, namely from interest group 

scores, which are shown in Table 5-l. Ratings by the Americans for 

Democratic Action (ADA), the Americans for Constitutional Action (ACA), 

and the Committee on Political Education (COPE) are considered. 

Throughout his tenure as chairman, his ratings by the liberal 

interest groups were high. They were always above 80 and several times 

he rated 100 percent support. His scores on the conservative ACA scale 

were particularly low, slightly lower than the average Democratic 

committee member score. During his first term as chairman, Powell 



TABLE 5-1 

POWELL'S INTEREST GROUP RATINGS COMPARED TO SCORES OF 
OTHER EDUCATION AND LABOR COMMITTEE MEMBERS, 1961-66" 

Year Group Powell Democrats Republicans 

1962 ADA 100.0 88.3 20.7 

1961-62 COPE 100.0 90.9 5.2 

1961-62 ACA 0.0 9.4 81.0 

1964 ADA 92.0 82.7 12.0 

1963-64 COPE 82.0 90.0 23.6 

1957-64 ACA 13.0 10.1 85.3 

1966 ADA 88.0 82.8 16.5 

1965-66 COPE 100.0 89.2 16.1 

1966 ACA 10.0 13.6 73.4 

"Compiled from interest group ratings printed in Congressional 
Quarterly Weekly Reports for the various years under study. 
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scored the extremes on all three scales. He had 100 percent approval by 

the ADA and by COPE and voted wrong on every issue counted by the ACA. 

He voted more liberally than already liberal Democratic committee member 

averages. 

A comparison of Powell's and Barden's interest group scores for 

the 1950s, presented in Table 5-2, illustrates how much more liberal 

Powell was than Barden. The data show Powell far outscoring his 

southern colleague on the surrogate measures for liberalism. Using the 

1950s ADA and labor support scores, the average difference between 

Barden's scores and the mean scores of his committee colleagues was 

almost 55 points. For the same period, the difference between Powell's 

scores and those of the committee Democrats averaged just over 17 

points. His ratings would have been higher had he been present for all 

of the votes included. Powell voted "wrong" only occasionally, 

according to the interest group records, but his absences lowered his 

scores. 

The differences between Powell's scores and the average scores of 

the committee members during the 1960s, averaging 8.7 points, could not 

compete with the differences between the scores of Barden and committee 

Democrats in the 1950s. On average, Barden had been much more 

conservative than committee Democrats had been. Powell, on the other 

hand, was fairly representative of his majority committee members, as 

measured by interest group scores. The conservatives rarely could count 

on Powell, as they could on Barden, to side with them. 
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TABLE 5-2 

BARDEN VERSUS POWELL: INTEREST GROUP RATINGS IN THE 1950s" 

Group Year Barden E&L OEMS Difference Powe 11 Difference 

AFL 1947-52 3.7 54.5 -50.8 70.2 +15.1 

AFL 1951 20.0 67.1 -47.1 90.0 +22.9 

CIO 1951 0.0 55.0 -55.0 90.0 +35.0 

CIO 1951-52 0.0 57.6 -57.6 62.5 +4.9 

ADA 1951 7.7 60.4 -52.7 77.0 +16.6 

ADA 1952 0.0 58.2 -58.2 61.5 +3.3 

UNIONS 1953-54 33.3 72.6 -39.3 90.4 +17.8 

AFL-CIO 1947-56 26.3 55.1 -28.8 89.4 +34.3 

COPE 1959-60 10.0 88.7 -78.7 100.0 +11. 3 

ADA 1960 11.0 88.8 -77.8 100.0 +11. 2 

• Compiled from interest group "right" and "wrong" votes printed in 
selected Congressional QuarterlY Weekly Reports, 1951-1961. 
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Powell's Party Unity Scores 

House party unity scores, measuring how frequently a member votes 

with other members of his party on party votes, indirectly shed light on 

the chairman's orientation. Their informational value is limited to 

measuring a member's support for his party on "party votes" and, given 

the lack of unity among Democrats on certain issues, they cannot be used 

as measures of liberalism or conservatism. In Powell's case, his party 

unity scores were low in sharp contrast to his high degree of party 

support when voting in committee. 

Powell, it seems, did not rush to demonstrate particularly high 

degrees of partisanship on the floor during the 87th through 89th 

Congresses. As shown in Table 5-3, he showed only moderate support for 

his party, averaging over twenty points lower than did his committee 

Democratic colleagues. His 88th Congress score was particularly low. 

He sided with the Republicans, in effect, on over half of the party 

votes, either by voting against the Democrats or by not voting. These 

relatively low unity scores added to the resentment that his colleagues 

felt for him. At least in the 1980s, low scores have been known to 

prevent members from being awarded chairmanships or other party roles. 

At least two reasons may have had some bearing on his scores. 

First, Powell had a well-deserved reputation for being absent and 

absences detracted from the degree of party support measured by the 

unity scores. For example, according to one of his committee 

colleagues, Sam Gibbons (D-FL}, Powell missed 164 of 218 roll calls in 
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TABLE 5-3 

MEAN PARTY UNITY SCORES: CHAIRMAN POWELL, 
COMMITTEE AND HOUSE DEMOCRATS, 87TH - 89TH CONGRESSES" 

E&L HR E&L HR 
Congress Year Powe 11 OEMS OEMS REPS REPS 

87 1962 61.0 79.6 70.0 66.6 70.3 

88 1964 44.0 74.4 69.0 75.0 71.2 

89 1966 63.0 76.0 62.5 63.2 67.8 

• Statistics compiled from data presented in the Congressional 
Quarterly Almanac, 1961 to 1967. 
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1966 because of vacations in Bimini or elsewhere. 6 A member who is not 

present at the time of a vote cannot help his party. Second, he may 

have thought that some of the issues on which party votes occurred were 

discriminatory to blacks. He withheld his support on numerous programs 

because he thought either that they were discriminatory or that blacks 

could be treated better. He may have seen some of the issues on which 

party votes occurred as detrimental to black people. 

A rather ironic note is that Powell's party unity scores for the 

87th to the 89th Congress are reminiscent of Barden's low party unity 

scores in the 1950s. Nor were Powell's 1950s scores high. Over the 

years that Barden was chairman, Powell averaged 64.2 percent support for 

the Democratic party on House party unity votes and Barden averaged 38 

percent support. After Powell became chairman, he supported his party 

on just over half of the unity votes. 

The Chairman's Voting Behavior in Committee 

An examination of Powell's voting record on committee votes shows 

that his low degree of partisanship on the floor did not carry over to 

committee votes. His committee votes show how frequently he voted with 

his fellow Democrats, on all votes and on party votes, and how often his 

side prevailed. The number and percentages of times he supported his 

fellow Democrats on all committee roll calls is shown in Table 5-4. 

Contrary to the voting record of his predecessor, Powell rarely 

defected to the Republican side on party votes. What is more, he sided 

with his fellow committee Democrats much more frequently than he did 

6 Robertson (1966) and Congressional Quarterly Almanac, (1966, 520). 
This count excludes the 22 days Powell was in Europe at a meeting of the 
International Labor Organization. 
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with a majority of House Democrats. His support for the Democrats on 

those roll calls was exceedingly high -- 100 percent in four of the six 

years he was chairman, 90 percent for his entire tenure. He passed or 

was absent on several other votes. He voted with the majority of the 

Republicans on 15 percent of all committee votes, although many of these 

votes had a large portion of the Democrats aligned with a large portion 

of Republicans. Table 5-5 shows how often Powell voted with each party 

on committee roll calls on which the parties lined up against each 

other. 

The Chairman on the Winning Side 

In all but the last year of his chairmanship, Powell had an 

impressive record for voting on the winning side. The large Democratic 

majority helped his chances. Other than his frequent introduction of 

the Powell amendment in the 1950s, the majority members had little 

problem with Powell's voting behavior. Over the period of 1961-65, he 

averaged victories on more than 82 percent of committee votes, winning 

on over 90 percent in 1964, when the poverty bill was considered. 

During his last year as chairman, however, he was on the prevailing side 

on only 41.6 percent of the tallies. Table 5-6 shows the number and 

percentage of Powell's wins in committee. 

Powell's 82 percent overall winning record does not mean that he 

lost on 18 percent of those votes. On about 45 percent of the votes 

that he did not win, he was absent, passed, or voted present. In fact, 

he lost on only 16 of the 169 total record votes taken during his 

chairmanship. That means that of the 153 votes on which he cast either 

a yea or a nay ballot (either in person or by proxy), he was successful 
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TABLE 5-4 

POWELL'S SUPPORT FOR DEMOCRATS ON PARTY VOTES" 

Number and Number and 
Percentage of Percentage 
Powell's Powell's 

Number and Support for Support for 
Percentage of Democrats on Republicans on 

Cong. Year Party Votes Party Votes Party Votes 

87 1961 50 86.2% 46 92.0% 3 6.0% 

87 1962 11 68.7% 11 100.0% 0 0.0% 

88 1963 17 58.6% 14 82.3% 1 5.8% 

88 1964 25 92.6% 25 100.0% 0 0.0% 

89 1965 17 70.8% 17 100.0% 0 0.0% 

89 1966 5 41. 6% 5 100.0% 0 0.0% 

• Party votes are roll calls on which at least 70 percent of the 
Democrats opposed at least 70 percent of the Republicans. Compiled from 
roll call votes recorded in The Minutes of the Committee on Education 
and Labor, 1961-66. 
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TABLE 5-5 

NUMBER AND PERCENTAGE OF TIMES POWELL VOTED WITH EACH PARTY 

ON COMMITTEE ROLL CALLS" 

- By Year -

Congress Year N Ro 11 Calls With Dems. 

87 1961 58 91.3% (53) 

87 1962 16 87.5% (14) 

88 1963 29 82.7% (24) 

88 1964 27 100.0% (27) 

89 1965 24 100.0% (24) 

89 1966 12 41.6% (5) 

169 147 

With Democrats = 87.0% 

With Republicans = 15.4% 

87 1961-62 

88 1963-64 

89 1965-66 

- By Congress -

77 

56 

36 

87.0% (67) 

91.0% (51) 

80.5% (29) 

With Reps. 

13.1% (8) 

12.5% (2) 

27.5% (8) 

3. 7% (1) 

16.6% (4) 

25.0% (3) 

26 

12.9% (10) 

16.0% (9) 

19.4% (7) 

• Compiled from ro 11 ca 11 votes recorded in The Minutes of the 
Committee on Education and Labor, 1961-1967. 
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TABLE 5-6 

POWELL'S VOTES ON WINNING SIDE ON COMMITTEE ROLL CALLS" 

-- By Year --

Number Number 
of of 

Congress Year Votes Yl.i.!ll 

87 1961 61 49 (80.3%) 

87 1962 16 14 (87.5%) 

88 1963 29 23 (79.3%) 

88 1964 27 25 (92.6%) 

89 1965 24 21 (87.5%) 

89 1966 12 ~ (41.6%) 

Total 169 137 

Mean per term 28.1 22.8 

Percentage Total Wins= 81.0% 
Percentge Party Vote Wins = 95.0% 

-- By Congress 

Number Number 
of of 

Congress Year Votes Wins 

87 1961-62 77 63 (81. 8%) 

88 1963-64 56 48 (85.7%) 

89 1965-66 36 26 (72.2%) 

Total 169 137 

Mean 56.3 45.6 

Number of Number 
Party of 
Votes ~ 

46 43 (93.4%) 

11 11 (100%) 

17 14 (82.3%) 

25 25 (100%) 

17 17 (100%) 

~ ~ (100%) 

121 115 

20.1 19.1 

Number of Number 
Party of 
Votes ~ 

57 54 (94.7%) 

42 39 (92.8%) 

22 22 (100%) 

121 115 

40.3 38.3 

• Compiled from roll call votes recorded in The Minutes of the 
Committee on Education and Labor, 1961-1967. Party votes are defined 
as roll call votes on which at least 70 percent of the Democrats 
opposed at least 70 percent of the Republicans. 



284 

on about 90 percent. On the losing roll calls, he generally voted with 

most of the Democrats against a few Democrats combined with virtually 

all of the Republicans. Divisions among the Democrats accounted for 

most of his losses. 

That there were only twelve committee roll calls during the 1966 

session and that he was absent or voted present on five of them may have 

lowered the chairman's overall success record. During his last year, 

however, Powell also had some serious problems in his committee. One 

look at the changes made in the committee rules should reveal the extent 

to which he had provoked his colleagues into instituting restrictions on 

the powers of the chairman. Besides thevote on a motion to consider 

rules changes, which he voted against, and another on adoption of the 

rules changes, on which he voted present, the other issue he lost on was 

an Economic Opportunity Act of 1964 amendment concerning education 

payments relating to Indian children under the Poverty Program. Five 

absences or "present" votes out of the twelve further lowered his win 

total. In 1965, he lost on a procedural motion, on minimum wage, and on 

the higher education bill. 

In his first term as chairman, Powell voted on the losing side on 

several amendments to the College Academic Facilities and Scholarship 

Act, which never was enacted. In addition, he failed in his bid to keep 

NDEA funds from being slashed. In 1963-64, Powell's side lost on an 

anti-discrimination amendment to the extension of impacted areas 

legislation, on an exemption in the Coal Mine Safety Act for mines with 

fewer than fourteen people, and on two amendments to the Poverty 

Program. 
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Comparatively, Powell was much more successful in voting with the 

winning side than was Barden as chairman during the 1950s. Barden never 

won on more than 75 percent of the party votes, and with one exception, 

the more party votes there were, the worse his record. Barden won on 

58.5 percent of all votes, and on only 39 percent of the party votes. 

Powell, on the other hand, voted on the winning side on over 82 percent 

of all committee roll calls, and on 95 percent of the party votes during 

his tenure as chairman. While it is a rare chairman who can win on 

every vote, Powell was substantially more representative of his party 

and of his committee than was Barden. 

Leadership Style: Institutional v. Personal Resources 

The reader may recall that, in this dissertation, a chairman's 

leadership style is inferred from how he uses his resources, both the 

official prerogatives and the personal assets he may have at his 

disposal. One of the premises of this research is that chairmen differ 

in their approaches to the job and in their uses of the available tools, 

thereby contributing to a different sort of committee in terms of its 

structure, operations, and output. Just as congressional committees 

differ, their chairmen's styles differ. 

This section examines the elements of leadership style in two 

parts: 1) an examination of the chairman's use of official 

prerogatives; and 2) the chairman's use of his personal resources. 

Given his orientation, the manner in which he combines the two is a 

manifestation of his leadership style. 
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In his reliance on the written and unwritten prerogatives of the 

chairmanship, in his use of rewards and sanctions, in his reputation 

among his peers, and in his knowledge of the rules and of the subject at 

hand, Adam Clayton Powell differed from Graham Barden. The committee, 

though composed of many of the same members, was a different 

organization under the leadership of each chairman. It worked 

differently, had a different reputation, and had different outputs. The 

chairmen of Education and Labor provide evidence that leaders perceive 

and respond to environmental constraints and expectations differently, 

thereby having different leadership styles and different impacts. 

The 1960s committee had a new agenda, this time led by the 

Administration and carried out by a liberal majority, enabled largely as 

a result of the House leadership's interference in the assignment 

process. The work of this committee was important to a variety of 

people and it received a great deal of media attention. 

By and large, Powell, unlike his predecessor, let the committee 

run itself. Powell increased the staff, the number of meetings, and the 

number of hearings. He delegated much of the authority and took credit 

for the accomplishments. An active subcommittee system did most of the 

work. 

Reliance on Institutional Resources 

Since his power base derives in large part from the prerogatives 

of the position, a primary aspect of a chairman's leadership behavior is 

his response to expectations held by other members of his committee. If 

his actions coincide with the expectations of his committee members and 
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of the House, he will be successful and the committee will run smoothly. 

If not, he will be restrained. 

A chairman has a wealth of resources at his disposal. Whatever 

personal influence he may have augments his official power reserves. 

Although Education and Labor members added some amendments to the 

committee rules when Powell took the helm, in fact he had more 

discretion than Barden had had in the previous term. Although the 

subcommittees had been established by the 1961 rules and were given the 

authority to act as agents of the committee, the major difference was 

the lack of firmly defined jurisdictions. This lack left Powell a great 

deal of discretion over the referral of bills. He also had the 

authority to establish additional subcommittees as he wished. 

In other generally less consequential ways, the new chairman had 

less discretion. He was required to assign all members to one or more 

subcommittees. The rules designated the ranking majority members as 

subcommittee chairmen and directed the chairman to recommend as 

conferees with the Senate the members of the subcommittee that reported 

the bill in question. Without an outright confrontation, however, there 

was little way to enforce these provisions. By virtue of his 

chairmanship, the chairman could get away with disregarding the rules 

until a majority was willing to coalesce to call him on it. Few members 

relished challenging the chairman. 

Use of Subcommittees. Most of the committee's work during the 

1960s was done in subcommittees. Powell gave the subcommittee chairmen 

free rein to run their subunits. He let them do the work and was adroit 



at taking a great deal of the credit for programs that survived the 

process. 
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Contrary to Barden's referral practices, members voiced few 

complaints about Powell referring legislation to the wrong 

subcommittees, at least for the first two terms. The former chairman 

had referred bills strategically, depending on whether he favored them 

or not. According to staff, Powell and the members had a "gentleman's 

agreement" that if somebody had worked on a particular subject for a 

long time, related legislation would be referred to whichever 

subcommittee he happened to chair or sit on, regardless of the 

subcommittee's jurisdiction. For example, during the 87th Congress, 

bills relating to aid for the fine arts came under the jurisdiction of 

the Select Subcommittee on Education, chaired by Frank Thompson (NJ). 

In the 88th, Thompson chaired the Special Subcommittee on labor, which 

then considered bills to aid the growth and development of the fine 

arts. Also in the 88th, bills on "quality education," either relating 

to the NDEA or to cooperative research, were sent to the Special 

Subcommittee on labor, where Representatives Hugh Carey (NY) and James 

G. O'Hara (MI) served. Bills generally were referred to the 

subcommittees where their sponsors and promoters served. 

Powell did establish special subcommittees for his personal 

interest, as well as for the interests of other members. He chaired a 

subcommittee on the International labor Organization because of a 

personal interest (in the travel benefits, it is said). He also chaired 

the Subcommittee on the War on Poverty, comprising the most senior 

Democrats and assorted Republicans. In the 89th Congress, he sat as 
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chairman of the Ad Hoc Subcommittee on De Facto School Segregation, an 

issue of long-standing interest to him. It gave him another platform 

from which to decry racism and to take credit for efforts to abolish it. 

Powell also let other members chair subcommittees concerning 

issues of personal interest. He established a subcommittee to study the 

impact of automation on employment and appointed as chairman Elmer 

Holland (PA), who had a particular interest in labor and unemployment. 

Powell initially favored John Dent (PA) with chairmanship of the Ad Hoc 

Subcommittee on the National Labor Relations Board, but its ranking 

member, Roman Pucinski (IL), took it over when Dent was appointed 

chairman of the Subcommittee on the Impact of Imports and Exports on 

American Employment. Both subcommittee chairmen had strong labor 

constituencies that were adversely affected by automation and by 

imports. Powell, too, had a strong interest in the effects of 

automation on black labor and used the issue to needle labor unions 

about their discriminatory practices. 

Another notable detail about the Powell chairmanship versus the 

Barden chairmanship was that Powell used the subcommittees he created 

and Barden did not. Virtually all of the legislation referred to the 

Committee on Education and Labor subsequently was sent to a 

subcommittee. Unlike Barden, who had wanted to stifle "undesirable" 

legislation and had therefore refused to refer it to a subcommittee, 

Powell relied heavily on subcommittees. He was good at delegating the 

details to others. 

One scholar (Morrow 1969), however, accused Powell of 

circumventing the established subcommittee system by creating a new 
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subcommittee structure, assigning the new subcommittees jurisdictions 

similar to the old ones, and appointing to them members who shared his 

views. Morrow (1969, 40) said that Powell then referred most of the 

major bills to the newly created subcommittees. On the other hand, from 

an examination of the committee's activities and accomplishments and the 

ad hoc subcommittees that Powell established, this argument seems to 

have little merit. 7 The Subcommittee on the War on Poverty Program was 

the only ad hoc unit created to deal with major legislation. For the 

most part, the chairman assigned bills to the standing subcommittees. 

On occasion, he set up a task force or a subcommittee to investigate 

complaints or to study a subject in which he or another member was 

interested, but the standing subcommittees did most of the work. 

Conduct of Meetings and Hearings. The gavel provides one of the 

chairman's most valued resources. With gavel in hand, he controls, 

among other things, the conduct of meetings and hearings, the 

recognition of members to speak, the power to make parliamentary 

rulings, the power to call votes, the scheduling of legislation, the 

time allotted to consider a proposal, and conferences with the Senate. 

Moreover, he can do whatever he can get away with unless someone 

challenges him. 

Unlike Barden, Powell had no qualms about calling meetings during 

his first two terms as chairman. Because of Barden's disinclination to 

let the committee conduct business, meeting times were established in 

7 See Actjvities and Accomplishments of the Committee on Edycatjon and 
Labor, House of Representatives for the 87th through the 89th Congresses. 
These committee publications contain lists of all subcommittees and 
discussions of what each accomplished in each session. 
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the committee rules. If Powell were indisposed, Carl Perkins (0-KY) 

presided with his blessing. During the 89th Congress, however, the 

members were angered by Powell's increasingly frequent absences. Powell 

was indisposed so often that the members were frustrated in several 

attempts to push through their legislation. As a consequence, they 

instituted rules legitimizing their actions when he was not present. 

Verifying current practice, the new rules allowed the ranking majority 

member present to preside if the chairman were not available. A former 

staff member, however, disagreed with the need to change the rules, 

commenting that ''Powell's absences never stopped a thing. Perkins could 

do it-- he followed Adam's instructions to the letter" (Interview). 

Also in contrast to the previous chairman, Powell let his 

committee members hold hearings on just about anything. The 1961 

committee rules authorized subcommittees to hold hearings, receive 

exhibits, take testimony, and report the results or findings to the full 

committee. The chairman had to authorize any hearings held outside 

Washington or during a recess or adjournment. As a result of the 1961 

rules and of a cooperative chairman, there were many times more hearings 

held during the Powell years than there had been under Barden, with the 

exception of the 86th Congress when new rules were imposed on the 

latter. 

By all accounts, Powell was effective in his use of the gavel and 

its associated prerogatives, although he was not always fair to his 

opponents. He ran the meetings efficiently, but the Republicans 

claimed, on occasion, that he "stampeded" them. In response to one such 

accusation during the poverty hearings, Powell replied, "I am the 
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chairman. I will run this committee as I desire."8 On another 

occasion, he retorted, "It's my game, baby" (Green, Fallows, and Zwick 

1972, 135). 

Control of the Committee Agenda. The chairman has the power to 

control the committee's agenda. He can decide which legislation merits 

the most attention and which should be ignored. For the most part, 

Powell did not attempt to exercise strict control over what the 

committee considered. The committee had a full menu and he allowed his 

subcommittee chairmen to take full advantage of the opportunities 

afforded by the new salience of poverty and education. In the process, 

Powell exploited the racial aspects of every issue before the committee, 

holding up some long-awaited labor legislation because unions were 

unfair to blacks. 

The Chairman and the Committee Staff. Although the previous 

chairman had appointed what little staff there was in his last Congress, 

during the 1960s the subcommittee chairs effectively had control over 

their own employees. One member recalled: 

Under Powell, for the first time, the committee budgets were 
raised and there was adequate staff. Barden had kept all 
the committee staff to himself. The subcommittees also had 
staffs for the first time. The committee now had the 
capability to get things done (Interview). 

By virtue of the Rules of the House, as chairman, Powell had 

control over the appointment and duties of committee and subcommittee 

majority staff members. The ranking minority member had the same 

8 U.S. Congress, House, Committee on Education and Labor, Hearings on 
the Economic Opportunity Act of 1964, I II, 88th Congress, 2nd session, 
1964, p. 1150. Cited in Bibby and Davidson (1972, 239), Zarefsky (1986, 
54), and Jones (1984, 99). 
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authority over minority party staff. By the committee rules, he could 

delegate staff members, after consultation with subcommittee chairmen, 

to subcommittees wherever he saw fit. Other committee members desiring 

staff assistance were required to petition the chairman for his 

permission. One member, who claimed a large part of the responsibility 

for separate subcommittee staffs, commented: 

Committee members wanted Education and Labor to be immunized 
from Powell. He was uneven. I knew I could take advantage 
of Powell's status in the House and establish a precedent to 
have separate guaranteed funding for subcommittees. Banking 
and Currency -- the housing subcommittee headed by Raines -
was next. Now several subcommittees have it. It was easy 
to diminish Powell's power (Interview). 

Although Powell interfered very little with the functioning of the 

subcommittee staffs, the full committee majority staff was an entirely 

different matter. He hired almost all new people. There were only two 

members on the full committee staff who had been with Barden. One had 

come to the committee via Representatives Price Daniel (0-TX) and 

Representative Denver Hargis (O-KS). The other staff member previously 

had worked for the Committee on Appropriations. Powell then proceeded 

to staff the committee with friends and relatives, much to the chagrin 

of the rest of the committee, and ultimately, of Congress. 

Powell started his staffing abuses early in his congressional 

career. An Abyssinian Baptist Church aide, his secretary in the days 

before he became chairman was convicted of, among other things, being on 

a congressional payroll long after she had returned to New York (Hickey 

and Edwin 1965, 118-121). Powell was accused of taking kickbacks from 

her congressional salary, although no one ever could prove it. 
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Powell abused his chairmanship privileges by hiring his wife, at a 

salary of nearly $13,000, his girlfriend, and other people deemed 

unacceptable by the committee majority. Everybody knew it in 1966 when 

his then estranged wife, Yvette, who lived in Puerto Rico and was on the 

committee payroll at a salary of more than $20,000, complained that she 

had not been receiving her checks. Powell allegedly had endorsed her 

checks and kept the money (Udall 1972, 254). In addition, he frequently 

was accompanied by staff members, usually beautiful women, on his 

travels about the world (see Jacobs 1973, 251 for the specifics). 

Powell brought a torrent of criticism and attention to himself by 

flaunting his congressional privileges. In the process, he drew 

unfavorable attention to Congress itself. Many questions were raised 

about the propriety of taking his secretary, a Miss Universe runner-up, 

and another attractive female staff member on a trip throughout Europe 

at government expense, ostensibly to study equal employment 

opportunities for women in the member countries of the Common Market. 

The trip caused such a clamor back in the United States that Powell's 

career never recovered. His House colleagues even laughed at him when 

he returned to the floor (Hickey and Edwin 1965, 222-223). 

The chairman of the Committee on House Administration, Omar 

Burleson of Texas, threatened to reduce Powell's staff funding. Powell 

responded and further embarrassed the House by saying that he had done 

nothing that white Congressmen had not been doing for years. His 

supporters accused the Congress of scrutinizing Powell because he was 

black. The chairman exploited this argument to its fullest potential, 

saying 11 I wish to state emphatically that I will always do what every 
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other Congressman and committee chairman do in the House" (CO Almanac 

1966, 520). 

Treatment of the Minority. Some of the minority committee members 

seemed to have a generally favorable view of how Powell ran the 

committee, but such an opinion was far from universal. It is notable 

that a Republican cast the only dissenting ballot when the rules changes 

were instituted in 1966 and that a long-time Republican committee staff 

member stated that Powell was a good chairman. Nevertheless, Powell did 

not cater to the Republicans as had Barden, who sided with them on just 

about everything and who voted with them more often than he did with his 

fellow Democrats. On Powell's treatment of the minority, one majority 

member recalled: 

Powell treated the minority shabbily. He didn't give them a 
lot of attention. He wouldn't kowtow to them. When there 
was big stuff, he courted Republican support. He was 
solicitous of them. When the battle lines were clear, he 
ran right over them (Interview). 

Powell did have his disagreements with the Republicans and was 

well known for his partisanship on the committee. In one instance, in 

1961 he took control of the minority's office space, sparking nearly an 

all-out war with ranking minority member Carroll Kearns (PA). Kearns 

refused to move and Powell blocked the door (Saloma 1969, 120; Fenno 

1973, 87; and Interview, member). 

In 1966, the minority complained that hearings were scheduled at 

irregular hours, that members were not given proper notice, and that 

Powell was using the gavel to stifle dissent (Bibby and Davidson 1972, 

239). In House debate on Title I of the Elementary and Secondary 

Education Act of 1965, Powell requested that the debate and amendments 
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be cut off by 6:15p.m., thus precluding discussion of nine amendments 

to be offered by Republican committee members (Saloma 1969, 123; 

Eidenberg and Morey 1969, 135). As the partisan wrangling continued, 

one of the Republicans remarked that the product aptly could be entitled 

the "Railroad Act of 1965" (Saloma 1969, 124). 

In the hearings on the War on Poverty, the Republicans charged 

Powell with promoting unfair partisanship. According to one account, 

Chairman Powell selectively enforced a five-minute time 
limit on the cross-examination of witnesses, becoming 
especially strict when Republicans were questioning. The 
minority party was not allowed to question a witness until 
six Democrats had done so, although the committee's custom 
was to alternate between majority and minority members. 
Republicans further complained that they were not given 
sufficient advance notice of the committee's meetings 
(Zarefsky 1986, 53-54). 

Nor were Republicans happy when the Administration supplied a parade of 

witnesses in favor of the program and opponents were outnumbered. 

Fifty-six people testified as "primary" witnesses in favor of the bill, 

whereas only nine testified against it (Bibby and Davidson 1972, 239). 

On occasion, the chairman also employed other techniques to 

irritate Republicans. When the anti-poverty bill was marked up, Powell 

locked out the Republicans and the final amending and revisions were 

done by the committee Democratic caucus (Zarefsky 1986, 54). During the 

markup session, the Republicans picketed the locked meeting room 

carrying a sign saying, "Open the door, Adam" (Fenno 1973, 87). 

Powell's actions were ironic. Eighteen years earlier, he had complained 

bitterly that the Taft-Hartley Act had been marked up by the Republicans 

in secrecy (Hardeman and Bacon 1987, 329). Everything the minority 

proposed was rejected, usually by straight party vote, and members 
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alleged that the Chairman did not allot them sufficient time to explain 

or justify their proposals (Zarefsky 1986, 54). 

In sum, Powell acted less favorably toward the Republicans than 

did his predecessor, Chairman Barden. Powell exploited and exacerbated 

party rifts and sometimes intentionally annoyed Republicans, whereas 

Barden frustrated his fellow party members by continually siding with 

the opposition. While the minority, for the most part, agreed that 

Powell was an effective chairman, they, too, voted to curb his behavior 

and adopted new committee rules. He had no reliable allies among the 

Republicans such as Barden had cultivated. 

Disoensation of Rewards and Sanctions. As defined by Stogdill 

(1974, 287), "reward power implies the ability of one individual to 

facilitate the attainment of desired outcomes by others." Powell had to 

take advantage of his reward power to attain his own outcomes. In 

effect, he had an implicit arrangement with the subcommittee chairman. 

Because his name on a bill or his association with a particular position 

on an issue generated so much automatic opposition, he needed his allies 

to enable him to achieve his policy goals. Carl D. Perkins (D-KY) told 

the author that Powell's name on a bill was "poison" (Interview). A 

frequently repeated comment reinforces this point: "Powell loses twenty 

votes every time he stands up on one side or another on an issue" 

(Quoted in Eidenberg and Morey 1969, 53). 

It is interesting to note that on several occasions, while 

avoiding sponsorship himself, Powell managed to look magnanimous by 

stepping aside and allowing someone else to sponsor and manage an 
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important piece of legislation. For instance, about sponsorship of the 

poverty bill, one set of scholars wrote, 

Powell took an active interest in the bill, though he agreed 
to the administration's tactical suggestion that a respected 
southern moderate, Representative Phil M. landrum (0-GA), 
serve as the bill's principal sponsor (Bibby and Davidson 
1972, 238). 

By having a conservative introduce the bill and by keeping Powell's name 

off of it, southerners and other conservatives ostensibly might be more 

likely to support it. 

Powell used bill sponsorship as a basis for and a reward for 

support. For example, in 1965 the committee responded to a large 

earthquake in California by passing unanimously a disaster relief bill 

in the form of amendments to the impacted areas legislation. In those 

days, only one sponsor's name could appear on a bill. The chairman 

selected the most senior of the five freshmen assigned to the committee 

in 1965, William Ford (0-MI), to sponsor the clean bill, a major piece 

of legislation with good chances of passing the House. Powell earned 

Ford's support because the new member had not been in the House for two 

months and he had a law with his name on it. Next the chairman went to 

Patsy Mink (HA), lloyd Meeds (WA), William Hathaway (ME), and James 

Scheuer (NY). He gave each a bill with his or her name on it that would 

probably pass (Interview, member). 

Powell's main use of his reward power was to let the other 

committee members do as they pleased. Then he claimed the credit for 

their accomplishments. He could do so under the rationale that he let 

them do it; he did not stand in the way of progress (but he could have). 

One member said, 



Powell took credit for everything like it came from his 
tutelage. There was no such thing as a Powell tutelage. 
This was just to feed his ego. He acted like he was behind 
the scenes (Interview). 
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One pair of scholars suggested that he let "the committee have its head" 

because he did not want to have his authority challenged (Eidenberg and 

Morey 1969, 52). There is also evidence to suggest that he let the 

committee do as it pleased largely because he was not interested in 

doing the nitty-gritty work necessary to produce good legislation. He 

much preferred to act as the "committee mouth" and let others act as the 

hands. Since by all accounts he had a short attention span (Bolling 

1966, 98), he could relax in Bimini or on the government's cruise ship 

and let the more diligent members write the legislation and haggle over 

the small print (Interviews, members and staff). 

Two themes dominated the literature and the conversations with 

committee members and staff. The first was Powell's hands-off mode of 

committee operations, resulting in a rather smoothly functioning 

organization. Members generally were pleased that the chairman had 

followed this practice. The second prevalent thread was that Powell 

took credit for everything accomplished by the committee. In effect, 

the first theme represented his rewards for cooperation, and the second 

his use of sanctions. He claimed credit for other members' work, 

depriving them of possible national acclaim. 

Another way Powell employed rewards and sanctions was by the 

referral of bills. According to several staff members, although the 

chairman usually referred bills to the designated subcommittees, he 

sometimes used his referral powers to "punish his enemies and reward his 

friends," particularly in his last term (Interviews, staff). He ran 
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afoul of his committee when he violated the "gentleman's agreement" on 

bill referral. He assigned bills without regard to tradition, a 

practice that annoyed committee members. On several occasions, he sent 

a subcommittee chairman's coveted bill to another subcommittee. For 

instance, Edith Green (0-0R), who chaired the Special Education 

Subcommittee, had had jurisdiction over the Juvenile Delinquency and 

Youth Offenses Control Act of 1961 (P.L. 87-274) since the 87th 

Congress. In the 89th, Powell took it away from her and referred it to 

the General Education Subcommittee. Staff members said that he "swapped 

situs picketing around, too" (Interview). 

Another of Powell's actions that could be considered a sanction 

concerned the speed, or lack thereof, with which he referred bills to 

subcommittees. Since there was no routinized procedure concerning 

referrals, bills were sent to subcommittees when the chairman got around 

to directing that they be sent. Members became irritated when Powell's 

absences and poor office procedures delayed the transmittal. A former 

staff member said, 

I don't know if the delays were deliberate or if they were a 
result of sloppiness. The clerk would not act without 
specific directions and frequently Powell was not available 
(Interview). 

Several people connected with the committee during the 1960s said 

that Judge Howard Smith, Chairman of the Rules Committee, had a rumored 

and unpublicized practice of letting Education and Labor have only one 

rule a year. "No rules for schools was a known Smith policy" (Johnson 

1971, 209) According to staff, "Powell played games with this. He 

created a jam over whose bill it would be. The last in line wouldn't 

make it" (Interview). 
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Powell also used sanctions for bargaining purposes with the House, 

not just the committee. On several occasions, Powell help up action on 

a major bill until promises made to him were fulfilled. He delayed 

action on elementary and secondary education legislation in 1965 until 

he was granted the $440,000 he had requested for operating expenses for 

the committee. Although the House balked because members were "edgy 

about his conspicuous junketeering" (Goldman 1969, 302), President 

Johnson persuaded the House to give him his money so the committee could 

act (Johnson 1971, 211). 9 

Another example of his bargaining tactics occurred with 1966 

amendments to Economic Opportunity Act of 1964. He held up the bill for 

four months after the committee reported it on June 1 while he 

negotiated for what he wanted in the program. He also withheld a task 

force report that he had received in March showing the anti-poverty 

policy to be a good program until one week before the bill was to 

reported on the floor in September, 1966 (CO Almanac 1966, 257, 520). 

His absences, as well as an unusual Rules Committee action contributed 

to the delays. The Committee on Rules had issued a rule giving the 

Speaker the option to bypass the committee chairman in calling up the 

poverty bill. Powell was insulted and refused to cooperate with efforts 

to secure a floor vote. He finally relented and allowed it to be 

scheduled for September 26. His actions on this bill led to the 

committee revolt against him four days before the bill came to the floor 

(See Loftus 196Gb; CO Almanac 1966, 520). 

9 See Hickey and Edwin (1965, 285-288) for a more thorough discussion 
of Powell's delaying tactics in general. 
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Chairman Powell also balked on two labor bills considered 

important by the liberal Democrats on the committee and in the 

Administration. AFL-CIO leader George Meany was not pleased when Powell 

delayed action on the repeal of section 148 of the Taft-Hartley Act that 

gave states the right to enact "right-to-work" laws outlawing the union 

shop. He would not report the bill to the House until legislation, 

which had yet to be introduced, strengthening federal laws against 

prohibitions of discrimination by labor unions had been enacted. He 

later moderated his position and reported the bill, along with a 21-day 

resolution to speed its trip to the floor (CO Almanac 1965, 827; 1966, 

520). 

Powell also held up the situs picketing bill of 1966 because the 

construction unions were discriminatory toward blacks. After it had 

been approved by the committee, he delayed reporting the bill pending 

Senate action on it and on an anti-discrimination in employment bill and 

the House had passed the minimum wage bill. By May of 1966, these 

conditions had not been met. Powell arranged with the Speaker to have 

the situs picketing bill removed from the House calendar, an action 

that, in effect, was a pocket veto (CO Almanac, 1965, 832-843; 1966, 85, 

520, 820; and Loftus 1966a, 1966b, 1966c). 

Conclusion: Institutional Resources 

In many respects, Powell was a "good" chairman, in the words of 

his committee members, who approved, in large part, of his committee 

leadership. He presided competently and ran meetings well. His style 

facilitated the consideration and approval of legislation that members 

and the Administration deemed important. He was an eloquent spokesman 
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both among his constituents and in Congress; and whatever other elements 

might play a role. A chairman's personal power is shaped by his use of 

institutional prerogatives, by the institutional context, and by his 

personal attributes. His reliance on personal resources also shapes his 

use of institutional tools. 

Expertise on Subject Matter and on Rules 

Powell did not appear to be the expert on either the subject 

matter or the rules that his predecessor was. While other members were 

willing to and capable of spending hours pouring over the details of 

major legislation, Powell either could not or would not. He claimed to 

have the expertise, but, in fact, he did not. A fellow committee member 

described him as follows: 

Powell was pretty irresponsible. Other committee members 
were afraid that he'd get up on the floor and make some 
terrible blunder because he didn't know what was going on. 
He took a lot of credit but really didn't know (Interview). 

According to people who knew him, Powell became bored easily. He was 

undependable. He could not be counted on to be there when he was 

needed, much less to say what he was supposed to say or to support what 

he was supposed to support. Moreover, many thought that he could 

undermine progress with one fell swoop of his "Powell Amendment." 

On the other hand, Powell was an expert at thinking on his feet 

and at articulating those thoughts. He could make a sound and eloquent 

case for a proposal knowing little about it at all. His expertise lay 

in his oratorical skills. He left the details to be worked out by 

others. One of his committee members said, "Powell was there to open 

debates on the floor but then he turned it over to those who worked on 

it" (Interview). 



303 

for the committee. During his first few years as chairman, Powell used 

his institutional resources to the benefit of the majority -- for the 

committee rather than against it. For the first time members were 

allowed to do what they wanted to do and to accomplish what they wanted 

to accomplish. One of his committee colleagues, John Brademas (D-IN), 

said of Powell, 

He was a tragic figure. He had intelligence, charm and 
power, but he lacked the character to put it all together. 
He was an effective chairman in the early years, but then he 
ran out of gas (Quoted in Lyons 1972). 

Like his predecessor, Powell abused his powers. He began to take 

undue advantage of his prerogatives. He thwarted the will of the 

majority in delaying several of its most critical bills and brought down 

the wrath of the House and of the committee by embarrassing them. He 

hired several unscrupulous staff people who stole money from the 

committee or who had no business being on the payroll at all. He abused 

the travel privileges. But his biggest sin was that he did it so 

publicly. In effect, he held them all up to ridicule. He would never 

be forgiven by his colleagues. The committee revolted against Powell 

just as it had against Barden. The House took action against Powell, 

stripping him of his chairmanship and subsequently refusing to seat him 

in 1967. 

Reliance on Personal Resources 

A second aspect of the chairman's leadership style is illustrated 

via an analysis of his reliance on the personal resources at his 

disposal. His personal resources include his expertise on the 

committee's subject matter and the rules; his reputation as a leader, 
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Powell also was expert at exploiting the racial aspect of every 
I 

issue. He could find a racial argument in just about every issue or 

position that he opposed, saying that it was detrimental to blacks or 

accusing the people supporting it of being bigots or "Uncle Toms." He 

used race as a tool for achieving his goals, almost as blackmail. One 

House member and author referred to this practice as the "racial 

bugaboo," saying that "for years Mr. Powell successfully answered all 

criticisms with cries of 'bigotry' and 'racism'" (Udall 1972, 255). 

On the floor of the House he intervened with a point of order to 

question the propriety of Congressman Rankin's use of the term "nigger" 

in his speeches before the House. Although Speaker Martin ruled that he 

had heard "Negro" rather than its more offensive variation, by raising 

the issue, Powell had forced it to be printed in the Congressional 

Record, thereby bringing it to public attention (Hickey and Edwin 1965, 

111). 

He put some of his fire to paper in his book, Marching Blacks, a 

controversial history of the black struggle that drew attention to many 

of the problems of blacks. He particularly attacked the South and urged 

blacks to move to the North, where the schools were not segregated, 

there was no poll tax, and even the worst conditions were better than 

those in the South (Powell 1945). 

