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Introduction

Congress is the major policy-making branch of the national government of the
United States. It is also charged with major oversight and organizational respon-
sibilities over the federal bureaucracy. The authors of the Constitution clearly
preferred the legislative branch, making it the subject of Article I of their docu-
ment. Likewise, visitors to Washington, D.C., will notice that the Capitol rotun-
da dominates the city’s skyline and that the surrounding street network radiates
from Capitol Hill, the highest point in the area. Congress is physically, symbol-
ically, and literally the center of action in the nation’s capital.

With 435 representatives and 100 senators, Congress always is a busy place.
Its work and daily routine often appear contradictory, confusing, complex, and
even messy to outsiders. Constituents, lobbyists, the news media, members of
the federal bureaucracy, and tourists swarm Capitol Hill almost daily. Although
Congress lacks the glamour of the presidency and the mystique of the Supreme
Court, the legislative branch remains the place where the American people have
tended to go when in need of help. For more than two centuries, Congress has
proven to be the most eager, responsive, and resilient institution imaginable,
always ready to adapt to changing needs placed upon it by the press of circum-
stances and the pleas of American society.

This encyclopedia of the United States Congress is organized alphabetical-
ly for ease of use. Most entries list bibliographic references, for those who wish
to further explore their subjects. Entries bear the names of their authors: all
entries not so designated were written by the volume’s editor. It is hoped that
this encyclopedia accurately reflects the dynamics, energy, and complexity of
this thoroughly American of institutions. Although a reference work, this book
is also meant to be a teaching tool wherein curious readers can learn about some
unusual or interesting facts within the wealth of information available here.

xiii






Abscam

Abscam is the name given to a sting operation of the Fed-
eral Bureau of Investigation (FBI) that netted seven mem-
bers of Congress, including one U.S. senator and six
members of the House of Representatives in 1980. The
term Abscam refers to Abdul Enterprises, Ltd., a fictitious
company used by the FBI to lure public officials into
accepting bribes. Seven members of Congress were con-
victed of accepting bribes from FBI agents posing as
wealthy Arab businessmen.

The news that members of Congress were videotaped
accepting bribes from FBI agents posing as Arab business-
men raised serious questions about both the integrity of the
legislative process and FBI investigative tactics. U.S. repre-
sentatives Richard Kelly, a Republican from Florida; Michael
Myers, a Democrat from Pennsylvania; Raymond Lederer, a
Democrat from Pennsylvania, and Frank Thompson, a
Democrat from New Jersey, were all videotaped accepting
money in exchange for supporting private immigration leg-
islation on behalf of officials from the FBI front company.
Representatives John Jenrette, a Democrat from South Car-
olina, and John Murphy, a Democrat from New York, were
convicted of accepting money through middlemen.

Harrison A. Williams, a Democrat from New Jersey,
the only U.S. senator convicted in the operation, was video-
taped agreeing to use his influence to obtain government
contracts for an imaginary titanium processing plant in
exchange for a concealed financial stake in the fictitious
company. The senior senator from New Jersey served as the
chair of the Committee on Labor and Human Resources
at the time. Williams was convicted of bribery and conspir-
acy in 1981 and served a three-year sentence for the crime.
He resigned from the Senate after 23 years of service on
March 11, 1982, in the face of overwhelming support for
expulsion. He died proclaiming his innocence on Novem-
ber 17, 2001, at the age of 81.

All seven legislators were sentenced to be confined
between 18 months and three years, and all served jail time.

However, Representative Kelly had his conviction over-
turned on an entrapment defense, despite videotape evi-
dence showing him accepting $25,000 from FBI agents.
Representatives Jenrette, Kelly, Murphy, and Thompson
were all defeated in reelection bids, and Representative
Lederer resigned from office. Representative Myers was
expelled from the House of Representatives on October 2,
1980, marking the first time a member had been expelled
since the Civil War and the last before James Traficant, a
Democrat from Ohio, was expelled on July 24, 2002.

The FBI sting operation found its way to Congress’s
doorsteps via an unrelated investigation. The Abscam oper-
ation originated in 1978 in Long Island, New York, as a rel-
atively routine investigation aimed at recovering stolen art
and exposing fraud. The FBI recruited Melvin Weinberg,
a recently arrested confidence man to assist in the opera-
tion. Weinberg posed as the chair of Abdul Enterprises.
This FBI front company was created to attract thieves
interested in selling stolen art or fraudulent security certifi-
cates. The FBI opened a bank account under the name of
Abdul Enterprises and deposited $1 million into the account
to establish credibility and to cover operating costs.

FBI agents posing as Arab businessmen quickly estab-
lished a relationship with a professional forger, who even-
tually recommended that Abdul Enterprises open a gaming
casino in Atlantic City, New Jersey. The agents were then
assured that Camden, New Jersey, mayor Angelo Errichetti
could arrange for a gaming license in exchange for a finan-
cial kickback. Errichetti was also a state senator and was
generally regarded as the most powerful political figure in
southern New Jersey. It was Mayor Errichetti’s involvement
in the investigation that ultimately steered the FBI to other
public officials, including the seven members of Congress.

Mayor Errichetti eventually brought Representatives
Myers and Lederer into the fold. Myers and Lederer were
the first members of Congress to act on behalf of the FBI
front company. They agreed to sponsor a private relief bill
granting U.S. residency to Abdul Rahman and Yassir
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Habib. Rahman and Habib were actually FBI agents pos-
ing as businessmen from Abdul Enterprises. Errichetti
then recruited Representative Thompson, one of the most
powerful Democratic figures in Washington. Thompson
was videotaped accepting a briefcase holding $45,000 from
an FBI agent posing as an Arab sheikh in exchange for
sponsoring another private immigration bill. Thompson
then recruited Representative Murphy. Thompson was
arrested four months later while watching his alma mater
play basketball on television in his Alexandria, Virginia,
home. Other middlemen eventually recruited the others.

Plea bargaining was made difficult because most of the
acts were captured on videotape and aired to a surprised
nation on the nightly news. The defendants therefore
employed three separate defense strategies including
entrapment, due process, and play acting. Critics of the
Abscam investigation raised questions about FBI investiga-
tive tactics, arguing that the legislators were entrapped
into committing these crimes. Some of the defendants
employed an entrapment defense, arguing that undercover
agents are typically employed when there is either evidence
of a crime or evidence that a crime is likely to be commit-
ted in the future. The crux of the defense was that the FBI
lured them into committing crimes they would not have
committed otherwise. However, entrapment law required
the defendants to establish that the FBI did more than
simply set a trap, but had actually induced them into com-
mitting the crime. Representative Kelly was successful in
his entrapment defense because the videotape showed that
he had initially rejected the bribe but was eventually per-
suaded to accept it by an FBI agent. The other defendants
did not appear to need such persuasion and were thus
found guilty.

A due process defense succeeded for a Philadelphia
councilman who was also snared in the Abscam investiga-
tion. The judge in that case ruled that the government’s
investigative conduct was so outrageous that it rose to
unconstitutional levels.

The play acting defense was used by Representative
Kelly and Senator Williams. Kelly claimed that he accepted
the money to use as evidence against the FBI agents trying
to bribe him, while Williams claimed that he never made
any specific promises to the agents and that he was simply
pretending to be interested. The play acting defense was
unsuccessful on both counts.