Although not a widely renowned parliamentarian, Powell had 

sufficient expertise to manipulate the Rules of the House and of 

parliamentary procedure to his advantage. His aforementioned closure of 

the debate on the Elementary and Secondary Education Act was an example 

of such ability. But he was not known particularly for his ability to 
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run rings around the Congress or to tie it in procedural knots by 

tactical maneuvers. Instead, he raised sticky questions that involved 

it in debate or stalemate for hours. Nevertheless, in his last term, by 

thwarting the rules altogether, he delayed or prevented legislation from 

coming to the floor. 5 

Few people could deny that Powell was one of the great orators of 

his day. He was a Baptist preacher by training. He could manipulate a 

crowd on the street or a group in the House. One House member said, "He 

had crowds eating out of his hand. He moved people. That was his 

talent and what he enjoyed doing. He was a preacher -- not much as a 

legislator" (Interview, member). Powell's biographers described a 

campaign speech in 1958: 

For thirty minutes, Powell held them rapt. It was a strange 
and highly-charged scene .... His words, gestures, 
intonations, and appearance were almost calculatedly 
sensual. At one instant, he roared his plain so that it 
rumbled across the black faces; at the next he was silent, 
unbreathing, and tentative, until the next rush of passion 
tumesced in him. He worked over them with the attention and 
fastidiousness of an amorist .... (Hickey and Edwin 1965, 
151-152). 

He also could speak at length on subjects about which he knew 

little. In one episode, he had been before the Committee on Rules 

presenting the case for an Education and Labor bill. When Rules members 

asked him about another Education and Labor bill, about to be pleaded by 

Representative Green (D-OR), Powell had no inkling of what they were 

talking about, but extricated himself gracefully by presenting a 

5 See discussion of situs picketing, amendments to the poverty 
program, and "right to work" legislation in the section on Powell's use 
of institutional resources. 
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persuasive and articulate case for why Mrs. Green would be the best one 

to talk to about the bill (Interview, member). 

The Chairman's Reputation 

Powell had the reputation of being one of the most influential and 

powerful black politicians of his day and "one of the Congress's most 

warmly disliked members" (Eidenberg and Morey 1969, 52). One member 

said, "He could have eclipsed Martin Luther King" if he had played by 

the rules of the game (Interview, member). Another wrote: 

Adam Clayton Powell equals Martin Luther King in magnetism, 
in intellect. But King has something Powell has not: 
exemplary character and moral force. But more important, 
Powell had something King could never hope to have: cold 
political power beyond that ever held by a Negro. His lack 
of King's character threw this magnificent potential away 
(Udall 1972, 254). 

Powell's reputation as one of the most influential black leaders 

often put him in competition with other blacks prominent in the Civil 

Rights Movement. He frequently played hard ball in efforts to prove his 

importance and to maintain his reputation as a preeminent leader of 

black causes. Taylor Branch wrote that Powell resorted to blackmail to 

prevent Martin Luther King from picketing the 1960 Democratic National 

Convention in Los Angeles over the civil rights plank in the platform. 

Reportedly Powell threatened to tell the press that King was having a 

homosexual affair with Bayard Rustin, who was known among black leaders 

to have a homosexual "problem" (Branch 1988, 314-315; Garrow 1986, 140). 

Powell's reputation as a leader among blacks also made him a much 

sought-after prize in the endorsement competition accompanying the 1960 

presidential campaign. He had supported Lyndon Baines Johnson prior to 

the Democratic National Convention, but was persuaded to make ten 



speeches for Kennedy after the latter received the nomination, 

purportedly for a payment of $50,000 (Branch 1988, 343). 
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Adam Clayton Powell also had a well-deserved, notorious 

reputation. There was nothing even remotely inconspicuous about him. 

Everything he did attracted attention -- his speeches, the cars he 

drove, his female companions, his travels, and his absences. He earned 

renown for being a philanderer. Wherever he went, he was in the company 

of beautiful women. This attracted a great deal of attention, some of 

it flattering and some of it not, among his constituents and among his 

colleagues in Congress. Defending himself from various accusations of 

hedonism, Powell said: 

I have been criticized during my life for admitting that I 
enjoy the company of women. And there have been times when 
I have been told that it would be better not to let 
photographers shoot me with a glass in my hand. I have also 
been accused of almost everything -- of being a black 
racist, an Uncle Tom, a rabble-rouser, a pleasure-seeker, a 
slanderer, and much more. But I have never been accused of 
being a hypocrite, of saying anything I did not believe in, 
or doing anything I did not enjoy (Powell 1971, 235). 

Powell Among His Constituents. Powell's reputation among his 

constituents differed from his reputation among his peers in Congress. 

Although many elements were the same, many of his constituents seemed 

proud, whereas most members of Congress were annoyed or embarrassed. In 

his district, the chairman was known as the Reverend Powell of the 

Abyssinian Baptist Church. Although he referred to himself as a "poor 

parish priest," his constituents' admiration for him grew from his role 

as pastor, his physical attractiveness, and his efforts to advance 

minority rights (Valenti 1975, 187; Udall 1972, 252). He had a fiery 

style in the pulpit. 
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He could move crowds with his words like few others and could 

manipulate them to do just about anything. He had a flair for making 

people believe in the image he put forth. His biographers cited several 

examples of the loyalty of his constituents as he was being tried for 

tax evasion: 

I'm standing here praying for him. I know God will answer 
my prayers. He champions the underprivileged and is a 
leader of people in all walks of life. 

I love Reverend Powell. He began helping us workers years 
ago. I know this day he's being prosecuted for helping us. 
I intend to stand for him until the end of this unfair 
trial. 

Reverend Powell is the greatest living Negro we have. It's 
a downright shame he has to suffer for this. 

I feel that because he has been so outspoken in representing 
us is the very reason he's in there. 

I'm for Adam because he can't be bought. He fights hard out 
there for me and I know it (Hickey and Edwin, 167-68). 

In addition to his appearances of uprightness, Powell also was 

dashing and had great appeal among the Harlemites, especially the women. 

His reputation as a womanizer was not hurt by escorting women who were 

among the most beautiful in the world. He frequently was seen in the 

company of a Miss Ohio, Corinne Huff, who had also been a runner-up in 

the Miss Universe pageant and was on the committee staff. 

More important to his career, Powell had a reputation for fighting 

for the rights of "colored" people, and of irritating a great many 

whites in the process. He frequently was in the forefront of public 

attention in the civil rights movement, although he had his differences 

with other black leaders, such as Martin Luther King and A. Philip 

Randolph. Powell advanced his reputation and broadened his public 
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appeal via his editorial "Soapbox" column in The Amsterdam News, a 

weekly New York newspaper of the time. Later the column appeared in The 

People's Voice, established to enable him to reach a larger constituency 

than only the Abyssinian Baptist Church and the New York City Council. 

He used it to make anti-right wing declarations, attacking fascism at 

home as well as abroad, and pronouncing against racial inequities 

(Hickey and Edwin 1965). 

Powell's Reputation in Congress. His colleagues in the House had 

an entirely different impression of the fiery speaker and angry young 

man from New York than did his flock. In Congress, he was considered by 

many to be a trouble maker, especially by the southerners. They thought 

him "the very opposite of the model 'good Negro' as typified by 

Representative Dawson of Chicago," chairman of the House Committee on 

Government Operations (Hickey and Edwin 1965, 135). Powell frequently 

referred to Chairman Dawson as an "Uncle Tom" or a "house Negro." 

Powell was convinced that Dawson had undermined a strong civil rights 

plank on the 1952 Democratic party platform (Powell 1971, 90-91). 

Powell irritated other Democrats in Congress because he would not 

toe the party line. His trouble-maker image grew when he bolted the 

Democratic Party publicly to support Eisenhower's reelection in 1956. 

The party, in effect, had its hands tied because every suggestion that 

Powell be disciplined was greeted with accusations of racism on the part 

of House Democrats because they had failed to discipline other members 

who also had deserted the party. 6 

6 See Sorenson (1965, 340) Hardeman and Bacon (1987, 455); Powell 
(1971, chapter 10); and Puryear (1979, 132}. 
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Many members of Congress thought that Powell himself was a racist. 

He agreed: 

The white man just doesn't understand what the Negro is 
thinking. Everything they call me downtown -- demagogue, 
racist -- strengthens me uptown. My people want me to be a 
racist-- we're all racists (Hickey and Edwin 153-154). 

Members of Education and Labor accused him of playing to his 

constituency and of insincerity in his use of the "Powell Amendment," 

which would deny federal funds to any state whose schools practiced 

racial segregation. Many perceived his frequent use of his amendment as 

a ploy to annoy those trying to win aid for education. Once during the 

Barden years, the use of this amendment allegedly led to blows when 

Powell offered the anti -di scrimi nation rider and Representative 

Cleveland Bailey (0-WV), accusing him of trying to destroy the public 

school system, landed a punch on Powell's jaw, knocking him to the 

floor. Both gentlemen denied the incident. 7 

In his favor, Powell had the reputation among many of being one of 

the brightest members of Congress. He certainly was one of the most 

articulate. One of Speaker Rayburn's lieutenants said that Powell was 

one of the twelve smartest men in the House, one that "you don't tangle 

with until you've done your homework" (Hickey and Edwin 1965, 211). 

Another party wheel said, "He was brilliant, amoral, and an excellent 

chairman" (Interview, member). One member said that columnist Murray 

Kempton called Powell "brilliant, beautiful, and treacherous. Like a 

pet ocelot in the House" (Interview). The member continued, "Powell had 

7 This incident was described in an interview with a former committee 
member. It is also cited by Hickey and Edwin (1965, 133), MacNeil (1963, 
311-312), and Puryear (1979, 110). Puryear cited the Greensboro Daily 
News, July 22, 1955 as one of his sources. 
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catlike movements, too. If you turned your back, you were likely to get 

clawed" (Interview). Another wrote that he was "a study in contrasts: 

brilliant, but erratic" (Udall 1972, 252). 

In addition to his brilliance Powell seemed to cultivate the 

reputation of being irresponsible. Several members and staff members 

alluded to this trait in interviews with the author. Powell's many 

absences were a contributing factor to this facet of his ill repute. 

His limited attention span was another. One member commented, "When 

Adam Clayton Powell was interested, he showed up. If he wasn't, he 

didn't" (Interview, member). 

Powell was reputed to be a debonair, articulate, verbose, 

irresponsible trouble-maker who did not know his place was a formula for 

ill-will in the House. His reputation affected his acceptance by other 

members and, ultimately, his career. As a later Education and labor 

Committee chairman said, "it was poison for Adam Clayton Powell to have 

a bill with his name on it. Pure, blatant racism" (Interview). Bills 

lost support rapidly if Powell's name was attached. Two scholars 

writing on the Elementary and Secondary Education Act of 1965 noted that 

Powell always was able to provoke a "high level of personal antagonism" 

(Eidenberg and Morey 1969, 53). 



313 

Powell's Legal Difficulties8 

Powell's troubles with the law did little to aid his reputation in 

Congress. He flouted authority left and right throughout all his legal 

troubles, ignoring court orders and claiming ignorance or poverty. 

First, two of his aides and a congressional secretary were indicted for 

tax evasion. When Powell was called to bring his financial records and 

to testify at the trials of the two aides, he claimed that all the 

records had been destroyed in a fire at the Abyssinian Baptist Church 

and that he knew nothing of any improprieties that might have occurred. 

In the case of his secretary, who had worked at the church for years, 

she stood accused of receiving a congressional salary after she had 

returned to Harlem. She was charged with kicking back her salary to 

Powell between 1948 and 1952 and was convicted and sentenced to prison 

for seven months. The investigation focused on Powell but no concrete 

evidence against him could be found. Subsequently, the indictments 

against one of the aides were dropped. The other was convicted and 

sentenced to a year in prison and a $1000 fine in 1956. 

The government's investigation of Powell was now public knowledge. 

He finally was indicted for tax evasion in 1958. He allegedly prepared 

false returns for his wife, Hazel Scott, who was not charged, and under

reported both their earnings. But in January of 1960 the indictments 

against Powell were dismissed. 

8 Unless otherwise noted, information in this section was drawn from 
the following sources: Powell (1971, 159-184); CO Almanac (1966, 519-
524); Jacobs (1973); and Hickey and Edwin (1965, 280-85). 
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The third legal difficulty adding to his image problems stemmed 

from a 1963 libel suit brought by Mrs. Esther James, a black domestic, 

whom Powell had referred to in a televised interview as a "bag woman," 

(i.e., a graft collector) for the Police Department in Washington 

Heights, New York. 9 Powell claimed that he was only providing 

information to his constituents and claimed congressional immunity from 

prosecution. He was convicted of libeling Mrs. James and the jury set 

damages at more than $200,000, of which the bulk was for damaging the 

plaintiff's reputation and earning power. 

Powell refused to pay and was cited for contempt of court. He 

could not be arrested by virtue of congressional immunity while the 

Congress was in session. In New York, it was illegal to serve a civil 

summons on Sunday. Hence, he returned to his district only on Sundays 

to deliver his sermon at the Abyssinian Baptist Church. Mrs. James had 

great difficulty in getting her money because Powell no longer received 

a salary from the church or had property in his own name in the state. 

His house in Puerto Rico was in his wife's name and his congressional 

salary could not be garnished. 

Again he was held in contempt of court for nonpayment and 

nonappearance. He was served with a criminal summons one Sunday outside 

of his Harlem church. His lawyers negotiated an agreement that enabled 

him to return to New York with immunity. Mrs. James agreed not to 

pursue court action until after the court ruled on his appeal. The 

5 See Powell (1971, 148, 157-58, 208-09); Hickey and Edwin (1965, 
280-85); and CO Almanac (1966, 520-21). 
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judges refused to dismiss the judgment, but considered it excessive and 

reduced it to $46,500. They agreed to drop the contempt charges. 

The legal troubles dragged on for years. Powell still refused to 

pay Mrs. James. He took the case all the way to the U. S. Supreme 

Court, which refused to review it. He held that the point was moot 

since he did not have $46,500. The judgment against him was increased 

by the State Supreme Court to $210,000 because of his conviction for 

transferring property in Puerto Rico to his wife's relatives to avoid 

its attachment to satisfy the original judgment. As a result of the 

James suit, for several years Powell could not go back to his district 

without being arrested, except on Sundays or on election day. 

Powell's blatant disregard for the authority of the law undermined 

his standing in the House of Representatives. He flagrantly violated 

laws wherever he saw fit. One New Jersey member asked him to slow down 

a bit because his state police were complaining because Powell roared 

through the state in his flashy sports car at 110 miles an hour on his 

way to and from his district. The troopers could not keep up with him. 

Powell promised that in the future he would not go over 90 (Interview, 

member). Members of the House eventually came to the realization that 

they could not tolerate his irresponsible, illegal, immoral, and 

flaunting behavior anymore and·refused to seat him in 1967. 

Powell's leadership Style in Retrospect 

When Powell assumed the chairmanship in 1961, there was a new 

Administration that emphasized the social issues. He was able to 

capitalize on the Kennedy proposals and parlay his position into one of 
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assistance and support for its polices. In return, Powell put up few 

obstacles to the President's programs. He spoke articulately for the 

causes and moved the legislation through his committee, tolerating 

little opposition from Republican dissenters. According to Fenno 

(1973), 

He wanted his chairmanship to be judged by the large number 
of bills passed. And he wanted the kind of credit that 
coalition members -- from House to White House -- showered 
upon him. For he traded heavily on that credit to furbish 
his image as a powerful leader of a nationwide black 
constituency. An implicit bargain -- autonomy for the 
subcommittees, credit for the chairman, and good public 
policy for the liberal-Democratic policy coalition --was 
the basis for normal decision making during the Powell 
chairmanship (Fenno 1973, 130). 

Permissive and Facilitative Style 

Committee members have said that Powell let the committee run 

itself. He took advantage of his institutional prerogatives and 
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personal resources to operate in a permissive, facilitative, and flashy 

style, at least until his last year. This permissive style resulted in 

compromises that could not have been worked out and in legislation that 

never would have been reported under Barden. In a sentiment echoed 

frequently by former members and staff, one pair of scholars wrote: 

He was content to let the subcommittees do their work with 
latitude and freedom. The smaller work groups handled much 
of the detail and tedium of guiding legislation through to 
the floor. Powell was satisfied to act as chairman and to 
receive the perquisites of office (symbolic and material), 
and generally let others run the legislative show (Eidenberg 
and Morey 1969, 54-55). 

Throughout his chairmanship, he exercised his authority largely at 

the expense of the Republicans and went along with or facilitated the 

will of the majority. Nevertheless, toward the end of his tenure, he 



pushed the limits by his highhanded use of his institutional 

prerogatives concerning the reporting of legislation. 
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For the most part, Powell relied on institutional prerogatives 

more so than on personal factors to operate the committee. With a 

wealth of resources at his disposal by virtue of his position, 

particularly broad discretion over the referral of bills, the chairman 

could act as he wished, within bounds, without having to rely heavily on 

personal resources. As he departed from the policy goals of the 

majority, he took advantage of the chairman's discretionary powers and 

betrayed the committee's trust. As happened to Barden, members rebelled 

and voted to curtail the chairman's institutional prerogatives near the 

end of his tenure. His use of personal resources, on the other hand, 

resulted in difficulties with the entire House. 

Institutional context, in addition to personal factors, dictated 

that he could not be authoritarian toward the Democrats and get away 

with it for several reasons. For one, his predecessor had run the 

committee entirely according to his own wishes and contrary to the 

policy goals of the majority party. Powell knew that he would not 

succeed with similar practices for long or committee members would 

revolt against him, too. Congress was not meant to be a hierarchical 

institution. Second, the chairman did not have the backing of the House 

leadership and membership to support an authoritarian style. He was 

disliked by so many members and he knew that they were looking for ways 

to get rid of him. Third, the composition of the committee was such 

that he agreed with his majority most of the time on policy issues, thus 

he did not have to exercise his options in an authoritarian manner. The 
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1961 rules allowed him enough discretion so that he could have if he had 

wanted to, although in the earlier years of his chairmanship, he did not 

need to exercise his authority in a negative manner. Fourth, although a 

Protestant minister, he did not subscribe to the Protestant Work Ethic. 

His personality dictated that he talk a good game, rely on others to get 

the work done, and then take the credit for the successes and avoid as 

much of the blame for defeats as possible. He delegated many of his 

institutional privileges to his subcommittee chairman and let them carry 

out the agenda of the committee. 

Even so, the chairman's facilitative and permissive use of 

institutional prerogatives allowed him to make great contributions to 

the enactment of liberal legislation, to efforts aimed at improving the 

quality of life for blacks, and to carrying out the committee's agenda. 

Although he had little to do with the details, he did not stand in the 

way of, and often facilitated, passage of important legislation. Powell 

presided over a committee that had the opportunity to leave its mark on 

the country by formulating, considering, and approving many of the 

social welfare programs of the Great Society. When he was chairman, 

Education and Labor was in its heyday. The issues under its 

jurisdiction could no longer be ignored. They were ripe for 

consideration. Except when he was fighting for more for his favorite 

causes, Powell's permissive and facilitative leadership style enabled 

legislation that had been bottled up for years to be placed on the 

public agenda, to be considered, and eventually, to be enacted. 

The chairman's facilitative style decentralized power in the 

committee to a somewhat greater degree than it had been under Barden. 
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More members had a stake in getting the committee's legislation 

approved. They were willing to work harder because there was a better 

chance that they would get results. Powell took advantage of their 

willingness to work and let them. Illustrative of the chairman's 

facilitative leadership style, Fenno (1973, 130) noted, 

Powell's contribution to decision making consisted mainly in 
moving subcommittee recommendations through the Committee's 
Democratic caucus and/or the full Committee and to the House 
floor .... 

Powell's Stvle Compared to Barden's 

Powell's and Barden's leadership styles were juxtaposed; however, 

they both engendered similar reactions. The two men had diametrically 

opposed policy goals and each acted accordingly to further his own. To 

aid blacks, Powell advanced liberal legislation and promoted federal 

involvement for most of his tenure whereas Barden thwarted liberal bills 

and tried to keep the federal government out of what he considered to be 

state business. The sheer numbers of hearings held, bills considered, 

and laws enacted attests to the increased activity and output of the 

Powell years over the Barden years. The issues that Barden had tried to 

stifle for so long came to a head. Powell was the escape valve for the 

pent-up frustrations of committee members and other House members who 

had worked for federal aid to education for years. He assumed power and 

let the committee take its course. 

An Out-of-Bounds Chairman 

The chairman crossed the bounds of acceptability in his actions to 

ransom important legislation until his demands were met. Until he used 

his institutional prerogatives to committee the fatal act of thwarting 

the majority as Barden had done, he was respected by his committee 
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members as an effective chairman. Once he stalled legislation dear to 

the hearts of his allies, however, his support diminished and members 

acted to curb his ability to delay by creating an institutionally 

powerless chairmanship (Fenno 1973, 130). They approved rules changes 

to enable the committee to act when the chairman was indisposed or was 

uncooperative. 

Whereas Powell's use of his institutional prerogatives in an 

authoritarian manner had gotten him into trouble with his committee 

colleagues, it was largely his reliance on personal resources that led 

the House to strip him of his seniority, overthrow him in favor of Carl 

Perkins, and ultimately refuse to seat him. Although he had abused his 

institutional prerogatives, particularly the financial aspects, he had 

embarrassed the House by his personal excesses and had violated House 

rules by his financial practices. Moreover, he had shown flagrant 

disregard for the law by failing to answer court orders to appear in New 

York. Powell had exceeded the limits of acceptability imposed by the 

institutional context, in the committee and in the House, in his use of 

both institutional and personal resources. 
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CHAPTER 6 

COMMITTEE SETTING, COMPOSITION, AND STRUCTURE: 1967-84 

The Committee on Education and Labor under the chairmanship of 

Carl Dewey Perkins (D-KY) from 1967 to 1984 was quite unlike the 

committee under its predecessors. It differed in the demographic and 

ideological composition of its membership, in its voting patterns, in 

its structure, and in its operations. During the Perkins years, 

education and labor issues were no longer at the top of the political 

agenda. The composition of the committee had changed; the voting 

patterns were slightly less extreme under Perkins than they had been 

under Powell; the structure of the committee was more complex; and the 

jurisdiction, function, and orientation of Education and Labor had 

changed. This chapter establishes the basis for comparing these aspects 

of the committee under Perkins to the same aspects under the two 

previous chairman to show that the committee was a different 

organization during each period of study and that each chairman had a 

substantial impact on its shape, function, and outputs. 

To further understanding of the committee's evolution, the first 

part of this chapter sets out the general political scene during 

Perkins's chairmanship, including the prominent education and labor 

issues. The second treats demographic and ideological aspects of the 

committee's composition. The third section examines the voting patterns 

on Education and Labor. The fourth section discusses the committee's 

structure in terms of its rules, size and party ratios, subcommittees, 



and staff. The committee's jurisdiction, workload, and function are 

discussed in the fifth part of this chapter to illustrate the 

committee's formal mission, what it did do, and why it followed that 

course of action. 

Setting: 1967-1984 

General Political Conditions 
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Although the general political situation throughout the years that 

Perkins was chairman may not have been as turbulent as the decade of the 

1960s, it was by no means an era of tranquility, domestic or 

international. Congressional Quarterly termed 1967 and 1968 as "two of 

the most trying years in [the nation's] history" (Politics in America, 

68). The United States was in turmoil because of events in Vietnam, 

inflation, and riots in its central cities and on college campuses. 

For several years after Perkins became chairman of Education and 

labor in 1967, Vietnam was first and foremost in America's conscious. 

Concomitantly, the economy also was a major focus of national concern. 

The emphasis during the early- to mid-1960s on large social welfare 

programs and federal funding to education faded somewhat in the 

attention focused on the war and the domestic disturbances accompanying 

it. Funds eventually were diverted from many social programs and 

funneled into the war effort (Peters 1982, 241), the cost of which 

exceeded $2 billion a month in 1967 (Politics in America, 70). 

Student unrest because of the war, racial problems, and the 

impersonal nature of large universities, drew attention away from the 

underclasses and to those fortunate enough to be in college. Television 
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coverage of protests, student takeovers of campus buildings, and 

violence generated demands for action and occupied a significant amount 

of Congress's (and Education and Labor's) time. 

There were several large-scale efforts, such as the Poor People's 

March on Washington and the establishment of Resurrection City, to keep 

the nation's attention focused on the plight of the poor, but widespread 

rioting in the inner cities fostered resentment among many whites. In 

addition, the assassinations of two prominent national leaders rocked 

the country in 1968. When the Reverend Martin Luther King was shot in 

April, rioting broke out in more than 100 cities. In June, Robert F. 

Kennedy was gunned down in a Los Angeles hotel while campaigning for the 

presidency. These two killings forced attention on the causes and 

remedies for the waves of violence the country was enduring. 

United States drives in space also experienced major setbacks. 

The crew of Apollo I was burned to death in a launch pad fire during a 

training exercise at Cape Kennedy in 1967. In 1968, however, the United 

States launched a manned spacecraft to circle the moon, paving the way 

for future trips to and the walk on the moon in 1969. 

The war was a major campaign issue in the 1968 elections. As a 

result of low popularity because of failures in Vietnam, President 

Johnson announced that he would not seek reelection. Anti-war 

demonstrators marched near the site of the Democratic Convention in 

Chicago, whereupon Mayor Daley ordered the police and eventually the 

National Guard to quash the protests with tear gas and violence in what 

one critic termed a "police riot." 
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In a campaign aimed at "forgotten Americans," those who did not 

demonstrate or shout, that were not racists or sick, and those who were 

not guilty of crimes, former Vice President Nixon defeated Democratic 

nominee, Hubert Humphrey, the sitting Vice President, and American 

Independent party candidate, George Wallace, the Governor of Alabama 

{Politics in America, 80-81). By the end of the decade, both parties 

were in the midst of upheaval. Democrats would have to continue 

advocating social reform if they were to maintain their base among low

income and minority votes. Republicans were faced with a declining 

population base of white, middle-class voters from rural areas and small 

cities (Congress and the Nation, II, 2). 

The events of the next few years would change some of those 

concerns, at least for awhile. Nixon was reelected in 1972 in a 

landslide. He rekindled relations with China and then managed to 

extricate the United States from the quagmire in Vietnam. The economy, 

however, was in shambles and the country faced an energy shortage 

because of an Arab Oil Embargo in 1973-74 that led to gasoline rationing 

and long lines at service stations, higher fuel costs, rearranged 

college calendars, and lower household temperatures in the winter to 

preserve fuel. Vice President Spiro Agnew resigned in disgrace to avoid 

prosecution for tax evasion. 

Shortly before the 1972 election, a break-in at the Democratic 

National Headquarters presaged the downfall of the President himself in 

the infamous Watergate affair. The President and his men were accused 

of covering up violations of the law. Several of his White House staff 

members were convicted of various offenses and the President resigned in 
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August 1974 after the House Judiciary Committee adopted articles of 

impeachment. Vice President Gerald Ford succeeded to the presidency and 

subsequently pardoned Nixon for all offenses against the nation that he 

may have committed while in office. 

In the aftermath of Watergate, the 1972 and 1974 elections changed 

the distribution of power in Congress. A tide of young, liberal 

Democrats was swept in at the expense of some hard line conservatives. 

In the 1974 elections, Democrats picked up 49 seats that had been held 

in the 92nd Congress by Republicans. The majority of Republicans 

defeated were conservatives -- only one known moderate, John Dellenback 

(R-OR), a member of Education and Labor, was defeated. Subsequently, 

the Republican delegations shifted somewhat to the left (Congress and 

the Nation, IV, 9). The influx of new faces in the 1970s enabled 

Democrats to amass the votes to flout tradition and·enact a series of 

major reforms, beginning with the Legislative Reorganization Act of 

1970, and proceeding to the 1973 and 1974 House Democratic Caucus 

reforms that strengthened subcommittees. 

Democrat Jimmy Carter was elected President in the 1976 elections 

to preside over a few years of relative calm without wars or major 

scandals. The economy was the primary concern until the Islamic 

Revolution in Iran became a problem of immense proportions in the United 

States. Militant Shiite Moslems seized the U. S. Embassy in Teheran in 

1980 and held 52 occupants hostage for 444 days -- until the day that 

President Carter left office. Like Vietnam had plagued President 

Johnson, the hostage crisis plagued President Carter. In addition, a 

sagging economy, an out-of-control federal budget, high unemployment and 
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interest rates all added to Carter's image as "weak and ineffective" and 

led to the election of Republican Ronald Reagan as President in 1980 and 

to Republican control of the Senate (Congress and the Nation, V, 3). 

Reagan's election heralded the rise of the "New Right," the "Religious 

Right," and political action committees (PACs), which were primarily 

conservative at first. 

Throughout the 1970s and 1980s, new issues surfaced on the public 

agenda, displacing old ones. Consumer protection, the environment, and 

health questions moved to the forefront of American attention and 

increased in salience throughout the 1980s. Energy issues also made 

headlines. The 1973 Arab Oil Embargo was a shock to most Americans. 

For the first time since World War II, people were forced to face the 

reality that energy supplies were not unlimited and that they were 

subject to politics and terrorism. Gasoline prices soared to more than 

$1.00 a gallon and never returned to their previously low rates. 

Alternatives such as synthetic fuels and gasohol were investigated, but 

as the crisis eased Americans were restored to their complacency. 

In large part, the Committee on Education and Labor focused on 

amending and extending previously authorized programs, with a few 

exceptions. Members concentrated on education rather than labor 

legislation, except for programs aimed at the creation of jobs for 

unemployed and underemployed, particularly those in areas of high 

unemployment. 

Education Issues 

At the outset of the Perkins years, education issues were 

prominent on the agenda because of the recently passed Elementary and 
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Secondary Education Act and the Higher Education Act. The committee had 

just completed several of its most productive years in history -- before 

or since. The subsequent Republican Administrations asked for large 

budget cuts for many of the social programs, including federal aid to 

education. President Nixon argued the education was the responsibility 

of state and local governments, not the federal government. To reduce 

the federal role, both Nixon and Ford requested special education 

revenue sharing programs that would allow more discretion on the part of 

state and local recipients to take the place of the traditional 

categorical grants that were current policy (Congress and the Nation, 

IV, 377). Although Congress dismissed the revenue-sharing approach, it 

increased the discretion of state and local authorities over the 

allocation of federal funds by consolidating several existing programs 

into single grants to states (Congress and the Nation, IV, 377). 

Most of the education legislation was enacted during the Perkins 

years. Most was in the form of reauthorizations of and amendments to 

existing policies in elementary and secondary education. In Perkins's 

first year as chairman, the committee authorized more than $9 billion to 

extended and amend the ESEA in the largest school aid bill in U. S. 

history. The bill consolidated library and instructional resources 

programs and innovation and support services programs under the ESEA 

(Congress and the Nation, IV, 377). Members also expanded programs for 

the education of handicapped children and extended higher education and 

vocational education policies. In 1970, Congress enacted a $24.6 

billion extension of the ESEA. The program was overhauled and extended 

again for four years in 1974. It had expired but was kept intact by 
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funding via a continuing resolution. The revisions benefitted poorer 

and more rural states at the expense of wealthier, urban states 

(Congress and the Nation, IV, 383). They also consolidated several 

grant programs and gave states more discretion over spending. In 1978, 

when the ESEA was amended and extended again, Congress returned the 

emphasis to the urban, wealthier states, away from the more rural South. 

The economy was still the major issue during the late 1980s and 

took its toll on the nation's schools. Students were flocking to 

private schools for a variety of reasons, including the perceived low 

quality of many public schools and the violence associated with them. 

Religious considerations also were factors. In addition, racial 

integration of schools continued to generate conflict. The Education 

Amendments of 1972 responded to increasingly vocal opposition to busing 

students to achieve racial integration by restricting busing and 

allotting $2 billion for desegregation efforts. Several amendments to 

education legislation in subsequent years contained anti-busing 

provisions. In 1980, President Carter vetoed a bill that would have 

prohibited the Justice Department from taking legal action to force a 

community to bus its children for integration purposes (Congress and the 

Nation, V, 655-656). Moreover, the Supreme Court upheld the use of 

affirmative action policies by colleges and universities to compensate 

for past discrimination. The Court ruled that quota systems to achieve 

integration gave an unfair advantage to minority students (Regents of 

the University of California v. Bakke, 438 U.S. 265 (1978). See 

Congress and the Nation, V, 656). 
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The 1970s also saw major increases in the costs of higher 

education -- the costs rose 77 percent between 1966 and 1976 (Congress 

and the Nation, V, 665). A variety of solutions were proposed. The 

Education Amendments of 1972 (P.L. 92-318), authorized $19 billion for 

aid to higher education, and other programs. In 1973, Congress had 

approved Basic Educational Opportunity Grants (BEOGs) to pay up to one

half the cost of higher education, with a ceiling of $1,400 per student, 

but limited funding to first-year college students (Congress and the 

Nation, IV, 381). Several plans to offer tuition tax credits were 

advanced as alternative solutions to high tuition costs at private 

schools. The Carter Administration opposed the tuition tax credits, 

preferring instead to expand existing aid programs. The 95th Congress 

defeated proposals for tuition tax credits and approved legislation 

expanding eligibility for BEOGs and decreasing the amount of 

discretionary income that certain families were expected to contribute 

to their children's college educations. Congress extended the higher 

education programs in 1979. 

President Carter had made campaign promises to the National 

Education Association and others that if elected he would create a 

cabinet-level Department of Education. Congress failed to approve it 

until 1979. The new department threatened the existing bureaucracies in 

charge of numerous education programs in various agencies. Opponents 

argued that it would lead to federal domination of a traditionally state 

and local domain. Labor and civil rights groups feared that their 

influence would be diminished in an institution dominated by the 

education interests (Congress and the Nation, V, 665). When finally 
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created, the department had jurisdiction over programs that had been 

administered by the Department of Health, Education, and Welfare. It 

did not cover many programs that had been controlled by other agencies. 

The establishment of the Department of Education came under the aegis of 

the House Committee on Government Operations rather than of Education 

and labor. 

With the coming of the 1980s, several other issues moved to the 

forefront of the education agenda. With the rise of the "New Right," 

and the election of President Reagan, issues of prayer in public schools 

resurfaced. In addition, questions of censorship of public school 

textbooks attracted attention. Other issues of increasing importance 

included drug abuse education and prevention, asbestos in schools, 

busing, and refugee and immigrant education. In addition, there were 

the continued questions of funding for elementary and secondary 

education programs, higher education programs, special education 

programs for the handicapped, and the school lunch program. 

Welfare and labor Issues 

Welfare and labor issues made up the other part of the Committee 

Education and labor's jurisdiction. By the end of the Perkins years, 

both largely had been subjugated to education questions. The welfare 

issues were a legacy of the Great Society and received little sympathy 

from subsequent Republican Administrations. The influence of organized 

labor also declined. According to Congressional Quarterly, "the 

reduction of emphasis on legislation directly affecting labor became 

noticeable during the first session of the 90th Congress" (Congress and 

the Nation, II, 618). It continued throughout the Perkins years. With 
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a few notable exceptions, there were few significant labor laws enacted 

between 1967 and 1984. 

At the outset of Perkins's chairmanship, questions arose as to the 

continued reauthorization of the Economic OpportunitY Act of 1964, which 

established the poverty program. Vietnam and inflation generated 

pressures to cut back on the Great Society programs. In addition, the 

several programs established under the 1964 Act were having 

administrative problems and there were substantial gaps between what the 

Administration promised and what it was able to deliver in terms of 

relief from poverty (Congress and the Nation, II, 4). Nevertheless, 

Chairman Perkins successfully shepherded the bill through Congress in 

1967. 

The Nixon Administration took office determined to eliminate the 

Office of Economic Opportunity (OEO). Nixon nearly succeeded in 

impounding funds appropriated for the OEO in 1973, but was prevented by 

a court order to comply with the direction of Congress, which had 

authorized the programs through the end of June, 1974. The 

Administration did succeed in transferring a number of programs to 

cabinet-level departments. It left only three programs -- legal 

services, economic development, and community action -- under the 

auspices of the OEO (Congress and the Nation, IV, 410). In 1974, 

Congress abolished the OEO and replaced it with an independent Community 

Services Administration, authorized through FY 1977 and dismantled in 

1981. The poverty programs had established constituencies of state and 

local governmental officials who had a stake in maintaining the 900 

community action programs, thereby continuing federal assistance. 
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Rising unemployment rates also highlighted the need for continued 

antipoverty efforts. By the early 1980s, however, most of the poverty 

programs had been dismantled or cut back severely (Peters 1982, 241). 

Those few that remain have been parceled out to other agencies. 

In addition to the decline of the poverty programs and issues, 

most labor issues were no longer prime topics on the national agenda. 

Labor union membership was decreasing and union concerns were not of 

primary interest to post-Johnson Administrations (Congress and the 

Nation, V, 399). National attention focused on other issues, such as 

the economy, Vietnam, Watergate, environmental and energy questions, and 

events in the international arena. 

After Chairman Powell had pocketed the situs picketing bill in 

1966, thereby leading to its demise, Education and Labor approved it 

again in 1967, but it never reached the floor. Congress finally passed 

a common site picketing bill in 1976, but President Ford vetoed it. The 

next year, with a Democratic Administration, Congress defeated a similar 

measure. It has yet to succeed. 

Besides picketing at construction sites, organized labor largely 

concentrated its lobbying efforts on public service employment programs, 

extensions of unemployment compensation benefits, increased retirement 

benefits, and increased minimum wage (Congress and the Nation, III, 

703). President Nixon vetoed the public service employment program, 

although one was approved in the Carter Administration to combat the 

recession. Congress was successful at broadening and increasing 

unemployment compensation benefits and at increasing the minimum wage. 
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Two major labor laws concerning worker protections were enacted in 

the early years of Perkins's chairmanship: the Coal Mine Health and 

Safety Act of 1969 (P.L. 91-173) and the Occupational Safety and Health 

Act of 1970 (OSHA) (P.L. 91-596). The mine safety act established 

safety standards for coal mines and approved financial compensation for 

victims of Black Lung disease (pneumoconiosis). The next year, Congress 

established the Occupational Safety and Health Administration to oversee 

a comprehensive job training safety program. It covered fifty-five 

million industrial workers, farmers, and construction workers who were 

engaged in interstate commerce (Congress and the Nation, Ill, 703). 

These two acts were amended and extended throughout the duration of the 

Perkins years and on into the late 1980s. 

Throughout the late 1970s and early 1980s, Congress amended and 

extended existing labor programs, such as minimum wage, but defeated 

other labor initiatives. In addition to legislation on picketing, the 

Senate killed a proposal that would have made it easier for unions to 

organize (Congress and the Nation, V, 399). Congress also defeated a 

measure that would have indexed minimum wage to inflation. 

Although traditional labor issues were not the vogue between 1967 

and 1984, manpower and training issues received considerable attention. 

Largely stemming from high unemployment rates, and with a legacy of 

programs from the poverty program aimed at creating jobs, the committee 

worked on several job training and employment opportunities bills 

throughout this period. Congress considered or enacted several public 

service employment programs designed to develop new careers and 

opportunities for career advancement in community beautification and 
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betterment projects, public safety, public education, and recreation. 

In a major development, Congress approved one of the most controversial 

manpower acts since the WPA program of the 1930s -- the Comprehensive 

Employment and Training Act of 1973 (CETA) (P.L. 93-203). It 

incorporated a comprehensive approach to job training and employment 

opportunities for the economically disadvantaged, the unemployed, and 

the underemployed. After being criticized and amended for several 

years, this program eventually was replaced by the 1982 Job Training 

Partnership Act (P.L. 97-300), which was aimed at preparing youths and 

unskilled adults for entry into the labor force. It also provided job 

training for the economically disadvantaged or for those who faced other 

barriers to employment (Summary of Major Legislative Action, 97th 

Congress, p. 16). 

The committee concentrated on a variety of other labor and 

manpower issues during the Perkins years. It amended laws compensating 

the dependents of miners who died of Black Lung, the longshoreman's 

compensation act, and the Manpower Development and Training Act several 

times. As part of the anti-poverty drive it created the Domestic 

Volunteer Service Act of 1973 (P.L. 93-113), which gave statutory 

authority to the ACTION agency and included VISTA, the domestic Peace 

Corps. The committee reported and Congress approved the Emergency Jobs 

and Unemployment Assistance Act of 1974 (P.L. 93-567) to expand CETA. 

In addition, members delved into pension plan practices for public 

employees in several pieces of legislation between 1967 and 1984. The 

Employee Retirement Income and Security Act (P.L. 93-406) and the 
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attempted Public Employee Pension Plan Reporting and Accountability Act 

are two examples. 

Composition of the Committee in the Perkins Years 

Committees have been referred to as microcosms of the House; a 

comparison that presumes a geographic and ideologic representation on a 

committee similar to that of the House. This condition does not hold 

true for the Committee on Education and Labor. In terms of the regions 

represented, the seniority of its members, and the reasons members left 

and the ideological composition of its membership, Education and Labor 

was not a microcosm of the House of Representatives during this period, 

although it moved closer to being one before the end of the Perkins 

chairmanship. 

Regional Representation 

Continuing a trend that Speaker Sam Rayburn (0-TX) began in the 

Barden years and continued through the Powell era, certain regions 

(i.e., the Northeast) were represented disproportionately on Education 

and Labor in comparison to their House membership. This over

representation was particularly true of Democrats. Other parts of the 

country were under-represented. 

Education and Labor, from 90th to the 98th Congress (1967-1984), 

attracted its membership predominately from the Middle Atlantic and the 

East North Central (northern Midwest) regions. From 47 to 58 percent of 

Education and Labor members represented the Middle Atlantic 

(particularly New York, Pennsylvania, and New Jersey) and the East North 

Central states (including Michigan, Illinois, Indiana, and Ohio), while 
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35 to 40 percent of House members came from these two regions throughout 

this period. Moreover, at least half of committee Democrats and a large 

portion of the Republicans came from these two regions during every 

Congress under consideration. Compared to the proportion of Democratic 

members in the House, these parts of the country consistently had more 

than their share of majority committee seats, sometimes as many as twice 

the percentage of Democrats in the House. In addition, in seven of the 

nine Congresses, Republicans from the East North Central states were 

over-represented, too. Table 6-1 sets out the regional distribution 

figures for the committee and the House. 