In the end the Abscam scandal remains one of the
most embarrassing chapters in the history of the U.S.
Congress. However, the clear message that public officials
are expected to rise above the trappings of office still res-
onates today. On a positive note, it is also important to
acknowledge that Senator Larry Pressler, a Republican
from South Dakota, and many other public officials refused
bribes offered by the FBI agents.

Further reading:
Green, Gary S. Occupational Crime. 2d ed. Chicago: Nel-
son-Hall, 1997; Maitland, Leslie. “At the Heart of the
Abscam Debate,” New York Times Magazine, 25 July 1982;
Noonan, John T. Bribes. New York: Macmillan Publishing
Co., 1984.

—TJoseph Patton

adjournment

Adjournment terminates the proceedings of a congres-
sional committee or a chamber of Congress. The motion to
adjourn can be used to end a legislative day or an annual
session of Congress. A motion, which ends a legislative day,
is called Adjournment to a Day Certain; in these cases law-
makers set a date for the session to reconvene. The
Adjournment to a Day Certain allows for time off during an
annual session and is usually done for holiday observances,
a summer respite, and other brief periods of time. These
breaks in legislative activity that occur within an annual ses-
sion are sometimes referred to as a recess. If the recess is to
exceed three days (and often they do), the adjournment is
done by concurrent resolution. This practice is necessitated
by the constitutional provision found in Article 1, section
5, that stipulates that neither chamber of Congress may
adjourn for more than three days (Sundays excepted) with-
out the consent of the other.

When a motion to adjourn is done at the end of an
annual legislative session, it is known as Adjournment Sine
Die (adjournment without a day). This is also carried out
by concurrent resolution. Although the sine die provision
suggests that there is no particular day when Congress will
reconvene, this is not actually the case. The Constitution
has determined that Congress shall meet in annual ses-
sion on January 3 unless the chambers decide to meet on
a different day, which they often do. So the real difference
between the two forms of adjournment is that the
Adjournment to a Day Certain is an intersession break,
and Adjournment Sine Die is an intra session adjournment
or an adjournment to end a specific two-year Congress. It
should be noted that, constitutionally, the president could
require the Congress to adjourn on a specific date if the
chambers are unable to agree on a day. However, this has
never happened.

Further reading:
How Congress Works. 3d ed. Washington, D.C.: Congres-
sional Quarterly Inc., 2000; Ru, Robert, Henry M. Robert III,
William J. Evans, Daniel H. Honemann, and Thomas .
Balch. Robert’s Rules of Order. 10th ed. Cambridge, Mass.:
Perseus Publishing, 2000; Wetterau, Bruce. Desk Reference
on American Government. 2d ed. Washington, D.C.: Con-
gressional Quarterly Inc., 2000.

—Scot D. Schraufnagel



adjournment and recess (House of
Representatives)

In the House of Representatives a motion to adjourn is
highly privileged and, except for rare instances, is in order
once a member has been recognized by the floor leader.
One instance in which the motion to adjourn is not in order
(or allowed) is when the chamber is meeting as the Com-
MITTEE OF THE WHOLE. The standard motion to adjourn
does not require a quorum to be present, and the motion
is not debatable. Of course, the motion to adjourn may be
voted down by a majority of those present. Furthermore, a
rules change in the 103rd Congress allowed the SPEAKER
OF THE HOUSE to adjourn or suspend the business of the
House of Representatives at any time, provided there is no
question pending on the floor. The rules change also
granted the floor leader the discretion at any time to rec-
ognize a motion from members that authorizes the Speaker
to declare a recess.

The House, unlike the Senate, with few exceptions
adjourns each calendar day. Once adjourned, the LEGISLA-
TIVE DAY ends. The consequence of adjourning each cal-
endar day (as opposed to a simple recess) is that legislative
days and calendar days coincide with one another. This is
not the case in the Senate. In the House of Representatives
there is no ambiguity about what represents a day. Because
the House adjourns each day, however, it must start the
next day’s session with all the normal proceedings that char-
acterize the beginning of a legislative day in the House
(such as approval of the JOURNAL, prayer, and the Pledge of
Allegiance to the flag). There are times in the House when
a unanimous consent agreement will dispense with some of
the elements of the formal beginning of a legislative day.

See also ADJOURNMENT and ADJOURNMENT AND
RECESS, SENATE.

Further reading:
Partner, Daniel. The House of Representatives. Broomall,
Pa.: Chelsea House Publishers, 2000; Stewart, Charles.
Analyzing Congress. New York: Norton, 2001.

—Scot D. Schraufnagel

adjournment and recess (Senate)

The Senate can end its daily proceedings by means of a
motion to recess or a motion to adjourn. However, recesses
are much more common. Strictly speaking, a recess is a
“short intermission within a meeting which does not end
the meeting or destroy its continuity as a single gathering.”
The significance of the Senate breaking each day via recess
as opposed to adjournment is that it allows the Senate to
dispense with the standard procedural events associated
with the MORNING HOUR. The morning hour occurs at the
beginning of each legislative day in the Senate and is filled
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with procedural requirements such as correcting the jour-
nal from the previous day and considering resolutions. The
morning hour normally lasts about two hours. When the
Senate reconvenes after a recess it simply picks up where
it left off on the previous calendar day. In short, by ending
a day with a recess instead of an adjournment, the Senate
is able to save time. Of course, this practice causes Senate
LEGISLATIVE DAYS to be out of sync with the real-world cal-
endar. However, it is commonly held that the convenience
of being able to dispense with the morning hour easily off-
sets the problem of legislative days and calendar days being
incongruent.

See also ADJOURNMENT and ADJOURNMENT AND
RECESS, HOUSE.

Further reading:
Baker, Ross K. House and Senate. 3d ed. New York: Norton,
2000; Stewart, Charles. Analyzing Congress. New York:
Norton, 2001.

—Scot D. Schraufnagel

advice and consent

Constitutional powers granted to the United States SENATE
that requires that chamber to approve TREATIES and con-
firm presidential APPOINTMENTS have been termed advice
and consent powers.

Article II, Section 2, of the Constitution provides the
president the power, by and with the advice and consent of
the Senate, to make treaties, provided two-thirds of the
senators present concur. By and with the advice of the Sen-
ate, the president also has the power to appoint ambas-
sadors, other public ministers and consuls, judges of the
Supreme Court, and all other officers of the United States.

When the Senate acts on treaties and presidential
appointments that come to it under Article II, it engages in
executive business and follows a different procedure than it
does when it engages in legislative business under Article I.
The Senate maintains an executive calendar upon which
treaties and nominations are placed when a committee
reports them. The EXECUTIVE SESSION proceedings are
recorded in a separate Executive Journal. Executive busi-
ness is conducted in executive session. The Senate usually
meets in legislative session each day. By MOTION or UNAN-
IMOUS CONSENT, the Senate will resolve into executive ses-
sion to deal with executive business. Senate Rule XXII
governs the process of resolving into executive session.

Treaties are typically referred to the FOREIGN RELA-
TIONS COMMITTEE. A treaty is a formal compact between
the United States and one or more other nations. Senate
Rule XXX governs the process of reviewing treaties. Most
of the time the Senate considers treaties in open session,
but there have been occasions when secret sessions were
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held to consider classified information. Treaties do not die
at the end of a Congress if not approved by the Senate. In
1986 the Senate ratified the Genocide Treaty that had been
submitted by President Harry Truman in 1947. If a presi-
dent believes that he will not be able to get the Senate to
approve a treaty, he may avoid the process by entering into
an executive agreement. Such agreements do not require
Senate approval.

During the 108th Congress, Senate Rule XXXI gov-
erned presidential nominations. The nominations are
referred to the appropriate committee of jurisdiction. Some
committees review a large number of nominations, while
other committees consider very few. Nominations have to
be approved by a majority vote of the Senate meeting in
executive session. Rule XXXI stipulates that the presiding
officer asks, Will the Senate advise and consent to this nom-
ination? Nominations die at the end of a session. The Con-
stitution permits the president to fill all vacancies that may
happen during a Senate recess. These appointments are
called recess appointments.

When a new president is elected, an official document,
U.S. Government Policy and Supporting Positions (the
“plum book”), lists positions that the president fills by
appointment. Because of the large number of positions that
need to be filled annually, a process has developed. About
99 percent of nominations are to minor positions. When a
vacancy occurs, the White House identifies appropriate
candidates. After a background check and a review of the
intended nominee with senators in order to avoid problems
with senatorial courtesy, the president announces a nomi-
nee. The nomination is sent to the Senate, where it is
referred to a committee and public hearings are held. Prior
to 1929 hearings were closed to the public. The committee
then votes on the nomination and sends it to the Senate
floor. Following debate the Senate votes on the nomination.

Most treaties and nominations to minor positions are
approved with little controversy. Since 1789 only 21 treaties
have been rejected by the full Senate. On March 9, 1825,
the full Senate defeated a treaty with Colombia on the sup-
pression of the African slave trade. This was the first treaty
rejected by the Senate. The Senate rejected an annexation
treaty with the Republic of Texas on June 8, 1844. On Octo-
ber 13, 1999, the Senate rejected the Comprehensive
Nuclear Test Ban Treaty by a vote of 48 to 51.

One of the most famous treaties rejected by the Senate
was the Treaty of Versailles, ending World War I and estab-
lishing the League of Nations. The Senate voted twice to
reject the treaty, in 1919 and 1920. The treaty was defeated in
part because a senator did not participate in the treaty nego-
tiations. The question of whether senators should participate
in treaty negotiations has never been answered definitively.

Nominees to major positions such as federal judges,
members of regulatory bodies, and key executive and diplo-

matic personnel not covered by the merit systems, face the
closest scrutiny. Historically, Supreme Court justice nomi-
nees have faced the most controversy, and such nominees
have been rejected most often. Since 1789 27 Supreme
Court appointees were either rejected or decided to with-
draw under the threat of rejection. Some 20 of the failed
appointments were in the 19th century. All Supreme Court
justice appointees were confirmed in the period from 1930
through 1967. Since then, the Senate rejected two of Pres-
ident Richard Nixon’s nominees to the Supreme Court in
1969. In 1987 the Senate rejected Judge ROBERT BORK,
President Ronald Reagan’s appointee.

Appointees to nonjudicial positions also have failed to
be approved by the Senate. The first nominee to be rejected
by the Senate was Benjamin Fishbourn of Georgia, nomi-
nated in 1789 by President George Washington to be a cus-
toms collector in Savannah. The Georgia senators exercised
SENATORIAL COURTESY to block Fishbourn’s appointment.
In 1926 the Senate twice in six days rejected President
Calvin Coolidge’s nomination of Charles Warren to be attor-
ney general. The Senate in 1989 rejected former Texas sen-
ator John Tower’s nomination to be secretary of Defense in
the George H.W. Bush administration, becoming the first
cabinet nominee of a new president ever to be rejected.

The politics of the presidential appointment process was
the subject of political fiction in the book Advise and Consent,
written by Allen Drury, a Capitol Hill journalist, in 1959. The
plot centers on the controversial nomination of liberal Robert
Leffingwell to be secretary of State. Conservatives in the Sen-
ate mobilized to oppose him. The book was made into a
Broadway play and a 1962 movie directed by Otto Preminger
starring Henry Fonda as Robert Leffingwell.

Further reading:
Gerhardt, Michael J. The Federal Appointments Process: A
Constitutional and Historical Analysis. Durham, N.C.:
Duke University Press, 2000; McCarty, Nolan, and Rose
Razaghian. “Advice and Consent: Senate Responses to
Executive Branch Nominations, 1885-1996.” American
Journal of Political Science 43, no. 4 (1999): 112-143;
United States Senate Committee on Foreign Relations.
Treaties and Other International Agreements: The Role of
the United States Senate. Senate Print 106-71. Washing-
ton, D.C.: Government Printing Office, 2001.

—TJohn David Rausch, Jr.

agenda

Within the U.S. Congress an agenda is a list of legislative
priorities. Before Congress can produce public policy out-
comes, the issue or topic must reach the government
agenda. The government agenda is a metaphorical list of
issues that are important enough to warrant government



attention. When something is said to be on the agenda, it
means that politicians, bureaucrats, policy analysts, and
interest groups who deal with the issue or problem are pay-
ing it serious attention.

Congress must work in an atmosphere that has at least
four sources of agendas. Congressional leaders have agen-
das that they wish to see enacted, and they seek the assis-
tance of their fellow partisans in both houses to push the
issues through the legislative process. The president has an
agenda of issues important to him that he works to enact. In
the case of unified government, the majority leadership’s
agenda and the president’s agenda usually include similar
objectives. During periods of DIVIDED GOVERNMENT, the
branches will come into conflict in trying to enact their
agendas. Interest groups also have legislative agendas that
they bring to the House of Representatives and the Sen-
ate. Finally, individual members of Congress have agendas
on which they were elected or reelected. Members can add
items to their agendas as they continue to serve in
Congress.

Political scientists study the process through which
items reach the agendas. The process is called agenda set-
ting. Agenda setting is studied using a variety of methods.
Scholars have tracked the agenda by counting the appear-
ance of items in the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD and in major
newspapers such as the New York Times. Other scholars
have interviewed knowledgeable observers to determine
what policy issues are important over a period of time.
Some studies involve case analyses of the emergence of a
particular issue across time within a given country or by
comparing two or more countries.

One of the most publicized congressional agendas was
the CoNTRACT wiTH AMERICA developed by House
Republicans in 1994. During the 1994 congressional cam-
paign, the House Republican leadership developed a coher-
ent, specific, 10-point program they called the Contract
With America. Most of the party’s House candidates signed
a pledge to follow the contract if elected. The party’s effort
was successful. By the time a self-imposed deadline of 100
days had passed, the House had approved nine of the 10
items. The only item that failed to pass the House was a con-
stitutional amendment proposal to impose term limits on
members of Congress. Senate Republicans were not bound
by the contract, and many of the items failed to win Senate
approval.

Further reading:
Kingdon, John. Agendas, Alternatives, and Public Policies.
Boston: Little, Brown, 1984; Wolbrecht, Charles. “Female
Legislators and the Women’s Rights Agenda.” In Women
Transforming Congress, edited by Cindy Simon Rosenthal.
Norman: University of Oklahoma Press, 2002.