On the whole, the proportion of committee seats from the West 

North Central states did not deviate greatly from the proportion in the 

House. Traditionally conservative, the West North Central (Iowa, 

Kansas, Minnesota, Missouri, Nebraska, North Dakota, and South Dakota) 

states elected a higher proportion of Republicans than Democrats in each 

of these Congresses and after the 93rd Congress, Republicans had more 

than their relative share of committee seats from this region, several 

times more than double. Unless members from these states had a strong 

interest in education issues, they found little to attract them to this 

committee, since most of the programs targeted federal aid to urban 

areas in various forms or concerned labor union issues, which were not 

as salient in this region as they are in others. 10 

There were few members from the deep South, particularly 

Democrats, on the committee during the Perkins 

10 Representative Willi am Clay (D-MO) was an exception from this 
region, coming from an urban, labor district in St. Louis. 
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TABLE 6-1 

REGIONAL DISTRIBUTION OF EDUCATION AND LABOR SEATS 
90TH - 98TH CONGRESSES, 1967-1984" 

(in percentages) 

Congress 

FULL COMMITTEE 90 91 92 93 94 95 96 97 98 
Region 

New England 3.1 2.9 5.3 5.6 7.7 8.3 8.3 8.6 2.9 
Middle Atlantic 21.9 25.7 31.6 30.6 25.6 30.6 25.0 22.9 22.9 
East N. Central 28.1 31.4 26.3 25.0 25.6 25.0 22.2 25.7 22.9 
West N. Central 6.3 8.6 5.3 5.6 12.8 11. 1 11.1 11.4 11.4 
South 12.5 5.7 2.6 5.6 7.7 5.6 11.1 5.7 8.6 
Border 6.3 2.9 5.3 5.6 5.1 5.6 5.6 2.9 2.9 
Mountain 0.0 2.9 2.6 5.6 0.0 0.0 8.3 11.4 11.4 
Pacific 18.8 17.1 18.4 13.9 12.8 11.1 8.3 11.4 17.1 
External 3.1 2.9 2.6 2.8 2.6 2.8 0.0 0.0 0.0 

E&L DEMOCRATS 
New England 5.6 5.0 9.1 5.0 3.8 4.2 8.7 5.0 0.0 
Middle Atlantic 27.8 35.0 36.4 35.0 26.9 37.5 34.8 25.0 27.3 
East N. Central 22.2 25.0 18.2 15.0 26.9 25.0 17.4 25.0 22.7 
West N. Central 0.0 5.0 4.5 5.0 7.7 8.3 4.3 5.0 9.1 
South 5.6 0.0 0.0 10.0 7.7 4.2 8.7 5.0 9.1 
Border 11.1 5.0 9.1 10.1 7.7 4.2 4.3 5.0 4.5 
Mountain 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 8.7 10.0 9.1 
Pacific 22.2 20.0 18.2 15.0 15.4 12.5 13.0 20.0 18.2 
External 5.6 5.0 4.5 3.8 4.2 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

E&L REPUBLICANS 
New England 0.0 0.0 0.0 6.3 15.4 16.7 7.7 13.3 7.7 
Middle Atlantic 14.3 13.3 25.0 25.0 23.1 16.7 7.7 20.0 15.4 
East N. Central 35.7 40.0 37.5 37.5 23.1 25.0 30.8 26.7 23.1 
West N. Central 14.3 13.3 6.3 6.3 23.1 16.7 23.1 20.0 15.4 
South 21.4 13.3 6.3 0.0 7.7 8.3 15.4 6.7 7.7 
Border 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 8.3 7.7 0.0 0.0 
Mountain 0.0 6.7 6.3 12.5 0.0 0.0 7.7 13.3 15.4 
Pacific 14.3 13.3 18.8 12.5 7.7 8.3 0.0 0.0 15.4 
External 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

• Compiled from data made available in ICPSR Study 7803. 
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TABLE 6-1, continued 

REGIONAL DISTRIBUTION OF HOUSE SEATS 
90TH - 98TH CONGRESSES, 1967-1984 

(in percentages) 

Congress 

FULL HOUSE 90 91 92 93 94 95 96 97 98 
Region 

New England 5.7 5. 7 . 5.7 5.8 5.7 5.7 5.7 5.7 5.7 
Middle Atlantic 19.3 19.3 19.3 18.4 18.4 18.2 18.4 18.4 18.4 
East N. Central 20.2 20.2 20.2 19.6 19.5 19.8 19.8 19.8 18.3 
West N. Central 8.5 8.5 8.5 8.1 8.3 8.0 8.0 8.0 7.6 
South 22.3 22.3 22.3 23.0 23.0 23.0 23.0 23.0 24.5 
Border 8.0 8.0 8.0 7.6 7.6 7.6 7.6 7.6 7.9 
Mountain 3.9 3.9 3.9 4.4 4.4 4.4 4.4 4.4 5.3 
Pacific 11.3 11.3 11.3 12.4 12.6 12.4 12.4 12.4 13.4 
External 0.7 0.7 0.7 0.7 0.7 0.7 0.7 0.7 0.7 

HOUSE DEMOCRATS 
New England 6.5 6.2 6.3 6.2 5.9 5.8 6.5 6.6 6.0 
Middle Atlantic 19.8 20.2 18.4 17.8 18.3 19.2 18.2 17.7 16.2 
East N. Central 12.9 13.2 14.1 13.6 16.9 16.4 17.1 17.7 16.5 
West N. Central 5.2 5.8 7.5 7.4 6.9 6.8 6.5 6.2 6.8 
South 31.5 30.9 29.0 29.3 26.2 26.0 26.2 26.3 27.8 
Border 8.9 9.1 9.4 8.7 8.3 8.2 8.7 9.5 9.8 
Mountain 3.2 2.5 3.1 3.3 3.4 3.4 3.3 2.9 3.0 
Pacific 11.3 11.5 11.0 12.8 13.4 13.4 12.7 12.3 13.2 
External 0.8 0.8 1.2 0.8 0.7 0.7 0.7 0.8 0.8 

HOUSE REPUBLICANS 
New England 4.8 5.2 5.0 5.2 5.5 5.6 4.4 4.7 4.8 
Middle Atlantic 18.7 18.2 20.6 19.3 17.9 16.8 18.8 19.3 17.5 
East N. Central 29.9 29.2 28.9 27.1 24.8 26.6 24.4 22.4 21.1 
West N. Central 12.8 12.0 10.0 8.9 11.0 10.5 10.6 10.4 9.0 
South 10.2 11.5 12.8 15.1 16.6 16.8 17.5 18.8 19.3 
Border 7.0 6.8 6.1 6.3 6.2 6.3 5.6 5.2 4.8 
Mountain 4.8 5.7 5.0 5.7 6.2 6.3 6.3 6.3 9.0 
Pacific 11.2 10.9 11.7 12.0 11.0 10.5 11.9 12.5 13.9 
External 0.5 0.5 0.0 0.5 0.7 0.7 0.6 0.5 0.6 
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years, a trend started during the Barden years when the Speaker stacked 

the committee with northern, urban liberals and refused to assign 

southerners. Assignments on other committees would seem more profitable 

for traditionally conservative southerners; Education and labor offered 

few inducements to members from rural or conservative, anti-union 

districts. Tradition, the decreasing salience of the committee's 

jurisdiction, and the lack of incentives contributed to the shortage of 

Democrats from the South in the Perkins years. Members from Border 

states also were under-represented consistently on Education and labor 

from 1967 to 1984. 

The proportion of members from the Far West region reasonably 

reflects the proportion of the full House representing that region, 

although the percentages fluctuated. With a few exceptions, (e.g., 

Edith Green (D) and John Dellenback (R) of Oregon), the several members 

from California's urban areas formed the basis of the relatively large 

proportion of committee members from the western states. Until the 94th 

Congress, both parties had more seats on the committee from this region 

than their percentage of House seats would seem to dictate. After a 

slight drop-off in the 95th Congress, Far West Democrats gained more 

seats on Education and labor while the Republicans drew members from 

other areas, such as the Mountain states of the Southwest. Although 

still a relatively small proportion of the House and committee 

membership, the Southwest gained representation in both throughout the 

period, particularly in the Republican party. These statistics on 

regional representation support the contention that members from 

northern, urban districts, aided by a large contingent of members from 
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the West Coast, were over-represented on, and thus controlled, the 

Committee on Education and Labor. With representation ranging from 65 

to 80 percent of the majority membership, members from the Middle 

Atlantic, East North Central, and Pacific states had a great deal of 

influence over the committee's operations and output. And with the 

exception of the 96th and 97th Congresses, over half of the minority 

opposition also represented these three regions. 

Seniority and Congressional Experience 

An average of over 40 percent of the members of Education and 

Labor were freshmen or sophomore members during the period from 1967 to 

1984. Democrats tended to stay longer on the committee than did their 

Republican counterparts. The Democrats had a much higher proportion 

members who had served five or more terms and a smaller percentage of 

new members. See Tables 6-2 and 6-3. 

With the exception of a few senior members, Republicans tended to 

stay on the committee for one or two terms and move on to better 

assignments. Those who started near or at the bottom in seniority 

rarely lasted more than a term or two. Part of this phenomenon can be 

explained by the fact that Education and Labor had little to offer most 

Republicans. They probably could do more for their constituencies and 

their reputations by serving on other committees. According to several 

former members and staff, Education and Labor was viewed as a hardship 
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TABLE 6-2 

AVERAGE SENIORITY FOR EDUCATION AND LABOR MEMBERS 
IN PERCENTAGES, 1967-84" 

Number of Terms Full E&L Democrats Republicans 

1 23.4% 19.7% 29.4% 

2 17.0 15.8 19.0 

3 12.5 11.3 14.3 

4 8.8 8.4 9.5 

5 8.2 8.4 7.9 

>5 30.1 36.5 19.8 

• The data for this table were compiled from information printed 
in the Congressional Directory, 90th Congress - 98th Congress. 
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TABLE 6-3 

NEW MEMBERS ON EDUCATION AND LABOR, 1967-1984" 

Total Number of Percentage of 
Number of New Members New Members 

Congress/Year Members Full Dems. Reps. Full Dems. Reps. 

90 1967-68 34 8 1 7 23.5 5.3 46.7 

91 1969-70 35 6 3 3 17.1 15.0 20.0 

92 1971-72 38 11 6 5 28.9 27.3 31.3 

93 1973-74 37 6 3 3 16.2 14.3 18.8 

94 1975-76 40 14 9 5 35.0 33.3 38.5 

95 1977-78 37 11 7 4 29.7 28.0 33.3 

96 1979-80 38 14 7 7 36.8 28.0 53.8 

97 1981-82 36 10 3 7 27.7 14.3 46.7 

98 1983-84 38 14 8 6 36.8 32.0 46.1 

Total 333 94 47 47 

Mean 28.2 23.0 37.0 

• Compiled from the U.S. House of Representatives Legislative 
Calendar. Committee on Education and Labor, 1967-1984. 
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post by most Republicans and by many Democrats. 11 Ofttimes, Republicans 

served on this committee for a few terms in return for promises of 

choice assignments on other committees. Since the committee perquisites 

seemingly were marginal, few of the newly assigned Republicans were 

compelled to amass seniority on this committee. Most quickly moved on 

to more attractive assignments. Those who stayed generally were the 

ones who had control over the minority subcommittee staff funds. 

Beginning in the late 1970s, a few members of both parties were 

assigned to Education and Labor temporarily, particularly Democrats. 

When there were vacancies, members with major assignments on other 

committees, such as Energy and Commerce or Foreign Affairs, could sit on 

Education and Labor. They were committee members in every respect but 

seniority. They ranked behind other members who had permanent 

assignments. This accounts for a seemingly curious situation where one 

member who joined the committee in the 96th Congress was outranked by 

seven new members in the 97th because of his temporary status. One 

benefit to the practice of assigning members temporarily is that it 

gives the party the chance to remove members who do not live up to the 

expectations of other party members. The Democrats recently arranged 

11 Statements to this effect surfaced in several interviews conducted 
for this research. That the committee is a hardship post for Republicans 
is not necessarily true in 1989. In an interview conducted for this 
research, a Republican member said that Representative Thomas J. Tauke 
(R-IA) transferred to another committee and had to fight to get back on 
Education and Labor. The Democrats, however, are having trouble filling 
their vacancies. They have resorted to using temporary appointees in 
recent years, and had eight in the 100th Congress (1987-88). Over the 
years, Chairman Perkins frequently used his personal influence to recruit 
new Democrats, who generally were not clamoring for Education and Labor 
seats. 
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for Representative Timothy J. Penny (D-MN) to be assigned elsewhere in 

the 101st Congress because he consistently voted with the Republicans. 12 

New Members on the Committee 

Republicans far outpaced Democrats in the race to assign new 

members to Education and labor. As can be seen in Table 6-3, an average 

of under a fourth of the Democrats were new each term, whereas nearly 40 

percent of the Republicans were first-term committee members. In the 

98th Congress, over 60 percent of Education and labor Republicans were 

new to the committee. New members predominantly were House freshmen 

from both parties, although occasionally a veteran member would join, 

especially when bodies were needed to fill vacancies. In the 90th 

Congress, Majority leader Carl Albert (D-OK) "took a troubleshooter 

assignment on the Education and labor Committee because its combative 

Democratic members were badly divided." 13 He was the only new committee 

Democrat named in the 90th Congress for which the Democrats had lost two 

seats. The GOP, on the other hand, assigned seven new freshmen. 

Where Members Went After Education and labor 

For a variety of reasons, including death, defeat, retirement, and 

running for other office, more than a few members of the committee left 

Congress during the period from 1968 to 1984. Table 6-4 indicates their 

destinations. The 93rd Congress in 1973-74 marked the turning point for 

12 The strategy was recounted by a member in an interview conducted 
for this research and supported by subsequent interviews with members and 
staff. 

13 Bolling (1968, 94). According to committee staff members 
interviewed for this research, the Majority leader sat on the committee 
as a temporary, allegedly to counteract the influence of Edith Green (D
OR), who was acting more and more like a Republican in those days and 
aggravating the more liberal Democrats in the process. 



TABLE 6-4 

WHERE MEMBERS WENT AFTER EDUCATION AND LABOR, 1968-1984" 

Left After Year Destination Number 

90 1967-68 

91 1969-70 

92 1971-72 

93 1973-74 

94 1975-76 

Left Congress 
Ways and Means 
Senate 
Other 

Left Congress 
Ways and Means 
Appropriations 
Interstate and Foreign 

Commerce 

Left Congress 
Appropriations 
Foreign Affairs 

2 
1 
2 
1 

2 
1 
3 
1 

3 
3 
1 

Left Congress 4 
Appropriations 1 
Ways and Means 1 
Judiciary 2 
Government Operations & 

Merchant Marine 1 
Banking 1 

Left Congress 
Appropriations 
Rules 
Budget 
Judiciary 
Public Works 

8 
1 
2 
1 
1 
1 

1D 
1D 

1D 

1D 
1D 
2D 

3D 
1D 

1D 

2D 

4D 

2D 
1D 
1D 
1D 

1R 

2R 

1R 

1R 
1R 

2R 
1R"" 

3R 
1R 
1R 

1R 
1R 

4R 
1R 

345 

Total 

6 

7 

7 

10 

14 

• Compiled from data collected from the Congressional Directory, 
1967-1984 and from Michael Barone and Grant Ujifusa, The Almanac of 
American Politics 1986, Washington, D.C.: The National Journal, 1885. 

··Ogden Reid (NY) switched his party affiliation from Republican to 
Democratic between the 92nd and 93rd Congresses. He left Education and 
Labor as a Republican and went to Foreign Affairs as a Democrat. 
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TABLE 6-4, cont. 

95 1977-78 Left Congress 7 40 3R 
Appropriations 1 1R 
Rules 1 10 
Budget 1 1R 
Interstate & Foreign 1 10 

Commerce 
U.S. Senate 1 1R 

12 

96 1979-80 Left Congress 7 50 2R 
Ways and Means 1 10 
Appropriations 1 1R 
Armed Services 1 10 
Energy and Commerce 1 1R 
Small Business 1 1R 

12 

97 1981-82 Left Congress 8 20 6R 
Appropriations 1 10 
Foreign Affairs 1 10 
Armed Services 1 1R 
Government Operations 1 1R 

12 

98 1983-84 Left Congress 7 60 1R 
Rules 1 10 
Budget 1 10 
Foreign Affairs 2 10 1R 
Government Operations 1 1R 
Public Works 1 1R 
U.S. Senate 1 10 

14 
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the increase in the number of members who did not return. Several Nixon 

loyalists on Education and Labor were defeated in the Watergate 

aftermath, including Earl Landgrebe (R-IN), who was referred to as 

"Nixon's most extreme and ludicrous defender in the House" (Rapoport 

1975, 5). He lost the 1974 election winning only 39 percent of the vote 

(Barone et al. 1977, 269-70). Another committee Republican, Robert 

Huber(R-MI) also fell victim to Watergate. Barone et al. (1977, 434) 

described him as 

A solid right winger in the House -- with a reputation for 
zaniness that got him stuck on the hopelessly liberal 
Education and Labor Committee -- and he was a constant and 
enthusiastic supporter of Richard Nixon. 

David G. Towell (R-NV), who came to Congress on Nixon's coattails went 

out on them, too, with only 36 percent of the vote in the 1974 election 

(Barone et al. 1977, 506, 510). Generally known as a moderate, John 

Dellenback (R-OR) was another victim of Watergate and the strong 

Democratic tide. 

As shown in Table 6-4, the number who left Congress doubled after 

the 92nd Congress, as did the count of those who left the committee for 

other reasons. Judging from the number of members who left the House or 

who transferred to other committees, the number of vacancies on the 

committee more than doubled from the 90th to the 94th Congresses. By 

the 98th, four members had been elected to the Senate and at least ten 

others had run and lost. 

While seven or eight committee members left after each Congress 

between the 94th and the 98th Congresses, another four to seven members 

transferred to other committees each term. Eleven members went to 

Appropriations, four to Rules, and three to Ways and Means. It was 
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quite a feat for a committee that earned the reputation for having 

highly partisan, ideologically-oriented, contentious members to send 

them to other committees that were judged to attract responsible 

legislators geared toward writing bills that will be successful on the 

floor of the House (Masters 1961, Goodwin 1970, Manley 1970, Fenno 

1973). According to Education and Labor staff members, many Democrats 

particularly wanted an assignment on Appropriations, more so than to any 

other committee, to protect the funding for Education and Labor programs 

that were enacted in the 1960s. Republicans, on the other hand, in 

addition to wanting off of Education and Labor, wanted assignments on 

Appropriations so they could help cut the large amounts of money 

appropriated for liberal social-welfare programs of the type considered 

by Education and Labor. Other committees that attracted Education and 

Labor members during this period included Budget (4 members), Judiciary 

(3), Foreign Affairs (4), Commerce (3), Government Operations (2), 

Public Works (2), Banking (1}, and Small Business (1). 

Several institutional changes may have contributed to the 

increased transfer rate from Education and Labor to other committees. 

First, at the beginning of the 94th Congress, the seniority system was 

dealt a severe blow with the institution of a caucus vote on all 

chairman and the resultant unseating of three committee chairmen. 

Members no longer were guaranteed a chairmanship if they outlasted their 

colleagues on a committee. Length of service was not the sufficient 

condition for a leadership position as it had been for many years (Abram 

and Cooper 1968, Copeland 1987). Second, in 1971, Democrats limited 

members to one subcommittee chairmanship each, extending the 
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availability of power positions to more members. As a result, members 

have to wait less time before acquiring a subcommittee. In addition, 

the number of subcommittees has increased (Copeland 1987, Smith and 

Deering 1984). 

Third, some members may have surrendered their seats on Education 

and Labor in order to maintain seats on other committees on which they 

also had membership. The transfer statistics mask the fact that many 

members held positions on other committees as well as on Education and 

Labor. After the Democratic Caucus limitation on more than one 

assignment on a "major" or "semi-exclusive" committee was instituted in 

1973, 14 some members dropped Education and Labor seats in favor of their 

other assignments, such as Foreign Affairs, Commerce, Government 

Operations, or Small Business. Some members may have had better chances 

for subcommittee chairmanships while others may have had better 

opportunities for constituency service. Still others may have been 

looking for any excuse to get off of the controversial committee. 

Another explanation for the increased departures from the 

committee lies in the decreased salience of its jurisdiction. Most of 

the committee's major work to date was done in the early to mid-1960s 

when the Administration designated the issues under its jurisdiction as 

top priorities. In the mid-1970s, much of the committee's work focused 

on reauthorizations of existing programs and on trying to maintain the 

gains made during the Great Society days. Other committees (e.g., 

14 The 1973 Democratic Caucus rules limited party members to service 
on one exclusive committee (Rules, Appropriations, or Ways and Means), or 
one major and one non-major committee, or two non-major committees. See 
Congress and the Nation, Vol. IV, 752; and Sheppard (1985, 236). 
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Judiciary), had the headlines in the 1970s. And in addition to the 

magnetic appeal that Appropriations, Ways and Means, and Rules had to 

many members, other constituency and policy oriented committees 

increased their drawing power at the expense of Education and Labor, 

whose limelight seemed to have faded. According to research done by 

Unekis and Rieselbach (1984), Education and Labor declined from tenth to 

fifteenth in the attractiveness of House committees from the 88th-92nd 

to the 93rd-97th Congresses (Unekis and Rieselbach 1984, 10). 

Ideological Composition of the Committee 

The ideological composition of the committee is considered here 

because the philosophical predispositions held by committee members 

influence committee decisions and operations. The larger the disparity 

of ideological leanings between the two parties, the higher the degree 

of partisanship in the committee. The more differences there are among 

party members, the greater the likelihood that the committee will 

operate on a bipartisan or consensus-building basis. Moreover, if the 

committee majority is divided, the harder it will be to build a 

consensus sufficiently large to report a bill and to carry it to passage 

on the floor or in conference. 

The ideological makeup of the Committee on Education and Labor 

again is inferred from an examination of ratings by several interest 

groups with rather well-known tendencies: the liberal Americans for 

Democratic Action (ADA); the pro-labor, liberal Committee on Political 

Education (COPE); and the conservative Americans for Constitutional 

Action (ACA). As in past chapters, scores for Education and Labor 

members are compared to scores for House members in each term in an 
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TABLE 6-5 

INTEREST GROUP SCORES, 90TH - 98TH CONGRESSES" 
(Means and Standard Deviations) 

ADA SCORES 

Congress 90 91 92 93 94 95 96 97 98 

Full HR 38.7 38.3 37.7 39.8 45.1 39.7 42.9 43.9 49.3 Mean 
33.8 31.7 32.3 30.8 33.1 27.9 31.4 53.6 33.6 so 

Full E&L 55.4 54.3 53.2 54.4 55.6 49.2 53.6 56.8 57.6 Mean 
35.0 34.7 29.5 27.5 30.4 27.1 30.0 31.0 32.3 so 

HR Dems. 56.3 51.7 51.5 55.1 58.5 50.3 57.3 64.1 70.4 Mean 
32.5 32.7 32.3 28.9 29.9 26.6 28.6 62.9 23.0 so 

E&L Dems. 80.9 78.0 73.0 73.2 71.7 61.6 70.7 76.0 79.7 Mean 
12.2 20.3 17.0 16.8 20.6 22.7 19.8 19.0 12.6 so 

HR Reps. 15.5 20.5 17.9 20.1 18.2 18.8 18.0 18.1 15.8 Mean 
17.1 19.4 19.8 20.1 20.3 16.5 17.6 17.8 16.0 so 

E&L Reps. 20.1 22.9 24.1 30.9 23.5 24.4 24.5 30.9 21.9 Mean 
22.6 22.6 17.0 18.7 19.1 16.2 19.2 24.5 19.1 so 

·Calculated from interest group scores compiled in ICPSR's Study 
7645. Scores for the 98th Congress (1983-1984) were drawn from 
Congressional Quarterly Weekly Reports, July 14, 1984, p. 1696-97 and 
April 20, 1985, p. 748-49. COPE scores were changed to AFL-CIO scores 
in 1980 and ACA scores to ACARI scores in 1982. 
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TABLE 6-5, continued 

COPE/AFL-CIO SCORES 

Congress 90 91 92 93 94 95 96 97 98 

Full HR 48.9 54.6 53.4 53.6 58.1 54.2 49.8 53.3 54.4 Mean 
39.4 33.9 33.0 37.6 31.9 30.3 29.7 54.1 33.6 so 

Full E&L 67.2 68.9 63.4 66.9 69.5 65.4 58.7 62.2 62.7 Mean 
38.4 34.6 32.2 34.4 31.5 28.9 32.6 36.0 38.7 so 

HR Oems. 69.9 71.5 72.6 77.6 74.3 69.3 65.7 79.2 77.8 Mean 
36.8 31.3 26.1 27.7 23.7 23.2 22.9 58.7 20.1 so 

E&L Oems. 96.5 94.3 73.0 93.2 88.2 83.4 81.2 90.6 90.8 Mean 
6.7 11.2 17.0 13.1 11.5 11.5 12.5 10.4 11.9 so 

HR Reps. 21.4 32.3 25.6 22.6 25.5 24.1 22.4 20.0 16.8 Mean 
21.9 22.4 19.2 23.5 18.7 17.4 17.4 17.1 62.7 so 

E&L Reps. 26.6 35.1 29.0 34.1 32.0 29.3 18.9 23.7 15.1 Mean 
23.6 24.4 20.4 21.6 24.2 15.6 11.7 16.3 9.8 so 

ACA/ACARI SCORES 

Congress 90 91 92 93 94 95 96 97 98 

Full HR 48.5 46.5 50.2 45.1 43.5 46.0 45.4 49.4 46.8 Mean 
36.7 28.6 31.7 30.4 32.6 31.2 31.4 30.5 32.7 so 

Full E&L 33.5 34.7 37.5 33.9 33.2 34.9 38.8 37.5 35.8 Mean 
37.7 30.7 30.2 27.5 29.7 28.7 32.1 30.3 31.6 so 

HR Oems. 25.9 32.4 34.0 27.8 28.9 31.5 26.7 29.2 26.7 Mean 
30.2 26.1 27.7 24.1 26.7 25.1 20.5 22.7 21.9 so 

E&L Oems. 4.8 14.0 16.2 15.4 16.5 18.8 17.4 15.0 14.8 Mean 
3.8 9.8 13.1 12.3 15.6 14.7 10.4 10.4 11.5 so 

HR Reps. 78.2 65.0 73.6 67.4 72.9 75.0 77.6 75.1 78.9 Mean 
19.0 19.7 20.3 22.0 21.6 20.1 17.8 16.5 18.3 so 

E&L Reps. 73.1 62.3 68.7 57.1 66.5 67.2 76.7 68.3 69.8 Mean 
24.6 26.8 18.4 23.4 21.8 21.6 19.2 18.6 22.3 so 
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attempt to show how well the positions of these committee members 

reflect a cross-section of the views of all House members. The average 

scores are presented in Table 6-5. 

Judging by the magnitude of the ADA and labor union support 

scores, the practice of recruiting more liberal Democrats for Education 

and Labor continued into the Perkins era, although at a slowed rate. 

The comparatively high average ADA scores and the relatively low 

standard deviations suggest that, by this measure, committee Democrats 

largely were more liberal than were their House counterparts. The 

Southern Democrats and other conservative party members were not 

assigned to Education and Labor and thereby could not lower the 

averages. Moreover, a seemingly large number of committee Democrats 

scored in the upper ranks of the liberalism measure. As shown in Table 

6-6, much higher proportions of Education and Labor members than of 

House members earned ADA ratings of 70 or more. 

The labor union support scores, which were called COPE scores 

until the 96th Congress when they were revised as AFL-CIO support 

scores, also show that Education and Labor Democrats largely were more 

liberal than were their House counterparts. In all but one Congress 

(the 96th) during the period under consideration, over 90 percent of 

committee Democrats scored above 70 percent support for labor unions, 

compared to nearly two-thirds of the House. While House Democrats were 

inclined to side with union positions, House Republicans were not. Few 

Republicans, particularly on the committee, scored above 70 by union 

standards -- under 8 percent in every term considered and none in the 

95th through 98th Congresses, although for the most part, committee 
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TABLE 6-6 

INTEREST GROUP SCORES ABOVE 70 PERCENT 
PERCENTAGES OF MEMBERS, 90TH-98TH CONGRESSES" 

ADA Scores 

90 91 92 93 94 95 96 97 98 

Full HR 27.3 23.1 22.7 23.6 30.2 17.6 24.9 26.8 37.7 
Full E&L 45.2 42.9 33.3 34.3 41.1 27.8 38.9 42.4 47.1 

HR Dems. 46.9 38.0 35.8 38.8 43.9 26.1 41.2 46.5 61.0 
E&L Dems. 72.3 70.0 54.6 60.0 61.5 66.7 60.9 73.8 76.1 

HR Reps. 1.6 3.3 3.5 3.8 2.1 0.7 1.9 1.6 0.6 
E&L Reps. 7.7 6.7 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

Labor Support Scores 

Full HR 9.8 13.9 26.5 13.3 29.7 33.7 30.5 17.7 25.9 
Full E&L 12.9 11.5 36.2 8.6 23.0 47.2 47.2 9.1 20.0 

HR Dems. 65.9 63.2 69.7 72.3 70.6 61.9 53.0 70.1 71.0 
E&L Dems. 100.0 95.0 95.5 95.0 96.2 91.0 87.2 94.7 90.9 

HR Reps. 5.4 7.6 5.1 7.6 4.9 2.1 4.5 1.0 1.2 
E&L Reps. 7.7 6.7 0.0 6.7 7.7 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

ACA Scores 

Full HR 17.3 14.9 16.9 8.3 12.3 10.1 4.4 5.8 33.7 
Full E&L 22.6 22.9 22.2 14.3 17.9 13.9 22.3 54.6 17.6 

HR Dems. 17.3 14.9 16.9 8.3 12.3 10.1 4.4 5.8 6.5 
E&L Dems. 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

HR Reps. 75.1 44.8 66.3 51.1 64.5 64.6 71.3 72.9 77.1 
E&L Reps. 53.9 53.3 57.2 33.3 53.9 41.6 61.6 50.0 46.2 

• Scores for the 90th-97th Congress calculated from scores made 
ava i1 ab 1 e by ICPSR Study 7645. Scores for the 98th Congress were 
compiled from ratings printed in Congressional Quarterly Weekly Reports. 



Republicans showed a higher degree of labor support than did House 

Republicans. 

The ACA scores buttress the conclusion that Education and Labor 

attracts liberal members. The magnitude of the differences between 

House Democratic and committee Democratic means again are striking 
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and again seemed to be declining. During the Powell years, the 

magnitude of the differences between House and committee ACA scores 

seemed tobe increasing. They peaked in Perkins's first term as 

chairman, the 90th Congress, after which Democratic members seemed to 

move toward being more representative of all the House Democrats. The 

Republicans continued a trend begun in the 89th Congress of committee 

members being less conservative than their House counterparts. 

Throughout the Perkins years, committee Republicans were rated as less 

conservative than were their House colleagues. 

The relatively high rates of turnover, the reversal of Republican 

status from earlier eras, and the declining differences in average House 

and committee ratings illustrate that the leaderships of both parties 

were assigning members slightly more reflective of the House party 

membership than they had done in the past. The committee was moving 

toward being a microcosm of its parent body. Perhaps these factors also 

are an indication of decreasing salience of the issues under the 

committee's jurisdiction. 

Several institutional changes may have contributed to the 

moderation of the Committee on Education and Labor. The general 

atmosphere of committee became more respectable when Perkins took the 
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helm than it had been Powell and Barden. Of the chairman's efforts to 

maintain the committee balance in his favor, a former staff member said: 

Perkins had to lobby like hell to get people on the 
committee. Every time a new bunch came in, he would go over 
the list and try to canvass those he wanted. He wanted a 
Texan on there in the worst way. Wanted to keep it from 
being a New York committee. Had a great nest of New Yorkers 
on there. "Them Eastern Seaboard boys," he called them. 
They didn't give a damn about education. They were purely 
interested in labor (Interview). 

Perkins wanted members who would be inclined to vote with him, whose 

districts would benefit from the same formulas as his, and whose loyalty 

he could foster. He was afraid "them Eastern Seaboard Boys" would 

override him. 

The Republicans on the committee became more moderate for several 

reasons. Federal involvement in education had become an accepted 

practice and they no longer had to wage an all out war against it. 

Second, most of the big labor fights had been fought. Common site 

picketing was the only labor issue that engendered a significant degree 

of controversy, although labor issues always exacerbate differences. 

The last major labor battle had been fought in 1959 over the Landrum-

Griffin Act. Furthermore, as a former staff member said, "Right wing 

nuts didn't want to settle there very long. They wanted to serve their 

time and get out" (Interview). Fourth, and probably most important, the 

newly elected Nixon Administration probably had a moderating influence 

generally on Republican behavior. Since Republicans had power in the 

White House, they may have felt compelled to act a little more 

responsibly since they had powerful help in getting their agendas 

considered or passed. 
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Voting Patterns on Education and Labor 

To illustrate that the committee was characterized by a high 

degree of conflict that generally split along party lines, this section 

examines the voting patterns present on Education and Labor during the 

period that Carl Perkins was chairman, 1967-1984. To show that 

committee cohesion levels increased from what they were during the 

leadership span of the previous chairman, the degree of inter-party 

unity is measured by use of the Rice Index of Cohesion applied to 

Education and Labor roll call votes. The second part of this section 

applies the Rice Index to committee voting, controlled for party, and 

uses House party unity votes in an effort to show a high degree of 

intra-party unity and inter-party competition. 

Committee Cohesion under Chairman Perkins 

This section examines voting patterns on the Committee on 

Education and Labor in order to determine if members maintained the lack 

of cohesion found under previous chairmen throughout the Perkins years 

or whether his leadership and other factors increased it. Table 6-7 

illustrates the average Rice Index Scores and the number and percentage 

of votes demonstrating at least 70 percent cohesion. 

The degree of inter-party unity in fact did increase under 

Chairman Perkins. Members voted cohesively, with a minimum of 70 

percent of members voting on the same side, on an average of 43.6 

percent of all the roll calls taken during the Perkins chairmanship, as 

compared to about 24 percent under Powell. Not only were there 

substantially more roll calls during the Perkins years than during his 

predecessor's, voting levels generally were more cohesive. 
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Perhaps in part, the discrepancy between the indexes in the 

Perkins and Powell years was the result of the party ratios present on 

the committee. In general, the closer the partisan split between 

Democrats and Republicans, the lower the rate of unified voting on this 

committee. 6 As shown in Table 6-8, the rate of minimally cohesive 

voting roughly reflects the percentage of Democrats on the committee. 

As the proportion of Democrats increased from the 90th to the 94th 

Congresses (1967-1975), the percentage of votes with Rice Index Scores 

greater than 40 increased. When the Democratic edge peaked in the 94th 

with two-thirds of the committee's membership, the percentage of 

minimally cohesive voting also peaked. Concurrent with the decline in 

Democratic proportions came the decline in the proportion of roll calls 

on which at least 70 percent of the committee's members voted together. 

If the standard for integration is bipartisan consensus, the 

Committee on Education and Labor still could be characterized as a low-

integration committee. Examining voting blocs and policy cleavages, 

Unekis and Rieselbach (1984) and Parker and Parker (1985) cited the lack 

of cohesion on Education and Labor. The Parkers found that this 

committee was highly partisan, with bipolar cleavages revolving around 

party and around labor issues. It also displayed constituency and 

interest group influence. They concluded that Education and Labor could 

not avoid large amounts of committee conflict based on liberal

conservative disagreements because the committee's jurisdiction covered 

6 This does not necessarily hold true for other legislative bodies, 
particularly state legislatures. 
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TABLE 6-7 

COMMITTEE ROLL CALLS MEETING MINIMUM COHESION CRITERION 
AND AVERAGE RICE INDEX SCORES" 

Number & 
Percentage 
of votes 
Rice A 11 votes 

Congress Years N Index >40 Mean Rice Index 

90 1967-68 27 27.2% 30.6 

91 1969-70 23 37.7 38.9 

92 1971-72 42 31.8 34.6 

93 1973-74 44 48.3 45.7 

94 1975-76 46 66.6 56.1 

95 1977-78 58 53.7 45.0 

96 1979-80 24 45.3 42.1 

97 1981-82 26 47.3 37.1 

98 1983-84 23 47.0 42.5 

Total 313 

Mean 43.6% 40.8 

• Calculated from roll call votes recorded in The Minutes of the 
Committee on Education and Labor, 1967-1984. 
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TABLE 6-8 

DEMOCRATIC PROPORTIONS AND MINIMALLY UNIFIED VOTING LEVELS 
COMMITTEE ON EDUCATION AND LABOR, 1967-1984" 

Percentage of 
Percentage of Votes on which 

Congress Year Democrats Rice Index >70 

90 1967-68 55.9% 27.2 

91 1969-70 57.1 37.7 

92 1971-72 57.9 31.8 

93 1973-74 56.8 48.3 

94 1975-76 67.5 66.6 

95 1977-78 66.7 53.7 

96 1979-80 65.8 45.3 

97 1981-82 58.3 47.3 

98 1983-84 63.9 47.0 

• Compiled from roll call votes recorded in The Minutes of the 
Committee on Education and Labor and from the Congressional Directory, 
90th-98th Congresses. 
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many ideologically divisive issues, such as labor-management rights and 

federal aid to education (Parker and Parker 1985, 274). 

Unekis and Rieselbach (1984) calculated measures of committee 

integration via the Dyson and Soule (1970) cluster-analysis method to 

specify the general level of committee cohesion. They posited that the 

higher the level of partisan voting, the lower committee integration 

would be and that the integration score was likely to be below .35 on 

partisan panels. For the five terms covered, the 92nd through the 95th, 

Education and Labor's cohesion scores were as follows: .30, .34, .39, 

.37, and .30, respectively (Unekis and Rieselbach 1984, 38). Although 

these scores show rather low degrees of integration, not all are as low 

as were hypothesized, particularly those in the 94th and 95th 

Congresses. The findings of these two authors yield the same evidence 

as the Rice Index Scores used in the current research. The 94th and 

95th Congress Education and Labor Committee showed the highest degrees 

of cohesion when it had the highest percentage of Democrats. 

Not all of the increased cohesion among committee members, 

however, can be attributed to the partisan split. The Democrats never 

had 70 percent of the membership. To achieve the 70 percent minimum 

level of cohesion, some Republicans had to vote with the majority or a 

fair number of Democrats had to vote with the Republicans in order to 

reach levels of minimal cross-party unity. At least four other factors 

entered the picture: the chairman's influence, the ideological 

composition of the committee, the imposition of additional committee 

rules, and the nature of the issues before the committee. 
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Politically, Perkins knew what would win. As one of his committee 

staff members said, Perkins "was good at getting his members to pull 

together," cajoling and persuading his members frequently (Interview). 

He often managed to attract some Republicans. Perkins traded votes and 

support effectively in both parties. Simply by pulling at the sleeve 

and talking, his relentless efforts to get their votes paid off in 

committee as well as on the floor. His close friendships with one or 

two of the Republicans helped, too. 

Cohesiveness probably was facilitated by a more liberal minority. 

Until Powell's last year as chairman, the interest group scores showed 

that committee Republicans tended to be more conservative than was the 

average House member. Beginning in 1966, the picture changed so that 

the committee Republicans were slightly more liberal than their House 

colleagues, as were the Democrats, conditions that held true throughout 

the Perkins years. Perkins was more representative of their 

philosophies than Powell had been. The minority also may have been more 

willing to support the chairman because he had a reputation of being 

fair to them and he did a great deal of persuading on their side of the 

aisle. Characteristic of Perkins, he traded votes and made deals with 

the Republicans to bring them to his side. 

The enactment of additional rules calling for more democratic 

procedures for the committee was a factor in the increased voting 

cohesion as well. Rules themselves are an integrating measure. They 

contribute to a universalistic rather than a particularistic method of 

operating and provide a way to organize conflict and keep it civil. As 

a former committee staff member said, "If everything is civil already, 
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the rules are a way to structure the committee's business" (Interview). 

The institution and enforcement of rules reduced conflict over some of 

the procedural matters, perhaps thereby increasing integration in the 

process. Chairman Perkins realized that if the little problems are 

resolved, it is often easier to work out compromises on the more 

controversial issues. 

Another factor that contributed to the increased levels of 

cohesive voting on the committee was a change in the nature of the 

issues. Several had lost their partisan sting. Most of the battles 

over program authorizations had been fought by the time Perkins was very 

far into his chairmanship, so all that was left were reauthorizations. 

The hard part had been done. Constituents of the Office of Economic 

Opportunity had been established in members' districts. Federal aid to 

education monies were apparent all over the country. The Republicans, 

too, had vested interests in committee legislation. They probably had a 

more difficult time voting to cut existing programs that came out of 

their committee than they had had in voting against them in the first 

place. It was hard to vote against something that many perceive as 

working and that has established constituencies. 

Inter-party integration, then, grew during Perkins's tenure, 

although not entirely the result of his stewardship. Nevertheless, it 

cannot be said that even then the committee could be classified as 

highly cohesive. 

Party Cohesion and Voting under Chairman Perkins 

Rather than some cross-cutting consensus that led to near

unanimity on the floor as evidence of an integrated committee, the 
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political parties provided the integrating mechanism on Education and 

Labor that allowed the committee to function. The conclusion that it 

was integrated enough to satisfy its organizational maintenance needs is 

supported by data gathered from committee prints, interviews, and 

written research illustrating that the parties were well integrated and 

delineated on this committee. 

Inter-oarty Differences: Party Votes. Inter-party differences 

are reflected in the levels of party voting. Committee votes are 

categorized into three classes: 1) those on which at least 50 percent 

of the Democrats opposed at least 50 percent of the Republicans; 2) roll 

calls on which at least 70 percent of one party opposed at least 70 

percent of the other party; and 3) votes on which at least 90 percent of 

the Democrats voted against at least 90 percent of the Republicans. 

Table 6-9 compares House party unity votes, those on which a majority of 

Democrats opposed a majority of Republicans on House recorded votes, to 

the greater than 50 percent level committee roll calls for the period 

that Perkins was chairman. 