—TJohn David Rausch, Jr.
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Aging, Senate Special Committee on

The Senate Special Committee on Aging was established in
1961 as a temporary committee. It was granted permanent
status on February 1, 1977. As a SPECIAL COMMITTEE
rather than a STANDING COMMITTEE, this panel does not
have the authority to propose new laws, but it can study
issues, oversee programs, and investigate reports of fraud
and waste. The committee can also make recommendations
to the full Senate for discussion of particular issues.
Throughout its existence the Special Committee on Aging
has served as a focal point in the Senate for discussion and
debate on matters relating to older Americans. Often the
committee has submitted its findings and recommenda-
tions for legislation to the Senate. In addition, the panel has
published materials to assist persons interested in public
policies related to the elderly.

The committee has had a reputation for being active,
particularly in exploring health insurance coverage of older
Americans prior to the enactment of Medicare in 1965. It
collected much of the data used to enact the Medicare pro-
gram. Since the passage of that legislation, the committee
has continually reviewed Medicare’s performance on an
almost annual basis. The committee has also regularly
reviewed pension coverage and employment opportunities
for older Americans and has conducted oversight of the
administration of major programs such as SOCIAL SECU-
RITY and the Older Americans Act. Finally, it has crusaded
against frauds targeting the elderly, from telephone scan-
dals to electronic mail scandals. One of the committee’s
most influential reports dealt with unacceptable conditions
found in nursing homes.

In addition, panel members worked to increase pro-
tections for seniors against age discrimination and evaluate
the pay system used by Medicare. Specifically, Senator
John Heinz, a Republican from Pennsylvania, reviewed
Medicare’s Prospective Payment System to verify that the
system was forcing Medicare beneficiaries to be discharged
“quicker and sicker.” Other substantive areas of interest
studied by the committee include pricing practices for pre-
scription drugs and health care antifraud legislation. They
also studied the impact and necessity of long-term care pro-
grams as well as abuses in the funeral industry. Over the
years the committee has been at the center of the debate
on issues of central concern to older Americans. In the
108th Congress Senator Larry Craig, a Republican from
Idaho, was the chair of the committee. The most recent
focus of committee members has been on examining
predatory lending practices as well as responses to the
threat of mad cow disease.

Further reading:
Goldreich, Samuel. “Status Quo for Panel on Aging.”
Congressional Quarterly Weekly Report, 9 November
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2002, p. 2,928; United States Senate Special Committee
on Aging. Available online. URL: http://aging.senate.gov/.
Accessed January 16, 2006.

—Nancy S, Lind

Agriculture, House Committee on

Since 1820 agriculture has been a standing committee of the
U.S. HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES. The Committee on
Agriculture was established during the 16th Congress
through a resolution introduced by Lewis Williams of North
Carolina on May 3, 1820, with Thomas Forrest of Pennsyl-
vania as its first chair. Forrest, a Federalist, served as chair
for the duration of the Congress. Originally consisting of
seven members, the committee’s size of 51 was set in 2001.

In 1862 the committee approved legislation creating a
Bureau of Agriculture within the executive branch of the
federal government. The bureau was to be headed by a
commissioner appointed by the president. The committee
supported the establishment of a cabinet-level Department
of Agriculture in 1889. During the recession following
World War I, the committee chair, Gilbert Nelson Haugen
of Towa, joined with his counterpart in the Senate, Charles
McNary of Oregon, to sponsor the McNary-Haugen Farm
Bill. Beginning in 1924 the two introduced the bill that pro-
vided for the federal government to purchase surplus agri-
cultural products for sale overseas. President Calvin
Coolidge twice vetoed the bill (stating in his 1927 veto mes-
sage that the bill went against an economic law as well
established as any law of nature [Neal 1985: 101]). In 1928
Coolidge called the bill a system of wholesale commercial
doles (Neal 1985: 105). The proposal was a forerunner of
President Franklin Delano Roosevelt's NEW DEAL agricul-
tural policies.

Originally, the committee’s jurisdiction was subjects
relating to agriculture. In 1880 House rules were amended
to extend the committee’s jurisdiction to forestry and
reporting the appropriations for the Department of Agri-
culture. In 1920 jurisdiction over the Department of Agri-
culture’s appropriations was returned to the House
APPROPRIATIONS COMMITTEE. In 1933 the committee
assumed jurisdiction for farm credit.

The current jurisdiction of the committee took effect
in January 1947, when the House revised its rules as part
of the LEGISLATIVE REORGANIZATION ACT OF 1946 and
included the following areas of jurisdiction for the com-
mittee: adulteration of seeds, insect pests, and protection of
birds and animals in forest reserves; agriculture generally;
agricultural and industrial chemistry; agricultural colleges
and experiment stations; agricultural economics and
research; agricultural education extension services; agricul-
tural production and marketing and stabilization of prices
of agricultural products and commodities; animal industry

and diseases of animals; commodity exchanges; crop insur-
ance and soil conservation; dairy industry; entomology and
plant quarantine; extension of farm credit and farm secu-
rity; inspection of livestock, poultry, meat products, and
seafood and seafood products; forestry in general and for-
est reserves other than those created from the public
domain; human nutrition and home economics; plant
industry, soils, and agricultural engineering; rural electrifi-
cation; and rural development and water conservation.

During the 108th Congress, House Agriculture had five
subcommittees: the Subcommittee on Conservation, Credit,
Rural Development and Research; the Subcommittee on
General Farm Commodities and Risk Management; the
Subcommiittee on Specialty Crops and Foreign Agriculture
Programs; the Subcommittee on Department Operations,
Oversight, Nutrition and Forestry; and the Subcommittee on
Livestock and Agriculture. The committee’s chair, Republi-
can Bob Goodlatte of Virginia, assumed the chair at the
beginning of the 108th Congress (January 3, 2003).

Among the important legislation that has been consid-
ered by the committee has been the Federal Meat Inspec-
tion Act of 1906, which authorized the Department of
Agriculture to conduct meat inspections and condemn any
meat deemed unfit for human consumption; the Soil Con-
servation and Domestic Allotment Act of 1935, which cre-
ated a financial assistance program that aided farmers who
engaged in soil conservation; the National School Lunch
Act; the Poultry Products Inspection Act; the Food and
Agriculture Act of 1962; the Food Stamp Act; the Child
Nutrition Act of 1966; and the Federal Crop Insurance
Reform and Department of Agriculture Reorganization Act
of 1994, which repealed a number of the New Deal pro-
grams that provided financial assistance to farmers.

Further reading:
Neal, Steve. McNary of Oregon: A Political Biography.
Portland, Ore.: Western Imprints, 1985; Opie, John. The
Law of the Land: 200 Years of American Farmland Policy.
Lincoln: University of Nebraska Press, 1994; United States
House of Representatives Committee on Agriculture.
United States House of Representatives Committee on Agri-
culture 150th Anniversary, House Document 91-350, 91st
Congress, 2d session, 1970.