For every Congress under consideration (90th-98th, 1967-1984), the 

level of party voting as judged by party unity votes was higher on the 

Committee on Education and Labor than it was in the House. In the 90th-

93rd and in the 97th, committee levels exceeded those of the House by 

more than twice. An average of more than 68 percent of the committee 

roll calls during this period were party unity votes, whereas only 39 

percent of House votes pitted party majorities in opposition. 
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TABLE 6-9 

PARTY UNITY VOTES: HOUSE AND COMMITTEE, 1967-1984" 

HOUSE EDUCATION AND LABOR 
Number and Number and 

Percentage of Percentage of 
Congress/Year Party Unity Votes Party Unity Votes 

90 1967-68 171 35.7% 75 74.7% 

91 1969-70 127 28.6 43 70.5 

92 1971-72 210 32.3 95 72.0 

93 1973-74 384 35.6 52 57.1 

94 1975-76 533 41.8 39 56.5 

95 1977-78 575 37.3 68 63.0 

96 1979-80 545 42.7 41 77.4 

97 1981-82 . 299 36.8 44 80.0 

98 1983-84 469 51.7 32 65.3 

Total 3313 489 

Mean 39.2% 68.2% 

• These percentages represent the proportion of votes on which a 
majority of the Democrats opposed a majority of Republicans. House roll 
call statistics were compiled from data printed in the Congressional 
Quarterly Almanac, 1984 and 1968. Committee statistics were calculated 
from roll call votes recorded in The Minutes of the Committee on 
Education and Labor, 1967-1984. 
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Table 6-10 shows the party votes for the Committee on Education 

and Labor at the 50 percent, 70 percent, 75 percent, and 90 percent 

levels. The percentage of party unity votes in the House appears to 

bear little resemblance to party unity votes in Education and Labor. 

Although levels in both decline at the start of Perkins's chairmanship 

in the 90th Congress (1967-68), House levels began to rise gradually 

from a low of 28.6 percent in the 92nd Congress (1971-72). Committee 

levels, on the other hand, did not reach low points until the 94th 

Congress (1975-76), when still more than half of the roll calls were 

party unity votes. By the 97th congress (1981-82), committee 

partisanship at all four voting levels reached its highest since the 

Powell days by the 97th Congress when 80 percent of its roll calls 

juxtaposed party majorities. Moreover, on more than half of the votes 

in 1981-82, over 90 percent of the Democrats opposed more than 90 

percent of the Republicans. 

Several scholars have documented the decline of party voting in 

the House (Brady, Cooper, and Hurley 1979). They determined that the 

decline in party voting levels over time is a function of increased 

stability of House membership, declining electoral party homogeneity and 

conflict, and the tendency for the President to be in one party and the 

Congress to be dominated by the other (p. 391). Using the percentage of 

party unity votes as a gauge, party voting fluctuated after the period 

of the Brady, Cooper, and Hurley study ended (1966). Variations in 

House party voting did not necessarily coincide with variations in party 

voting in Education and Labor. 
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TABLE 6-10 

PERCENTAGE OF PARTY VOTES DURING PERKINS YEARS, 1967-1984" 

Cong./Year Number >50% >70% >75% >90% 

90 1967-68 99 74.7 63.6 57.6 27.3 

91 1969-70 61 70.5 59.0 50.8 31.1 

92 1971-72 132 72.0 48.5 45.5 25.8 

93 1973-74 91 57.1 46.2 44.0 23.1 

94 1975-76 69 56.5 37.7 34.8 11.6 

95 1977-78 108 63.0 45.4 41.7 25.9 

96 1979-80 53 77.4 58.5 54.7 22.6 

97 1981-82 55 80.0 70.9 69.1 54.5 

98 1983-84 49 65.3 53.1 44.9 38.8 

·Percentage of roll calls on which members of one party oppose an 
equal or greater percentage of the other party. Calculated from roll 
calls recorded in the Minutes of the Committee on Education and Labor, 
1967-1984. 
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Committee fluctuations may be subject to other interpretations. A 

committee with a jurisdiction as controversial as Education and Labor's 

is bound to inspire high levels of partisanship because the issues 

typically are those that are at the heart of the philosophical party 

divisions. Moreover, committee programs faced severe cutbacks during 

Republican Administrations. The Democrats banded together to protect 

their vested interests -- the liberal programs enacted in the mid-1960s. 

Although party voting levels were high on this committee 

throughout the Perkins years, they were lower than they had been under 

Powell. The issues generated less partisanship, both in the committee 

and in the House. In addition, for all the accusations of "extremism" 

(Unekis and Rieselbach 1984). Perkins seemed to have had a moderating 

influence on his committee. The measures show more cohesive inter-party 

voting beginning in 1967 when Perkins assumed the chair and, for the 

most part, the levels of party voting were not as extreme under Perkins 

as under Powell. 

Intraparty Unity: Party Unity Scores. The degree of 

partisanship apparent in the external environment of House committees 

can be gauged by party unity scores as well as by the percentages of 

party votes. These scores were calculated for House roll calls only. 

The mean party unity scores of committee members are compared to those 

of House members in Table 6-11. 

Mean party unity scores for committee members were higher than 

were those of all House members in each of the nine Congresses under 

consideration. The means of committee Democrats exceeded the average 

scores of their counterparts in the House in every instance. Moreover, 



the variation in the House far exceeded the variation among committee 

Democratic scores. 
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Committee Republicans, on the other hand, seemed to be less 

partisan than their House Republican colleagues in every Congress under 

consideration save one. Moreover, there was more variation on the 

committee among Republican party unity scores than in the House. 

Whereas the Republicans in previous years had tended to assign the most 

conservative and the most partisan members they could find to Education 

and Labor, after Perkins assumed the chairmanship, that practice seemed 

to have abated a bit. Given the higher standard deviations, the 

committee seemed to have some Republicans who were not as wed to their 

party's positions or were more liberal than their predecessors had been. 

Concurrently, the interest group scores discussed in the previous 

section also indicated that the Republicans assigned to the committee 

had become slightly less extreme over the years. 

As a matter of course, Education and Labor Democrats tended to 

have among the higher party unity scores of House members. As Table 6-

12 shows, there were larger percentages of Democrats on the committee 

with party unity scores greater than 70 than there were House Democrats. 

In the 98th Congress (1983-84), more than 90 percent of the Democrats 

were highly partisan by this measure. Republicans, on the other hand, 

had smaller percentages of highly partisan members than did the House. 

Their scores were consistently lower than those of their House 

counterparts. 
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TABLE 6-11 

PARTY UNITY SCORES, 90TH - 98TH CONGRESSES 
MEANS AND STANDARD DEVIATIONS" 

90 91 92 93 94 95 96 97 98 

Full HR 65.9 60.2 62.6 66.1 68.2 67.0 69.9 72.7 74.4 Mean 
20.4 18.1 19.7 17.8 19.6 18.2 18.2 42.9 15.6 so 

Full E&L 73.0 65.3 69.6 69.1 71.2 68.9 75.1 73.7 76.7 Mean 
16.6 17.7 13.1 15.0 17.1 16.3 11.5 14.9 12.5 so 

HR Dems. 63.5 59.4 59.5 66.0 67.5 65.5 68.9 73.6 75.3 Mean 
23.2 20.1 22.2 19.7 20.7 19.1 18.4 55.6 15.5 so 

E&L Dems. 80.3 69.1 74.4 76.9 76.6 71.6 76.0 80.1 80.3 Mean 
10.4 17.2 10.4 10.5 12.3 15.6 9.7 8.7 7.9 so 

HR Reps. 69.1 61.1 67.1 66.3 69.6 70.0 71.8 71.4 73.1 Mean 
15.4 15.2 14.3 14.9 17.1 16.1 17.8 15.6 15.7 so 

E&L Reps. 63.6 60.3 63.1 59.3 60.3 63.4 73.5 65.6 70.5 Mean 
18.7 17.7 13.8 14.1 20.5 16.8 14.4 17.4 16.4 so 

·Calculated from ratings made available in ICPSR's Voting Scores of 
Members of Congress (1945-1982), ICPSR 7645. Scores for the 98th 
Congress were printed in the Congressional Quarterly Almanac (1984). 
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Intraparty Unity: Rice Index Scores. Rice Index Scores based on 

committee votes and controlled for party provide an accurate 

representation of the partisanship apparent in committee voting 

behavior. Averaged yearly, they provide a means to determine the extent 

of intra-party unity on Education and Labor and can be compared over 

time. The yearly averages and the overall average Rice Index Scores are 

shown in Table 6-13. 

The index based on committee roll calls show a different picture 

from the party unity scores based on House voting behavior. In 

committee, members of both parties voted overwhelmingly with their own 

party members much more often than not, and more frequently than they 

did on the floor of the House. The average Democratic Rice Index for 

the 97th Congress score was 93.5, which means that an average of about 

97 percent of the Democratic members voted together on all committee 

votes. In fact, on 46 of 55 votes, they voted unanimously. The 

Republicans in that Congress all cast the same ballot on 32 of the 55 

roll calls. Over the entire period that Perkins was chairman, 1967-

1984, the Democrats had an average Rice Index of 74.2, showing an 87 

percent average cohesiveness. The Republicans averaged 77, meaning that 

they voted together on about 89 percent of the roll calls. The indexes 

were high for both parties throughout the period Perkins was chairman, 

in keeping with the scores during the Powell era. 

Partisanship and Cohesion during the Perkins Years 

As it had in past terms, party provided the main integrating force 

once again on Education and Labor. With party voting as the norm, all 
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TABLE 6-12 

PARTY UNITY SCORES GREATER THAN 70 PERCENT. 

90 91 92 93 94 95 96 97 98 

Full HR 51.7 35.2 44.8 51.5 56.2 52.8 58.9 60.9 71.5 
Full E&L 56.3 48.6 56.7 59.9 61.6 55.6 72.3 70.6 74.2 

HR Dems. 50.8 37.8 41.1 55.7 56.3 52.1 56.4 59.7 73.3 
E&L Dems. 72.2 55.0 68.1 85.0 73.1 66.7 69.5 84.2 90.9 

HR Reps. 52.9 31.8 50.3 46.0 56.0 54.1 63.3 62.4 68.6 
E&L Reps. 35.7 40.0 40.0 26.7 38.5 33.3 77.0 53.3 46.2 

·Statistics for the 90th-97th Congresses were compiled from scores 
made available in ICPSR Study 7645. Scores for the 98th Congress were 
calculated from scores published in the Congressional QuarterlY Almanacs, 
1983 and 1984. 
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TABLE 6-13 

AVERAGE RICE INDEX SCORES 
BY CONGRESS, 90TH - 98TH CONGRESSES, 1967-1984" 

Cong ./Year Number Full Democrats Republicans 

90 1967-68 99 30.6 75.3 83.2 

91 1969-70 61 38.9 78.8 80.7 

92 1971-72 132 34.7 67.9 77.5 

93 1973-74 91 45.7 55.7 79.5 

94 1975-76 69 56.1 78.7 67.6 

95 1977-78 108 45.0 73.3 73.1 

96 1979-80 53 63.2 82.8 73.0 

97 1981-82 55 37.1 93.5 78.9 

98 1983-84 49 42.6 82.4 77.8 

Mean 40.8 74.2 77.0 

• Calculated from roll call votes recorded in the Minutes of the 
Committee on Education and Labor, 1967-1984. 



three measures of partisanship indicate a high reliance on party in 

committee, more so than in the House. They also demonstrate a lesser 

degree of partisanship under Perkins than during the Powell era. 

374 

The party unity scores pointed to committee Democrats as more 

likely than their other colleagues to vote with the party on roll calls 

that pitted a majority of one party against a majority of the other. 

The mean scores showed that the Republicans, on the other hand, seemed 

slightly less likely to toe the party line on party unity votes. The 

larger standard deviations for committee Republicans hint that a few may 

have had party unity scores sufficiently low to bring down the mean 

scores among committee members appreciably, thus making the committee 

Republicans look less reliant on party than their House colleagues and 

than the committee Democrats. 

The percentages of party votes by the various criteria compared to 

the party unity votes in the House also give the impression that the 

committee had moderated a little bit from its years under Powell. 

Although high, the levels of party voting were less extreme as they had 

been. The nature of the committee's jurisdiction almost demands that 

partisanship be high, although Perkins may have had adulterating effects 

on more than one occasion by his consideration to the minority. 

The Rice Index Scores were the strongest indicator of the 

partisanship in operation on the committee. They illustrate that 

committee members were inclined strongly to vote with members of their 

own party in committee, but they mean little without being considered in 

the context of the proportion of times that the two parties were 
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opposed. Not only were the Index scores relatively high, but the number 

of votes on which the parties opposed each other was high as well. 

Party seemed to be the greatest integrating factor consistently 

present on the committee. The nature of the issues the committee 

considers justifies the high degree of partisanship, which also acts as 

an integrator, bringing members together to work together, vote 

together, and accomplish the committee's mission to legislate on 

education and labor issues. Conflict over the committee's issues formed 

largely along party lines. 

Committee Structure, 1967-1984 

This section focuses on four aspects of committee structure: 

additions and changes in the committee rules; the committee size and 

party ratios; subcommittee structure and use; and committee and 

subcommittee staff. These facets of committee structure are vital to 

the functioning of the committee and changes in them from chairman to 

chairman show how each leader handled the committee differently. The 

following discussion will illustrate the complexity of the committee's 

rules, the degree to which they were in practice before House-wide 

reforms were adopted, the new rules adopted during Perkins's 

chairmanship, and the effects of reforms. To facilitate comparison with 

the committee structure and operations during the chairmanships of his 

predecessors, subsequent sections will examine the remaining structural 

aspects to show the committee was markedly decentralized and complex 

under Perkins. 
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Committee Rules Changes in 1967 

While there were numerous rules changes enacted after Perkins took 

the chair, most of the limits on his authority already were in place 

when he took over. The first part of this section will demonstrate that 

although the chairman was affected by the House and Democratic Caucus 

reforms, he had far less to lose than other chairmen; many of the House 

and Caucus reforms were in effect on Education and Labor before they 

were applied to the House at large. 

In the last months of Powell's tenure, as a response to perceived 

widespread abuses of power and as an inoculation against future abuses, 

members approved several strict new provisions giving majority members 

more responsibility in committee operations. Since Perkins had been 

part of the cadre of committee members seeking to rein in the chairman, 

he had few objections. In fact, he generally favored them and had voted 

for them in 1966. 

As a result, the initial changes adopted when Perkins took the 

helm were relatively minor. Majority members already had given 

themselves control over the creation and jurisdictions of the 

subcommittees, although this provision had no effect until Perkins 

became chairman in 1967. It mandated due regard to committee seniority 

and to individual preferences, in effect, almost guaranteeing choice 

subcommittee assignments and leaving little discretion to the chairman. 

Consequently, Perkins was little affected when the House Democratic 
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Caucus adopted similar provisions applying to all committees in the 1973 

"Subcommittee Bill of Rights. "7 

The 1967 committee rules prohibited subcommittee chairmen from 

sitting on more than one other subcommittee. They limited other members 

to three subcommittees and implied that subcommittees were to be 

appointed by the chairman, who was not mentioned. Nor was the method of 

assignment set out; only that seniority and individual preferences were 

to be taken into consideration, insofar as practical. In contrast, 

Powell specifically had been authorized to appoint every committee 

member to at least one subcommittee. Perkins did the appointing in 

accordance with members' preferences. 

Another new provision enacted when Perkins assumed the chair in 

1967 allowed members to file, as part of the printed committee report, 

individual, minority, or dissenting views on any bill reported to the 

House by the committee. (A three day time limit on the filing of these 

reports later was imposed in 1973 in concurrence with Democratic Caucus 

reforms). Another new clause in 1967 stipulated that committee roll 

call records indicate when a member's vote was cast by proxy, a practice 

that had been followed at least since the early 1950s. The 1967 rules 

also applied the committee rules to the subcommittees and gave 

subcommittee members the option of removing subcommittee personnel. 

7 The "Subcommittee Bill of Rights" allowed each committee majority 
members to choose subcommittee chairmen, to establish subcommittee 
jurisdictions and set the party ratios to reflect that of the full House, 
to provide subcommittee budgets, and to set the number of subcommittees 
the full committee would have. See Congress and the Nation, IV, 746. 



Post-1967 Changes in Committee Rules 

Subsequent to Perkins's initial term as chairman, Education and 

Labor members adopted several major changes concerning committee 
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operations in the 1970s. They also added others that reflected 

procedural changes of lesser significance, although they had the effect 

of furthering committee decentralization. A small number actually 

restored bits and pieces of authority to the chairman. 

Internally Initiated Major Changes. Although most of the rules 

changes came about as the result of House or Democratic Caucus action, 

they were not the actions with the major operational effects on 

Education and Labor. The strongest impacts came from within the 

committee and set the course for other committees to follow in the 

future. 

The chairman initiated the operational rule change that had the 

most dramatic effect on the Committee on Education and Labor -- the 

opening of committee meetings to the public. A senior staff member 

recalled that the Republicans boycotted the mark-up of Anti-Poverty 

program legislation. 

In one of his rare displays of indignation or perturbation, 
Perkins said, "Just open those doors. Let the people in. 
And call the reporters. I want the people to see what's 
going on in here." They opened the doors, called the 
reporters, and 7 or 8 Republicans filed out of the 
Republican cloakroom back there like little gentlemen and 
took their seats. I think that was the first open mark-up 
in any committee. When the Vice President arrived at 
Perkins's birthday party on October 15, 1967, he referred to 
this "open covenants openly arrived at" [one of Wilson's 14 
points] (Interview). 

The move was so successful at keeping a quorum and ensuring that members 

were on their best behavior that a provision requiring that committee 



and subcommittee meetings be open to the public appeared in the 

committee rules in the 91st Congress, four years prior to the 1973 

stipulation in House rules that all committee and subcommittee bill

drafting sessions, with a few exceptions, be open to the public 

(Congress and the Nation, IV, 747). 
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As an internally-initiated offshoot of 1973 House Democratic 

Caucus reforms, the chairman regained a few prerogatives when the 

committee majority caucus adopted rules giving the chairman the 

authority to fill remaining Democratic vacancies, with regard to 

previous service and to individual preference, and subject to majority 

approval. The committee rules gave the chairman authority to make 

temporary subcommittee assignments of any committee member to 

participate in committee matters outside of Washington, D.C. All 

members could attend the public hearings of any subcommittee and had the 

opportunity to question witnesses. 

Committee majority members also amended the questioning provision, 

directing the chairman to recognize two Democrats for every one 

Republican called on to ask questions. The 1970 Legislative 

Reorganization Act allowed the minority to call witnesses during at 

least one day of hearings on each bill (Congress and the Nation, IV, 

385), but until 1975, the committee rules provided for the chairman to 

initiate the questioning during hearings, followed by the ranking 

minority member, and all other members, alternating by party. To keep 

the chairman from being overly accommodating of the minority, the new 

provision forced him to take into account the ratio of majority to 

minority members and to set the order of questioning so as not to 



disadvantage the Democrats. It also kept the Republicans from 

monopolizing the questioning. 
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Externally Initiated Major Changes. An era of reform in the 1970s 

inspired numerous changes in House procedures, carried out in large part 

by the House Democratic Caucus. Many of these reforms trickled down to 

committees. One led to the 1973 adoption of an Education and Labor rule 

concerning subcommittee appointment procedures. It required the 

chairman to appoint all Democratic members to subcommittees, pursuant to 

committee majority caucus rules, which entitled each committee member a 

seat on one subcommittee of his choice as long as there were vacancies. 

In 1974, the House Democratic Caucus rule, and subsequently the 

committee rule, was amended so that no one was entitled to more than two 

assignments until all other members had made one choice and no one could 

be ranking majority member on more than one subcommittee. In effect, 

this provision restored to the chairman the official appointment 

authority, which had been left unstated in previous rules. It also 

confirmed an existing practice on Education and Labor. 

Although the prerogatives of committee chairmen were being 

challenged by reformers in the House, neither were subcommittee chairs 

sacrosanct. Until 1975, Education and Labor Committee rules decreed 

that the ranking majority members be appointed to subcommittee 

chairmanships. As an offshoot of Democratic caucus action, the 94th 

Congress committee rules gave majority members the right to bid for 

subcommittee chairmanships in order of seniority, with all bids subject 

to approval of a majority of those present and voting in the committee 

Democratic caucus. As an attempt to make subcommittee chairmen more 
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responsive to their subcommittees and to the majority members of the 

full committee, the bidding procedure threatened the seemingly 

inalienable right of ranking majority members to be subcommittee 

chairmen. Its seeds were sown in the House Democratic caucus where the 

heretofore "right" of senior committee members to become chairmen was 

threatened by the 1973 adoption of automatic caucus votes on committee 

chairmen. Although the chairman's authority was diminished by Caucus 

rules requiring him to stand for election to his post, so was that of 

his subcommittee chairmen. Moreover, in recent years Education and 

Labor had stripped two chairmen of their prerogatives. Perkins would 

not allow himself to be the third. His staff recollected that the 

bidding procedure had little impact on the chairman's behavior. It did 

not change noticeably after the caucus reforms (Interviews, staff). 

Reflecting the reorientation of authorizing committees toward 

oversight and away from the approval of big spending programs, the 

committee responded to pressure from the House to step up its oversight 

activities. 8 In 1975, it enacted a rule concerning its oversight 

responsibilities as set out in the Rule X, Clause (2) of the House rules 

(Rule X, cl. 2, 1979). An indirect result of the Legislative 

Reorganization Act of 1970 (84 Stat, 1140), the committee provision 

directed each subcommittee to review and study on a continuing basis the 

application, administration, execution, and effectiveness of the laws or 

parts of laws under its jurisdiction. The subcommittee was charged with 

8 Committees had been directed to exercise "continuing watchfulness" 
over administrative agency execution of the laws under their jurisdiction 
by the Legislative Reorganization Act of 1946 (P.L. 79-601). See Congress 
and the Nation, 1945-1964, 1418. 
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determining whether the laws under its jurisdiction were being 

implemented in accordance with the intent of Congress; if the programs 

should be continued, curtailed, or eliminated; and if additional 

legislation were needed. The chairman was required to assign oversight 

measures to the subcommittees. The House adopted a provision granting a 

special oversight function relating to Education and Labor in the 93rd 

Congress (H.Res. 988, p. 344770), directing the committee to oversee 

domestic education programs within the jurisdictions of other committees 

(Rule X, cl. 3(c), 1979). 

In 1975, when the House allowed the multiple or split referral of 

legislation, the committee followed suit. In a move that again restored 

prerogatives to the chairman, committee members adopted rules allowing 

the chairman's discretion in simultaneous referral of legislation to two 

or more subcommittees for concurrent or sequential consideration. He 

also had the option of dividing legislation and referring the parts to 

the appropriate standing or ad hoc subcommittees. With the advent of 

this provision came the most discretion over referrals the chairman had 

had since the Powell years. 

Another major procedural rules change adopted by the committee 

enlarged its investigative powers. Echoing House rules enacted in 

1975,9 the 1977 committee rules included a provision enlarging the 

committee's investigative powers by authorizing the issuance of 

subpoenas on the approval of a majority of the present and voting 

members, with a majority present. Subpoenas were to be signed by the 

9 Rules of the House of Representatives, Rule XI, Cl. 2, (m)(1), H. 
Res. 988, 93rd Congress, p. 34470. Previously, only a few committees were 
permitted to issue subpoenas. 
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chairman or by any designated member. Although this provision did not 

enhance or diminish the chairman's authority in the committee, it 

certainly increased his stature vis a vis hearing witnesses and give him 

equal standing with those few committees that previously had been the 

sole proprietors of the subpoena powers (Appropriations, Budget, 

Government Operations, Internal Security, and Standards of Official 

Conduct) (Rules of the House 1979, 413). 

In 1984, a new committee rule directed the committee chairman, on 

request from any subcommittee chairman, to file with the appropriate 

department or agency head a formal objection to any final implementing 

regulation identified. The purpose of this rule was to suspend the 

effective date of the regulations in question and to ensure that 

regulations fell within the authority conferred by authorizing 

legislation. 

Other Changes Affecting Operations. The committee also adopted a 

host of important, but less consequential, rules changes. Since they 

largely concerned record-keeping and the routinization of operating 

procedures, most of their impact lay within the committee. Several of 

these rules enhanced the chairman's prerogatives. 

One 1973 procedural rule change augmented the chairman's power by 

restoring to him the power to authorize committee-related travel for 

members and staff. In the prior Congress, the chairman or any 

subcommittee chairman could authorize travel funds. Largely confirming 

existing practice, this seemingly innocuous provision was the 

underpinning for a great deal of influence by the full committee 

chairman. The rules also required that the ranking minority member 
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receive a copy of all written requests for travel. In 1973, the 

chairman also was authorized to approve international travel. As a 

safeguard against the repetition of past junket abuses, members had to 

submit a written report covering the activities and other pertinent 

information gained as the result of the travel. 

The rules for the 92nd Congress (1971-72) also revised the process 

for calling special committee meetings to enable the committee majority 

to circumvent an intractable chairman, at the same time giving him the 

authority to assemble recalcitrant members if they did not accomplish 

the committee's business in the normally scheduled meetings. Members 

reinstated a previously used provision allowing the chairman to assemble 

the committee, in addition to its regular meetings, as he deemed 

necessary for the consideration of any piece of legislation or other 

item of committee business. This rule also empowered the members to 

petition for the call of a special meeting by filing a notice of intent 

with the committee clerk and apprising all members of the meeting time, 

place, and purpose. 

In 1977, members made it easier to get a quorum and more difficult 

for the Republicans to hold up committee business for lack of a quorum. 

A new rule provided that one-third of the members of the committee or a 

subcommittee, rather than a majority, constituted a quorum for taking 

any action other than amending the rules, closing a meeting from the 

public, reporting legislation, or authorizing a subpoena. This rule 

also highlighted the difficulty of obtaining a quorum when so many 

members relied frequently on proxies, which were invalid in a quorum 

count. 
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Another 1977 rule prohibited consideration of proposed changes in 

committee rules unless the text of the change had been in the hands of 

all committee members for at least 48 hours prior to the meeting in 

which the change was to be considered. Of import only to committee 

members, this provision made it difficult for anyone to change the rules 

midstream to suit his purpose before other members could examine the 

impact such a rule change might have. It also served as fair warning 

for members to attend a meeting in which rules changes were to be 

discussed. 

In 1971, minority members were given authority to call witnesses. 

In accordance with new House rules, the 1973 committee rules 

specifically set out hearing procedures generally pursuant to Rule XI, 

Clause 27 of the House Rules. The chairman or subcommittee chairman was 

required to announce and publish the logistics and purpose of each 

hearing at least one week in advance. Witnesses were required to file 

with the clerk written statements of their proposed testimony at least 

24 hours before their appearance. The 1971 rules also added a three-day 

time limit for the filing of minority, supplemental, or individual views 

to be included in the committee reports. 

Also concomitant with House reforms, the 1971 committee rules also 

delineated extensive provisions regulating media coverage of hearings. 

All media had access to full committee hearings, although access to 

subcommittee hearings was governed by majority vote of the subcommittee 

in question. The rules largely concerned placement of cameras, 

microphones, lights, and other equipment designed to provide a minimum 

of interference in committee operations. 
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Summation of Rules Changes. Although the chairman's statutory 

powers generally were weakened throughout the 1967-1984 period that 

Perkins was chairman, the decline by and large was imposed externally, 

in contrast to committee-initiated reforms under the two previous 

chairmen. Most of the Education and Labor restructuring enacted before 

the Perkins era had been instituted by frustrated majority members. 

They had been chipping away at the chairman's traditional authority for 

ten years before Perkins became chairman. Having been subject to the 

abuses by the two previous chairmen, he had been part of the reform 

movement aimed both at Barden and at Powell and had voted for the rules 

crippling the chairman's power. Perkins knew all too well the problems 

that could occur without proper restrictions. 

During his chairmanship, and particularly in the early 1970s, the 

chairman lost some of his standing at the hands of the House and of the 

caucus, but he was not alone. All the other committee chairmen were 

subject to the same debilitations, such as being subject to caucus 

approval and being limited to chairing one subcommittee, among others. 

This development was the result of an era of reform in the House that 

substantially decentralized its committee decision-making processes. 

Education and Labor represented the flagship committee for many of the 

reforms that eventually were applied to all committees. As a result of 

its non-cooperative chairmen, most of its decentralization came about 

prior to the devolution of power in other committees. Only a few 

committee rules changes had substantial effects on the chairman's power 

after the rules adopted in 1966. Furthermore, some of the House and 
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chairman's authority. 
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From 1967 to 1984, most of the changes in the committee rules were 

relatively minor structural or procedural amendments, although they were 

of great import to committee members. The chairman-initiated opening of 

the committee meetings to the public was perhaps the most significant 

reform, affecting not only the operations and the fate of legislation in 

Education and Labor (and possibly in the House), but later, all 

committees. It almost forced attendance and attention to constituency 

pressures because, for the first time, the constituents could see what 

their representatives were doing behind previously closed doors. The 

open-door policy fostered public accountability. 

Size and Party Ratios 

The size of the committee increased with the installation of a new 

chairman at the beginning of the 90th Congress in 1967, as it had when 

Powell assumed the chairmanship in 1961. Thirty-one members had been 

assigned to the committee under Powell. The committee picked up three 

slots in the 90th and grew steadily until the 95th, when, with 14 new 

members, it peaked at 40 members. It since has leveled off at 36 

members. The committee size and number of new members are reflected in 

Table 6-14. 

The party ratios on the committee were similar to those in the 

House for every Congress between 1967 and 1984. The 

ratios are shown in Table 6-15. Both the House and this committee were 

lopsidedly Democratic during most of the Perkins years, especially 

during the 94th through 96th Congresses when about two-thirds of the 



388 

TABLE 6-14 

NUMBER OF MEMBERS ON EDUCATION AND LABOR, 1967-1984" 

Cong./Year Full Dems. Reps. Dems. Reps. 

90 1967-68 34 19 15 55.9 44.1 

91 1969-70 35 20 15 57.1 42.9 

92 1971-72 38 22 16 57.9 42.1 

93 1973-74 37 21 16 56.8 43.2 

94 1975-76 40 27 13 67.5 32.5 

95 1977-78 37 25 12 67.6 32.4 

96 1979-80 38 25 13 65.8 34.2 

97 1981-82 36 21 15 58.3 41.7 

98 1983-84 38 25 13 65.8 34.2 

• Compiled from the U.S. House of Representatives Legislative 
Calendar. Committee on Education and Labor, 1967-1984. 



389 

TABLE 6-15 

PARTY RATIOS: HOUSE v. EDUCATION AND LABOR" 
(Percentages in parentheses) 

HOUSE EDUCATION AND LABOR 
Cong./Year Dems. Reps. Dems. ~· 

90 1967-68 249 (57.2) 187 (42.9) 19 (55.9) 15 (44.1) 

91 1969-70 243 (55.8) 192 (44.1) 20 (57.1) 15 (42.9) 

92 1971-72 255 (58.6) 180 (41.3) 22 (57.9) 16 (42.1) 

93 1973-74 242 (55.6) 192 (44.1) 21 (56.8) 16 (43.2) 

94 1975-76 291 (66.9) 144 (33.1) 27 (67.5) 13 (32.5) 

95 1977-78 292 (67.1) 143 (32.9) 24 (66.7) 12 (33.3) 

96 1979-80 277 (63.6) 158 (36.3) 25 (65.8) 13 (34.2) 

97 1981-82 243 (55.8) 192 (44.1) 21 (58.3) 15 ( 41. 7) 

98 1983-84 268 (61.6) 167 (38.4) 23 (63.9) 13 (36.1) 

• This table was compiled from data printed in the U.S. House of 
Representatives Legislative Calendar. Committee on Education and Labor, 
1967-1984; Statistics of the Presidential and Congressional Elections of 
November 4. 1980; and the Congressional Directory, 1967-1984. 



390 

House membership was Democratic. The Watergate scandal seemed to have a 

national impact beginning in the 1974 elections when the Democrats 

picked up nearly 50 seats in the midterm election and maintained a heavy 

advantage until the 97th Congress when the Republicans gained 34 seats. 

Democrats regained most of them in the 98th Congress. 

Subcommittee Structure and Use 

During the years that Perkins was the chairman, House and caucus 

Democrats approved a series of sweeping reforms that had potential 

effects on the situation on Education and Labor. Subcommittees all over 

Congress increased dramatically in importance and autonomy over what 

they had been in previous decades (Davidson 1981; Deering and Smith 

1984; Sheppard 1985, 232-252). As a result of a heavier workload, an 

influx of young, liberal members, and other factors, numerous chamber 

and caucus reforms in the 1970s were aimed at decentralizing the 

committee system. Most of these reforms changed the internal structures 

and procedures to enhance the ability to produce policy decisions more 

efficiently (Rieselbach 1975). They increased the flexibility of the 

seniority system by encouraging less-senior members to play more 

important roles in the legislative process. Goodwin (1962, 597) pointed 

out that, within limits, subcommittees can allow less-senior legislators 

to gain prestige, to follow their interests, and to exploit their 

abilities in ways that were not possible in a seniority-run committee 

system without subcommittees. The 1970s reforms allowed more members to 

take further advantage of these opportunities. A summary of these 

reforms can be found in Table 6-16. 
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Education and Labor is reputed to have a fairly well-articulated, 

autonomous subcommittee structure (Unekis and Rieselbach 1984, 150). 

One of the most notable features of Education and Labor subcommittees 

beginning in 1967 was the provision that the majority members of the 

committee controlled the creation, the number, and the jurisdictions of 

the subcommittees. Formerly, and in all other committees, that 

prerogative was reserved for the chairman. 

Number and Jurisdiction. During the first four terms (90th -

93rd) of Perkins's chairmanship, the number of subcommittees fluctuated 

although the committee always had a minimum of six standing 

subcommittees and on occasion there were two or three special, select, 

or ad hoc subcommittees or task forces. These subunits were not 

specifically titled to indicate their jurisdictions. Instead, they were 

numbered or referred to by their vague titles --general, special, and 

select subcommittees on education and on labor. There was an ad hoc 

subcommittee or task force here and there, just as there had been during 

Powell's chairmanship. 

Goodwin (1962) noted that for a conservative chairman, the next 

best thing to having no subcommittees might be to have numbered 

subcommittees with no fixed jurisdictions (Goodwin 1962, 598). Although 

this statement seemed to apply particularly well for former Chairman 

Barden, it did not fit Perkins, who, although southern was not typical. 

Seemingly no chairman would favor the idea of having his power taken 

from him little by little, but Perkins had taken part in the reform 

efforts on Education and Labor. He had been a subcommittee chairman and 

knew what the problems and their potential solutions were. Moreover, he 
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SUBCOMMITTEE RELATED HOUSE REFORMS 
AND THE YEAR EFFECTED ON EDUCATION AND LABOR" 

1970 Legislative Reorganization Act 
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Provided that the ranking majority member would preside in absence of 
the chairman. In practice on E&L, 1966 

Encouraged open meetings unless majority voted to close them. In 
practice on E&L in 1967. 

Roll calls available to the public 
Committee reports must be filed within 7 days. 
Prohibited blanket proxies in committees 
Allow 3 days for supplemental or minority reports to be filed for 

inclusion in the committee report 
Require one-third of committee's funds be allocated for minority 

staff. Minority budget in practice on E&L after 1966, but not 
necessarily one-third of the funds. 

Provide that the minority be able to call hearing witnesses during at 
least 1 day of hearings on a bill (nulified in 1971) 

Permit broadcast of hearings. Practiced by E&L in 1967. 

J971 House Democratic Caucus Reforms 

Prohibited members from holding more than one legislative subcommittee 
chairmanship. In practice on E&L since 1967, although not 
written specifically into the rules. 

Limited full committee chairmen to one subcommittee chairmanship. 
Practiced in E&L since 1967. 

Required committees and subcommittees to have written rules. In 
practice on E&L since 1957. 

Subcommittee chairmen permitted to select 1 professional subcommittee 
staff member, subject to approval by the full committee majority 
caucus. In practice on E&L since 1961. 

• The data on House and Caucus reforms are drawn from Deering and 
Smith (1981), p. 264; CQ, Congress and the Nation, Vols. III and IV, and 
Sheppard (1985). Education and Labor reform data are drawn from the 
printed rules of the committee. The dates refer to the time of enactment 
of similar rules (or practices), if applicable, on the committee if 
different from the year of the House or Caucus reform. 
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TABLE 6-16, continued 

1973 Democratic Caucus Reforms 

"Subcommittee Bill of Rights" 
Election of subcommittee chairmen by majority committee caucus. 
Fixed subcommittee jurisdictions set by majority caucus. In E&L rules 

since 1966. 
Party ratios on subcommittees set to reflect ratio in the House. In 

E&L rules in 1957, 1959, and after 1966. 
Guarantee adequate subcommittee budgets by majority caucus. Practiced 

in E&L beginning in 1967. 
Guarantee each member a major subcommittee assignment as long as there 

were vacancies. Practiced on E&L beginning in 1967. 
Full committee Chairman required to file committee reports within 2 

weeks. In E&L rules, Chairman was directed to report bills 
"promptly 11 beginning in 1971. 

1974 Reforms 

Committees with more than 20 members were required to establish a 
minimum of 4 subcommittees. E&L mandated the establishment of 
subcommittees in 1957. 

Provided that no member could be assigned to a second subcommittee 
before every member had chosen on subcommittee assignment 
(bidding). 

Members were restricted to membership on 2 subcommittees per committee 
assignment. E&L rules limited members to 3 subcommittees in 
1967. 
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had not abused the power as his predecessors had been accused of doing. 

As chairman, Perkins never had the arbitrary powers that Barden had and 

that Powell had to a lesser extent. 

The implementation of the 1973 Caucus reforms only slightly 

changed the picture on Education and Labor, beginning in the 94th 

Congress (1975). The subcommittee system was reorganized, although not 

to the extent that the subcommittees of many other committees were 

altered. The committee replaced its vaguely titled subcommittees with 

more specific ones and reorganized its subcommittees slightly over the 

next few sessions, changing names, adding units, or reorganizing as the 

issues or politics demanded. 

Changes in the nature and salience of the issues before the 

committee dictated most of the subcommittee jurisdictional changes and 

reorganizations that appeared during the Perkins years. For instance, 

in 1971, in addition to its other standing subcommittees, members 

created a separate Subcommittee on Agricultural Labor to handle matters 

relating to agricultural workers and their dependents. Later, juvenile 

delinquents and issues concerning the elderly became top priorities. As 

new issues appeared on the committee's agenda, subcommittees were 

created or reorganized to handle whatever issue was politically salient 

at the moment. And their jurisdictions were increasingly specific in 

the rules. 

Several structural rules changes reflected the shifting 

proportions of Democrats to Republicans in the House, mirroring the 

desires of the majority to get away with having as many more seats than 

the minority as they could. These changes varied in specificity. In 
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the early years, the ratio of majority to minority members was set at 

three to two on each subcommittee. Later, it was changed to two to one. 

As the Democrats won more seats, they assigned an additional majority 

member to each subcommittee. In 1979, instead of setting ratios, the 

rules set the precise number of members from each party entitled to 

seats on each subcommittee. Some committees increased in size at the 

expense of others, echoing the changing committee size and 

jurisdictional salience. 

Assignments of Members to Subcommittees. Majority members 

influenced subcommittee assignments, practically guaranteeing Education 

and Labor members choice assignments. The 1967 rules required that all 

members be appointed to one or more subcommittees in accordance with 

seniority and individual preferences, insofar as possible. In 1967, 

prior to Caucus-imposed limits in 1974, the committee adopted a new 

provision limiting members to three subcommittees, with attention paid 

to committee seniority and to individual preferences. 

The rules limited chairmen of standing subcommittees to one 

additional subcommittee and provided that, by virtue of their seniority, 

the ranking members of the majority party automatically would hold the 

chairmanships of the standing subcommittees. The full committee 

chairman could appoint any other subcommittee chairmen -- with due 

regard for seniority. 

Not including the chairman, unless he chaired a subcommittee, or 

the ranking minority member, unless he had a regular seat on a standing 

subcommittee, the average committee member held between two and three 

subcommittee seats per term on Education and Labor. The data are shown 
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in Table 6-17. On the whole, Democrats on Education and Labor were 

likely to hold a slightly higher number of standing subcommittee seats 

than were Republicans. 

Notwithstanding a committee rule limiting members to a maximum of 

three subcommittees, a member occasionally sat on four or five. There 

also were several violations of a rule stating that a chairman of a 

standing subcommittee may not be assigned to more than one other 

subcommittee. 

By tradition, the structure was sufficiently permeable during the 

Perkins years to allow any member desiring to participate (but not vote) 

in subcommittee deliberations to do so, even if he were not a member of 

that subcommittee (a provision allowing such participation also was in 

the original committee rules adopted in 1957). 

Deference to Subcommittees. Although the committee was party

oriented, subcommittees were accorded little deference by the full 

committee. Frequently, battles fought and resolved (or not resolved) in 

subcommittees were fought again in full committee, although a good many 

bills were reported to the House in the form in which they left the 

subcommittee. 

Several characteristics of Education and Labor accounted for the 

lack of faith in subcommittee decisions. First, the controversial 

nature of the issues and the lack of necessity for expertise made the 

full committee the likely arena for many debates. Second, the 

contentious nature of many of the members was a contributing factor. If 

a subcommittee member did not get his amendments through the 
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TABLE 6-17 

MEAN NUMBER OF STANDING SUBCOMMITTEE ASSIGNMENTS 
90TH - 98TH CONGRESSES" 

Number of Full Democrats Republicans 
Congress Subcommittees Mean Mean Mean 

90 6 2.5 2.7 2.2 

91 6 2.6 2.5 2.7 

92 7 2.7 2.8 2.6 

93 8 2.5 2.7 2.3 

94 8 2.5 2.6 2.2 

95 8 2.5 2.7 2.2 

96 8 1.9 2.0 1.9 

97 8 2.2 2.2 2.1 

98 8 2.7 2.8 2.7 

• The number of assignments per member were calculated from 
assignment data printed in the United States House of Representatives 
Legislative Calendar. Committee on Education and Labor, 90th - 98th 
Congresses. The statistics do not include the ex officio assignments of 
the full committee chairman and the ranking minority member, or in later 
Congresses, the ex officio assignments of other Republican committee 
members. Nor do these statistics include ad hoc subcommittees or the 
task forces on pension plans, which generally coincided with membership 
on another subcommittee. The chairman's assignment is included if he 
chaired a subcommittee. The ranking minority member's assignment is 
included if he held a regular subcommittee seat not deemed to be the 
result of his ranking minority member status. 
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subcommittee, frequently he or she would try again in the full 

committee. Third, the Democrats frequently did not agree on the 

formulas for many of the programs. Chairman Perkins wanted his district 

to profit most, while the northern, urban, liberal majority of the 

Democrats wanted urban areas to get the lion's share of the benefits. 

Referral of Legislation to Subcommittees. The committee rules 

required that every bill referred to Education and Labor be assigned to 

the subcommittee of proper jurisdiction within a week of its referral to 

the full committee, regardless of whether the sponsor were a member of 

that subcommittee (Committee Rules, 90th Congress). Perkins generally 

followed this stipulation unless someone made a special request that a 

bill be sent to his subcommittee. Committee staff members who handled 

the referrals for the chairman did not remember the assignment of bills 

ever being an issue (Interviews). 

The advent of specific subcommittees and mandatory referral, while 

not a new idea on Education and Labor, diminished the chairman's already 

precarious power a little further on paper, but did not have a 

perceptible impact on operations. The primary result of these reforms 

was a name change for Education and Labor subcommittees. Perkins 

continued to operate as he had before the changes in rules and continued 

to follow committee rules regarding bill referral. The committee rule 

allowing the chairman to make multiple or split referral of bills to 

subcommittees counterbalanced any loss of his authority. He was much 

more democratic about running the committee than Barden and Powell had 

been and the changes instituted before he took control blunted the 

impact of the 1970s Caucus reforms. 
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Hearings. An examination of the percentage of hearings held is an 

indication of the degree of reliance on subcommittees. Between 1967 and 

1984, just over 97 percent were held before subcommittees. Despite the 

high percentage, Perkins held more hearings in the full committee than 

Powell did. Table 6-18 shows that during Perkins's chairmanship, there 

were nearly 200 days of full committee hearings, with an average of 21.3 

per term. On the other hand, for the three terms that Powell was 

chairman, the full committee held only 7 days of hearings, at an average 

of 2.3 days per term. Whereas the percentages do not differ 

significantly, the total numbers do. Perkins relied on the full 

committee to conduct hearings to a much greater extent than did Powell, 

although in the 95th and the 96th Congresses, Perkins held no full 

committee hearings at all. 

The average number of subcommittee hearings during the Perkins 

years also exceeds that of the Powell years, as does the average per 

term total number of hearings. The Perkins committee held more hearings 

than did the Powell committee, just about any way they are compared. 

Perkins relied largely on the full committee in his early terms as 

chairman to hold hearings on legislation he sponsored. The issues 

included amendments to and extensions of the Economic Opportunity Act of 

1964, the Elementary and Secondary Education Act of 1965, and the 

National School Lunch Act. On several occasions, the full committee 

held hearings on Ranking Minority Member Albert Quie's (R-MN) education 

legislation, as well. 
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TABLE 6-18 

DAYS AND PROPORTION OF HEARINGS 
FULL COMMITTEE VERSUS SUBCOMMITTEES" 

Days of Days of Percentage of 
Full Subcommittee Total Days Subcommittee 

Congress Hearings Hearings Hearings Hearings 

90 36 193 229 84.2% 

91 38 343 381 90.0 

92 61 236 297 79.6 

93 5 338 343 98.5 

94 7 288 295 97.6 

95 0 317 317 100.0 

96 0 335 335 100.0 

97 14 271 285 95.1 

98 20 262 282 92.9 

Total 181 2583 2764 

Mean 21.3 287 308.3 97.4 

• Compiled from data printed in the United States House of 
Representatives Legislative Calendar. Committee on Education and Labor, 
90th to 98th Congresses, and from statistics printed in Activities and 
Accomplishments of the Committee on Education and Labor, 90th to 98th 
Congresses. 
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Committee Staff 

It has been said repeatedly that Carl Perkins set out to solve the 

unemployment problems single-handedly by hiring everyone who needed a 

job -- for his office or for the committee. As a result of this 

practice and for other reasons, the size of the staff varied markedly 

from month to month. Some stayed for years and others for just a few 

months. Moreover, it is not always possible to determine how many staff 

members there were or whether they were classified as statutory or 

investigative. The record-keeping and reporting procedures and 

practices varied throughout the years. 

The Legislative Reorganization Act of 1946 (P.L. 79-601, 60 Stat. 

812) allowed each committee four permanent, professional staff members 

and six clerical personnel. Minority allocations were not specified 

because staff were supposed to be appointed without regard to political 

affiliation. Provisions for minority staff personnel were not written 

into the House Rules until the Legislative Reorganization Act of 1970 

(P.L. 91-510, 84 Stat. 1140), which provided that one-third of the 

committee's investigative personnel funding, two of the committee's six 

professional statutory personnel, and one of the statutory clerical 

employees be allocated to the minority. Malbin (1980) noted that both 

House and Senate Democrats ignored the one-third rule in subsequent 

years (Malbin 1980, 13). In fact, the provision was repealed in 1971 

and not reinstated until 1974, when the minority was allotted one-third 

of the 18 professionals and 12 clerks and one third of the investigative 

funds. In 1975, the House eliminated the 1946 requirement that 

professionals be non-partisan and instituted prohibitions against 
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discrimination on the basis of race, creed, sex, and age. That same 

year, subcommittee chairmen and ranking minority members were authorized 

to hire staff members, paid out of statutory or supplemental funds, to 

work on their subcommittees (Rules of the House, Rule XI, cl. 6, p. 

439). 

One of the hallmarks of Education and Labor staff members under 

Perkins (and Powell) was their party loyalty (Goodwin 1970, Morrow 

1969). Despite the non-partisan requirement, throughout both eras, the 

committee staff was partisan. As one set of authors noted, 

Party affiliation is a very important criterion in staff 
selection; here the minority staff services only minority 
members of the committees, while majority staff appointees 
serve only majority members of the committee (Jewell and 
Patterson 1966, 242). 

There were physical barriers between the two staffs and little 

communication between them (Jewell and Patterson 1966, 243). 

Prior to the guaranteed independent staffing of subcommittees 

implemented in 1971 (Deering and Smith 1981, 264), personnel 

considerations were limited by the committee budget. The chairman had 

the authority to employ and discharge additional majority committee and 

subcommittee staff members as the budget would allow. Because the 

numbers of standing committee staff members were set by law, Perkins 

(and other committee chairmen) relied on staff members paid out of 

investigative funds to do much of the work, including the staffing of 

subcommittees. See Table 6-19. Moreover, he allowed the minority part 

of these funds, but not necessarily one-third. 

Until 1966, the authority of the committee to employ or discharge 

majority committee staff members was reserved for the chairman while the 
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TABLE 6-19 

NUMBER OF COMMITTEE AND SUBCOMMITTEE STAFF MEMBERS 
COMMITTEE ON EDUCATION AND LABOR, 1967-1984" 

Statutor~ In~estigati~e 
Congress Ma.i. Min. Total Ma.i. Min. sc Total 

90 8 2 10 16 17 40 73 
91 8 2 10 26 18 40 84 
92 9 3 12 24 14 51 89 
93 9 3 12 25 15 62 102 
94 18 8 28"" 24 11 66 101 
95 17 6 23 23 13 57 93 
96 17 9 26 25 15 55 95 
97 20 10 30 24 15 46 85 
98 20 10 30 29 14 55 98 

• The figures reflect the number of staff members on the committee 
at a certain time, usually July of the first session of each Congress. 
Data on staffs in the 90th-94th Congresses were drawn from the 
Congressi on a 1 Record (when committees were required to report staff 
titles and salaries to the Clerk of the House). After the 94th, 
reporting procedures changed. Statistics for the 95th-98th came from 
Education and Labor budgetary records reported to the Committee on House 
Administration. These statistics do not include the task forces on 
Welfare and Pension Plans, which were paid out of separate budgets. 

•• In 1974, Democratic Caucus reforms increased the staff size from 
12 to 30 statutory personnel. From 1961 to 1974, the majority party was 
entitled to 9 statutory staff members and the minority to 3. After the 
increase, the majority was allowed 12 professional and 8 clerical 
personnel and the minority was entitled to 6 professional and 4 clerical 
staff members. In 1970, the Reorganization Act allowed the minority 
control of one-third of the investigative funds but this provision was 
repealed in 1971. 
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ranking minority member had control over the minority staff. When 

Perkins became chairman, the subcommittee chairmen hired their own 

staffs and the full committee chairman was responsible for the full 

committee staff. Perkins took full advantage of his hiring powers to 

enlarge the investigative staff. Moreover, not only did he hire his own 

people, he hired friends of his ranking committee colleagues -

Thompson, Green, Dent, and O'Hara, among others -- sometimes giving them 

preference over his own people. 

Although Education and Labor subcommittee staffs were not 

guaranteed prior to the Perkins's chairmanship, they were authorized in 

the committee rules beginning in the 87th Congress (1961-62). The 1961 

rules provided that the full committee chairman, in consultation with 

the subcommittee chairmen, assign the duties and responsibilities of 

members of the staffs and delegate duties that he deemed appropriate. 

The ranking minority member had the same powers in regard to the 

minority staff, which was allocated by the grace of a merciful majority 

since there were no statutory provisions for minority staff until the 

1970 Reform Act. Although the Republicans had full committee staff, 

they had few, if any, subcommittee employees throughout the Perkins 

years. The records are such that it is difficult to tell with any 

degree of certainty. 

Under Perkins, the subcommittee staff members were appointed and 

removed by the subcommittee chairman after consultation with the 

majority members of the subcommittee. Those staff members not assigned 

to subcommittees were to be appointed and removed by the chairman of the 



full committee after consultation with the majority membership of the 

committee. 
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As an additional note about the Education and labor staff, under 

Powell if a member desired staff assistance not usually rendered in the 

course of regular committee and subcommittee staff duties, he had to 

appeal to the chairman for such assistance. After his departure, the 

committee rules for the 90th Congress (1967-68) borrowed a phrase from 

existing House rules that declared that "staff members shall be assigned 

to committee business and no other duties may be assigned to them" 

(Committee Rules, 1967, Rule 11). This rule was honored more in the 

breach than in the observance, however. Under both Powell and Perkins, 

committee staff frequently handled district matters, according to some 

staff members. 

Conclusion 

By the end of the Perkins era, Education and Labor's structure had 

a more complex configuration than it had when it was chaired by Barden. 

It had more members, more subcommittees, and a larger staff. It was 

infinitely more decentralized than it had been in Barden's day, relying 

on subcommittees to a greater extent and allowing subcommittee chairmen 

a greater degree of influence in committee operations. As a forerunner 

of decentralization of House committees, Education and labor had 

institutionalized its own decentralization. Formal committee rules had 

increased in number, scope, and specificity, and were followed more 

closely. In general, the committee was more egalitarian. All these 

strictures and developments had less impact on committee operations than 

might have been expected. Perkins had championed the reforms that 
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devolved authority when Barden and Powell were chairmen and was able to 

manipulate committee activities to his liking despite them. The result 

was a more democratic, decentralized committee responding to its 

chairman's direction. His leadership will be discussed in the next 

chapter. 

Jurisdiction, Workload, and Function 

This section discusses changes in the jurisdiction of the 

Committee on Education and Labor, the committee's workload, and its 

function. These features of the committee will be related to its 

composition, structure, and operations in an attempt to show what the 

committee was charged with doing, what it actually accomplished, and why 

it took that course of action. Analysis will show that the nature of 

the issues changed during Chairman Perkins's tenure as chairman, as did 

the mission of the committee. The committee was no longer the bastion 

of innovation that it had been in the early- and mid-1960s. Throughout 

most of the 1967 to 1984 period, Education and Labor was in a holding 

pattern. Budget cuts and a decreasingly salient jurisdiction forced it 

to concentrate on protecting the gains made in the Powell years. 

Jurisdiction 

As new issues came to public attention, the jurisdiction of the 

Committee on Education and Labor increased in scope. It also shifted in 

emphasis. The official jurisdiction did not change, but the programs 

covered within the vague issue areas delineated in the House rules 

changed in concurrence with issues on the political agenda. 
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In education, the major education laws had been enacted in the 

1960s after years of bitter controversy. By the 1970s, most of what 

Education and Labor did in the area of education was by way of amending 

and extending the 1960s programs. A few new areas did emerge, however. 

They included asbestos in schools, drug and alcohol abuse prevention and 

education, refugee education, boxer safety, computer-related education, 

and, recently, AIDS education, among others. 

Another aspect of jurisdictional change that the committee faced 

was the overall decline of organized labor. Republican Administrations 

rarely emphasized labor issues, other than to try to control union 

behavior. Nor was President Carter a particular friend to labor. He 

had no policy initiatives concerning unions (Congress and the Nation, V, 

400). Organized labor's influence peaked in the 1950s and began a 

steady decline that continued throughout the 1980s. The dearth of major 

labor legislation, with a couple of exceptions, during the Perkins years 

is evidence of the decline. In addition, during the Carter 

Administration, union membership fell (Congress and the Nation, V, 400). 

Congressional Quarterly indicated that the drop off in union importance 

stemmed largely from changes in the economy. There was a general shift 

from the manufacturing to the service sector that cut into labor's base 

in industries. In addition, the population shifts from the Northeast 

and Midwest, which had strong union ties, to states in the Sun Belt, 

which frequently had anti-union cultures, further undermined the labor 

movement. Furthermore, as a result of more sophisticated methods, 

management was increasingly effective in fighting unions (Congress and 

the Nation, V, 400). 
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Public sector unions were the exception to the decline in 

organized labor. Public employees joined unions in increasingly large 

numbers; by 1980, about 50 percent were union members, up from 31 

percent in 1968 (Congress and the Nation, V, 400). The increase in 

public sector unions contributed to the rise of legislation concerning 

pension plans and retirement systems for public employees, including the 

Employee Retirement Income Security Act of 1974 (P.L. 93-406) and 

related programs. 

In addition to the slow demise of its labor clientele, the 

committee faced other jurisdictional changes. During the Perkins years, 

for the most part, the Administrations no longer looked to large social 

welfare programs to solve the nation's ills. Concomitantly, this 

committee was no longer the prime vehicle for enacting the President's 

agenda. The days of most of the Great Society programs were numbered. 

Under Powell, the committee had been charged with formulating large 

parts of the President's domestic policy. Once these programs were 

implemented, however, other concerns replaced them. Moreover, the 

poverty program faced serious administrative problems and generally was 

viewed as a failure. A few of its programs still survive, but poverty 

is no longer the pressing issue that it was in the 1960s, although 

certain aspects of it (e.g., homelessness) have reemerged. It has been 

replaced on the political agenda by other problems, notably Vietnam and 

the economy. 

As a result of high unemployment rates and a generally sagging 

economy, the emphasis shifted from poverty to job training, although 

some elements of job training had been incorporated into the poverty 
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program. Manpower development and training issues were fairly prominent 

in the 1970s. CETA and other programs were enacted with an eye toward 

training the hard-core unemployed. 

The 1960s emphasis on efforts to alleviate poverty gave rise to 

the welfare aspects of the committee's jurisdiction that did not come 

specifically under education or under labor, but generally related to 

both. The committee worked on various programs aimed at the elderly, 

including the Older Americans Act, age discrimination prevention, 

nutrition programs, and grand-parent visitation rights to see children 

whose parents were divorced. The committee also focused its efforts on 

programs for children, including school lunch, child abuse prevention, 

juvenile justice, missing children, and runaway youths. Another problem 

that surfaced was how to compensate survivors or policemen and fire 

fighters killed in the line of duty. 

The jurisdiction of Education and Labor increased and shifted 

during the period that Perkins was chairman. Attention was diverted 

from poverty and labor issues toward the renewal of education programs 

and the formulation of job training programs for the disadvantaged. 

Workload and Activities 

As in previous chapters, the committee's workload and activities 

are measured in terms of the number of bills referred to the committee, 

the number of hearings held in full committee and subcommittee, the 

number reported to the House, the number that passed the House, and the 

number enacted into public law. See Table 6-20 for statistics on 

legislation. For data on hearings, refer to Table 6-18. 



410 

TABLE 6-20 

BILLS REFERRED TO THE COMMITTEE ON EDUCATION AND LABOR" 
1951 THROUGH 1984 

Number 
Number Number Number Public 

Congress Year Referred Reported Passed HR Laws 

82 1951-52 232 08 07 04 
83 1953-54 268 15 14 12 
84 1955-56 468 12 11 10 
85 1957-58 601 18 14 14 
86 1959-60 720 17 10 08 
87 1961-62 741 44 20 18 
88 1963-64 713 25 14 14 
89 1965-66 959 51 32 28 

90 1967-68 836 38 33 24 
91 1969-70 855 26 24 23 .. 
92 1971-72 1,110 29 28 19 
93 1973-74 1,258 41 36 33 
94 1975-76 1,089 34 27 17 ... 
95 1977-78 1,113 40 37 31 
96 1979-80 521 34 25 13 
97 1981-82 433 33 17 7 
98 1983-84 488 55 43 19 

• Compiled from the United States House of Representatives 
Legislative Calendar. Committee on Education and Labor, 82nd- 98th 
Congresses (1951-1984). 

··Three additional bills were enacted as part of the Elementary and 
Secondary Amendments of 1969 (P.L. 91-23). 

···Two additional bills were enacted as part of Education Amendments 
of 1976 (P.L. 93-482). 
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External factors were responsible for the pattern of the number of 

bills referred to Education and Labor. The number decreased about the 

time that Perkins became chairman, increased for the next ten years, and 

dropped almost by half in the 96th Congress. Several reasons account 

for this change in workload. First, the 1967 drop was a function of a 

new rule that allowed, for the first time, up to 25 cosponsors for each 

bill. Ostensibly, this eliminated some of the duplication. Second, the 

increase in bills can be accounted for by generally increasing committee 

workloads and by a rule instituted in 1975 that allowed the referral of 

bills to more than one committee at the same time or sequentially. As a 

result, Education and Labor received bills that previously would have 

been under the jurisdiction of other committees, such as Ways and Means, 

as well as sharing consideration of measures previously under its 

exclusive control. Third, sharp decline in the number of bills referred 

beginning in 1979 was primarily a result of a rule allowing an unlimited 

number of members to sponsor a bill, although the declining salience of 

the committee's jurisdiction also may have played a role. 

The committee's workload increased in terms of the number of 

hearings by both subcommittees and the full committee. Part of the 

increase stemmed from a stepped up emphasis on oversight, which resulted 

in all subcommittees being charged with oversight duties. The 

chairman's role perhaps was more important. Carl D. Perkins, an active 

and permissive chairman, contributed substantially to the growth in 

hearings. In addition to scheduling regular hearings in Washington, the 

chairman held hearings in his district and frequently conducted hearings 

in other members' districts in exchange for their participation in 
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hearings in his own. The chairman also allowed other members to hold as 

many hearings as they liked. The general increase in the importance of 

subcommittees because of House and House Democratic Caucus reforms also 

may have contributed to an additional number of hearings. Some 

subcommittee chairmen may have been trying to carve a niche for 

themselves, a task that became easier when subcommittees gained 

importance in the House. The fact that Chairman Perkins himself took a 

subcommittee beginning in the 93rd Congress (1973-74) accounted for the 

large jump in the percentage of hearings held in subcommittees. He used 

his subcommittee rather than the full committee for his forum. 

While the committee was holding more hearings, it was producing 

somewhat less legislation. The number of bills reported dropped off 

slightly from an average of 40 per term under Powell to 37.3 each 

Congress under Perkins. This decrease can be explained in part by the 

eroding salience of the committee's jurisdiction under Perkins. During 

the Powell years, the committee handled a large portion of the 

President's domestic agenda and had not only presidential backing but 

the full force of Administration lobbying for Education and Labor bills. 

By the time Perkins became chairman, Vietnam had become the top priority 

at the expense of attention to domestic issues other than the economy. 

Another reason for the decrease in the number of bills reported lies in 

the increased emphasis and time put into oversight. 

Although the committee reported fewer bills under Perkins, its 

success rates were substantially higher. Over 82 percent of the bills 

reported by Education and Labor passed the House as compared to the 

slightly more than half that were approved under Powell. Once these 
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bills reached the Senate, they sometimes were blocked from enactment by 

the difficulty of forging agreements with the Senate in a limited amount 

of time. There were several presidential vetoes. 

Chairman Perkins was a factor in the relatively high rates of 

success the committee had between 1967 and 1984. Although the measures 

considered by the committee under Perkins were not as critical as those 

handled during the Powell years, as chairman, Perkins added prestige to 

the committee because of his honesty and seriousness. Powell's 

behavior, on the other hand, had diminished the committee's reputation. 

Perkins also worked diligently at building majorities for his bills. As 

discussed in the next chapter, he was relentless in his efforts to win 

House support for committee bills, particularly his own. 

Another reason for the numbers of bills passed and enacted was the 

committee's concentration on amending and extending existing legislation 

that had been enacted in the 1960s. In addition, many of the bills were 

of smaller scope and thus easier to pass. 

On the whole, the Committee on Education and Labor's workload was 

not substantially different in amount from what it had been under the 

Powell years. The number of bills increased with the advent of multiple 

referral, but fell off with unlimited multiple sponsorship. The flurry 

of activity judged by the nu~bers of hearings held increased, but the 

productivity decreased. One of the reasons for these patterns lies in 

the functional shift the committee underwent during the Perkins years. 

An important point to notice, nonetheless, is that the success rate of 

committee bills on the floor rose by half, a development that can be 



attributed in large part to Chairman Perkins. The next chapter will 

expand on this point. 

Committee Function, 1967-1984 
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Once again, concurrent with a chairmanship change, the committee 

function changed. Under Powell, the committee had been the vehicle by 

which the Administration pursued a large part of its domestic agenda, 

which included improving the quality of life for the poor and trying to 

increase the quality of education at all levels. Education and Labor 

had jurisdiction over the War on Poverty programs and federal aid to 

education, two top priorities of the President Johnson. Millions of 

dollars were spent trying to improve the quality of life and rid the 

nation of structural poverty. 

By the time Perkins became chairman in 1967, many of these 

programs were in place. Moreover, Vietnam had bumped poverty off the 

top of the public agenda. Funds from human resources programs were 

funneled to the war effort. In addition, the economy was in sad shape. 

As a result, Republican Administrations came to power with entirely 

different objectives than the Great Society. They did not favor large 

social welfare programs to begin with, and set about to replace them 

with cash grants and tried to abolish them. Nixon's impoundment of OEO 

funds is a prime example. Moreover, the Republicans also had different 

ideas concerning federal aid to education. Nixon favored a general 

revenue sharing approach to restore discretion over education spending 

to the states. In addition, government spending was increasing and 

efforts were underway to try to balance the budget and to cut federal 

education and welfare spending in the process. 
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Another factor in the functional shift of the committee was the 

declining power of its constituent interest groups. First and foremost, 

the decline of organized labor in membership, political and financial 

clout, and salience had an impact. Unions had been heavy backers of 

Education and Labor programs. With the loss in labor influence, 

education programs were also more vulnerable to attack because labor had 

been among their strongest supporters. The education establishment 

maintained its strength, but it, too, met with resistance from the 

budget cutters. 

As a result of the shift away from emphasis on the programs under 

the committee's jurisdiction and the new emphasis on budget cutting, the 

function of Education and Labor shifted from one of activity and 

innovation to a holding pattern. A major goal of committee Democrats 

throughout the Perkins years was to hold onto gains they had made in the 

1960s. The Republicans made large-scale efforts to cripple many of the 

Education and Labor programs, such as the school lunch program, 

scholarships, guaranteed student loans, and BEOGs. Chairman Perkins 

said, "They're unreasonably gouging the Education and Labor Committee 

and the people in education and in labor. They've done so much harm" 

(Interview). According to Congressional Quarterly, although 

authorizations for education programs were increasing, there was a large 

gap between the amount approved and the amount appropriated. "By fiscal 

1973, Congress was appropriating less than $4 for every $10 authorized" 

(Congress and the Nation, IV, 384). 

To compensate for a jurisdiction declining in salience and in 

power, the committee, according to the chairman, broadened its scope. 
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The committee concentrated on new issues that previously not been 

issues. The rise of public sector pension and retirement plans 

legislation is one example. Immigrant and refugee education, asbestos 

in schools, and day care are others. The committee also dug deeper into 

occupational health and safety issues and manpower policies. 

In addition to the increased jurisdictional scope, the committee, 

led by its chairman, fought tooth and nail to keep its programs intact, 

particularly those in education. They tried to keep and secondary 

education, higher education, vocational education with reasonable 

funding levels. Since the 1974 budget act, the committee has been at 

the mercy of the Budget Committee and subsequent budget control acts, 

such as Gramm-Latta and Gramm-Rudman, have imposed further limitations. 

Members investigated alternative sources of funding, such as 

tuition tax credits. They also had to return to the race issues of 

education and deal with the problems that forced busing created. They 

were confronted by President Carter who threatened to veto legislation 

that would block busing, although President Reagan indicated that he 

favored the prospect (Congress and the Nation, V, 655-656}. 

In sum, during the years that Perkins was chairman, the committee 

no longer was in the forefront of the public agenda. It continued to 

authorize large entitlement programs but met with resistance with the 

budget cutters. The function of the committee was to hold onto the 

gains made in the early- and mid-1960s. As a former staff member said, 

"They keep trying to reinvent the wheel" by amending and extending 

existing programs and trying to keep them financially sound (Interview, 

staff}. 
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CHAPTER 7 

LEADERSHIP OF THE COMMITTEE: THE PERKINS YEARS, 1967-84 

In general terms, the chairman of a congressional committee, 

within certain parameters imposed by House and committee environments, 

makes a difference in the behavior of his committee and in the outcome 

of the issues before it. This expectation certainly was true of 

Chairman Carl D. Perkins (D-KY), who had a unique impact on the 

operations and output of the Committee on Education and Labor. To 

illustrate that difference, this chapter examines the leadership style 

of Chairman Perkins as shown by his use of institutional prerogatives 

and personal resources. First, to put him in context, his background 

and orientation are discussed in terms of his constituency, his 

personality, his ideological proclivities, and his voting behavior. 

Perkins: Background and Orientation 

"Carl Dewey Perkins was up there next to God in the Seventh 

District of Kentucky. He was a saviour," according to one of his 

constituents who also had worked for him. 10 He brought federal money, 

accompanied by jobs and roads, to one of the poorest congressional 

districts in the country -- in the far reaches of Appalachia. 

After he died on August 3, 1984, between five and six thousand 

people attended his funeral in the Knott County High School gymnasium in 

10 Remark made in the author's presence at Chairman Perkins' funeral 
by Connie Frederick Crosby. 
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Hindman, Kentucky, including a delegation over more than 100 members of 

Congress and five former Kentucky governors as well as the sitting 

governor of the state. According to the Troublesome Creek Times, "The 

funeral probably represented the largest single gathering of national 

figures in Kentucky's history" (Daley 1984). Admirers later erected a 

statute to him in Hindman. 

In explaining some of the adulation, one of his obituaries quoted 

a highly placed official in the Johnson Administration as saying, "It's 

safe to say that Carl Perkins has gotten more Federal money for his 

district, on a per capita basis, than any man on Capitol Hill" (Hunter 

1984). Millions of people, and particularly the thousands of poor in 

Eastern Kentucky, were helped by Carl Perkins through the Elementary and 

Secondary Education Act of 1965, the Economic Opportunity Act of 1964, 

adult education programs, funding for libraries, black lung benefits for 

coal miners, flood-control projects, free school lunches for poor 

children, and other programs. 

Born in 1912 on a farm near Hindman, a small town in Knott County, 

Kentucky, Carl Perkins was the son of a lawyer. His father also 

operated a livery stable business. James Perkins had come to Knott 

County from Grayson County, Virginia, in about 1880. 11 

Hindman was a remote town, isolated by mountains. As a boy, 

Perkins would earn money by taking a drove of horses to the railroad 

station in Hazard to pick up the lawyers and judges traveling the court 

11 Letter to Adron Doran, President Emeritus of Morehead State 
University, from Benjamin F. Reeves, Assistant to the Chairman and 
Assistant Chief Clerk of the Committee on Education and Labor, 30 March 
1977. 
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Kentucky River Valley, over the mountains, and back along Troublesome 

Creek to Hindman. 12 
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After attending the Hindman Settlement School and the county 

schools, Perkins was a student at nearby Caney College, now Alice Lloyd 

College, in Pippa Passes, Kentucky. After two years, he took a job 

teaching school for about $50 a month (Hunter 1984). 13 He commuted on 

horseback, traveling over the mountain instead of by the road, which was 

twice as far (Glickman 1972, 2). Perkins also attended college for a 

time at Lees Junior College in Jackson, Kentucky. Having a less than 

spectacular academic record, he never graduated from college, although 

later he graduated from the Jefferson School of Law in Louisville. 14 

Subsequently, Perkins held a number of public offices. In 1939, 

he served an unexpired term as commonwealth attorney. The next year, he 

was elected to the Kentucky General Assembly. Perkins served as the 

Knott County attorney from 1941-48, even during the time he served in 

the U.S. Army in Europe. In 1948, Governor Earle Clements appointed him 

counsel for the Kentucky Department of Highways. Also that year, 

Perkins first won election to Congress. 

Carl Perkins married Verna Johnson and they moved to Washington to 

be closer to the Congress, although Perkins never called anyplace home 

12 The amount of the fee was printed in his obituary in the New York 
Times, written by Marjorie Hunter. The story came from staff members who 
heard it told often. 

13 Glickman (1972) cited the salary as $59.60 per month. 

14 Comment about Perkins' academic record by a later President of Lees 
College to a committee staff member. 
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but Hindman. In 1954, Carl and Verna had their only son, Carl C., whom 

they called Chris. When Carl Perkins died in 1984, Chris was elected to 

his father's seat largely on the strength of the Perkins name, which was 

highly revered in Eastern Kentucky. 

Perkins's District 

Ultimately encompassing 23 counties in Eastern Kentucky, the 

Seventh District is largely an untidy jumble of mountains and steep 

valleys, except where it gentles out into a few counties in the state's 

famed Bluegrass region. At the onset of Perkins's congressional 

service, roads were generally poor, television was unknown, and radio 

stations were few and far between. Outside the county seat towns, 

telephone communication was marked less by its presence than by its 

dearth. There was (and is) only one city of any consequential size, 

Ashland, which had 29,000 people in 1970 and declined to 27,064 in the 

1980 Census. The Seventh District of Kentucky was and is one of the 

poorest congressional districts in the United States. According to the 

Ralph Nader Congress Project's research on Perkins, the 1968 average per 

capita income in the Seventh District was $1,332. This figure compares 

with a statewide average was $2,614 and a nationwide average was $3,159. 

The Nader Project described it as the "most thickly-populated rural area 

in the country despite a ten percent population loss during the 60s" 

(Glickman 1972, 2). 

The local economy depends on the coal industry, which was 

depressed severely during most of Perkins's congressional service. 

Increased mechanization of Kentucky mines and the ease of mining western 

coal, which was less harmful environmentally, resulted in fewer jobs for 
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coal miners. Moreover, many companies increasingly relied on strip

mining, which requires fewer workers than does deep-mining. As a 

consequence of these factors and the dangers associated with mining, 

many miners abandoned the Seventh District for promises of a better 

financial future in industrial places like Akron, Flint, Toledo, and 

Detroit, where there were factory jobs (Glickman 1972, 2; Barone et al. 

1977, 326). Many district residents also relied on tobacco farming for 

their income. As of 1972, over half of the district's farms grew at 

least some tobacco-- more than 30,000 of them. In addition, livestock, 

petroleum refining, and primary metal industries fueled the economy. 

Also in 1972, about 80 percent of the residents lived in rural 

areas and 70 percent were blue-collar workers, almost double the 

national average. Blacks and foreign stock comprised only 2 percent of 

the district's population (Glickman 1972). At one point, staff members 

reported that school superintendents under federal pressure to integrate 

their schools complained that there were not enough blacks to go around 

to satisfy a Department of Health, Education, and Welfare order. 

The Chairman's Constituencies 

The residents of the Seventh District traditionally have been 

Democrats as a result of New Deal reforms and the United Mine Workers 

(UMW). As of 1972, the voter registry listed 65 percent of the voters 

as Democrats and 34 percent as Republicans. In Perkins's first 

election, the Taft-Hartley Act was the major campaign issue. Perkins 

took the side of the miners, although he did not have their union's 

endorsement. He had, however, represented more than a few miners in 

workmen's compensation cases and won the election with 60.5 percent of 



422 

the vote (Glickman 1972, 2). In every election after that, the UMW was 

solidly behind him. Despite the declining importance of the labor 

unions, the district has remained largely Democratic -- and loyal to 

Carl Perkins until the day he died. 

Not only the miners in the Seventh District and in Kentucky, but 

union members all over the United States considered themselves 

constituents of Carl Perkins. He had come along at the appropriate time 

to prevent legislation abhorrent to organized labor from being reported 

from his committee. He had been on their side from the moment he 

entered Congress in 1949 and was one of the few members involved in the 

House-Senate Conference Committee on the Landrum-Griffin Act in 1959 who 

would not sign the conference report. 

In the 1930s and 1940s, mine owners and UMW members fought 

bitterly over union wages and benefits, but the struggle apparently was 

replaced by one between the mining industry, particularly strip mine 

operators, and environmentalists (Glickman 1972, 2). The battle still 

rages in the 1980s. Strip-mining became one of the major issues of the 

district elections and several groups antagonistic to strip-mining 

formed during the 1970s. Generally, environmentalists did not support 

Perkins. 

The education establishment also supported Perkins, who, in turn, 

was one of its biggest supporters. Before he was chairman, he gained 

its backing by his work on the Elementary and Secondary Education Act of 

1965 and on the Vocational Education Act. The teachers unions found 

good in Perkins from both the educational and the union perspectives. 

He was a champion of the teachers and of public education. 
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When he became chairman of the Committee on Education and Labor 

in 1967, Carl Perkins came in contact with a broader, but not 

fundamentally different, constituency. It consisted of the poor people 

of the nation, the beneficiaries of the social welfare programs enacted 

with the help of the committee in the 1960s. They lived all over the 

country, in large cities and ghettoes, in small towns, in rural areas. 

Thousands of these people -- poor, uneducated, unemployed, and 

unskilled happened to live in the Seventh District of Kentucky. 

"Disadvantaged" was the word used to describe them. They comprised his 

real constituency. Rather than regarding himself as an advocate of the 

disadvantaged nation-wide, as some perceived him to be, Perkins was 

devoted to the people of the Seventh District, truly being one of them 

himself. Throughout his congressional career, he fought tirelessly for 

programs to improve the quality of life in Appalachia. 

Perkins the Man 

Although those who knew him well knew better, on the surface, 

Perkins appeared to many to be a fumbling, bumbling, bumpkin who 

whistled through his teeth when he talked. 5 Thomas N. Bethell described 

him in the Rural Coalition newsletter as 

A great, shuffling, bear of a man who has never paid much 
attention to changing fashion ... He has enormous hands 
that look as though they remember what manual labor was 
like. He doesn't televise well, and he lacks the quick wit 
and glibness that today's politicians seem to need (cited 
in Ernest B. Furguson 1984). 

5 The description of Perkins as a bumpkin surfaced repeatedly in 
interviews conducted with Members and staff as part of this research. 
Gladieux and Wolanin (1976, 170) also describe his image as "something of 
a country bumpkin." 



One of the committee staff members wrote to a constituent, 

It has now been nearly 30 years since Carl came to 
Washington. But it is as if he has been placed under a 
glass bell, for urban life, Potomac Fever, or Congressional 
grandeur have never rubbed off on him. He is still the 
same plain, unaffected, old-fashionedly polite Kentuckian 
he was when he set foot in the place (Letter to Adron Doran 
from Benjamin F. Reeves, 30 March 1977). 
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Perkins did not join the Washington social scene. Frequently, he 

did not even tell his wife about generally-coveted invitations to the 

White House and to other affairs. One time when he and his wife, 

Verna, were invited to the Johnson White House for dinner, the chairman 

asked a staff member to go as his representative. The last time he had 

gone, 11They didn't get supper on the table 1til after 10 o 1 clock. 11 The 

women had gone with Mrs. Johnson and the men had sat and talked with 

the President, who told one Sam Rayburn story after another. Perkins 

had not enjoyed the previous occasion and did not relish a repeat 

performance. 

Perkins had the reputation of being exceedingly honest and 

earned great respect among his colleagues for it. On one occasion, the 

Kentucky AFL-CIO tried to present him with a color television as a 

token of its appreciation. He would not go near it. He did not want 

even the appearance of accepting gifts. 16 He also paid for his personal 

telephone calls made from his office and put postage on personal 

letters.· Perhaps his caution was heightened by the prison terms 

H This incident was recounted many times to Education and Labor staff 
members by Sam Ezelle, former Secretary-Treasurer of the Kentucky AFL-CIO. 
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meted out to two of his predecessors in the House from Eastern Kentucky 

for financial malfeasance. 17 

A telling factor regarding his financial caution was his refusal 

to accept campaign contributions from anyone, including his staff, for 

the greater part of his congressional career. His campaign expenses 

came out of his own pocket and were minimal. Beginning sometime in the 

Nixon Administration, he did accept a few contributions, albeit not 

large ones. By that time it had dawned on him how much television air 

time cost and how many stations he had to buy from to get his message to 

his constituents in his district (Interviews, staff). 

Perkins's district was such that he did not need to spend large 

amounts of money campaigning for reelection. Mass media was limited, 

thus political advertisements on radio or television were minimally 

effective. He did buy some television time, but it was expensive and he 

did not consider it as efficient as some of his personal campaign 

practices. Perkins spent time instead of money campaigning, thereby 

negating the need for most financial contributions. He returned to his 

district almost every weekend and traveled the territory meeting with 

everyone he could. He went way back up in the "hollers" to visit 

constituents and to see if they had any problems that he could help them 

solve. Perkins also worked long hours attending football games, horse 

shows, fairs, and other social functions where he had maximum access to 

large numbers of constituents. 

17 Andrew Jackson May, Chairman of the House Military Affairs 
Committee, and John Langley. Both represented Floyd County, Kentucky, an 
area now in the Seventh District. 
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Perkins's District Orientation and Reputation 

Since his rough edges never wore off in Washington, and he never 

became a part of the "Washington establishment," Perkins truly was one 

of the people of the Seventh District. They could have had no better 

representation in Congress. All his life, he called Hindman home 

although he had been in Washington since 1949. 

Perkins was noted, both at home and throughout the country, for 

aiding his district. There was no one able or willing to fight harder 

for the benefits of his constituents and they knew it. By his 

persistence and maneuvering, he managed to gain a strategic position 

that could bring large amounts of money to the poverty-stricken area of 

Eastern Kentucky. As chairman of the Committee on Education and Labor, 

he had control over a great deal of legislation that targeted the 

underprivileged areas of the nation and he used his position to funnel 

funds to his own people. 

Out of devotion for the people in his district he worked hard for 

the Elementary and Secondary Education Act of 1965, the Vocational 

Education Act, and the Poverty Program even before he became chairman. 

He made sure that the formulas were written to the benefit of his 

constituents. These three programs directly improved the quality of 

life for the people of the Seventh District. Between 1964 and 1968, 

Kentucky received the fifth highest amount of War on Poverty funds in 



the country-- preceded only by the much larger states of California, 

New York, Texas, and Illinois. 18 
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Kentucky also received among the highest amounts of federal 

education funding. It ranked fifth in the amount of higher education 

grants and loans, seventh in Teacher Corps funds, ninth in elementary 

and secondary education money, and thirteenth in vocational education 

financing. 19 Had Carl Perkins not been influential in the creation of 

the formulas, Kentucky probably would have been way down the list. It 

surpassed several much larger states whose cities alone should have 

merited higher rankings. One committee member cited Eastern Kentucky as 

"the model for everything" (Interview). Another said, 

He let _____ run the labor side of the committee. As long 
as we started from the Seventh District and work from there 
in the education formulas. Give Carl what he wants and cut 
the rest up (Interview). 

One committee member referred to this aspect of Perkins's leadership 

style as his "regional agenda" (Interview). 

Perkins improved his standing at home and advanced his agenda by 

routinely taking congressional delegations to his district for hearings. 

He wanted his fellow members to see how badly his people needed help and 

he tried to make sure that all the new committee members went to 

Kentucky to attend hearings on Black Lung. After one such trip to the 

Seventh District, one committee member said, 

18 Statistical Abstract of the United States, 1969, Table 489, "War 
on Poverty Programs -- Funds Allocated and Participants, States, and Other 
Areas: Cumulative Through 1968," p. 331. 

19 Statistical Abstract of the United States, 1969, Table 198, 
"Federal Grants and Loans Administered by the Office of Education, by 
Program -- States and Other Areas: 1968," p. 134. 



If you ever had a doubt (about Black Lung legislation), go 
into a drafty high school gymnasium. Hear the witnesses 
talk and the people coughing in the audience. You'll come 
back supporting it (Interview). 
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To accomplish his goal of getting other members to his district, Perkins 

frequently held hearings in their districts. He also made them look 

good to the hometown crowds. 

Because of his success at bringing millions of dollars in federal 

money to his district and his hands-on, personal contact with his 

constituents, Perkins was highly regarded in Kentucky. His constituents 

respected him for his persistence, his position, and his successes. And 

many loved him for his down-home, personal concern for their welfare. 

He was reelected by large margins every time after his initial race. 

Few had the courage to oppose him in the Democratic Primary and on 

several occasions no one filed, although the Republicans always put up a 

candidate. His victories in the general election were overwhelming. 

Despite large electoral margins in his favor, however, he never 

felt secure about his seat. He was afraid that he would be defeated, 

and he worked tirelessly for the benefit of his district. In turn, his 

constituents almost worshipped him. A staff writer for the Louisville 

Courier Journal described Perkins and the attitude of his constituents 

toward him: 

Tough and persistent but disarmingly gentle in manner, the 
wily Knott County native had showered his mountain district 
with enough dams, social programs and constituent favors to 
rank, as one Eastern Kentuckian put it, "just about a half
notch below God" (Brown 1988). 

One member who knew him well said that he had never seen anyone 

who could so diligently and effectively protect his parochial interests 

while being a national legislator. 



Carl has a tremendous impact on his district. It makes the 
difference between getting an education and not getting an 
education, and eating and not eating. They are the best 
taken care of people from the congressional stand-point than 
there ever were (Interview, member). 
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When he died, the members of Congress who went to the mountains of 

Eastern Kentucky to pay their respects to Carl Perkins and to see the 

Seventh District of Kentucky were surprised at the extent of the pride 

and admiration Seventh District denizens held for their congressman. 