—]Jeffrey Kraus

Agriculture, Nutrition, and Forestry, Senate
Committee on

This standing committee in the U.S. Senate considers
issues affecting American agriculture, forestry, and nutri-
tion programs. The Senate created a standing Committee
on Agriculture on December 9, 1825, the first new stand-
ing committee created after the establishment of the first
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12 committees in 1816. The committee was created during
a debate over dividing the Committee on Commerce and
Manufactures. Senator William Findley of Pennsylvania
argued that agriculture was one branch of the three great
branches of domestic industry. Findley convinced his col-
leagues that agriculture was as important as commercial
enterprises, especially in the new western states that had
recently entered the Union. Findley was named the com-
mittee’s first chair. The first piece of legislation considered
by the new committee was a bill placing a duty on imports
of alcoholic spirits, an issue important to Findley’s Penn-
sylvania constituents.

During the first four decades of the committee’s exis-
tence, the federal government had a limited role in agri-
culture. This was reflected in the small number of bills
referred to the committee. In March 1857 the Senate
adopted a resolution amending Senate rules to consolidate
or abolish certain standing committees in order to increase
efficiency. The Committee on Agriculture was abolished.

The committee was revived in 1863. The federal gov-
ernment’s role in agriculture was growing as President
Abraham Lincoln signed legislation creating the U.S.
Department of Agriculture in 1862. Congress also had
enacted the Homestead Act, making lands available in the
new states and territories for the large number of immi-
grants coming to the United States. The Morrill Land
Grant College Act of 1862 also provided impetus for the re-
creation of the committee. Senators believed that there was
now a need for a standing committee to consider legislation
relating to agriculture.

The existence of the Committee on Agriculture was
threatened in 1867 by the creation of a Committee on
Appropriations. Jurisdiction over appropriations for agricul-
tural programs slowly moved to the new committee, leaving
some agriculture committee members fearing that their
committee would be abolished. The committee tried to
regain some of its jurisdiction in 1883, when it reported a res-
olution amending Senate rules to transfer jurisdiction over
Department of Agriculture appropriations from the Com-
mittee on Appropriations back to the Committee on Agri-
culture. The full Senate did not take action on the resolution.

In 1884, after the Bureau of Forestry was added to the
Department of Agriculture, the committee’s name was
changed to the Committee on Agriculture and Forestry.
The power of all standing committees in the Senate was
increased when the Senate approved a resolution amending
the rules to require referral of certain general appropria-
tions to authorizing committees. Department of Agricul-
ture appropriations would be referred to the committee.

The committee’s legislative role grew as the nation and
the federal government grew. In 1906 the enactment of the
Food and Drug Act gave the committee significant over-
sight of a new regulatory agency to ensure the safety of

meat. Through the 1930s the committee was transformed
as major farm programs were created to assist farmers hurt
by the Great Depression. In 1946 the Committee on Agri-
culture and Forestry was granted formal jurisdiction over
agricultural issues as defined by Senate rules approved
after the LEGISLATIVE REORGANIZATION ACT was passed.
This act provided the first written statements of commit-
tee jurisdictions in both chambers.

The committee’s jurisdiction increased during the
1950s as Congress enacted legislation in the area of soil con-
servation. The Watershed Protection and Flood Prevention
Act of 1954 authorized the Department of Agriculture
through its Social Conservation Service to provide techni-
cal and financial assistance to local groups working to main-
tain watersheds and implement flood prevention. In 1955,
recognizing the increased size of its jurisdiction, the com-
mittee created its first subcommittee, an action allowed
under the Legislative Reorganization Act of 1946. Five sub-
committees were created in that year: Soil Conservation and
Forestry; Agricultural Credit and Rural Electrification;
Agricultural Production, Marketing, and Stabilization of
Prices; Agricultural and General Legislation; and Tobacco.

The federal government’s involvement in school lunch
and other nutrition programs widened the committee’s
jurisdiction. The Senate parliamentarian regularly referred
food and nutrition bills to the Committee on Agriculture
in spite of the lack of a jurisdictional direction because he
believed that the committee had the best understanding of
food production and distribution. In 1977 the committee’s
name was changed to the Committee on Agriculture,
Forestry, and Nutrition to reflect the importance of these
nutrition programs.

The Agriculture, Forestry, and Nutrition Committee
was one of 16 standing committees in the 108th Congress
(2003-04). It had 21 members (11 Republicans and 10
Democrats) primarily from southern, central, and western
states. The chair was Mississippi senator Thad Cochran and
the ranking Democrat was Iowa senator Tom Harkin. The
committee had four subcommittees: Production and Price
Competitiveness; Marketing, Inspection, and Product Pro-
motion; Forestry, Conservation, and Rural Revitalization;
and Research, Nutrition, and General Legislation. The sub-
committees approximated the committee’s jurisdiction.

Further reading:
Deering, Christopher J., and Steven S. Smith. Committees
in Congress. 3d ed. Washington, D.C.: Congressional Quar-
terly Press, 1997; Fulton, Tom. The United States Senate
Committee on Agriculture, Nutrition, and Forestry
1825-1998: Members, Jurisdiction, and History. Senate
Document 105-24. Washington, D.C.: Government Print-
ing Office, 1998.

—John David Rausch, Jr.
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Albert, Carl Bert (1908-2000) Speaker of the House
of Representatives

The “Little Giant from Little Dixie” became the 46th
Speaker of the U.S. House of Representatives in January
1971. He served during a unique time in American history.
Twice in the immediate line of succession to president of
the United States, first after the resignation of Vice Presi-
dent Spiro Agnew and then President Richard Nixon, he
was one of the few national leaders in the nation’s capital
who did not aspire to that high office.

The life and Speakership of Albert is a story of a tal-
ented, hard-working, self-effacing man who wanted to
strengthen the institutions of democracy in the United
States more than he wanted to wield personal political
power. He was a transition figure, building a bridge
between a past that no longer adequately functioned and
a future that required a stronger centralized congressional
leadership. Above all, he was an institutionalist. Albert
loved the United States, its Constitution, Congress, and
other democratic institutions as well as his home state of
Oklahoma and district in “Little Dixie.” His contributions
to the reform of the U.S. House of Representatives, his
transformation of the Speaker’s position into a modern
institution, and his ability to keep the Congress and the
country united during times of great controversy and cri-
sis were the result of hard, intelligent work behind the
scenes instead of in front of the camera, microphone, or
press. Carl Albert preferred private compromise over pub-
lic confrontation.

The son of a coal miner and farmer, Earnest Albert,
and his wife, Leona Albert, Carl Bert Albert was born on
May 10, 1908, north of McAlester, in Pittsburg County,
Oklahoma. It was as a young schoolboy that Carl Albert
heard his local congressman, Charles D. Carter, speak and
decided at that moment to make his career serving in the

President Gerald Ford addressing Congress as Speaker of the
House Carl Albert (right) looks on, 1974 (Library of Congress)

U.S. Congress. He graduated from McAlester High School
in 1927. The winner of a national oratory contest, Albert
attended the University of Oklahoma, where he graduated
Phi Beta Kappa in 1931 and was selected as a Rhodes
Scholar in Oxford, England. He graduated in 1934 and was
admitted to the bar in 1935. Returning from England,
Albert worked for the Federal Housing Administration and
later as an attorney practicing petroleum law. During World
War II Albert served in the Pacific. He began as a private
and ended the war a lieutenant colonel. He won a Bronze
Star.

In 1946, when a vacancy occurred in his home Third
Congressional District, the diminutive Albert campaigned
in Little Dixie, a poverty-stricken region in southeastern
Oklahoma and was elected by a margin of fewer than 400
votes. He was to serve for 12 more terms. While in the
House of Representatives, Albert supported agriculture,
public power, civil rights (later in his legislative career),
hunting (until later in his career), and a strong national
defense. Above all, he championed domestic programs that
were designed to alleviate poverty in his home district.

Albert quickly became the protégé of Speaker SAMUEL
RAYBURN, with whom he shared borders of their congres-
sional districts. Rayburn recognized Albert’s intelligence
and above all his ability to count votes accurately. As a
result, Albert was named his party’s WHIpP in 1955. At that
time the power of the Speaker was the power to persuade.
Albert was one of the party faithful who in 1961, under the
leadership of Speaker Rayburn, stripped “Judge” Howard
Smith of his iron grip on the U.S. House Rules Committee
and strengthened the position of the Speaker.

When JouN MccorMACK moved up to the Speaker-
ship in 1962, Albert also moved up to the position of
MAJORITY LEADER despite a challenge from Representa-
tive RICHARD BOLLING, a Democrat from Missouri. This
was one of his few public victories. While Albert’s political
defeats were well reported, his triumphs were usually kept
out of the public spotlight. For the next nine years Albert
served as a broker between the established House leader-
ship of Democrats and liberal Democratic reformers.
Albert’s head was with the reformers, but his heart was with
the traditional leadership. It was Albert who in 1969 per-
suaded Speaker McCormack to revive the Democratic
Caucus.

Albert’s ascension to the Speakership in 1971 placed
him in the middle of the debate over the Vietnam conflict.
This was followed by a bitter election and the impeach-
ment hearings of President Richard Nixon. During his
tenure as Speaker, Albert presided over a House facing a
nation torn over divisive social issues and severe economic
challenges. A hawk on defense matters and international
affairs, he was a bitter foe of the economic policies of both
the Nixon and Gerald Ford administrations. During the



Nixon impeachment hearing, Speaker Albert stayed aloof,
letting the process take its course without his personal
involvement. As the highest elected Democratic official
during both the Nixon and Ford administrations, Albert
was thrown into the spotlight as Speaker for his party, a
position he neither sought nor relished. Albert believed in
national unity and resisted divisiveness in both the
Congress and the country even at the cost of potential
political power and popularity.

Albert’s reform of the House of Representatives went
almost unnoticed outside the institution. House business
was handled fairly and efficiently in the face of war, bitter
election campaigns, and impeachment hearings. Almost
without fanfare he became chair of the DEMOCRATIC
STEERING COMMITTEE and was able to nominate his
party’s membership of the HOousE COMMITTEE ON RULES.
He made wide use of ad hoc committees and task forces,
laying the groundwork for the modern leadership. When
Albert departed Congress the elected House leadership
decided committee assignments and had some control over
bills in the Rules Committee. The Democratic Caucus was
a functioning body. Before his tenure none of this was true.

There was a wide perceptual gap between the Albert
who was respected and admired by the members of his
home congressional district and the national legislative
leader who was routinely underestimated and unappreci-
ated in the nation’s capital. Albert had a strong local office
handling constituent affairs in his home district but a weak
public and media presence in the District of Columbia.
Although later in his career he was probably more liberal
than many of his constituents on matters of social and eco-
nomic policy, they were proud of him as one of their own.
Albert’s public reputation both in Oklahoma and in the
nation’s capital was one of honesty, fairness, integrity, intel-
ligence, hard work, and financial independence from inter-
est groups.

Carl Albert did not seek reelection in 1976, retiring to
McAlester, Oklahoma. He died February 4, 2000.

There are many institutional memorials to him in Okla-
homa. Carl Albert State College in Poteau, Oklahoma, is
probably the best known to those who live in his home
state. However, it is the Carl Albert Congressional
Research and Studies Center with its congressional
archives and internship program at the University of Okla-
homa in Norman, Oklahoma, that offers the greatest trib-
ute to Albert’s political career. This center has become a
leading institution for research on the American Congress,
dominating the scholastic world in this field of study.

Further reading:

Albert, Carl Bert, with Danney Goble. Little Giant: The Life
and Times of Speaker Carl Albert. Norman: University of
Oklahoma Press, 1990; Peabody, Robert L., and Nelson
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Polsby, eds. New Perspectives on the House of Representa-
tives. 2d ed. Chicago: Rand McNally, 1969; Peters, Ronald
M. Jr. The American Speakership: The Office in Historical
Perspective. Baltimore: Johns Hopkins University Press,
1999; Peters, Ronald L. Jr., ed. The Speaker: Leadership in
the U.S. House of Representatives. Washington, D.C.: Con-
gressional Quarterly Press, 1995; DeCosta Wides, Louise.
Carl Albert, Democratic Representative from Oklahoma.
Washington, D.C.: Grossman (Ralph Nader Congress Pro-
ject Citizens Look at Congress), 1972.

—Tom Clapper

Aldrich, Nelson W. (1841-1915) Senator

Nelson Aldrich was a prominent member of Congress for
more than three decades. He was a Republican U.S. rep-
resentative and U.S. senator from Rhode Island, Senate
leader, and a coauthor of the Payne-Aldrich Tariff of 1909.

Born in Foster, Rhode Island, in 1841, Aldrich received
an education in Connecticut and at the East Greenwich
Academy in Rhode Island. At the age of 17 he became a
clerk and bookkeeper for a grocery wholesaler in Provi-
dence, Rhode Island. During the Civil War he served with
the Tenth Rhode Island Volunteers in Washington, D.C.,
returning to Providence after the war to become a partner
in a grocery business.

A Republican since before the war, Aldrich entered
political life in 1869 by winning election to the Providence
City Council. He left the city council after winning a seat in
the Rhode Island General Assembly in 1875, serving as
speaker from 1876 to 1877. He was elected to the U.S.
House of Representatives as a Republican in 1878 and
reelected in 1880. In 1881 the Rhode Island legislature
elected him to the U.S. Senate, succeeding the late gen-
eral Ambrose Burnside. He was reelected to the Senate in
1886, 1892, 1898, and 1904.

In the Senate Aldrich worked to build the industrial
capability of the United States. Opposing the federal regu-
lation of business, Aldrich voted against the Interstate
Commerce Act of 1887. Early in his career he was
appointed to the SENATE COMMITTEE ON FINANCE, even-
tually rising to chair. He used his position to protect the
interests of eastern manufacturers by using the protective
tariff. Aldrich was involved in developing the “Mongrel Tar-
iff” of 1883. He proposed the Republican alternative to the
Mills Bill of 1888. He worked to shepherd the McKinley
Tariff of 1890 through the Senate. When the Senate was
under the control of the Democrats, Aldrich worked with
the Democratic leadership to assure that tariff rates were
not cut so sharply as to damage American manufacturing.
He supported lower tariffs on imports that benefited east-
ern corporations. For example, he worked to lower or elim-
inate duties on raw sugar to benefit refiners in the East.
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Some critics claimed that his support of industry stemmed
from apparent close ties with the Standard Oil Company,
an allegation Aldrich stridently denied. Despite the fact
that his daughter Abby was married to John D. Rockefeller,
Jr., Aldrich noted that he had met John D. Rockefeller, Sr.,
only three times.