More than one member was overheard saying, "Now I understand. "20 

The Chairman's Ideological Proclivities 

Some people judged Carl Perkins to be liberal, and others judged 

him to be conservative. The best indicator of Perkins's ideology is the 

benefits that accrued to his district. He was regarded as a liberal 

because of his wholehearted support of the social welfare programs of 

the 1960s aimed at helping the poor and otherwise disadvantaged. He 

fought for federal aid to education and on the side of organized labor -

- two mainstay liberal causes. And he was one of the few southern 

Democrats to vote for the Civil Rights Act of 1964. He was a liberal in 

that he thought that government was meant to help the people and the 

otherwise disadvantaged. One editorial writer wrote, "The idea of 

government as a helping hand has never been more embodied in one man 

than in Carl Perkins" (Furguson 1984). 

He was regarded as conservative in other aspects. An Education 

and Labor staff member who knew him well stated, "There really wasn't 

anything 'liberal' about Carl Perkins. He looked to his conservative 

southern Democratic friends to tell him how to vote" on issues that were 

20 Remarks overhead by this author at Perkins' funeral, 7 August 1984. 



not under his committee's jurisdiction (Interview}. His son, Chris, 

concurred. 

My father was basically very conservative, but he had a 
social agenda that would be considered liberal. He believed 
in feeding and educating children, in giving students the 
opportunity to attend college, and in taking care of mothers 
and children. He believed in causes associated with human 
need (Interview}. 

Most of the chairman's best friends were among the southern 

conservatives, such as William Natcher (D-KY). He also took the 

430 

conservative position on some social issues, such as allowing students 

who wished to congregate for religious purposes equal access to public 

schools. He generally looked to the other committee chairmen for voting 

cues on issues outside his committee's purview. 

Chairman Perkins did not think "liberal" or "conservative" 

consciously, he thought Seventh District. Being one of its people, he 

knew the problems and did everything he could to help. One of his 

obituaries said, 

He wasted no time on futile arguments over whether 
legislation was liberal or moderate or conservative -- his 
only criterion was whether it was good for the people. He 
was a resourceful, tireless and tenacious fighter for his 
causes. Those causes were invariably the ones that were 
important to the people of his beloved 7th District (Reeves 
1984}. 

He worked for improved health care, having known the critical need 

for it personally. He lost his only brother to peritonitis or 

appendicitis in about 1930 because there were no nearby medical 

facilities. Perkins himself had a brush with death when he was young. 

His appendix burst and "he was stiff as a board by the time they got him 

to the little clinic at Ary for surgery" (Letter from Benjamin F. Reeves 

to Adron Doran, 30 March 1977}. His "liberal" attitude toward 
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government spending on health care was not a result of his philosophy, 

but of his understanding of the needs of his constituents. 

Vocational education was another of Perkins's favorite issues 

considered "liberal" by many. But in fact it was result of his 

childhood classes in manual training at the Hindman Settlement School 

and had little to do with political philosophy except in its potential 

benefits for the people of the Seventh District. He appreciated and saw 

the benefits of the manual skills that vocational training could 

produce. He frequently mentioned someone in Knott County or in Floyd 

County who was "one of the finest carpenters I ever saw" (Letter from 

Benjamin F. Reeves to Adron Doron, 30 March 1977). He put some of his 

interest into practice in his sponsorship and support of the Vocational 

Education Act of 1963 (P.L. 88-210) and later the Carl D. Perkins 

Vocational Education Act (P.L. 98-524). 

School lunch, or "feeding programs" as he called them, was another 

of the chairman's favorite causes. One of his friends was quoted as 

saying: 

Literally millions of kids are getting fed every day because 
of him. Maybe it would have happened without him, but he 
was the one who found the handle to do it. He believed in 
getting something going, not just talking (Quoted in 
Furguson 1984). 

To Perkins, ideology did not matter as long as he could help the 

poor people of the Seventh District. The badly needed roads, schools, 

training programs, flood-control projects, and miners' protections 

financed by massive amounts of federal money poured into his district 

stand as monuments to the "ideology" and persistence of Carl Perkins. 
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In terms of generally accepted surrogate measures of ideology, 

such as the interest group scores, Perkins generally ranked somewhere 

toward the liberal end of the scale, although he looked like a moderate 

in comparison to his committee Democratic colleagues, although generally 

he was a good reflection of House Democrats. A comparison of their 

scores is shown in Table 7-1. 

On the other hand, the labor unions, usually considered liberal, 

supported him wholeheartedly, as did the education groups. His scores 

on the labor scales indicate that he returned the favor most of the 

time; they were always higher than the average House Democratic ratings. 

When he died, his overall labor support record was 89 percent favorable 

to organized labor. Out of a lifetime 320 votes considered critical to 

the AFL-CIO, Perkins voted "wrong" on only 35 roll calls (AFL-CIO News, 

1984). To show their respect, the miners put a black "miner's wreath" 

of mourning at the entrance to the UMW headquarters in Washington (AFL

CIO News 1984; York 1984). This honor usually is reserved for victims 

of mine accidents or for UMW officials when they die. 

The ACA scores, generally presumed to be indicative of the degree 

of conservatism in a member's voting behavior, reflect a decidedly non

conservative bent to Carl Perkins. Although he did not score in the top 

reaches of the more liberal ADA scores, neither did he rate even 

moderate scores on the conservative-oriented ACA scores. According to 

ratings by this group, Perkins voted the ACA position slightly more 

often than did his Democratic committee colleagues, but less frequently 

than did the average House Democrat. 
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TABLE 7-1 

INTEREST GROUP RATINGS FOR CHAIRMAN PERKINS 
COMPARED TO AVERAGE SCORES OF OTHER MEMBERS" 

Group/Year Perkins EL Dems HR Dems Full E&L Full HR 

ADA 1967-68 62.7 80.9 56.3 55.4 38.7 
ADA 1969-70 40.0 78.0 51.7 54.3 38.3 
ADA 1971-72 50.5 73.0 51.5 53.2 37.7 
ADA 1973-74 51.8 73.2 55.1 54.4 39.8 
ADA 1975-76 59.0 71.7 58.5 55.6 45.1 
ADA 1977-78 42.5 61.6 50.3 49.2 39.7 
ADA 1979-80 57.0 70.7 57.3 53.6 42.9 
ADA 1981-82 65.0 76.0 64.1 56.8 43.9 
ADA 1983-84 71.5 79.7 70.4 57.6 49.3 

COPE 1967-68 100.0 96.5 69.9 67.2 48.9 
COPE 1969-70 76.5 94.3 71.5 68.9 54.6 
COPE 1971-72 95.8 73.0 72.6 63.4 53.4 
COPE 1973-74 100.0 93.2 77.6 66.9 53.6 
COPE 1975-76 93.5 88.2 74.3 69.5 58.1 
COPE 1977-78 79.8 83.4 69.3 65.4 54.2 
COPE 1979-80 74.6 81.2 65.7 58.7 49.8 
COPE 1981-82 88.7 90.6 79.2 62.2 53.3 
COPE 1983-84 93.2 90.8 77.8 62.7 54.4 

ACA 1967-68 18.0 4.8 25.9 33.5 48.5 
ACA 1969-70 19.5 14.0 32.4 34.7 46.5 
ACA 1971-72 26.2 16.2 34.0 37.5 50.2 
ACA 1973-74 16.7 15.4 27.8 33.9 45.1 
ACA 1975-76 20.0 16.5 28.9 33.2 43.5 
ACA 1977-78 19.0 18.8 31.5 34.9 46.0 
ACA 1979-80 21.7 17.4 26.7 38.8 45.4 
ACA 1981-82 27.6 15.0 29.2 37.6 49.4 
ACA 1983-84 21. 0 .. 14.8 26.7 35.8 46.8 

• Interest group scores for Perkins, and for all members in 1983 and 
1984, are printed in various issues of Congressional Quarterly Weekly 
Report, 1967 to 1985. Other than for Perkins, ratings from 1967 to 1982 
were obtained from ICPSR's Voting Scores of Members of Congress (1945-
1982), ICPSR 7645. 

•• Perkins died in August 1984 and was not rated by ACARI for that 
year. The score presented is the 1983 score. 
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Perkins's scores bear out the assertion in his obituary cited 

above concerning his lack of interest in whether an issue was considered 

liberal, conservative, or moderate. He voted the best way he knew how 

to benefit the Seventh District of Kentucky. Nevertheless, the bulk of 

the legislation he supported, such as federal aid to education programs 

and pro-labor policies, generally was seen as liberal. His actions lead 

to the conclusion that he supported government intervention to help the 

poor, particularly in Eastern Kentucky, and not the minimal government 

favored by most conservatives. 

Perkins's Party Unity Scores 

Another aspect of the chairman's orientation is illustrated by 

comparing his party unity scores with those of his fellow committee 

members and House members. As shown in Table 7-2, with one exception 

(1981-82), Perkins voted more frequently with the majority of Democrats 

on party votes than did the average committee member. His scores were 

higher in all but one instance than were the averages of the scores of 

his fellow Education and Labor Democrats, and had been since 1951. 21 In 

addition, Perkins's scores were higher for every Congress between the 

90th and the 98th than were the averages of all House Democratic scores. 

In all but the 97th Congress, Perkins voted with the Democrats against 

the Republicans on over 80 percent of the roll calls on which a majority 

of Democrats opposed a majority of Republicans. In his first term as 

chairman, he supported his party on nearly 90 percent of the party 

votes. 

21 With the exception of the S4th Congress when his score of 75 
percent matched the committee average. 
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TABLE 7-2 

PARTY UNITY SCORES FOR CHAIRMAN PERKINS 
COMPARED TO AVERAGE SCORES OF OTHER MEMBERS" 

Congress/Year Perkins EL Dems HR Dems Full E&L Full HR 

90 1967-68 89.0 80.3 63.5 73.0 65.9 

91 1969-70 83.0 69.1 59.4 65.3 60.2 

92 1971-72 81.0 74.4 59.5 69.6 62.6 

93 1973-74 83.0 76.9 66.0 69.1 66.1 

94 1975-76 83.0 76.6 67.5 71.2 68.2 

95 1977-78 82.0 71.6 65.5 68.9 67.0 

96 1979-80 83.8 76.0 68.8 75.1 69.9 

97 1981-82 72.3 80.1 73.6 73.7 72.7 

98 1983-84 86.2 80.3 75.3 76.7 74.4 

• Party unity scores for Perkins, and for all members in 1983 and 
1984, are printed in Congressional Quarterly Almanac, from 1967 to 1984. 
Other than for Perkins, ratings from 1967 to 1982 were compiled from 
ICPSR's Voting Scores of Members of Congress (1945-1982), ICPSR 7645. 
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By most standards, and compared to his predecessors, Perkins was a 

loyal Democrat; he seldom voted against his party. Barden and Powell 

both had relatively low party unity scores. While chairman, Powell had 

voted with the Democrats on just over half of the votes. Barden had 

averaged only 38 percent Democratic unity. There were more party votes 

between 1967 and 1984 (n=3549), and Perkins showed higher rates of party 

unity than did either predecessor, with an average of about 83 percent 

for the entire period. 

The Chairman's Voting Behavior in Committee 

Party unity scores and interview data characterize Perkins as a 

loyal Democrat. An examination of the chairman's voting record in 

committee should illustrate whether his relatively high rates of support 

for Democratic positions in fact did extend to his committee behavior. 

The chairman's support of a majority of Democrats, the committee 

equivalent of party unity scores for the committee, is shown in Table 7-

3 for bare majority opposition and for 70 percent of one party opposed 

to at least 70 percent of the other. The data in this table show that 

Perkins, for the most part, had a similar rate of party voting both in 

committee and on the floor of the House. When party votes at the 70 

percent level are counted, Perkins overwhelmingly supported his fellow 

Democrats against the Republicans. His levels of support compare 

favorably with Powell's. Overall Perkins voted with committee Democrats 

on about 91 percent of the party votes (70 percent level), whereas 

Powell voted with his fellow party members on about 94 percent. 
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TABLE 7-3 

PERKINS' SUPPORT FOR DEMOCRATS ON PARTY VOTES" 

Number and Number and 
Percentage Percentage 

Number of Perkins' Number of Perkins' 
of >70% Support for of >50% Support for 
Party Democrats on Party Democrats on 

Cong./Year Votes Party Votes Votes Party Votes 

90 1967-68 64 55 85.9% 75 58 77.3% 

91 1969-70 36 29 80.6 43 33 76.7 

92 1971-72 64 59 92.2 95 84 88.4 

93 1973-74 42 36 85.7 52 39 75.0 

94 1975-76 26 26 100.0 39 39 100.0 

95 1977-78 49 44 89.8 68 54 79.4 

96 1979-80 31 28 90.3 41 37 90.2 

97 1981-82 39 39 100.0 44 43 97.7 

98 1983-84 26 26 100.0 32 32 100.0 

Total 377 342 489 377 

Mean 90.7% 77.0% 

• Party votes are roll calls with at least 70 percent of one party 
voting against at least 70 percent of the other party. Compiled for roll 
call votes recorded in The Minutes of the Committee on Education and 
Labor, 1967-1984. 
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Table 7-4 shows the extent of Perkins's support for the Democrats 

on all committee votes, not just on those considered to be party votes. 

Most of the time, he voted with his party. He rarely took the side 

opposed to a majority of his fellow Democrats. His levels of support 

for the Republicans on party votes bears out that assertion. 

These statistics lead to the conclusion that all other things 

being equal, Perkins was likely to support the Democrats at the expense 

of the Republicans. On occasion he supported the minority, but not 

often. His floor behavior and his committee behavior were similar. On 

committee party votes in three Congresses, he did not side with the 

minority in a single instance. 

The Chairman on the Winning Side 

Not only did the chairman vote frequently with the Democrats, but 

he voted most often on the winning side. Such success is not surprising 

in light of the Democrats' control of both the committee and the House 

and Perkins's penchant to support Democrats. Table 7-5 illustrates his 

success record on committee votes, an average of over 84 percent during 

the period he was chairman. Perkins's average was slightly higher than 

Powell's winning average on all committee votes. 

Perhaps because he voted more often with the Democrats, Powell had 

a slightly better record for winning on~ votes. During their 

respective chairmanships, on party votes at the 70 percent level, Powell 

was successful about 95 percent of the time, whereas Perkins prevailed 

on 86 percent. Although he generally voted with the Democrats, not all 

of Perkins's votes were with his party. A few of his wins were at the 

Democrats' expense, although there is no discernible pattern to these 
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TABLE 7-4 

CHAIRMAN 1 S SUPPORT FOR DEMOCRATS 
ALL EDUCATION AND LABOR ROLL CALLS, 1967-1984" 

Chairman Chairman 
N Ro 11 Voted with Voted with 

Congress Years Calls >70% Dems >50% Dems 

90 1967-68 99 76.8% 80.8% 

91 1969-70 61 78.7 80.3 

92 1971-72 132 72.7 90.9 

93 1973-74 91 76.9 82.4 

94 1975-76 69 81.2 89.9 

95 1977-78 108 72.2 83.3 

96 1979-80 53 84.9 92.5 

97 1981-82 55 96.4 96.4 

98 1983-84 49 95.7 98.0 

Total 717 

Mean 78.7% 87.3% 

·Calculated from roll call votes recorded in The Minutes of the 
Committee on Education and Labor, 1967-1984. 
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TABLE 7-5 

CHAIRMAN ON THE WINNING SIDE ON COMMITTEE VOTES" 

Total Number and Number and 
Number Percentage Number Percentage 

of of of of 
Cong./Year Votes Chair Wins Party Votes Chair Wins 

90 1967-68 99 85 85.9% 64 55 85.9% 

91 1969-70 61 54 88.5 36 32 88.8 

92 1971-72 132 96 72.7 96 64 76.5 

93 1973-74 91 77 84.6 42 33 78.5 

94 1975-76 69 58 84.1 26 25 96.1 

95 1977-78 108 91 84.3 49 43 87.7 

96 1979-80 53 48 90.5 31 27 87.1 

97 1981-82 55 52 94.5 39 38 97.4 

98 1983-84 49 44 89.7 26 24 92.3 

Total 717 605 377 326 

Mean 84.3% 86.4% 

• Party votes are defined as those on which at least 70 percent of 
the Democrats opposed at least 70 percent of the Republicans. 
Calculated from roll call votes recorded in The Minutes of the 
Committee on Education and Labor, 1967-1984. 



441 

roll calls. Powell, however, rarely had voted with the Republicans on 

party votes, and Perkins's casting his ballot with the minority more 

frequently probably is reflected in his lower overall win rate on party 

votes. Nevertheless, in several Congresses, Perkins won on over 90 

percent of the party votes. Perkins's success rates were high on his 

committee, albeit lower than Powell's but more than double those of 

Barden. During the Perkins years, the committee cast over three times 

as many recorded votes (n=377) as had been logged while Powell was 

chairman (n=l21). 

Summation 

In sum, Perkins was oriented more toward his district than toward 

any particular party or philosophy, although his support for the 

Democrats was strong. He wanted to help the people in the Seventh 

District of Kentucky, where the state of the coal industry had left many 

of its citizens destitute. Perkins was in the position to help and did 

so at every turn. 

Although Perkins spent most of his time in Washington for 35 

years, it never seemed to rub off on him. The rough edges remained 

he still walked and talked like a mountain man from Kentucky. Behind 

that country facade lay a clever man who knew how to get the most out of 

the government for his people. Many people mistakenly thought that 

because he was unpolished he was stupid and they easily could take 

advantage of him. In turn, he ran rings around them in the legislative 

arena. He ended up owning many of their votes because of bargains they 

had made in their naivete. 
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Perkins did not consider himself a liberal or a conservative, but 

had good friends in both camps and few enemies. He was a moderate 

compared to most of his fellow committee members, although many outside 

the committee considered him a liberal because of his support for the 

big-spending liberal social welfare programs. He generally voted with 

the Democrats, but occasionally strayed to the minority side of the 

aisle. 

The Seventh District of Kentucky was the guiding force of this 

Chairman of the Committee on Education and Labor. Everything he did 

revolved around his constituents. He did not take advantage of many of 

the perquisites available to him because he did not want his people to 

think badly of him. He brought the weight of Congress to bear on 

improving the conditions in Eastern Kentucky. Benefits to other areas 

that had similar problems were a by-product of Carl Perkins's efforts at 

helping his own. The Seventh District of Kentucky defined Carl Perkins. 

Leadership Style: Institutional v. Personal Resources 

Each committee chairman reacts to a different set of constraints 

imposed by the committee, the House, and external factors, and develops 

a distinct operating style as a result. Such a leadership style is a 

combination of the use of institutional and personal resources. This 

section will demonstrate that, within certain organizational parameters, 

each chairman has a unique leadership style and impact on his committee 

via his perception and manner of adapting to the committee's internal 

and external environments. 



443 

In this research, a chairman's leadership style is inferred from 

the way he tapped the resources at hand -- the institutional 

prerogatives that accrue by virtue of the office and whatever personal 

resources he may have brought with him. His reliance on institutional 

resources is reflected in his use of subcommittees, conduct of meetings 

and hearings, control of the agenda, control of the staff, treatment of 

the minority, and dispensation of rewards and sanctions. His use of 

personal resources is expressed in terms of his expertise and 

manipulation of the rules, by his knowledge of the subject matter under 

his committee's jurisdiction, by his reputation among his peers, and by 

other traits peculiar to him, such as political prowess. 

The parameters of acceptable behavior differ from committee to 

committee have become more restrictive over the years. Education and 

Labor was in the forefront in adopting more stringent rules. Because of 

the excesses of Barden and Powell, members had adopted a host of 

measures designed to limit the institutional prerogatives of the 

chairman and to enable them to operate in his absence. Each of the two 

previous chairmen had pushed the limits of and had abused the behavioral 

limitations. In turn, each had been subject to revolts of the majority 

membership, which imposed rules to limit his discretion. As a 

consequence, Perkins operated within a significantly more constrained 

committee environment that had Barden and Powell. 

As a result, Perkins had fewer leadership resources. Instead of 

possessing a healthy reserve of official prerogatives, at the beginning 

of his chairmanship he had to rely on his wits to get his way to a 

greater extent than most of his fellow chairmen had to do. 
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Nevertheless, his goals coincided with those of most of the majority 

members, thereby reducing the levels of conflict. Because he was 

willing to play within the committee rules and because generally he 

agreed with his majority committee colleagues on the direction that 

education and labor legislation ought to take, Perkins had few problems. 

Since he cooperated with his colleagues and they with him, the committee 

was not under sufficient stress to necessitate a third revolt to disarm 

the chairman. 

Reliance on Institutional Resources 

When Perkins took the helm of Education and Labor, he faced a 

significantly different situation than did either of his predecessors. 

He had few institutional prerogatives at his disposal. Writing shortly 

afterward, Fenno (1973, 287) referred to the chairmanship of this 

committee as "institutionally feeble." The abundance of rules adopted 

to hogtie Powell (in his last year as chairman) instead constrained 

Perkins, decentralized the committee structure and operations, and 

forced the chairman to resort to ways to exert his influence that would 

not conflict with the committee rules largely by way of personal 

factors. He employed what institutional resources he had, however, 

differently from his predecessors. 

Use of Subcommittees. Some chairmen strictly limited the use of 

subcommittees. For instance, Ways and Means had no subcommittees for 

years, allowing the chairman to have full control of all the legislation 

referred to the committee (Manley 1969). In Judiciary, Chairman Emanuel 

Cellar (D-NY) often used his discretionary power to avoid referring 

legislation to the appropriate subcommittee, leaving bills to die 
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without consideration. The Judiciary subcommittees determined their own 

jurisdictions, but Cellar coopted many bills that might have gone to 

other jurisdictions, directing them instead to his own subcommittee 

(Schuck 1975, 51). 

Perkins, on the other hand, had less discretion over the use of 

subcommittees than did other chairmen. His authority over assignments 

had been reduced to appointments to ad hoc subcommittees since seniority 

dictated who would serve on standing subcommittees. Also as required by 

the rules, he duly assigned most Education and Labor bill to the 

requisite subcommittee, whose members could determine how the bill would 

be treated. On many occasions, however, the bills were not marked-up in 

subcommittee, but reported back to the full committee for mark-up. If a 

significant number of the members were interested in a bill, the mark-up 

was done the first time in full committee to avoid marking up a bill in 

subcommittee and again in full committee. Moreover, on several 

occasions, the full committee discharged the bill from the subcommittee 

if members could not reach an agreement on how to proceed. Perkins kept 

close tabs on what was going on in his subcommittees and usually 

attended meetings when the chairmen needed him for a quorum. Some major 

bills were kept for consideration by the bill committee. 

In general, Perkins adopted a permissive stance toward 

subcommittee operations. He allowed the subcommittees to hold whatever 

hearings members wanted to hold, and for the most part, to schedule them 

wherever they wanted. In addition, he held all the full committee 

hearings that his members requested. As one staff member said, "Perkins 

never turned down a hearing in his life" (Interview, staff). The only 
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thing he did not want was some other member conducting an investigation 

or a hearing in the Seventh District. He gave everyone's witnesses a 

chance to speak, sometimes to the point that it seemed to both members 

and staff that the hearings would never end. Perkins generally favored 

whatever measures would help his members in their policy or reelection 

goals. He tried to keep his membership satisfied. 

Conduct of Meetings and Hearings. A former Education and Labor 

staff member characterized Perkins as a fumbling presiding officer. "He 

was so fumbling that everybody wanted to help. It was the secret of his 

strength" (Interview, staff). He appeared to be so helpless that 

members frequently came to his rescue, in the process giving him what he 

wanted. Many people were uncomfortable watching a great hulking man, 

whistling through his teeth and fumbling with the procedure. But as the 

chairman said, "I'm a pretty good feller for playin' dumb" (Interview). 

In this respect, Perkins was a stark contrast to Adam Clayton 

Powell, the master orator and preacher. Powell could run a meeting 

efficiently and speak eloquently on just about any subject, even if he 

knew nothing about it. Perkins, on the other hand, just bumbled along, 

sometimes running roughshod over the committee meeting and hearing 

provisions of the rules. The reaction of the other members was a shrug 

and a "Well, that's just Perkins." He never appeared to be doing it on 

purpose. He did the same thing at least once when he chaired a 

conference committee. When asked what the impact would be of the House 

instructions to the conferees, Perkins responded, "Well, we'll try to 

follow the spirit of it" (Gladieux and Wolanin 1976, 192). 
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According to many people, Powell had been an excellent presiding 

officer. He had run the meetings efficiently and with a sense of order, 

something that was an anathema to Perkins. A staff member said, "Order 

was the antithesis of what Perkins was trying to do -- get his way. He 

succeeded by virtue of his awkwardness" (Interview, staff}. 

Influence over the Education and Labor Agenda. For many reasons, 

Perkins had little direct control over the committee agenda, although he 

did have some effect. Whereas other chairmen, such as Cellar of 

Judiciary, habitually disregarded the referral traditions and determined 

what the committee would consider (Schuck 1975, 48}, Perkins dutifully 

referred most bills to the requisite subcommittee. He then let the 

subcommittees decide which bills they would hold hearings on and which 

they would let die. 

For his first two terms as chairman, however, Perkins did not 

chair a subcommittee. As a consequence, he kept the major legislation 

at the full committee. There were few serious objections because he was 

not using this tactic to kill legislation, but rather to protect it. In 

addition, few people wanted to challenge the chairman. If he wanted a 

bill, few subcommittee chairmen were willing to fight the full committee 

chairman for it. Furthermore, the chairman and the majority generally 

agreed. 

Although he could not control the agenda absolutely, Perkins 

exercised his influence by concentrating the full committee efforts (or 

his own subcommittee's} on legislation with potentially large impacts in 

his district. Particularly in his early days in power when he was one 

of the few chairmen to allow television cameras in his committee room, 
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Perkins could command national attention in this television-dependent 

society by granting access to the media. He held numerous hearings and 

had the committee consider bills that other chairmen might not have 

chosen. In these endeavors, he had the full weight of the 

Administration behind him when the Democrats were in the White House. 

Much of each Administration's domestic legislative agenda came 

under the jurisdiction of Education and Labor. With difficulties in the 

international arena, the Johnson Administration was eager to shift the 

public focus to the domestic issues. Perkins exploited it fully. A 

staff member commented that it was a happy coincidence that Perkins was 

chairman of such a committee when his type of poverty was in vogue 

(Interview, staff). Perkins also headed the committee when education 

and labor social programs were the target of the budget-cutting ax of 

several Republican Administrations. He affected the agenda by drawing 

attention to the people who would be hurt if these programs were cut 

back or eliminated. 

Perkins shaped the agenda by persisting in his efforts to obtain 

support for his programs. He brought national attention to coal mine 

safety by holding lengthy televised hearings on coal mine disasters and 

Black Lung disease (pneumoconiosis) that affected so many of his 

constituents. He repeatedly focused the committee's efforts on the need 

for vocational education and school lunch programs. Since he was the 

first chairman to open the committee mark-up sessions to the media, he 

revitalized the poverty issues by bringing widespread public attention 

to what was happening to the bill in Congress. As he had done when he 

was a subcommittee chairman considering the Youth Conservation Corps 
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legislation in 1962, Perkins would hold hearings just to keep an issue 

alive. 

When Republicans won control of the Administration and began to 

target programs under the committee's jurisdiction for elimination or 

severe cutbacks, Perkins fought tooth and nail to keep them properly 

funded. Although national attention was fixed on other issues, Perkins 

refused to let his causes die and the committee concentrated on bills 

that would improve the lot of the disadvantaged, often at times when 

other issues were more salient. As his son said, "He was an unrelenting 

type of force who would not accept no for an answer. You could beat him 

but you couldn't stop him" (Interview). 

Another agenda-shaping tool that the chairman occasionally relied 

on was his influence with the leadership over the referral of bills to 

the committee. He could object or not object when the Speaker referred 

a bill or parts of a bill to another committee. If Perkins wanted it 

passed or killed, he went to the Speaker and asked that it be referred 

to whichever committee was likely to do what he wanted with it. That 

was not always Education and Labor. Sometimes, it was to his advantage 

not to have to make the decision on a bill, although this situation was 

not a frequent occurrence. It might have been politically 

disadvantageous or divisive for his committee or his district. In 

addition, he traded these favors with other chairmen. The chairman's 

friendship with the Speaker as well as his membership in the 

establishment enabled him to collude with the leadership in getting 

particular bills assigned to his committee or to others. 
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Many members believe that the chairman has the responsibility of 

protecting the committee's jurisdiction from impingement by other 

committees. Unless for some reason he wanted a bill to go somewhere 

else, Perkins fought for his committee's turf with gusto, something not 

always done by all Education and Labor chairmen. According to a 

chairman of another committee, Perkins could (and did) make a case that 

every bill with even a minor impact on "his people" should be referred 

to Education and Labor. Frequently he won. 22 Perkins made essentially 

the same case for his constituents as a chairman of the Committee on 

Post Office and Civil Service who stated that his committee ought to 

have jurisdiction over every bill that affects a federal worker 

(Interview). In effect, this attitude gives him license to consider 

just about all the bills introduced in the House. 

By and large, the committee agenda was imposed by forces external 

to the committee. The chairman could and did affect the committee's 

work, however, by focusing attention on issues important to him. Not 

all committee issues merited equal attention, however. He was strategic 

in his selection. He commanded public attention by opening the 

committee to the media, particularly to television news cameras. By 

making people aware of what was going on in Congress or of what programs 

were targeted for cutbacks and by his persistence, he could affect the 

committee's agenda. Moreover, although he did not pen the bills, 

Perkins significantly affected the shape of the legislation and the 

22 He did lose in 1984 on portions of a bill to ensure "Equal Access" 
to public school facilities by religious groups. The leadership, not in 
favor of the bill, sent it instead to Judiciary, where it was certain to 
be defeated. 
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others in similar circumstances. 
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Treatment of the Minority. According to the Minority Staff 

Director of Education and Labor, Perkins generally treated the minority 

generously. He gave them their own budget, their own staff, and worked 

cooperatively with them. While this more equitable treatment was begun 

during the Powell years, Perkins expanded it greatly. 

Majority members complained in many instances that he was too fair 

to the Republicans. He allowed them to ask all the questions they 

wanted, let all their witnesses be heard, and gave the Republican 

members far too many concessions. They considered him too closely in 

cahoots with Ranking Minority Member Albert Quie (R-MN) on many 

occasions. 

Perkins was the first Education and Labor chairman to give the 

minority adequate funding and staff allowances. He saw no need to 

haggle with the minority over non-policy matters as his predecessor had 

done. Under Powell, one Republican had boarded himself into his office 

to protect the minority's office space (Jewell and Patterson, 242-243, 

254; Lewis 1963, 97-98; Fenno 1973, 87). Perkins, in contrast, had 

given the minority a large portion of the perquisites that the committee 

was entitled to have. 

Nevertheless, the Republicans did not consider him to be 

completely fair all the time. They often objected strenuously to his 

conduct of committee meetings when he inundated the witness list with 

people favorable to his cause and forced the committee to listen (or at 

least to be present) for the duration of their testimony. 
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Perkins also was accused of fostering extreme partisanship on 

occasion. Like many other members, he often manipulated the questioning 

to his advantage. In the hearings on the reauthorization of funding for 

the Economic Opportunity Act of 1964, Representative William Steiger {R

WI) was quoted as complaining that "Perkins led witnesses 'down the 

primrose path' in an attempt to prove the Nixon Administration was bent 

on bombing the poverty war" {Edstrom 1969). A journalist accused the 

chairman of bringing on "partisan wrangling" as the committee opened 

hearings on the future of the anti-poverty programs, saying, "He 

attacked Republican committee members with zest, and they fought back" 

{Burks 1969). One Democrat commenting on Barden's treatment of the 

minority said, "When the battle lines were clear, he ran right over 

them. So does Perkins" {Interview, staff). 

Education and Labor long has had the reputation of being one of 

the most partisan committees on the Hill. As shown in earlier sections 

of this chapter, it was partisan under Perkins, although not nearly so 

much so as it had been under its previous chairman. He manipulated the 

partisanship to his advantage. On many occasions, the chairman 

contributed to the partisan atmosphere by refusing to compromise on 

legislation affecting his district. He thought that the federal 

government should help the poor and disadvantaged and he resented the 

Republicans trying to cut federal spending at the expense of his 

constituents. By focusing so much attention on big social welfare 

programs and their reauthorizations, he repeatedly alienated 

Republicans. 
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On the other hand, many of the Republicans who had been on the 

committee for years had a stake in maintaining these policies, too. 

Education and Labor programs had been implemented in their districts and 

had created constituencies and jobs. Consequently, it was hard for the 

Republicans to vote against reauthorizations or to vote for funding 

cuts. 

By and large, Perkins got along well with the minority members of 

the committee. There were a few whom he thought were unduly nasty or 

partisan, but he was friends with most of those who had been on the 

committee for awhile. Occasionally he looked to Republicans to tell him 

how to vote on non-committee matters. 23 

Dispensation of Rewards and Sanctions. Committee chairmen must 

operate within certain boundaries of acceptable behavior imposed by the 

congressional environment; they have little authority per se. They 

cannot control the decisions or actions of others via commitments to 

organizational values and purposes. What little authority chairmen do 

have over committee colleagues is circumscribed by democratic values 

dictating that all members must have equal standing and that decision 

making must be collegial. The chief institutional resource remaining to 

the committee chairman is the authority "to arrange and order the 

consideration of business" (Cooper 1977, 147). 

The chairmanship does offer influence in the form of control over 

certain rewards and sanctions. Although not as critical as the 

23 According to staff, before he had made up his mind on how to vote 
on some issues, Perkins had his office staff call the office of 
Representative M. Caldwell Butler (R-VA), in whose judgment Perkins put 
great stock, to find out how he was going to vote (Interviews). 
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scheduling power, he has several other tools at his disposal, including 

appointment powers and authority over travel money and other 

perquisites. As John Manley (1967) noted, by themselves the rewards 

available for the chairman to dispense are of little significance and 

some are even trivial, "but cumulatively, they are of inestimable 

importance to the functioning of the Committee" and to the chairman's 

place in it (Manley 1967, 136). 

By the time Perkins became chairman, the institutional 

prerogatives that governed his ability to dispense rewards and sanctions 

had been curtailed. Nevertheless, Perkins took advantage of other 

options that his predecessors did not. He utilized his ability to help 

or hurt members in electoral campaigns and his influence with the 

leadership and other committee chairmen. 

With a rare exception, Perkins used rewards almost to the 

exclusion of sanctions. His son said, He preferred the carrot to the 

stick." It became standard operating procedure on Education and labor, 

although the practice did not apply to all committees. 24 In part, his 

reliance on rewards perhaps was the result of constraints imposed by the 

committee rules leaving him little authority to deny perquisites or 

positions of power to committee members who did not go along with him. 

On the other hand, it was not his nature to use sanctions. When 

someone had gone back on his word to the chairman or had done something 

to displease him, Perkins never retaliated, although he could have. On 

several occasions, several members of his staff encouraged him to strike 

24 Chairman Wilbur Mills (O-AR) of Ways and Means was another who 
avoided sanctions for the most part. See Manley (1967, 1969). 
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back at some member for undercutting his authority or for reneging on a 

promise. Perkins refused, realizing that he might need that member's 

vote on some legislation in the future, and opted not to start a fight. 

He was not a confrontational man. 

According to those who knew him well, the chairman was grateful to 

committee members who went along with him on his proposals, who followed 

his lead, or who helped him. He let members do just about anything they 

wanted to do in the committee, with the possible exception of chairing 

subcommittee hearings in the Seventh District of Kentucky. 

Scheduling. The scheduling authority provides the chairman with 

control over certain rewards and penalties that members respect. If a 

member does not comply with the chairman's wishes, there is always the 

implicit threat that legislation important to that member will be left 

by the wayside or will be scheduled at a time when passage is not 

likely. Implicit in the scheduling power is the authority to choose 

when to refer bills to subcommittees, to which subcommittees to send 

them, and when to take up legislation reported back to full committee. 

On Education and Labor, the committee rules adopted in 1966 

curtailed both the timing of consideration and the referral aspects of 

the chairman's scheduling power. For the most part, Perkins abided by 

the stipulations requiring bills to be sent to the appropriate 

subcommittees, whose jurisdictions were set out specifically in the 

rules. The rules also required that the full committee consider bills 

reported by the subcommittees in the order that they were reported. Few 

people, however, wanted to challenge the chairman when he sought to 

rearrange the order of business. Moreover, he usually went along when 
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other members wanted to change the order of consideration. 

Consequently, the chairman retained his influence over the order of 

bills taken up in committee as well as over favorable scheduling of 

committee bills in the House, a prerogative that never was questioned. 

Appointments. Although the chairman's appointment powers also 

were constrained by the rules, he still had some influence over 

subcommittee and conference committee assignments. He was allowed to 

appoint members to ad hoc subcommittees and extra members to conference 

committees. The rules also did not specify the size of the conference 

delegations, leaving that up to him to recommend to the Speaker. 

Perkins followed the committee rules concerning various 

appointments, letting the majority members do the appointing of 

subcommittees until the bidding system was imposed by the House 

Democratic Caucus in 1973 in the 93rd Congress. He also complied with 

the committee rule directing the chairman to designate subcommittee 

members as members of conference committees, in order of seniority. He 

used these appointments as a reward, exceeding the requirements by 

appointing more members than was necessary. In many instances he 

designated the entire subcommittee although he need have appointed only 

the top two or three in seniority. He remembered how he had felt when 

he had worked hard on a bill and Barden had refused to appoint him as a 

conferee. "It cuts you deep when you get yourself prepared and can't go 

to conference'' (Interview). Perkins and the ranking minority member 

always attended Conferences. 

As directed by the rules, Perkins also let the subcommittee 

chairman appoint their own staff members. And although the chairman 
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retained control over the appointment and duties of the full committee 

staff, he allowed several committee members to put their own people on 

the full committee staff. One member said, 

The committee was enthusiastic about having Perkins as 
chairman. He lets the subcommittees run. He holds a tight, 
but proper, rein. He knows how to go about discipline •.. 
. Subcommittee chairmen can hire whomever they want. Total 
freedom. And there is greater full committee staff input 
under Perkins. He lets other members be privy to selection 
of staff. Lots of committee chairmen give their 
subcommittee chairmen problems when staffing their 
subcommittees -- like Teague, Staggers, and Sullivan. 
Perkins never did (Interview, member). 

Representatives Thompson, O'Hara, Dent, Green, and Lehman all chose full 

committee staff members, including some of the chairman's top advisors. 

In addition, they decided who would be on their subcommittee staffs. 

Perkins, however, generally controlled full committee staff activities 

and most appointments. 

Travel. Perkins also used travel as a reward, although he did not 

withhold it as a sanction, as he could have. He was not averse, 

however, to making people sweat for it every once in awhile. On one 

occasion, a new committee Democrat voted against all the committee 

budget resolutions, including Education and Labor's. The next year, 

when he asked Perkins to authorize the money for him to travel to the 

southwestern United States to investigate Indian education, Perkins 

hesitated, saying, "I don't know. We don't have a lot of money to work 

with." The member did not find out until the last minute that Perkins 

had approved his travel (Interview, member). A staff member said that 

Perkins never turned down anybody's requests for money. "He never held 

up anything, but he did quarrel around with some things wanted to 
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Campaign Assistance. Another tool he relied on as a reward was 

campaign assistance. In many instances he traveled to a member's 

district, making campaign speeches and talking to people. Moreover, 

although he accepted few campaign contributions himself (and none for 

years), he was not above suggesting to lobbyists that they might want to 

give money to a particular member. He wrote letters to the teachers 

unions in various places, urging them to "help a great friend of 

education, Congressman ______ " He campaigned for committee member Ike 

Andrews (D-NC), among others. Another committee Democrat said that 

Perkins had gone to his district and "made me look like the most 

brilliant man in Congress. The news media had enough sound bites for 

three or four days of news. Perkins was very good to his members" 

(Interview, member). Perkins also contributed time to members who were 

not on Education and Labor. He went to North Carolina to make speeches 

in support of Governor Terry Sanford's campaign for the U.S. Senate. He 

also provided campaign help to Andrew Jacobs (D-IN) and Bob Edgar (D

PA). 

Influence with Other Chairmen. Committee chairmen usually go 

along with other chairmen (Interviews, members and staff). As a member 

of the elite group of House leaders, Perkins used his influence with 

other chairman and with the House leadership as a reward or as a method 

of banking political favors. Not uncommonly, he would confer with the 

speaker or with some other member of the House leadership on behalf of 

one of his members. He also was helpful to his committee members with 
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their bills in other committees. He was glad to talk to Chairman Mills 

or Chairman Bevill or Chairman Whitten for the benefit of an ally or a 

committee member. In addition, many other members owed him favors. 

Perkins had done favors for many members when he had served on the 

Committee on House Administration. Furthermore, he supported other 

members' public works projects and appreciated their support for his. 

In an example of the chairman's restraint in the use of sanctions, 

Perkins refused to campaign against members who usually opposed him. He 

was loyal to his committee members of both parties. He became angry 

when an opponent of Representative Philip Crane, a committee Republican 

from Illinois, came to his office and asked for support in his race to 

unseat the incumbent. Perkins easily could have worked to undermine 

Crane's support. Instead, according to a staff member, Crane's opponent 

nearly ran from the office {Interview, staff). Perkins even took 

positive action to help some of the Republican members of Education and 

Labor. He went to one young member's district for hearings and, in 

front of his Democratic opponent, a labor leader, Perkins told the 

audience, "You have sent a great representative. He's very effective" 

{Interview, member). 

Conclusions. In sum, Perkins avoided sanctions. He was loyal to 

those members who helped him and rarely punished those who crossed him. 

He used his influence in the House to work for members' bills, he 

rewarded them with travel money, and he campaigned for his friends. 

Although he had few official prerogatives available as chairman, he used 

what he had to his advantage and to help those who helped him. 
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The Chairman as a Mover of Legislation. The chairman can 

facilitate or hinder the committee's business. Barden had used every 

tactic available to prevent the enactment of "liberal" legislation. By 

his hands-off style, Powell had facilitated the passage of many of the 

Great Society social welfare programs that were on the agenda during his 

tenure as chairman. He lacked, however, the stature in the House to be 

a driving force. Perkins, on the other hand, not only facilitated, he 

pushed. And he pushed tirelessly. He fought for the programs that 

would help the people of his district and other disadvantaged areas. 

In his role as chairman, Perkins wanted to get the legislation out 

of committee and to the House with dispatch. One member compared him to 

the sausage factory employee assigned to stuff the sausage into the 

casings. He said Perkins saw his committee's role as performing a 

similar function. "The chairman wanted to stuff as much legislation 

through the committee as possible and move it on to the next stage" 

{Interview, member). Although Perkins let everyone have his say, he 

wasted little time in his efforts to grind out the legislation and put 

it into the appropriate casing. That attitude greatly affected the 

committee operations. 