When the Republicans controlled the Senate, he was
a leader in that chamber. His seniority and position on the
Finance Committee allowed Aldrich to extend his author-
ity among the members of the Republican caucus. His abil-
ity to mobilize campaign contributions also allowed him to
participate in making committee assignments. Aldrich’s
power stemmed largely from his political sense and
strength of will, since, other than Finance Committee
chairman, he held no official position in the Senate.

He was an opponent of free silver, working to enact the
Gold Standard Act of 1900. He indicated that he would
support bimetallism only if it was adopted around the
world. Aldrich was not an isolationist, seeing the potential
for profits in the markets of Latin America and East Asia.
His support enabled the Senate to ratify the treaty provid-
ing for the acquisition of the Philippines and Puerto Rico
after the Spanish-American War. He also worked for the
passage of the Platt Amendment, allowing the United
States to intervene in the internal affairs of Cuba.

In his role as a Senate Republican leader, Aldrich
maintained a complex and often difficult relationship with
progressive Republican president Theodore Roosevelt.
Aldrich was not an ally of the progressives in the Republi-
can Party. President Roosevelt recognized the senator’s
power and respected his ability to move legislation through
that chamber. During the president’s first term the men
were on good terms. Aldrich supported Roosevelt’s ven-
tures in Panama, and Aldrich allowed Roosevelt to engage
in some regulation of American business interests. The
president deferred to Aldrich and his Senate allies on issues
important to them, such as the tariff.

After 1904 Aldrich’s relationship with the president
became more complex. Part of the problem was that many
of Aldrich’s allies and friends in the Senate were retiring.
The senator was not able to recognize the increasing
power of progressivism in the Republican Party, and his
positions were becoming much more isolated. He soon
became identified with the special interests seen as con-
trolling the Senate. In 1906 President Roosevelt sought to
expand the authority of the Interstate Commerce Com-
mission. Aldrich was able to limit the expansion by amend-
ing the Hepburn Act to provide for judicial review of
commission decisions. The senator was able to block many
of the items on the president’s reform agenda for the rest
of Roosevelt’s term in office. The men’s relationship was
strained to the point that Aldrich refused to visit the White
House for a number of years.

Despite a long career in the Senate, Aldrich is identi-
fied by name on few bills. One of these, the Aldrich-Vree-
land Act of 1908, provided a method for banks to issue notes
based on securities other than federal bonds. The legislation
also created the National Monetary Commission that
Aldrich chaired. The Payne-Aldrich Tariff of 1909 was one
of the senator’s last bills. Shortly after taking office President
William Howard Taft asked Congress to enact tariff reform.
A tariff bill written by House Ways and Means Committee
chairman Sereno Payne, a Republican from New York,
passed the House. Aldrich amended the bill in the Senate
by raising the tariffs on most goods. One of the proposals the
senator offered in working to secure passage of the tariff
bill was a constitutional amendment authorizing a federal
income tax. This maneuver was unusual because it had been
a goal of the progressives. After a conference committee
approved the changes, President Taft signed the bill enact-
ing the first changes in tariff laws since 1897.

The bill was not a victory for Aldrich, as it caused a pro-
gressive Republican uprising against the more conserva-
tive Senate leadership, and the Rhode Island senator lost
most of his power. Shortly after progressive members of the
House of Representatives deposed Speaker Joseph Can-
non, a Republican from Illinois, and removed him from the
House Rules Committee, it was reported that many of the
insurgents yelled “On to Aldrich.” Progressive Republi-
cans saw the senator as as much of an obstacle to progress
as Cannon had been. This further isolated the aging sena-
tor, and he did not seek reelection in 1910.

The conflict between the conservative and progressive
wings of the Republican Party eventually allowed the
Democrats to regain control of Congress after the election
of 1910. Many of the same progressives left the party in
1912, supporting former president Roosevelt on the Bull
Moose ticket. Aldrich continued to work on currency
reform as the chair of the National Monetary Commission.
In 1911 the commission presented the “Aldrich Plan”
proposing a National Reserve Association, something simi-
lar to a centralized bank. Regional banks, organized in dis-
tricts, would be able to share reserves, allowing the money
supply to grow and shrink as the national economy war-
ranted. The American Bankers’ Association endorsed the
plan, but it failed in Congress in part because Aldrich was
too closely aligned with special interests. In 1912 the Demo-
cratic Party won the presidency campaigning on a platform
that included a rejection of the Aldrich Plan. Democrats in
Congress were able to pass the Federal Reserve Act in 1913,
a bill similar to Aldrich’s idea of a central banking associa-
tion. The former senator opposed the 1913 act because he
questioned the abilities of a Federal Reserve Board com-
prised of political appointees. His proposal included a board
of directors appointed by the member banks. Nelson
Aldrich died of a stroke on April 16, 1915, in New York City.



Further reading:
Kolko, Gabriel. The Triumph of Conservatism: A Reinter-
pretation of American History, 1900-1916. New York: Free
Press of Glencoe, 1963; Rothman, David J. Politics and
Power: The United States Senate 1869—-1901. Cambridge,
Mass.: Harvard University Press, 1966; Stephenson,
Nathaniel W. Nelson W. Aldrich: A Leader in American Pol-
itics. Port Washington, N.Y.: Kennikat Press, 1971.

—TJohn David Rausch, Jr.

amending

The process of changing the content of legislation as it is
considered in committee markup sessions or on the floor of
the HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES or the SENATE is called
amending. A bill may be amended at as many as seven dif-
ferent stages of the legislative process. The legislation may
be amended in a House subcommittee, in that subcommit-
tee’s parent committee, and on the House floor. A bill also
may be amended in a Senate subcommittee and in the Sen-
ate committee as well as on the Senate floor. Finally, the bill
may be amended when the House and Senate try to reach
final agreement on the bill’s content, either in the confer-
ence committee or by an exchange of amendments
between the two chambers.

Most bills are considered first by a subcommittee in
the House or the Senate. After holding public hearings on
the bill, the subcommittee decides whether to consider
amendments to it at a markup session. After making addi-
tions and deletions to the bill, the subcommittee debates
the final product before voting to report it to the full com-
mittee. In the full committee the bill may go through the
same process of hearings and markup.

The process is essentially the same in the Senate.
The subcommittees and committees in both houses gen-
erally follow chamber rules for amending from the floor.
The smaller size of the Senate subcommittees and com-
mittees results in a less formal amending process and
structure than the process in House subcommittees and
committees.

Chamber rules specify that only the full House and
the full Senate may amend pieces of legislation. Commit-
tees and subcommittees only make recommendations in
the form of amendments. The full chamber must approve
committee recommendations before they are incorpo-
rated into the bill. Committee amendments are the first
items to be acted upon when the bill reaches the floor of
the House or Senate. House members or senators may
amend the committee amendments before the amend-
ments are voted on, but members may not introduce
amendments to the bill before committee amendments
have been considered. An exception to this general rule
occurs when an amendment in the nature of a substitute
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is offered. Members are able to amend the substitute
before it is considered.