The conference on the Education Amendments of 1972 provides an 

example of the chairman's leadership style. More than anything, Perkins 

wanted to emerge from conference with a bill in hand. He was quoted by 

several people as saying repeatedly, "We gotta get a bill." His 

reputation was riding on whether they reported a bill or not. He 

brought his sausage stuffing mentality to bear on the conference. One 

of his staff members was quoted as saying, 



When Carl Perkins undertakes to do something, he generates 
phenomenal psychological drive to get it done. This is his 
Baptist-Calvinist-Puritan ethic. He drives and drives and 
drives. If there are frustrations and roadblocks, far from 
defeating him, they just energize him even more (Gladieux 
and Wolanin 1976, 170). 

When Perkins had the gavel in his hand, he would not let members quit 

negotiating until an agreement was reached. A staff member said, "No 

one wants to adjourn the conference if the chairman wants to forge 

ahead" (Interview). The same held true for Education and Labor 

meetings. 
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Perkins wielded the gavel power effectively. It allowed him to 

stop the proceedings if he wished and to allow his constituents to 

testify on some completely different issue (such as Black Lung, which 

was taken up in the middle of education hearings because some of the 

chairman's constituents showed up and wanted to talk). It also enabled 

him to keep members negotiating at all hours of the night if he thought 

that was the best strategy. He could wear down the opposition with his 

gavel and routinely did. The gavel also proved useful to Perkins 

because it helped him structure the issues. As presiding officer, he 

could set the course for the debate. He could decide whether to proceed 

on a technical or a philosophical basis. He could decide what to bring 

up first and what to skip. He used these assets effectively to satisfy 

his legislative goals. 

Perkins and the Committee Budget. When Perkins assumed the 

committee leadership after the demise of Powell, as chairman he was 

subject to a spate of committee rules concerning the budget. Even 

though the rules had been enacted in the previous session, no budget had 

been effected. And given the abuses of the past chairman and some of 
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his staff, Perkins was careful to convey the appearance of propriety in 

all of his operations, particularly the financial aspects. 

He hired one advisor to find out "where the money was a-goin' to" 

and appointed another staff member to oversee the committee's budget 

(Interview, staff). The committee budget officer was so strict with the 

money that several members complained that she had too much influence 

with the chairman over committee funds. Although Perkins himself never 

withheld committee funds, his money manager sometimes did. In effect, 

he had someone to do the dirty work for him. On the other hand, her 

decisions were not based on punishment or on the denial of rewards. 

When she denied a member's request, it usually was on a question of 

legality or propriety. 25 Since he always supported her position on why 

she denied some member the funds he requested, most members gave up 

asking him to overrule her. With Marian Wyman in charge of the money, 

every penny was accounted for and documented. One member commented that 

"Marian Wyman was protective of the chairman. Powell had run the 

committee so loosely. Perkins wanted a tightly run committee and he did 

it very well" (Interview, member). 

Some chairmen freely authorize their staff members to travel on 

committee business with the members. Perkins would have none of that. 

He was careful to maintain a certain degree of propriety. Few Education 

and Labor staff members under Perkins went on the "junkets" that other 

committee staff (and Powell's staff) had the opportunities to take 

particularly the international trips. Nor did the chairman go himself. 

25 For example, she denied one member's request for travel money 
because she suspected that he wanted to conduct official business for 
another committee. 



463 

He did send some of his top committee staff members to investigate coal 

mine disasters or to attend meetings where the committee should be 

represented. Most of those trips were not of the glamorous variety. 

Another aspect of the chairman's budgetary duties concerns 

allotments for committee operations. Perkins commonly asked for two or 

three times the amount he needed to run the committee and always 

received adequate funds. The committee never was short of money toward 

the end of the fiscal year. On other committees, (i.e. Judiciary), the 

chairman held a tight-fisted attitude and did not ask for sufficient 

funds to carry out the committee's business. As a result, Judiciary did 

not have adequate staff support for its workload (Schuck. 1975, 53-54). 

Its chairman used his small budget as a tool for failing to consider and 

thereby obstructing legislation he opposed. Perkins did no such thing, 

always requesting money so that his subcommittees could operate 

effectively and be adequately staffed. 

Conclusion. Only occasionally does a chairman have to rely on 

manipulation of the rules to achieve his goals within his committee. In 

anticipation of potential rewards or sanctions, as well as for other 

reasons, most members will try to find ways to accommodate him. More 

than one committee member said, "Most members don't want to confront the 

chairman."26 He has the resources, diminished though they may be, and 

the influence with other members to make their lives easier or more 

difficult if they run up against him too often. When forced to make a 

choice between voting his conscience and voting with Perkins, one member 

26 Some variant of this comment surfaced repeatedly in interviews with 
members and staff conducted for this research. 
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said that he went to the doctor and avoided the vote rather than 

opposing his committee chairman on the floor (Interview). A former 

committee staff member who had been aide to several committee members 

said, "Most people don't think that it is worth their while to mobilize 

the resources to roll the chairman, or worth the consequences of 

opposing him" (Interview). 

Since many of the chairman's prerogatives had been stripped by the 

1966 rules enacted to leash Adam Clayton Powell, Perkins had to rely 

largely on unstated advantages often formulated on an ad hoc basis as 

the occasion arose. In general, the majority party members concurred in 

his exercise of informal institutional prerogatives. A discussion of 

his reliance on personal resources follows. 

Reliance on Personal Resources 

The other major component of a chairman's leadership style is his 

reliance on personal resources, including his expertise on the rules and 

on the subject matter, his reputation among his constituents and peers, 

and any other personal traits or leanings that may affect how he 

operates the committee. The chairman's reliance on personal resources 

interacts with his reliance on institutional prerogatives to dictate his 

leadership style. 

Expertise on rules and subject matter and reputation are elements 

of leadership because they are among the tools with which people gain 

influence. Some members are considered leaders because of their 
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knowledge of subject matter or their ability to manipulate the rules. 27 

This was not true of Chairman Perkins. 

Expertise on the Rules and Subject Matter. Although Perkins had 

more expertise on the committee rules than most Education and Labor 

committee members, he rarely used this knowledge for leadership 

purposes. He was more likely to employ his skill as a deal-maker and 

his personal attribute of tenacity to achieve his ends than to 

outmaneuver his opponents by manipulating the rules. On occasion, 

however, he was crafty in designing parliamentary maneuvers to steer his 

legislation through the House or conference committees. Parliamentary 

maneuvering in the House will be discussed in a later section. 

Neither did Perkins draw on a wellspring of knowledge about the 

committee's subject matter as a source of leadership strength. His 

expertise was spotty. Over the years, he came to know a good deal about 

the Elementary and Secondary Education Act of 1965, Title I in 

particular. Title I concerned education for disadvantaged children, a 

great many of whom were in his district. He did not know much about 

labor legislation, with the possible exception of coal mine labor laws 

and relied on his staff to help him on labor issues. Several other 

committee members were perceived as more expert than Perkins on 

education or on labor legislation. Edith Green (D-OR) and John Brademas 

(D-IN) were regarded as more expert on education matters, while Frank 

27 For example, Senator Sam Nunn (D-GA), Chairman of the Senate Armed 
Services Committee, and former Representative Wilbur Mills (D-AR), 
Chairman of Ways and Means, each of whom is considered an expert based on 
his knowledge of the subject matter under his committee's jurisdiction. 
See Manley (1967, 1969) for a discussion of "expert power" as it applied 
to Chairman Mills. 
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Thompson (D-NJ) and John Dent (D-PA) outshone him on knowledge of labor 

laws. Nevertheless, Perkins was acknowledged as a near-genius on the 

formulas that best would benefit the Seventh District of Kentucky. 

Although he was an attorney himself, and ostensibly had the legal 

training to write legislation, not surprisingly Perkins did not write 

the legislation that bore his name. Much of the education legislation 

he sponsored was prepared by his committee staff attorneys in 

collaboration with the education lobbies (e.g., the National Education 

Association, the old American Federation of Teachers, or the Association 

of land Grant Colleges). labor legislation frequently came from the 

Department of labor or from Perkins's friends at the AFl-CIO, who worked 

closely with committee attorneys. Andrew Biemiller, the chief lobbyist 

for the AFl-CIO, and Kenneth Young, Biemiller's number two person, had 

tremendous influence with the chairman. Hartwell Reed, a committee 

attorney, wrote a large part of the Elementary and Secondary Education 

Act of 1965, and Donald Baker, another committee attorney, was largely 

responsible for the Economic Opportunity Act of 1964, the anti-poverty 

program. 

According to some of his staff members, Perkins paid little 

attention to the details of legislation unless he could manipulate them 

to the benefit of his constituents. He quickly lost interest in the 

details of a bill if he thought they were not going to have any effect 

on his district or on Kentucky. On what benefitted his people, one of 

his colleagues referred to him as "a master legislative mechanic." 
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Reputation Among his Peers. Perkins had two distinct reputations 

among his peers in Congress. One of his staff members described them 

aptly: 

Among new members without much exposure to him, he was 
thought of as a hay seed. Those who had been around and had 
had their pockets picked two or three times by him took him 
seriously (Interview). 

Some members considered him to be stupid, a belief that worked to 

his advantage in most fields. Because of his mountain accent and his 

disheveled appearance, people who did not know him frequently assumed 

him to be a polite, but unsophisticated, hillbilly. He did nothing to 

change their attitudes. In fact, he worked to enhance this reputation 

and laughed about it, saying, ''The papers were a-wondering whether I 

could handle the chairmanship" (Interview). 

Among veteran members and his friends, Perkins also had a 

reputation of being honest; he was honest and gave the appearance of 

absolute integrity. He also was regarded as politically astute in 

predicting political developments. Even though members may not have 

liked what they heard, when he told them what he thought politically, 

they knew it was the truth. He would not steer someone in the wrong 

direction intentionally. 

Those who knew him also considered the chairman to be crafty, but 

reliable. He earned this reputation by making deals with everyone he 

could and always following through on his end of the agreement. 

Expressing a sentiment echoed by many members and staff, a former 

employee said, "I don't believe in the 36 years he was there that 

anybody could out-scheme, outmaneuver, or out-deal him" (Interview). 
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One of the most pronounced aspects of his reputation among his 

peers was his tenacity -- particularly in getting money for his 

district. In comparing him to Powell, one member said that the two were 

totally opposite. He said that whereas Powell lacked persistence, 

"Perkins digs and digs and digs and hangs in there" (Interview). A 

former Assistant to the Chairman remarked: 

When it came to getting legislation passed, nobody was 
willing to work as hard as Perkins. He didn't embarrass. 
He was willing to go back time after time until it was 
easier to give in than to have an arm grabbed one more time 
(Interview). 

In one instance, when the poverty bill reauthorization had cleared 

the House late one Friday night, he called Senator Joseph Clark, 

Chairman of the Senate Committee on Labor and Public Welfare at 6:00 

a.m. on Saturday morning to say "that little bill passed the House last 

night. Can you be ready to go to conference at about 9 o'clock this 

morning?" (Interview, staff). 

Perkins also was widely known for getting everything he could for 

the Seventh District of Kentucky. A New York Times obituary stated: 

Even before becoming chairman of the Education and Labor 
Committee, Mr. Perkins gained the reputation in Congress of 
being highly adept at dipping into what is called the 
Federal "pork barrel" to aid his 23-county district, one of 
the poorest in the nation, gaining Federal money for a 
variety of projects (Hunter 1984). 

Although, Chairman Perkins's reputation among his peers was a 

useful instrument of leadership on occasion, his manipulation of it in 

shaping an image probably was more important. A reputation for honesty 

assures colleagues. A reputation as an astute judge of politics 

generates confidence in predictions. A reputation for following through 

on bargains makes others more willing to trade. And a reputation for 



tenacity makes others less willing to challenge leadership. His 

colleagues' view of Perkins as a possessor of all these qualities 

probably contributed to his ability to lead. 
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Perkins's Political Prowess. Perkins's canny political skills and 

sense of timing comprised an outstanding characteristic of his 

leadership style. He was renowned as one of the greatest political 

bankers of the House, storing and trading political credit with other 

members. He continually did favors and traded votes with other members 

on a variety of issues. Frequently, he would trade a promise made to 

him by one member to another member in exchange for another promise. 

When he called in his chips, he generally had substantial support for 

his cause. 

Perkins could be crafty in getting his legislation passed. When 

bills important to him were scheduled for House consideration, the 

chairman usually arranged with the Speaker to have a friend, often Bill 

Natcher (0-KY), presiding over the House. In instances where Perkins 

lacked the parliamentary expertise himself, he could count on numerous 

friends for help in using or manipulating the chamber rules to his 

advantage. 

Two incidents aptly illustrate Perkins's political acumen. On one 

occasion, one of his major bills had been amended and passed by the 

Senate. Committee Republicans and others were waiting for it to be 

reported back to the House so they could sabotage it. At a time early 

in the day when the House was passing routine measures by unanimous 

consent, Perkins arranged for his old friend Frank Albert Stubblefield 

(0-KY), one of the renowned mumblers of the House, to have it taken from 
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the Clerk's desk and passed. With one of Perkins's friends acting as 

Speaker, Stubblefield stood up and mumbled something intelligible only 

to the Clerk, who had a copy of the motion on his desk. Because no one 

could understand the motion, the bill passed without objection. When 

the chairman's staff members came to warn him that there would be 

trouble when his bill came up on the floor, he grinned and said, "Oh, 

that already passed. I had Frank Albert bring that up this morning" 

(Interview, staff). 

On another occasion, an important committee bill concerning 

formulas for money to disadvantaged children had reached the conference 

stage. Several House members and senators with large urban 

constituencies formed alliances to manipulate the formulas so that their 

constituencies would benefit most -- at the expense of Kentucky's 

Seventh and others like it. At about eleven o'clock at night, after 

having been in conference for hours, the first vote on the matter was 

tied. Perkins asked that the second vote be postponed because he had 

some other business to do. He found Sam Gibbons (0-FL) and arranged for 

the Speaker to appoint him to the conference. When Perkins returned to 

the conference with the tie-breaking vote in tow, he said, "Now we can 

have a vote on this" (Interview, member). 

Perkins reportedly employed another shrewd tactic on more than one 

occasion. When an Education and Labor bill was scheduled to come up in 

the House on the Consent Calendar, Perkins looked around the floor for 

members who were likely to object. When he found one, he rushed over to 

him, put an arm around him, and physically "got right in his face" to 

prevent the member from objecting (Interview, member). 
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In addition to his political shrewdness, Perkins had an uncanny 

sense of timing. He knew what would be acceptable and when to raise the 

issue. His chairmanship of the conference committee that considered the 

Education Amendments of 1972 provides a striking example of his 

political skills and his sense of timing. 28 

At the beginning of the conference, Perkins established the tone 

and the order of procedure by starting on page one of the "Blue Books" 

instead of by focusing on the widely known philosophical differences 

between the House and Senate versions. 29 By addressing the bill line by 

line in a technical manner instead of addressing the big philosophical 

issues first, Perkins facilitated compromise instead of conflict. When 

members could not reach agreement with relative ease, the chairman moved 

on to the next issue and saved the controversies for later. This 

strategy avoided deadlocks early in the process, and by working on the 

smaller differences first, members established a rapport with one 

another. In addition, many members attended sporadically. Perkins 

curried favor by arranging to consider issues important to these members 

when they found time to attend. Since by this time most people had 

invested a considerable amount of time in this bill, they wanted to 

reach an acceptable compromise. They also had particular programs that 

they wanted to see approved. What is more, the ability to reach an 

28 This conference is treated in great detail in Gladieux and Wolanin 
(1976, 161-205). Some of the strategies were summarized in an interview 
with one of the authors. 

29 The "Blue Books" are the prints of the legislation taken to 
conference. They include the House bill beside the Senate bill and the 
differences between the two versions. 
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members. 

472 

Another episode from the same conference also illustrates 

Perkins's considerable political skills. Shortly after the conference 

began, Edith Green (0-0R) complained on the House floor that the Senate 

was "rolling" the House in the conference. Her speech was tantamount to 

saying that Perkins was not doing his job and was knuckling under to the 

Senate, whereupon the House instructed its conferees, another insult to 

the chairman. Mrs. Green's implied criticisms and the resulting 

instructions led him to declare, "That God-damned lady is no gentleman" 

(Interviews, staff). The next day, Perkins brought up the sex 

discrimination issue and put Mrs. Green, an emphatic advocate of women's 

rights, in an awkward position because she had to fight against the 

stronger anti-sex discrimination provisions in the Senate bill (Gladieux 

and Wolanin 1976, 170-171). Perkins called on some of the anti-Green 

forces, notably Thompson (0-NJ) and Brademas (D-IN), and garnered the 

support to "roll" Mrs. Green. This episode was the only specific 

instance that anyone interviewed could remember Perkins retaliating for 

anyone's actions against him. 

Another aspect of Perkins's leadership style and political skills 

is illustrated by the chairing of conference committees. In an 

understanding between the House and Senate committees with jurisdiction 

over education and labor issues, the chairmanship would alternate 

between the chambers on education and on labor. By this arrangement, 

the House chairman would preside over one labor bill and the Senate 

chairman would preside over the next labor bill to go to conference. 
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The same arrangement would hold for education. Part of Perkins's 

strategy was to make sure that he presided over the conferences that 

dealt with bills important to him. If necessary, he would ensure that a 

minor bill would go to conference ahead of his major bill so that his 

turn would come on House bills. 

As chairman, Perkins could decide when to call votes. He always 

had his votes counted before he brought a proposal to a vote on or asked 

for a roll call. If he opposed something in committee, he would order a 

roll call to defeat it. One Republican member recalled a relatively 

minor amendment that he had introduced one day in a mark-up session. 

Shortly after he began his explanation of why he was offering such a 

proposal, Perkins interrupted him with, "Will the gentleman yield?" 

Thinking that the chairman wanted to ask him a question he yielded, 

whereupon, much to the surprise of the member offering the amendment, 

Perkins called for the yeas and nays on the amendment (Interview, 

member). 

In a way, his strategy was similar to that Chairman Barden, who, 

according to Perkins, never called a meeting until he had the votes. 

Perkins, however, made sure that he never thwarted the will of the 

majority. He kept a little notebook with the vote tally in it. He 

would go to different delegations and canvass his votes. He said that 

he held up bringing the amendments to the Elementary and Secondary 

Education Act of 1965 to the floor until he had the votes to approve it. 

He said, ''I was my own whip. I relied on my own count. When we got in 

good shape, we moved along" (Interview). 
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Perkins's Leadership Style in Retrospect 

Since the chairman's institutional prerogatives largely had been 

curtailed by the time he became chairman, Carl Perkins had little choice 

but to rely primarily on his personal resources for the bulk of his 

leadership strength. His task was made easier by the fact that he 

generally agreed with a majority of the majority party and acted to 

preserve the members' trust, thereby precluding a revolt similar to the 

ones both of his predecessors had endured. 11 ln spirit, 11 he played by 

their rules and, for the most part, they did not challenge him. 

Perkins's leadership style can be characterized as strategic, 

calculating, and manipulative. A former staff member described him as 

11 Strategically scheming .. (Interview). He used his institutional and 

personal resources selectively to enhance his goal-attainment. He was a 

driving force behind committee legislation, particularly his own. 

None of those well-acquainted with Carl Perkins appeared to doubt 

that the underlying purpose of all he did in the Congress was aimed at 

advancing the interests of the Seventh District of Kentucky. Never a 

man to aspire to social or financial prominence himself, he dedicated 

the resources at his disposal to getting federal money for his 

constituents. His canny sense of politics and timing and his 

colleagues' recognition of it enabled him to get legislation adopted 

that otherwise might have failed. 

All of this was accomplished by a man who often appeared to be 

bungling and disorganized, but who, at the same time, was wily and 

sometimes brash. Many of his colleagues respected his honesty, his 

political judgment, and his tenacity. Those who thought him to be a 
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bumbling farmer were ripe for his picking. Whichever light his 

colleagues pictured him in, Perkins took advantage of it. After 

listening to Perkins bellow a campaign speech in a crowded stadium one 

night, a reporter commented that "That's the unspeakenest poor son of a 

bitch that ever tried to speak" (William "Snooks" Crutcher, Publisher of 

the Morehead News, Morehead, Kentucky, 1955). Perkins went out of his 

way not to dissuade anyone from this impression. He used it effectively 

and persuasively, appearing to be so inept that people rushed to help 

him and to give in to him. He took advantage of the wealth of 

opportunities this impression afforded him. "Dumb like a fox" was a 

metaphor frequently used to describe Perkins. 30 He used his 

gentlemanliness and country image to run rings around those who 

considered him slow. 

His strategic operation of the committee contributed to its 

integration. He granted free rein to his subcommittee chairmen to work 

on legislation important to them. Moreover, he supported them in their 

efforts. The subcommittee chairmen were grateful for a minimum of 

interference from the full committee chairman. He granted almost all 

the requests his members made and let them do what they wanted as long 

as he was able to achieve his goals of helping the Seventh District of 

Kentucky. 

In committee meetings and in hearings, Perkins let everyone voice 

his or her opinion. He believed that everyone ought to have a chance to 

be heard, although not all ideas deserved equal weight. He made his 

30 Some variant of this expression surfaced in several interviews with 
members and staff conducted for this research. 
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members, particularly the minority, feel better by affording them a 

hearing before the Democrats "rolled" them. Moreover, he called all the 

hearings anyone wanted and let everyone's witnesses testify. 

Having resented Chairman Barden's blocking techniques and Powell's 

lack of concentration, Perkins found rewards a better strategy than 

sanctions in eliciting support from his members. He chose to make the 

resources available to members of the committee, to keep his members 

apprised of what was going on in the areas under their jurisdiction. 

Some chairmen keep the information to themselves; Perkins shared it with 

his colleagues. 

He rarely used sanctions; in fact, other than the maneuver to 

retaliate for Edith Green's criticism on the House floor, it was 

difficult to find an example of his punishing anyone. Personally non

confrontational, Perkins often avoided controversy by delegating 

authority to staff members, in particular to his budget officer, thus 

remaining on good terms with everyone. Members often decided not to 

submit formal requests for funds when the budget officer indicated that 

she would deny them, knowing that the chairman would support her 

decision. He was determined to protect the committee's money. 

The chairman dealt with the committee members on a personal basis 

rather than by relying on inspirational oratory to motivate them. He 

concentrated his efforts on making individuals happy and beholden to 

him. He did not hesitate to use his political prowess and influence 

with the House leadership to advance his own agenda or to aid his 

committee members on their legislation. 
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Although in one way Perkins's strategic leadership style and his 

tendency to accommodate members of both parties contributed to 

bipartisan committee integration, in another way his generally pro

Democratic stances detracted from it, enhancing committee partisanship. 

His continuous efforts on behalf of his constituents usually led him to 

vote with the Democrats. Nevertheless, in setting the tone for 

committee deliberations, he seemed to be conciliatory to the minority, 

particularly on education issues. Labor issues evoked more fundamental 

differences between the parties. 

Perkins was a master of political bargaining. His political 

timing and skills were unsurpassed. Although strongly partisan, on 

numerous occasions he managed to elicit the support of minority 

committee members and others who opposed his programs. He maneuvered to 

his advantage without making enemies of his opponents. At the same 

time, Perkins operated with integrity and loyalty in his dealings with 

other members. A combination of his integrity and his political prowess 

made him one of the most effective political bankers and bargainers in 

Congress. 

When he took over as chairman, most members thought that neither 

the poverty program nor the elementary and secondary education bill had 

a remote chance of being reauthorized. Perkins said, "I had to bring 

through those two bills to show I wasn't a weak chairman" (Interview). 

On the Economic Opportunity Act, Perkins went around to all the 

southerners and said, "Now look here, I'm a southern chairman and it 

would look like hell if I got beat on my first time out as a chairman 

with a major bill." He managed to persuade nearly all of them to help 



478 

him. The Republicans were flabbergasted when the normally conservative 

southern Democrats lined up to behind Perkins. Even Mendel Rivers {D

SC), the conservative Chairman of Armed Services, marched down the aisle 

to vote with Perkins. When the Republicans asked him why, he quipped, 

"It's a new coalition -- southern Democrats and northern Democrats" 

{Interviews, chairman and staff). The southern Democrats cast their 

ballots with the chairman on all of the amendments, and when he had 

amassed the votes for passage of the reauthorization, they voted against 

it on final passage, lest it be held against them back home in their 

districts. Perkins had a better rapport with the southerners after he 

became chairman than he had before, frequently having referred to them 

privately in the past as "them Ku Kluxers" {Interviews, staff). 

According to a former staff member, when Perkins became chairman, he 

rose in stature in their eyes. He had more influence in the House and 

thereby more to trade. He also "played up his southernness to the 

southern committee chairmen," an important element of House leadership 

{Interview, staff). 

With the help of a few friends, Perkins also managed to get the 

Elementary and Secondary Education Act of 1965 reauthorized. The tide 

of public opinion had turned against it by the time Perkins became 

chairman. He succeeded in getting it reauthorized by his doggedness and 

by his reminders to his colleagues that "I'm talking about my little 

people down there" {Interviews, members and staff). A former committee 

staff member said that after public opinion turned against the education 

program, "it was the legislative know-how, and the whining, begging, and 

pulling at elbows" that led to the reauthorization of that bill 
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(Interview). Regarding his maneuvering on poverty legislation, Perkins 

said, "None of the rest of them could have passed the Poverty Bill in 

1967 when in came up for renewal" (Interview). 

One of the hallmarks of his leadership style was his perseverance. 

His steadfastness benefitted him on several pieces of legislation, 

including the elementary and secondary education and the poverty bills, 

which had poured money into his district -- bills that were tailor-made 

for districts like Kentucky's Seventh. His persistence paid off time 

and again. It was one of his most successful leadership resources. He 

just wore down the opposition. 

Largely on the basis of his personal resources, Perkins built a 

base of political support so strong that he was nearly unbeatable. Most 

of the younger members would have gone with him as well as the old and 

influential friends he had accumulated throughout the years. Despite 

the rules imposed on him because of the abuses of his predecessors, 

Perkins managed to operate effectively and to use his committee as a 

tool to facilitate social programs aimed at helping the disadvantaged. 

A former staff member noted that "on paper, they took away his power. 

But they knew that if they wanted to fight him on the floor, they 

wouldn't have a chance in hell" (Interview, staff). 
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CHAPTER 8 

THIRTY-FIVE YEARS OF COMMITTEE DEVELOPMENT AND LEADERSHIP 

This dissertation has examined the questions of committee 

evolution -- how a congressional committee changes as it matures -- and 

of committee leadership -- the role of the chairman in committee 

politics. It has analyzed setting, composition, structure and 

operations, function, and leadership over a thirty-five year period. It 

supports the thesis that a given committee changes over time. A 

congressional committee is a different organization at various stages in 

its development and under different chairmen. Both internal and 

external factors play roles in its metamorphosis. Organizational 

characteristics -- structure, operations, functions, and leadership 

style -- are not the same from one stage to the next. Moreover, the 

chairman is a more important factor in committee development than he 

generally has been credited with being. 

A number of questions were set out in the first chapter as a basis 

for inquiry into committee development and leadership. In the following 

pages, they are discussed in the order they were posed. 

Shifts in Committee Composition and Policy Outputs 

The first question concerned the relationship between shifts in 

regional and ideological composition of the committee and policy 

outputs. Brady (1978) advanced the thesis that major shifts in the 

composition of Congress produced major changes in policy output. The 



present research examined whether his argument was applicable to 

committees as well. A relationship can be inferred from data on 

members' districts and interest group scores and information on the 

amount and scope of the committee's legislative actions and output. 

The findings support the thesis that major shifts in membership 

produce major policy changes. Education and Labor's policy output 

changed when its composition changed. Other factors, such as a new 

chairman anxious to benefit a national constituency of blacks and a 

president who placed education and labor issues high on his agenda, 

undoubtedly also contributed to the shift in the committee's output. 
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Although patterns in the committee's seniority and proportions of 

new members did not change substantially, the committee increased in 

size over the years and its regional and ideological composition shifted 

dramatically. In the Barden era its membership came principally from 

southern and Mid-Atlantic states. In contrast, by 1960 the committee 

was dominated by northern, urban liberals, particularly by those in the 

North and East. A number of members from large, urban areas in 

Illinois, Michigan, and California also joined the committee. Few new 

southerners were appointed. 

In the early Barden years, the committee was a bastion of 

conservatism. Ultimately, the Speaker interfered and gradually stacked 

the committee with liberal Democrats, thus changing its ideological 

complexion. The Republicans sent some of their most conservative 

members to Education and Labor in the 1950s and early 1960s, but after 

1964 most Republicans on the committee were no longer envoys of the 

extreme right wing of the party. Their average interest group scores 
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were more liberal than those of all House Republicans for the duration 

of the period under study. There were a few arch-conservatives, such as 

John Ashbrook of Ohio, but they were counterbalanced by more moderate 

Republicans, including Ogden Reid, Charles Goodell, and Peter Peyser, 

all of New York. Reid and Peyser later became Democrats. As a result 

of the regional and ideological shifts, the committee membership was no 

longer a reflection of House membership. 

The metamorphosis of the committee from an ideological "microcosm" 

of the House into a committee with a strong liberal bias resulted from 

several factors, some of them external and some internal. First, the 

Speaker's refusal to appoint conservative Democrats, and southerners in 

particular, and the influence of organized labor in assigning only those 

members who were sympathetic to unions accounted for part of the 

pattern. Second, the fact that the committee chairman in the early-

1960s was black probably kept a number of southerners off the committee. 

Third, by the time the Great Society's programs were in full swing, the 

committee was known for its liberalism and conservatives had little 

incentive to be a part of it. Fourth, the members on this committee 

built up constituencies through program benefits that emanated from 

Education and Labor and thus felt obliged to defend them. Fifth, the 

nature of the jurisdiction of this committee also attracted the more 

liberal members, particularly those from urban constituencies that would 

benefit most from its programs. 

A shift in the composition of the committee was one of several 

factors that contributed to changes in committee output. The chairman, 

the President, and the general salience of the committee's issues had 
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varied impacts. The committee output changed markedly when Barden left 

the committee in Powell's hands. The scope and quantity of Education 

and Labor legislation increased. The composition of the committee was 

tailor-made for this to happen. The House leadership had stacked the 

committee, thus enabling the liberals to keep an effective majority and 

facilitate the passage of a great deal of legislation, much of it of 

major significance. 

Also indicative of a relationship between committee composition 

and policy outputs were the experiences during the Perkins years. The 

actual composition of the committee changed but the regional and 

ideological makeup remained comparatively stable. Subsequently, there 

were few major policy shifts, thereby lending support to Brady's theory 

and highlighting the role of the committee composition. Most of the 

legislation considered was amendments to or reauthorizations of existing 

programs. 

Committee Adaptation to Internal and External Pressures 

The second question concerned whether, in its efforts to adapt to 

internal and external pressures, the committee developed in stages or in 

a smooth, incremental transition. The research shows that it developed 

in stages. The committee during its first stage -- one that might be 

compared with childhood --was small, uncomplicated, relatively 

unproductive, and operated under a strict patriarch. In its 

adolescence, it rebelled. As it matured it took control of its own 

affairs and contributed substantially to Congressional output and long

term policies. It is old age it tries to maintain its vigor and status 
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by adding new areas of activity, realizing all the while that its glory 

days probably are largely in the past. 

As organization theory predicts, the structure of the committee 

became more complex, more formalized, and more decentralized over the 

years. Evidence supporting this conclusion includes a more complex 

configuration reflecting more members, increased and permanent subunits, 

and a rise in the number of committee and subcommittee staff members. 

Membership increased from twenty-four during Barden's first term as 

chairman to forty in the 94th Congress (1975-76), declining slightly 

thereafter. Subcommittees were ad hoc until 1957 when standing 

subcommittees were instituted. Subsequently, the number of standing 

subcommittees grew from five to eight under Perkins. Data on staff size 

are imprecise; nonetheless, it is apparent that staff size fluctuated 

and expanded dramatically overall. There were ten staff members in 1951 

under Barden rising to more than a hundred under Perkins. The addition 

of subcommittee and minority staffs as well as the growth of oversight 

activities accounted for a significant portion of the increase. 

The institution and subsequent institutionalization of rules 

indicates that the committee became more formalized. Until late in 

Barden's chairmanship there were no written committee rules, and 

committee activities were controlled almost entirely by the chairman. 

Rules adopted in 1957 required weekly meetings, the establishment of 

standing subcommittees with fixed jurisdictions, and the reference of 

all legislation to the standing subcommittees. These units were 

empowered to hold hearings, receive exhibits, take testimony, and report 

to the full committee. The rules also gave the chairman authority over 
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the committee staff, except for the minority staff, which was to be 

controlled by the ranking minority member. The next term, members 

refined the rules to required that every committee member be appointed 

to at least one subcommittee and to make other modifications. Rule 

changes adopted in 1966 preempted most of the remaining chairman's 

prerogatives. The adoption and expansion of rules institutionalized 

their application and produced a more formalized committee. 

Greater decentralization is shown by the fact that the power was 

fractionalized -- subcommittees had a voice in committee decision making 

and operations. They did most of the work, held most of the hearings, 

and considered most of the bills. Subcommittee chairmen were given 

control of their staffs, some budget preparation responsibilities, and 

an increased workload. Standing subcommittees, which had been 

nonexistent under most of Barden's chairmanship, took on new importance 

under Powell and continued to be major components under Perkins. 

The impact of the 1970s House and Caucus reforms on this 

committee's structure were mitigated by actions of the committee 

membership itself. The "naughty child" orientation of this committee 

resulted in internal reforms that accomplished most of what House and 

Caucus reforms later did. By and large, most requirements already were 

in place on Education and Labor by the time they were applied to other 

committees. Standing subcommittees had been in place for more than a 

decade, although the method of appointing chairmen and members changed 

with the reforms. In addition, most legislation was referred to the 

subcommittees, except that held in the full committee by implicit 

agreement between the chairman and his majority. Accounting procedures 



were instituted after Powell's troubles. The committee meetings had 

been open to the public for several years before the reforms. 
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Some aspects of the committee's operations -- such as procedures, 

workload, and voting behavior -- changed while others remained stable. 

Procedural changes are reflected by greater democratization of committee 

procedures. Both the expanded member participation in the decision

making process and several rules changes are evidence of greater 

democracy. The new rules diffused power previously belonging to the 

chairman by delegating authority to establish subcommittees to majority 

members, authorizing minority questioning of witnesses, and requiring 

the assignment of every member to a standing subcommittee, among other 

things. 

The committee workload increased over the three periods as 

reflected in the growth of the number of bills assigned to the 

committee, the rise in the number of hearings, and the increase in the 

number of bills reported. The number of bills referred rose until 

multiple sponsorship was allowed in 1975. The number of hearings grew 

as well. Moreover, the number of bills reported by the committee, 

passed the House, and eventually enacted increased. 

Most of these factors largely are the result of external forces, 

such as the general growth of the congressional workload and the renewed 

emphasis on oversight. Increases in a few of the indicators, such as 

the rise in the number of hearings or in the number of bills reported, 

were influenced by factors internal to the committee as well. The fact 

that Powell and Perkins allowed subcommittees to do substantially 



whatever they wanted contributed to part of the rise in output and in 

the number of hearings. 
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Evidence for the stability and change in committee operations is 

reflected by patterns of full committee and party cohesion on committee 

roll calls. The current research indicates that 1) voting cohesion 

remained stable and low and 2) partisanship remained stable and high. 

Data show that there was little full committee cohesion under 

Barden, particularly during his last term as chairman. In fact, as the 

number of roll calls increased, the degree of cohesive voting decreased. 

During the Powell years, the average full committee Rice Index scores 

rose. In addition, the percentage of minimally cohesive votes (70 

percent cohesion}, grew as well. When Perkins assumed the chair, the 

cohesion scores and percentages rose further, although Education and 

Labor by no means could be considered a unified voting bloc. 

Several factors may have affected the rise of voting cohesion on 

Education and Labor during the Perkins years. First, Chairman Perkins 

probably had some mitigating effect on the controversies surrounding the 

issues. He worked hard at building coalitions and, according to a 

former committee staff member, "The chairman learned as he went along, 

although it did not always seem that way at the time" (Interview). 

Second, the membership of the committee was not as extreme as it had 

been in earlier years. The Republicans were more liberal than their 

House counterparts and the Democrats were becoming more representative 

of theirs. Third, by the time Perkins became chairman, most of the 

great fights had been fought. The degree of controversy may have 

subsided as the salience of the issues declined. Fourth, some of the 
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Republicans had an interest in maintaining the committee's programs. 

Their constituents benefitted, too; thus they may have been inclined to 

vote with the Democrats a bit more often. 

Party voting had been moderate during the Barden years. It 

increased markedly when Powell took the chairmanship and stayed high 

throughout his tenure and into the beginning of the Perkins years. 

After the 90th Congress, levels of party voting decreased until 1980, 

President Reagan's first term in office, when the proportions rose to 

more than 70 percent. Concurrently, the levels of full committee 

cohesion were relatively low during the Barden and Powell years and 

increased somewhat in the Perkins years. 

Party voting cohesion was moderate for both parties in the 1950s 

and high in the 1960s. It began to decrease for both parties in the 

92nd Congress (1971-72), although levels remained fairly high for the 

duration of the Perkins years. Democrats were particularly unified in 

the 96th through the 98th Congresses. The decrease in party cohesion 

scores coincided with increases in the average full committee cohesion 

scores over what they were in the Barden and Powell years. 

For the most part, the extent of party voting in the House bore 

little relation to the degree of party voting in Education and Labor. 

Nor did mean party unity scores appear to resemble party cohesion or 

party voting in the committee. The exceptions were the 96th, 97th, and 

98th Congresses (1979-84). The relatively high rates of party voting in 

the committee during these congresses corresponded to increased rates of 

party voting in the House (Dodd and Oppenheimer 1989). 
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Party voting on the committee was at its highest during the period 

that Education and Labor was the vehicle for a large part of the 

President's domestic agenda. When the issues were at the peak of 

salience, members fought for their interests. The legislation that 

incited most of the partisan differences in the 87th Congress (1961-62) 

related to school construction, the NDEA, and impacted areas policies. 

The fact that there were a high number of roll calls is an indication of 

conflict, albeit not necessarily along partisan lines. In the 88th 

Congress (1963-64), the War on Poverty legislation generated a 

substantial amount of partisan controversy. The Johnson Administration 

threw its weight behind the Democrats, almost forcing the issues to be 

partisan. Moreover, the fact that the committee had jurisdiction over 

such salient and visible issues contributed to the divisiveness. Party 

voting was somewhat less prevalent, although still present, in the 89th 

Congress (1965-66) when the committee emphasized education legislation. 

Members were able to work out compromises on aid to elementary and 

secondary schools that had been highly partisan in the past. 

Partisanship also was high in the last part of the Perkins years. 

Beginning in the Carter Administration, Education and Labor programs 

increasingly were threatened with large budget cuts or with abolition, 

exacerbating controversies already present on the committee. Democrats 

fought to keep the gains they had made in the early- and mid-1960s. 

About the same time, the country was in the midst of a rising tide of 

conservatism that brought Ronald Reagan to the White House. The 

conservatives continued with renewed vigor the budget cutting that was 

begun in the Carter Administration. Although there was no discernible 
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pattern of partisanship on the issues themselves, the committee and 

subcommittee recommendations to the Budget Committee for financing 

programs under the committee's jurisdiction split along party lines on 

every vote. 

The Role of Committee Chairmen 

The third question dealt with the role of the chairmen in shaping 

the structure, operations, function, and outputs of the committee and 

the extent to which each chairman employed a unique leadership style and 

had a different impact. This research provides substantial evidence 

that the chairman had an important impact on the committee structure, 

operations, function, and outputs. It also reveals a different 

leadership style for each chairman. The result was dramatic changes in 

the committee from Barden to Powell to Perkins. 

The chairmen's impacts were not even, however; each chairman did 

not have an effect of equal magnitude on the same aspects of the 

committee as his fellows had. His environmental constraints, 

orientation, and leadership style provided for a unique imprint on the 

committee. 

This research combined elements of both the "personalistic" 

approach and the "contextual" approaches identified by Charles 0. Jones 

(1981, 117-134). It emphasized the environmental factors that affected 

the chairman's actions as well as the institutional and personal 

resources he had at his disposal for getting the committee to do what he 

wanted. 
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Reliance on Institutional Prerogatives 

The degree of reliance on institutional prerogatives -- those 

available by virtue of his leadership position -- varied among the 

three chairmen and progressively deteriorated. Barden, who had an 

abundance of formal resources, relied on them heavily until they were 

taken away from him by an angry majority. Powell, to whom some of the 

discretion was restored, used his institutional prerogatives in a 

positive manner for most of his tenure, to facilitate the passage of 

the Great Society legislation. When the House refused to act to his 

satisfaction on anti-discrimination measures (and on his committee 

operating budget), he began using his chairman's authority against the 

committee majority and against the House. The committee reacted by 

removing those resources from the hands of the chairman. Thus, when 

Perkins became chairman shortly thereafter, he had few formal 

prerogatives, and relied on them to a substantially lesser extent. 

Barden made full use of his institutionally-derived prerogatives 

as chairman. In his early years, he had seemingly unlimited power 

over the committee. He had control over the agenda, the money, the 

meetings, the subcommittees, and the staff. He also managed committee 

bills on the floor and in conference. There were no written rules 

other than those enacted as part of the 1946 reorganization act. 

Subcommittees. Barden relied little on subcommittees. Until 

the committee revolted in 1957, there were no standing subcommittees. 

Most of the committee's work was done in full committee, where Barden 

could watch over it closely. He called few meetings, appointed few 

subcommittees, and referred little legislation to them. Until the 



1957 revolt and the resultant imposition of written rules, all 

subcommittees were ad hoc units. 
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When Powell took the chair, he had more discretion than Barden was 

allowed in his last term as chairman. Although the rules maintained the 

standing subcommittees, the committee relaxed controls imposed on 

Barden, deleting the provisions in the rules that specified subcommittee 

jurisdictions and that required that bills be referred to the 

appropriate subcommittee. Contrary to the actions of his predecessor, 

Powell relied on the subcommittees fully. For the most part, he 

referred bills to the subcommittees where their sponsors or promoters 

served. He also established some ad hoc subcommittees and chaired a few 

dealing with issues of particular interest to him, such as de facto 

school segregation. In addition, he chaired the Subcommittee on the War 

on Poverty, which considered the major domestic legislation of the 88th 

Congress. He let other members chair subcommittees of special interest 

to them. 

Perkins had little discretion over whether he used subcommittees. 

By the time he became chairman, the rules mandating the use of 

subcommittees were in place. He was required to refer all bills to the 

appropriate subcommittees, whose jurisdictions were defined in the 

rules. He was required to take up bills in the full committee in the 

order they were reported. Although he generally followed these 

stipulations, for the first couple of terms Perkins kept some of the 

major legislation at the full committee level, effectively using the 

full committee as his subcommittee. There were few outright objections 

to this practice, because he did not have a subcommittee himself and all 
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members could participate in the full committee markups. Moreover, few 

members wanted to challenge the chairman. Because of his general 

agreement with the majority, he was able to exercise substantial 

influence inside and outside the committee. 

Committee Meetings. Perkins differed from his predecessors by 

attending and voting at regularly scheduled committee meetings. He was 

absent occasionally, but it was not the norm as it had been under Barden 

and Powell. Barden had absented himself regularly so members could not 

have meetings. The committee adopted rules to ensure that they could 

meet without the actual chairman present. In fact, Powell missed many 

of the meetings that were held. 

As presiding officers, the three chairmen differed markedly. 

According to members and staff, Powell was an excellent presiding 

officer. He was smooth and articulate. He moved things along and 

tolerated no dilatory tactics from his members. He was not always fair 

to the minority, but even they admitted that he presided over meetings 

and hearings effectively. Barden, too, used his prerogatives as 

presiding officer effectively, although less frequently. He tailored 

the situation so that it usually came out to his benefit. He stacked 

the witness lists at hearings and manipulated the time that witnesses 

had to speak. He managed to have little time to hear the opposition. 

In other instances, he recognized his allies and used other dilatory 

tactics to prevent his opponents from bringing up legislation. 

According to members and staff, Perkins could be an effective presiding 

officer at times, but often he appeared to be fumbling. Generally, he 

enforced the five-minute rule; however, if a member wanted to speak on a 
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subject for longer than the allotted five minutes, he could arrange with 

the chairman to do so. 

Control over the Agenda. Even after the rules substantially 

diminished the chairman's authority, all three chairmen managed to find 

ways to exert their influence over the agenda. Previously, Barden had 

had complete control over what the committee considered. He decided 

which bills the committee would take up, which he would refer to 

subcommittees, and which would languish untouched. After the committee 

rules were adopted, Barden had less authority, but he still managed to 

decide which bills would get favorable treatment. He created ad hoc 

subcommittees for particular legislation, such as the joint subcommittee 

on labor reform legislation established to keep labor ally Carl Perkins 

from having complete jurisdiction over it. Barden also decided which 

bills the full committee would consider after the subcommittees had 

reported the legislation. Moreover, he maintained control over the 

timing of bills sent to the House. He still had friends on the Rules 

Committee who were more than willing to accommodate him. 

Powell had control over the agenda to some extent because of his 

broad discretion over bill referrals. He could keep what he wanted at 

the full committee and send the others to subcommittees. In addition, 

he could establish additional ad hoc units to consider particular items. 

The chairman's discretion was overshadowed somewhat by the 

Administration's interest in Education and labor programs. Powell was 

under pressure from Presidents Kennedy and Johnson to move their 

legislation forward. 



495 

In his third term as chairman, Powell exercised his agenda control 

by holding some legislation hostage until certain conditions were met. 

Sometimes these conditions included the enactment of other legislation 

by the House and by the Senate. 

As a consequence of the actions of his two predecessors, Perkins 

had less control over the committee's agenda via his institutional 

prerogatives. But he, too, managed to maintain a substantial amount of 

influence over the it. Until he took a subcommittee in the 93rd 

Congress (1973-74), he kept much of the important legislation at the 

full committee level, but not to assure its defeat. 

Beginning in 1973, Perkins assumed the chairmanship of a 

subcommittee, which considered much of the most important legislation 

and was the most active. Members discovered that if they let Perkins do 

what he wanted, he would not fight them in what they wanted. 

Perkins also exercised influence over the agenda by bringing 

public attention to the committee's bills or deliberations. He ordered 

that the media be allowed into hearings in 1967 and was one of the few 

chairmen to permit such access prior to the 1970s reforms. He also 

molded the agenda by holding numerous hearings on issues important to 

his constituents and by allowing other members to do the same. Another 

agenda-shaping tool available to Perkins was his influence with the 

leadership. He often argued effectively that certain bills be referred 

to Education and labor, particularly after the advent of split, 

sequential, and multiple referral. He diligently protected his 

committee's turf. 
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Treatment of the Minority. Another aspect of the institutional 

prerogatives concerns the chairman's treatment of the minority. Barden 

had been allied closely with the minority. For the most part, he 

treated the Republicans better than he did the Democrats, although he 

maintained that "the Republicans simply don't know how to run the 

government" (Raleigh News and Observer, October 21, 1954, quoted in 

Puryear 1979, 107). But since they agreed with him concerning labor and 

several aspects of federal aid to education, he was inclined to make 

deals with them for support of his positions. Barden voted with the 

Republicans more often than he did with his own party. 

Powell, on the other hand, paid little heed to the minority. He 

gave them their staff allowances but evicted them from their committee 

offices (Fenno 1973; lewis 1963; and interviews). In the 88th Congress, 

he locked the minority members out of the committee room while the 

Democrats marked up the poverty bill. He rarely voted with the 

Republicans against the majority members. 

Perkins was more accommodating of the minority than Powell had 

been. According to minority members and staff, Perkins treated them 

fairly. He went out of his way to let everyone be heard, although it 

may not have made a difference in the outcome. An examination of the 

rules shows that he may have been too fair for the tastes of the 

majority. Members adopted a rule requiring him to recognize two 

Democrats for every one Republican to question hearing witnesses. Also, 

Perkins counted a few committee Republicans among his good friends. He 

even voted with them occasionally. 
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Use of Rewards. The three chairmen of Education and Labor between 

1951 and 1984 differed dramatically in their dispensation of rewards and 

sanctions. Of the three chairmen, Barden, who had the most formal 

powers at his disposal, relied the least on rewards. Every once in a 

while he rewarded his allies with the sponsorship of important 

legislation. The Landrum-Griffin Act is the prime example. 

Occasionally he appointed his friends to subcommittee chairmanships. 

During one session, Cleveland Bailey (0-WV) chaired three subcommittees 

and Carl Elliott (0-AL) headed two. 

Powell's position was such that he had to rely on rewards to get 

what he wanted. One of his tactics was too use bill sponsorship as a 

basis for and as a reward for support. He had made enough enemies 

during his years in the House that his name on a bill was tantamount to 

poison. He looked magnanimous by letting the more junior members have 

their names on major legislation. Phil Landrum's (0-GA) sponsorship of 

the poverty program is just one example of many. 

Perkins used rewards as a leadership strategy with regularity. In 

addition, he used a different variety of rewards from his predecessors. 

He had few subcommittees chairs to give away so he had to find something 

else. He employed all of the following to achieve his goals: 

1) scheduling bill consideration at the most propitious time; 

2) distributing travel funds generously; 3) appointing all members of 

the subcommittee concerned to a conference committee rather than just a 

few senior members; 4) appointing other majority members' patronage to 

the full committee staff, sometimes in senior positions; 5) sharing 

information so that all members looked good to their colleagues as well 
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as to their constituents; and 6) providing campaign assistance to 

members, sometimes even to the minority, by speaking in their districts 

and directing contributions their way. Perkins used any legal means 

that he could think of and that was not dishonest to help his fellow 

members (Interview, staff). 

Perkins relied on rewards and incentives largely to the exclusion 

of sanctions. Part of this reliance on rewards may have been the result 

of constraints placed on his ability to use sanctions or to deny 

perquisites. On the other hand, it was not in his nature to use 

sanctions. He rarely used them when he had the opportunity. He did not 

want to jeopardize future alliances. The other two chairmen, however, 

present a different picture. 

Use of Sanctions. Barden's use of sanctions consisted mainly of 

withholding rewards. The most notable example was his refusal to 

appoint his second-ranking member, Powell, to a subcommittee 

chairmanship to which he was entitled by virtue of his seniority. 

Barden also withheld travel vouchers as sanctions. In another 

sanctioning tactic, Barden failed to allow Powell to speak in committee 

meetings and hearings on a number occasions. The chairman skipped 

Powell and recognized third-ranking Cleveland Bailey (0-WV) and others 

(Hickey and Edwin 1963, 184). 

Powell, too, used sanctions. A principal one related to bill 

referral. Although he was reported to have offered to appoint Phil 

Landrum to a subcommittee chairmanship, Landrum declined because of a 

well-founded belief that it was unlikely that any significant 

legislation would have been referred to him (Lewis 1963, 94). As it 
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was, Landrum did not serve on any subcommittee at all in the 87th 

Congress (Committee records). Powell also used his discretion over bill 

referral to assign bills without regard to tradition or interest despite 

an understanding with his members that he would refer legislation to the 

sponsor's or the promoter's subcommittee. Moreover, knowing the 

difficulties of securing a rule for Education and Labor bills, he 

"played games" with the scheduling of legislation to be reported 

(Interview, staff). 

In sum, the three chairmen's reliance on institutional resources 

varied markedly. Barden, who had the most tools, used them, for the 

most part, in a negative manner. Powell, who had fewer tools, but 

increased discretion over bill referral, also used some of his authority 

in a negative manner, although on the whole he was a facilitator of 

legislation. Perkins, who had the fewest institutional prerogatives, 

relied on other means to accomplish his goals. Barden worked against 

the system. Powell let the system work itself for awhile and then 

worked against the system. Perkins worked through the system. 

Reliance on Personal Resources 

Galloway (1953, 289) referred to committee chairmen as "lord 

proprietors," and Smith and Deering (1984) termed the period between 

1947 and 1964 as "the era of strong committee chairs." Both Barden and 

Powell fit these classifications much better than did Perkins. Because 

the rules placed fewer constraints on them, they relied on the 

institutional resources available to chairmen to a much greater extent 

than Perkins was able to do. Perkins, however, was effective because of 

his superior strategic use of personal resources. 
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Barden, in particular, had few constraints and a wealth of 

tradition to support his actions. His authority included the committee 

agenda, the appointment of subcommittees, the referral of bills to 

subcommittees, the scheduling of hearings, the selection of witnesses, 

the hiring and direction of staff members, the reporting of bills to the 

House, the management of committee bills on the floor, the 

recommendation of appointments to conference, and the leadership of 

conference committees (Galloway 1953, 289). 

Froman (1967), Hinckley (1971), and Smith and Deering (1984) 

contended that a chairman's views usually corresponded with those of his 

majority members, thereby negating the need to resort to "strong-arm 

tactics" (Smith and Deering 1984, 27). Barden was deviant in this 

respect; he did not agree with his majority much of the time, 

particularly after the Speaker had liberalized the committee. Despite 

being outnumbered, the chairman persisted in his "strong-arm tactics." 

Members rebelled, adopting rules limiting his institutional 

prerogatives. 

When Barden's almost exclusive reliance on institutional 

prerogatives put him on a collision course with his committee majority, 

he maintained his effectiveness by relying on his personal reserve of 

political prowess and a healthy supply of conservative friends. In his 

final committee meeting, his "last hurrah," he out-maneuvered the 

liberals who wanted to consider situs picketing legislation by 

recognizing Carl Elliott (D-AL), one of his allies, who brought up 

several rather inconsequential bills and took up all the time. Barden 

took advantage of a House rule that prohibited committees from meeting 
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while the House was sitting and adjourned the meeting at noon when the 

House went into session (Puryear 1979, 208-209). 

On the rare occasion that Barden could not prevent his committee 

from reporting a bill, he looked to his friends on other committees, 

notably Rules, to finish the job. He would ask the Committee on Rules 

not to issue a rule, or if necessary, to allow an open rule, which 

permitted unlimited amendments from the floor. He influenced the 

outcome of the 1960 minimum wage increase legislation in this manner.· 

Still, until the last two terms of his chairmanship, he relied heavily 

on institutional resources. 

When Powell took the chair, he was saddled with most of the 

constraints the committee had placed on Barden, although he had 

discretion over the referral of bills. His abuse of his formal powers 

led to his downfall. Had he not been stripped of his chairmanship or 

been barred from his seat, he, too, would have had to look to his 

personal resources for help. But in some ways, partly because of racial 

prejudice against him, Powell had fewer personal resources at his 

disposal than did Barden and Perkins. He had few friends to help him 

among House members and had been deprived of some of his patronage and 

office space because of his support for Eisenhower in the 1956 elections 

(Hickey and Edwin 1963, 136). Moreover, he had not built a reputation 

for himself based on diligence and knowledge of the subject matter, thus 

diminishing his effectiveness. Other detracting factors were the result 

of his penchant for accusing his opponents of being racist and for 

injecting race into every issue. On the other hand, his considerable 
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personal attractiveness and magnetism, his ability to think on his feet, 

and his oratorical skills worked in his favor. 

Perkins took the chair under Powell's legacy-- an 

"institutionally weak" chairmanship (Fenno 1973, 288), one with few 

institutional prerogatives at his disposal. Most had gone down the 

drain with Powell. Perkins had little choice but to rely on his 

personal resources, which included his reputation for honesty, tenacity, 

and political acumen, and his de facto honesty, tenacity, influence, and 

political acumen. He had few problems because he generally was in 

agreement with the committee majority. 

Perhaps not realizing what a wily chairman they would have and 

seeing that he would not fight them, the members responsible for 

initiating the rules changes may have thought that they could manipulate 

Perkins and have the committee operate to their advantage. He appeared 

to let them have the run of the committee, as long as he accrued as many 

benefits as possible for his district. Several of these members 

acknowledged that Perkins had a great deal of influence over the 

legislation reported from these subcommittees. They noted later that 

unlike Powell, Perkins had his fingerprints on almost all the 

legislation that came out of Education and Labor during his chairmanship 

(Interviews). 

At the onset of his chairmanship in 1967, many members 

underestimated him. They did not consider him sophisticated enough to 
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handle the leadership of such an important committee. 31 Some thought he 

was stupid, and then had the misfortune of finding out the truth about 

Carl Perkins. Part of his strength was that his foes thought they were 

smarter than he was. One Kentuckian who had frequent dealings with 

Perkins for many years said, "The political graveyards of East Kentucky 

are full of people who thought they were smarter than Carl Perkins."32 

Several members of Congress found themselves inadvertently in his debt 

because they had underestimated him. Among those who knew him, he had a 

reputation for being wily and crafty. One former committee member said, 

"When you talk to Carl, check for your wristwatch. He'll have it. Your 

wallet, too. He's good at legislating" (Interview). Another member was 

quoted as saying, "When you get into a conference with Carl Perkins, you 

may end up not having any furniture in your office. He is awesome" (As 

quoted in Fenno 1989). 

Although the institutional resources largely were gone, the 

chairman maintained a certain amount of respect. He still was regarded 

as having influence with other chairmen and with the leadership, and he 

maintained his control over committee travel money. In addition, he 

retained a good deal of his authority over the scheduling of committee 

business and when he violated a rule on the sequence of bill 

consideration, few members wanted to challenge the chairman. He was a 

31 Barnes (1984). The opinion that others thought he was not 
sophisticated enough was expressed several times in interviews with other 
members and with staff members. Most people who knew him knew better. 

32 Dr. Robert Martin, former President of Eastern Kentucky State 
University and former state official -- Commissioner of Finance, 
Superintendent of State Public Instruction, and state senator. Told to 
Benjamin F. Reeves, Assistant to the Chairman of the Committee on 
Education and Labor several years ago. 
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master at timing consideration of measures on the House floor. He would 

assure that a bill would not come up unless he had the votes. When the 

bill reached the conference stage, he would maneuver to ensure that it 

was his turn in the rotation with the Senate to chair the conference 

committee, even if it meant reporting some other bill slightly different 

from the Senate version so that it would be his turn to preside when his 

bill reached conference. 

Like Barden, Perkins relied heavily on his friends in the House. 

He used them to move bills through the House, unbeknownst to his 

political opponents. Representative Frank Stubblefield's (0-KY) mumbled 

motion to suspend the rules and pass one of Perkins's bills before 

anyone realized what it was is a prime example. Perkins's recessing a 

conference with the Senate until he could get an additional conferee 

appointed to secure a vote for his position is another. When committee 

bills were scheduled to be taken up in the House, Perkins frequently 

arranged to have one of his friends acting as Speaker so as to have an 

ally with the gavel. In addition, Perkins could depend on a host of 

other friends he had accumulated over the years. He had a kindly, 

ingratiating way about him. He spent a great deal of time on the floor 

of the House, cultivating friendships among members, old and new. He 

particularly worked on new members whom he thought he might be able to 

attract to his committee. Many members of both chambers were quite fond 

of him and thus were willing to support him on many occasions. 

One of Perkins's most valuable personal resources was his 

tenacity. He secured passage of many bills by sheer perseverance. 

Unlike Powell, who reputedly had an attention span of between forty 



505 

seconds and two minutes (Bolling 1966, 98), Perkins wore down his 

opponents by sheer persistence. He snatched several major programs from 

the jaws of defeat by not knowing when to quit. He earned the respect 

of his members and of others for his relentless pursuit of passage of 

Education and Labor bills. In the process, he gained a reputation for 

being one of the great bargainers of the House and one of its most 

effective members. He traded chits around all over the House. 

Chairmen's Leadership Styles 

These three chairmen used their resources in different ways to get 

the committee to do what they wanted. These unique leadership styles 

resulted in different committees. Each chairman had a unique impact on 

the structure, operations, and output of Education and Labor. Within 

the institutional context and guided by shifts in the salience of the 

committee's jurisdiction, the committee leadership was responsible for 

many of the changes that took on the committee. 

Barden's use of his formal powers to achieve his ends overshadowed 

his use of personal resources. His style was characterized by his use 

of his institutional prerogatives in a negative, obstructionist manner. 

His refusal to call meetings, his refusal to appoint standing 

subcommittees, his refusal to appoint Powell as a subcommittee chairman, 

his actions in declaring the lack of a quorum for meetings when he knew 

that in a matter of minutes one would be present, his weak reliance on 

rewards, and his conspiracies with his conservative friends on the Rules 

Committee all amounted to negative exertions of authority or influence. 

His actions in contravention of the will of the majority forced members 



to react in a negative manner by sharply curtailing the institutional 

prerogatives of the chairman. 
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For the most part, Powell's use of his institutional and personal 

resources produced a permissive and facilitative style. It contributed 

to a committee more productive than it had ever been. Members worked 

out compromises and reached agreements that would not have been possible 

under Barden, who rarely let the committee meet and thus avoided 

considering legislation. For most of Powell's tenure, the negative 

exercise of power was at the expense of the Republicans, whom he locked 

out of the poverty bill mark-up, evicted from their staff offices, and 

routinely "rolled" on committee votes. He might have wanted to be 

authoritarian toward the majority, but he did not have the leadership 

backing or popularity among other House members to carry it off. A 

staff member said that Powell had a "siege mentality." He thought that 

his majority members were out to get him (Interview). In many ways, he 

was correct. A former member said, "We wanted the committee to be 

immunized from Powell. He was uneven. It was easy to take advantage of 

his status in the House." (Interview). According to former members, 

Powell had an implicit agreement with his members: he gave the 

subcommittees free rein and they allowed him to retain the perquisites 

of the chairmanship and to do largely what he wished, as long as he did 

not interfere with the will of the majority. 

In Powell's third term as chairman, his imperious ways got the 

better of him. He reneged on his end of the agreement to refer bills to 

the subcommittees of the sponsor or promoter. In addition, his 

expenditures of committee funds were excessive and embarrassing. But 
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the catalyst in his downfall was his decision to impede the progress of 

three major pieces of legislation. Powell's style shifted from a 

permissive and facilitative style to a high-handed one. 

Perkins combined his institutional and personal resources to 

produce a strategic, calculating style that was the driving force behind 

committee legislation. In Barber's (1972) terms, he could be 

characterized as an "active-positive" chairman. His son described him 

as "activist in the things he believed in" (Interview). He stayed well 

within the bounds of his majority's approval on most things and he 

worked diligently to see that committee programs were reauthorized and 

adequately appropriated. He worked at coalition-building in the 

committee and on the floor. He used rewards almost to the exclusion of 

sanctions. 

While Barden's and Powell's impacts were the strongest on the 

structure and operations aspects of the committee, Perkins's impact was 

the most pronounced on the committee product, the legislation it 

reported. That is not to say that Barden's obstruction had no effect on 

legislation -- it did. It prevented it. And, as Fenno (1973, 130) 

noted, Powell's primary contribution to decision making was his movement 

of legislation through the committee and to the floor as rapidly as 

possible. 

Both Barden and Powell had violated the trust and will of the 

majority, deeds that had resulted in structural and operational changes. 

The committee never returned to its old ways. In every Congress since 

1957 the committee adopted written rules. In all of those terms there 

were standing subcommittees. Staff sizes increased, along with the size 
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of the membership. The number and scope of the committee rules also 

increased dramatically in complexity. For example, whereas there were 

twelve rules beginning in 1957, by 1984 there were twenty-four. 

Moreover, the first rules could be printed on one page. Subsequently, 

they have been published in booklets; the rules for the 98th Congress 

contained nineteen pages. 

Both chairmen's actions resulted in a more democratic and 

decentralized operation, which became institutionalized over the years. 

Power was fractionalized and dispersed among the majority members. Some 

of the chairman's prerogatives were preempted by the majority members. 

Others were shared by the chairman and his colleagues. The subcommittee 

chairmen had greater influence under Perkins than they had under the two 

previous chairmen. In the 1970s, the House and the House Democratic 

Caucus adopted many of these reforms and procedures became 

institutionalized in other committees, as well, Education and Labor was 

in the forefront, largely because of the actions of its chairmen. 

Committee Function as a Reflection of the Chairman 

The extent to which the committee was a reflection of the 

chairman's leadership may be inferred from alterations in the 

committee's function, which changed dramatically over the three periods 

of study. That it shifted under each chairman is shown by the amount of 

and the different types of legislation produced under each chairman, 

although he was not the only influential factor. The function by and 

large coincided with the chairman's agenda, although the committee was 

more productive and harmonious when the chairman's agenda melded with 

the majority will. 
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During the Barden years, little legislation at all, and 

particularly not any that favored organized labor, was reported by the 

committee. Under Powell, the committee issued a great deal of new, 

progressive social legislation. After Perkins became chairman, national 

public policy emphasis shifted to defense and economics, thereby forcing 

the committee to concentrate on maintaining the gains of the past. 

During the Barden years, the committee's function was to prevent 

so-called "liberal" legislation from being enacted. Liberal legislation 

included anything favorable to organized labor and federal aid to 

education that penalized states that allowed segregated schools. In 

addition, federal aid to education that included aid to religious 

institutions was on the verboten list. Chairman Barden effectively used 

the committee as a vehicle for preventing related bills. By refusing to 

call meetings, to appoint subcommittees, to assign legislation to 

subcommittees, and to allow the committee to act, Barden prevented the 

consideration and thus the passage of progressive or liberal 

legislation. 

Under Powell, the committee came into its own. It was charged 

with the groundwork for large portions of the Administrations' domestic 

agendas, both in the Kennedy and Johnson years. Fortunately, for the 

most part, these agendas coincided with that of Chairman Powell, who did 

not intercede to prevent most bills from passing. In fact, he helped 

immensely by not interfering with his subcommittee chairmen and by 

keeping his name off of the legislation. The committee's function was 

to consider, report, and see enacted large parts of the Great Society 

programs. 
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Under Perkins, the situation shifted away from enacting new 

programs toward hanging onto the gains already made. Vietnam had 

deflected attention and funds away from the poverty program and federal 

aid to education issues. Other than the war in Indo-China, the economy 

became the top priority. With a few exceptions, the committee enacted 

little new, far-reaching legislation. Its mission became to safeguard 

the liberal gains made in the Powell years. This mission became more 

difficult by the 1980s when President Reagan's budget-cutting operations 

were in full swing and he had little sympathy for Education and Labor 

programs. Not only was the committee bent on amending and extending its 

programs -- in the words of one staff member, trying to "reinvent the 

wheel" -- it had to protect existing funding from being cut completely. 

Legacies of Education and Labor Chairmen 

Not only did the chairmen of Education and Labor affect the 

committee, they left long-term legacies in the House. Some reforms, 

particularly the financial restrictions, were applied to the House in 

part as a result of the actions of the chairmen of this committee. 

Education and Labor's accounting procedures, begun under Chairman 

Perkins to "find out where the money's a-goin' to" after he took over 

from Powell {Interview, staff), were adopted for most committees. 

Powell also was the catalyst in the establishment of the House Committee 

on Standards of Official Conduct, established in 1970, and commonly 

known in the 1980s as the House Ethics Committee. Proponents had been 

worried over previous violations in ethics and the Powell affair 

precipitated action (CO Almanac 1966, 524). In addition, the public 



disclosure of private interests was an offshoot of Powell 1 s actions. 

Other committees now routinely have open meetings and bill mark-ups, 

standing subcommittees with fixed jurisdictions, and bill referral to 

subcommittees largely thanks to the chairmen of Education and Labor. 

Certain Other Findings that Emerged from this Research 

Although not raised in the questions in chapter one, certain 

other findings of interest emerged from this research. They concern 

the salience of the issues before the committee, the degree of 

specificity in the committee structures and rules, the role of the 

chairman in committee decentralization, and committee integration. 

Salience of the Issues 
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The issues before this committee have waxed and waned in 

salience. They did not become prominent until the early-and mid-1960s 

when there was enough impetus in the environment to make major policy 

changes, at least insofar as the issues before this committee. 

The increased salience of Education and Labor issues lasted into 

the early 1970s when social welfare concerns were replaced by more 

pressing needs. Many of the problems confronted during the 1950s and 

1960s were no longer issues. They were "solved11 in some sense or 

another. There was no major disagreement anymore over whether the 

federal government should provide aid to education, or whether schools 

should be segregated or integrated. The problem of whether to aid 

public schools only or to include parochial schools faded as a 

pertinent issue (although it threatens to reappar in the late 1980s and 

early 1990s when day care is considered). What is more, federal aid 



512 

became an even smaller percentage of the money spent on education than 

it was when the ESEA was enacted. 

Nor was poverty any longer a major issue. While the poor always 

existed, they were no longer a major focus of attention. Neither were 

bargaining and minimum wage 

issues at the forefront of the public agenda. Curtailment of labor 

unions belonged to an era of the past. The salient labor issues fell 

under the jurisdiction of other committees, such as Ways and Means. 

Tariffs, import quotas, and cheap labor superceded the fights over situs 

picketing, secondary boycotts, and minimum wage as private sector unions 

decreased in membership and influence. 

In the latter part of the Perkins era, the committee, led by its 

chairman, fought not only dying interest in its issues but budget 

limitations and cuts. Education and Labor was the victim of the double 

whammy -- a less salient issue jurisdiction and the threat of less 

program funding. Moreover, its main constituents, organized labor and 

the poor, declined as political forces. 

At the same time the power of its constituency was declining, the 

committee as an organization became institutionalized and continued to 

maintain itself in the face of less salient issues of narrower scope. 

Other committees picked up major issues important to labor. 

The problems of Education and Labor are symptomatic of those faced 

by most of the authorizing committees. The committees concerned with 

financial and defense issues have taken precedence over most of the 

others. One pair of researchers has termed it the new "committee 

oligarchy," consisting of the money committees, Rules, Armed Services, 
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and Energy and Commerce (Dodd and Oppenheimer 1989, 48-50). This 

oligarchy arose out of a need for centralization of the decentralized 

subcommittee government created by the 1970s House and Caucus reforms 

combined with attention to the enormous federal deficit, forcing a 

reduction in new programs and old funding levels. The agendas of the 

authorizing committees have been forced to fit into the budget agendas. 

The budget and its reconciliations are the major domestic legislation 

considered by Congress. 

Education and Labor was hit hard by the emphasis on budget 

cutting. Chairman Perkins complained bitterly about not being able to 

"help poor people." He was angry that the programs authorized by the 

committee were not fully funded and that their very existence was 

threatened. His job as the guardian of the 1960s social welfare and 

education gains became increasingly frustrating (Interview). In 

addition, since a large part of the power on Capitol Hill is vested in 

the "committee oligarchy," the authorizing committees, including full 

committee chairmen and subcommittee chairmen, have less authority. 

Specified v. Vaguely Defined Structures and Rules 

Contrary to what Smith and Deering (1984, 168) argued, when 

committee structures and rules were vaguely defined, as in the Barden 

era, the chairman tended to rely more on his institutional prerogatives 

than on his personal resources for influencing the committee structure, 

operations, function, and outputs. Where the structures were clearly 

specified, as when Powell presided, the chairman had little choice but 

to rely on his personal resources, since his institutional prerogatives 

had been preempted by the committee majority. 
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On Education and Labor, when structural arrangements were loosely 

defined, the chairman could establish the structure and operations, 

within limits, according to his view of the world. Institutional 

prerogatives offered the most efficient and least risky ways of being 

effective. If the structures and procedures were defined clearly, the 

chairman had little discretion over their shape. He had to depend on 

his personal arsenal to work within or around existing structures or 

operations. 

The Chairmen Inspired Decentralization 

Another finding that emerged from this research is that the 

actions of the chairmen of this committee largely were responsible for 

its decentralization. The reforms were adopted largely at the end of 

Barden's and Powell's tenures as chairman. Most were instituted because 

the chairman had flouted the will of the majority. They supplanted the 

will of the chairman with the will of the majority. They fractionalized 

and diffused the power to ensure that the majority would have a voice in 

committee operations and in the structure. These reforms were adopted 

years before they were applied to the standing committees at large. 

Education and Labor members had more influence over what went on in 

their committee long before members of most other committees could claim 

such influence. 

Integration 

An unsurprising finding was that Education and Labor was not 

highly integrated. A number of studies have characterized Education and 

Labor as being one of the least integrated committees in Congress. Most 

conceptualized integration in Fenno's (1966, 191) terms as a "meshing" 



515 

among its subunits and roles or as the minimization of conflict. 

Several arrived at their opinions on the basis of some form of 

measurement of voting cohesion (Unekis and Rieselbach 1984, Dyson and 

Soule 1970). Others based their conclusions concerning this committee 

on interview data (Munger and Fenno 1962; Fenno 1962, 1966, 1973; Manley 

1965). This research has done both. If the standard for integration is 

full committee cohesion, this study supports judgments that Education 

and Labor was not highly integrated, although the degree of cohesive 

voting increased during the Perkins years. The aforementioned authors 

did not consider, however, that parties and rules are integrating 

mechanisms, both of which were in abundance on Education and Labor. 

Several factors contribute to the relatively low levels of 

cohesion on Education and Labor compared to some other committees. 

Fenno (1966) discussed those facilitating integration on the Committee 

on Appropriations. First, the money men apparently place a high value 

on internal integration in the committee. This value is conveyed via 

the norms of reciprocity, unity, minimal partisanship, and compromise. 

Second, members of Appropriations have a consensus on committee goals, 

in particular, protecting the power of the purse. Third, the decisions 

made by Appropriations are in terms of dollars and cents instead of in 

philosophical terms. 

None of these conditions prevailed on Education and Labor, which 

practiced none of the listed norms. In fact, members did almost exactly 

the opposite. Compromise, unity, and minimal partisanship were 

infrequent visitors. Moreover, there was no cross-party consensus on 

goals. Democrats tended to support government aid or intervention in 
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labor matters and in education, whereas Republicans tried to protect the 

Treasury and keep government involvement in education to a minimum. In 

labor relations, Republicans almost always sided with management and 

voted to restrict unions, whereas many Democrats were union men. Third, 

the decisions made on Education and Labor were at the very heart of the 

philosophical differences between the parties, subjects that divide by 

their very nature instead of unifying and promoting integration. Some 

of the great philosophical battles, such as federal aid to education, 

were fought in Education and Labor. 

Fenno (1966) mentioned a few other conditions that contributed to 

smooth operating conditions on the Appropriations committee. First, the 

chairman and the ranking minority member served as ex officio members of 

every subcommittee, and worked closely together in the process. On 

Education and Labor, although the chairman and ranking minority member 

were ex officio members of all subcommittees, unless they were 

particularly interested in an issue under consideration, they generally 

stayed out of subcommittee affairs and let them run themselves. While 

this practice may have promoted integration on Appropriations, it added 

little to Education and Labor, other than an extra vote when needed. 

Fenno (1966) also commented on the minimization of conflict on 

Appropriations. While all conflict cannot be eliminated in Congress, it 

can be contained. One tradition contributing to the containment of 

conflict on Appropriations was the practice of reporting bills with no 

minority reports, which were seen as visible symbols of committee 

disunity (Fenno 1966, p. 203). In Education and Labor, on the contrary, 

there was no effort to contain the conflict. Committee rules included a 
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provision specifically allowing members to file minority, individual, or 

supplemental reports along with committee reports, beginning in 1971. 

The signs of conflict were published for all to see. Many members 

wanted their constituents to know that they had opposed these large

spending bills. 

An apprenticeship period may have contributed to integration in 

some committees, but there was no such apprenticeship in Education and 

Labor. New members could begin their service square in the middle of 

the committee's disputes. When Perkins assumed the chairmanship, he 

began assigning freshmen and other subcommittee members to conference 

committees. The appointment of freshmen or low ranking subcommittee 

members would have been a rarity on Appropriations. Freshmen rarely 

were assigned to the exclusive committees. The senior subcommittee 

members had more experience in dealing with appropriations bills and 

defending them before the Senate. 

The lack of apprenticeship on Education and Labor contributed to 

minimal integration. That lack could make each member feel more 

competent, and, thereby, more assertive, having gained experience early 

in his committee career, while members on other committees watched 

instead of participating. The lack of apprenticeship also removed 

potential rewards from the hands of the chairman (e.g., appointments to 

conference committees as rewards for biding time). For instance, if the 

subcommittee members automatically were designated as the conferees, the 

chairman had little discretion over whom to appoint. Moreover, it 

removed incentives for members to cooperate with the chairman since they 

likely would be rewarded anyway. 
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In addition to the integration problems faced by Education and 

Labor, it had some integration strengths. First, that conflict was 

structured along party lines enabled the committee to carry out its 

functions successfully, particularly when the majority was large. 

Second, the committee had numerous rules to contain the conflict. In 

the words of a former staff member, "Rules are a way to organize 

conflict and keep it civil. If everything is civil already, rules are a 

way to structure business." Third, even though Education and Labor was 

not highly integrated under any of its chairmen, all seemed to have ways 

of making it work to their satisfaction. The fact that the Republicans 

did not filibuster the committee also testifies that there is some 

degree of integration. True, they offered numerous amendments to 

Democratic legislation, but they did not work against the process, an 

indication that the committee could work together. 

Each chairman's style contributed to integration, as well as 

detracting from it. Education and Labor was integrated sufficiently to 

be able to survive several threats to its existence as one committee 

instead of two and to accomplish its work. If it continually reported 

legislation that was too extreme for the House to approve, it would have 

been "reorganized" to suit the needs of the House. But it adapted to 

the pressures and demands from its environment. 

Anticipated Contributions of This Research 

Perhaps one of the more significant contributions of this research 

will be to enhance the understanding of how committees operate and what 

effects certain internal and external environmental influences have on 



their operations, outputs, and development. The other major 

contribution expected from this research is a narrowing of the gap in 

knowledge of committee leadership. 
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The few studies of committee leadership that exist have focused on 

one chairman (Manley 1969) or have compared several chairman during one 

time period (Fenno 1973; Berg 1978; Rieselbach and Unekis 1981-82; and 

Unekis and Rieselbach 1983, 1984). After an extensive search, this 

author was unable to locate any other longitudinal analysis of committee 

leadership on one committee. Most studies hold the time period constant 

and study chairmen of different committees. This research holds the 

committee constant and focuses on different chairmen. 

In addition, this research may have implications for the selection 

of committee leaders. One might expect a different modus operandi from 

a chairman who is held accountable by election or by implicit threat of 

removal compared to one who ascends to the office by virtue of seniority 

and assumes himself safely ensconced. The former would be more likely 

to respond to the wishes of the majority caucus as well as to committee 

members to a greater degree than might be true of a chairman selected on 

a seniority basis. The tradition of seniority determinations of 

committee leadership lacks accountability to the membership by virtue of 

its universalistic character. Minus the threat to overthrow the 

leadership, the committee chairman has little incentive, other than some 

quirk of personality, to cater to the wishes or goals of his committee 

members except to further his own goals. 

The study is expected to make another valuable contribution by its 

use of heretofore unavailable committee roll call votes allowing 
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comparison of committee voting behavior over a period of thirty-five 

years. It should add to the understanding of committee voting behavior 

in a period for which there is no other documented evidence. It also 

allows viable testing of the claim that the committee was partisan

oriented. 

By pointing up the role of committee chairmen and the Committee on 

Education and labor, this research also should contribute to the 

information on congressional reform. Many of the reforms were 

implemented on Education and labor years before they were applied to 

committees in general by either House or Democratic Caucus reforms. 

In general, this study should advance the knowledge of the 

workings of the Congress and of its standing committees. Placing one 

committee under the microscope can reveal details of legislative 

practice not visible in more general examinations. It can generate 

hypotheses for future research. 

Suggestions for Future Research 

like most research, this study raises more questions than it 

answers. The more that is known about the workings of Congress, the 

more questions there are. This study suggests numerous avenues for 

future research. Some would have been treated in the present study if 

not for time, space, or data considerations. The most obvious is the 

application of this analytical framework to other committees to enable 

cross-sectional, diachronic analysis. There is a definite need for 

additional longitudinal committee studies and for research into 

committee leadership. How do different committees adapt to pressures 
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imposed by their internal and external environments? How have the 

functions of other committees changed, if they have changed? Elements 

of this framework also could be applied to committees in the Senate, 

state legislative, or in other legislatures in the United States or 

abroad. 

Several aspects of the chairmanship would be interesting and 

fruitful to research. Do chairmen change over time? If so, do they 

become more authoritarian, less responsive to members, or more likely to 

skirt the rules? How did the House and Caucus reforms affect chairmen's 

behavior? Do they vote more with the majority than they did previously? 

One question that could be tackled by applying an analytical 

framework similar to the one used in this research to the study of other 

committees might be whether chairmen of different committees in the same 

time period are more alike than are chairmen of the same committee in 

different time periods. A similar question could be asked of voting 

patterns on different committees. Another potential for research would 

be the role of the chairman (or subcommittee chairman) as a cue-giver --

on committee or floor votes. When the full committee chairman and one 

of his subcommittee chairmen are opposed, with which do committee and 

subcommittee members side? Do subcommittee chairmen tend to vote with 

the chairmen more often than do other committee members? 

Committee roll calls are a relatively unmined source of data for 

questions on committee voting behavior. Does it in fact correspond to 

floor voting, as Clausen (1973) and Unekis (1978) have found? Is this 

true for all committees or do they differ in that respect, too? On what 

kind of issues might floor votes differ from committee votes? Do voting 



blocs or alignments present on committee roll calls show up on floor 

votes? Could this be another measure of committee integration? 
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Also, what are the success rates of subcommittees in getting their 

legislation through the committee and through the House? Are 

subcommittees chaired by the full committee chairman more successful in 

getting their bills adopted in the committee or on the floor without 

major amendments than other subcommittees are? Do members who offer 

amendments that are defeated in committee tend to take their amendments 

to the floor and does this vary by committee or by party? 

Other concerns raised by this study include questions on the role 

of interest groups in committee development, power, functions, and 

outputs. What difference does the chairman make in interest group 

access to the committee? What impacts do institutional factors have on 

this access and what difference does this access make for policy 

outcomes? And what is the relationship between public opinion and 

committee output? 

There are myriad questions left unasked and unanswered by this 

research, as by most other studies. An attempt has been made to make a 

small chink in the armor of the unknown. This study has treated but a 

few of the questions and a few of the variables important to 

understanding the machinations of Congress. Numerous avenues of 

research are left for other scholars to pursue in an effort to expand on 

it. 

The implication of this research is that future studies of 

committees should no longer downplay or ignore the impact of the 



chairman on committee development and policy output. Nor should they 

assume that a committee, once organized, forever remains the same. 
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APPENDIX 

A NOTE ON THE INTERVIEWS 

This particular research was undertaken for several reasons. 

First was the author's interest in committees, and in particular, 

committee leadership. This interest was spawned by a substantial amount 

of time spent on Capitol Hill as an intern, as a graduate student, or 

just "hanging around." The lack of research on committee leadership 

also was an important factor in the choice of topic. The Committee on 

Education and Labor was chosen because its last three chairmen were 

dramatically different in the way they ran the committee and because of 

the author's access to it. As a result of her father's employment as a 

top staff member of the committee and advisor to the chairman, Mr. 

Perkins and the committee staff were unusually helpful in her endeavors 

and tolerant of her frequent presence. 

Some of the data for this research were collected through 

observation of the committee in action. Other information came from 

scheduled, semi-structured interviews. Additional material was gathered 

in informal interviews, by asking staff members and an occasional member 

questions as they arose. 

There were semi-structured interviews with eight current and 

former House members, including Chairman Perkins, six others who were on 

Education and Labor, and one other member. In addition, the chairman's 

son, the Honorable Carl C. Perkins, who was elected to fill his father's 

seat in 1984 and who sits on Education and Labor, was interviewed. 
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Several other members told the author personally that they could not 

remember anything about the periods under study or that they were 

reluctant to talk about other members. As a result of this reluctance, 

the persons interviewed were guaranteed anonymity. 

The author conducted semi-structured interviews with eight high

ranking, professional staff members who had worked on or around the 

committee during the Perkins and Powell chairmanships and were close to 

the chairmen or to other key members. Several were interviewed two or 

three times. One person interviewed had worked for Powell during both 

the Barden and Powell chairmanships and later worked for Perkins. There 

were also formal interviews with at least three of the support staff who 

worked for the committee during at least two of the three periods. The 

structured interviews lasted between forty-five minutes and two and a 

half hours. 

Informal interviews were conducted on an irregular basis with at 

least thirty-five different staff members in addition to one or two 

members and some of Chairman Perkins' office staff. Several of his 

constituents also were questioned. The researcher returned to the staff 

frequently to ask more questions since one person's comments usually led 

to further questions or to the need for verification. Many of the top 

staff members and some of the support staff on the committee since 1982 

were subjected to the author's questions. Several people were 

questioned numerous times as questions arose. On a few occasions group 

discussions in which the author participated added to insights into 

committee operations and leadership. The informal interviews lasted 

from five minutes to two hours. 
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