According to the rules of the House and Senate,
amendments must be submitted in writing and read aloud
before the chamber may consider them. A first-degree
amendment is one that changes the text of a bill. An
amendment to an amendment is a second-degree amend-
ment. These amendments may add language to a bill,
delete language from a bill, or delete and replace language
in a bill. Once an amendment has been approved, that
amendment may not be amended further.

The amending processes in the House and Senate have
differences. Because of its larger size, the amending pro-
cess in the House is more systematic and regulated. Mem-
bers of the House offer amendments to each section of a
bill in sequence. Senators are permitted to offer their
amendments to any part of a bill in any order. Representa-
tives are allowed only five minutes each to debate their
amendment. Senators are allowed unlimited time to debate
and may filibuster to defeat an amendment they do not like.
House amendments must be germane to the bill, or relate
to the topic addressed by the piece of legislation. Senate
rules apply germaneness in only limited situations.

The House usually considers amendments to legisla-
tion after it resolves itself into the COMMITTEE OF THE
WHOLE House on the State of the Union. As a committee,
it is easier to offer and debate amendments. Bills come to
the floor of the House under rules established by the
HousE COMMITTEE ON RULES to guide the consideration
of the bill. The rule typically contains limitations on the
number and type of amendments that may be offered to a
piece of legislation. A closed rule prohibits all floor amend-
ments except committee amendments. An open rule allows
any germane amendment to be offered on the floor. A mod-
ified rule permits amendments only to specified sections
of the bill, or allows specific subjects or specific amend-
ments. The House must adopt the rule before debate on
the legislation may begin. Senators usually consider legis-
lation, including amendments, under unanimous consent
agreements.

If both houses pass different versions of the same bill,
they must work on amending the bill to make the versions
identical. After the House passes amendments to a bill
already passed in the Senate, or after the Senate passes
amendments to a bill passed by the House, the other cham-
ber must approve the amendments. If the other chamber
does not pass the amended bill, a conference committee is
convened to negotiate the differences in the bills.

Further reading:

Davidson, Roger H., and Walter J. Oleszek. Congress & Its
Members. Washington, D.C.: Congressional Quarterly
Press, 2004; Johnson, Charles W. Constitution, Jefferson’s
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Manual, and Rules of the House of Representatives. House
Document No. 107-284. Washington, D.C.: Government
Printing Office, 2003; Riddick, Floyd M., and Alan S. Fru-
min. Riddick’s Senate Procedure: Precedents and Practices.
Senate Document No. 101-28. Washington, D.C.: Govern-
ment Printing Office, 1992.

—TJohn David Rausch, Jr.

Anthony Rule

Named after Senator Henry B. Anthony, a Republican
from Rhode Island, who proposed the rule, it is a Senate
legislative procedure designed to regularize the process of
moving pieces of legislation off the Senate CALENDAR.
Senator Anthony served from 1859 through 1894. He
introduced the rule in 1872 to reduce a backlog of bills
on the Senate calendar. Senate rules before 1869 speci-
fied that after the opening MORNING HOUR, the General
Orders Calendar should be called. Measures entered on
the calendar first were considered first, but any BILL
could be considered out of turn by a majority vote. Vital
business was entered on the separate and privileged Spe-
cial Orders Calendar by a two-thirds majority vote. The
General Orders Calendar did not differentiate between
public and private bills and between those bills that were
unimportant and those that were vital. After the Senate
had spent much time debating the order in which bills
would be considered, Anthony proposed a solution. The
rule was codified into Rule VII of the Senate rules in
1884.

Anthony proposed a straightforward solution. From
the close of Morning Hour, usually 12:30, until 1:30, bills
could be taken from the General Orders Calendar with the
restriction that each senator could speak on the measure
for five minutes or less. If a single senator objected, the leg-
islation was returned to the calendar for later considera-
tion without limitation on debate. Anthony’s objective was
to have noncontroversial measures be quickly passed or
defeated.

The Anthony Rule remains in effect in the Senate, but
it is rarely invoked because of the development of the leg-
islative authority of the MAJORITY LEADER. The Majority
Leader decides which items on the calendar will be put
before the Senate. The automatic call of the calendar is
avoided by unanimous consent.

Further reading:
Haynes, George H. The Senate of the United States: Its His-
tory and Practice. 2 vols. New York: Russell & Russell, 1960;
Rothman, David J. Politics and Power: The United States
Senate 1869-1901. New York: Atheneum, 1969.

—TJohn David Rausch, Jr.

appeal
When the presiding officer rules on a POINT OF ORDER that
has been raised on the floor of either chamber, any repre-
sentative or senator is allowed to appeal that ruling. The
appeal is made when the representative or senator formally
questions the call of the presiding officer. When this appeal
is made, the full House or the full Senate makes the final
decision by voting on whether to sustain the ruling of the
presiding officer or to reverse the ruling of the presiding
officer. In sum, appeal is a parliamentary procedure for
challenging the decision of a presiding officer by asking
the members to uphold or reject the decision.

—Nancy S. Lind

appointment power

Congress shares the responsibility for appointing officials in
the U.S. government with the president and the executive
branch. The appointment powers are described in Article
11, Section II, of the U.S. Constitution, which declares that
the president

shall have power, by and with the Advice and Consent of
the Senate to . . . appoint Ambassadors, other public
Ministers and Consuls, Judges of the supreme court,
and all other Officers of the United States, whose
Appointments are not otherwise herein provided for,
and which shall be established by Law: but the Congress
may by Law vest the Appointment of such inferior Offi-
cers, as they think proper, in the President alone, in the
Courts of Law, or in the Heads of Departments.

Article II, Section II, also gives the president the exclusive
authority to fill vacancies in these governmental positions
during the times that Congress is in recess and, therefore,
unavailable to consent to the president’s selections. Such
appointments expire at the conclusion of the next session of
the Congress unless the Senate formally approves the pres-
ident’s appointee during the session. To date, there has
never been a serious attempt to amend the Constitution’s
appointment provisions.

The framers of the Constitution appear to have
intended the shared appointment power as an internal
check on the power of both the Congress and the presi-
dent. Edited transcripts of the Constitutional Convention
of 1787 demonstrate that the framers did not want to vest
the appointment power wholly in the Congress, which
some delegates believed would lead to difficulty in reaching
agreements about suitable candidates. Nor did the framers
want the president to be fully responsible for selecting
judges, ambassadors, and other public officials because
they feared that presidents would seek to use such an
appointment power to accumulate power. Alexander



Hamilton appears to be the author of the language in Arti-
cle IT that resolved the delegates” dilemma by causing the
appointment power to be shared.

Over time the shared appointment process has been
refined, as Congress sought to identify both expedient and
appropriate methods of selecting men and women to work
at the highest levels of government. Today Congress and
the president work together on some appointments; the
“advice and consent” of the Senate is required for appoint-
ments to many federal courts, for appointments of all
ambassadors, and for the appointments of cabinet secre-
taries (heads of executive branch departments), high-level
bureaucrats in some executive branch agencies, and many
quasi-independent regulatory agencies, such as the Federal
Reserve Board, Federal Trade Commission, and Securities
and Exchange Commission. In other cases, however, the
president is given exclusive responsibility for appointing
officials to positions.

The appointment power remains a shared responsibil-
ity of the Senate and the president but in recent decades
has become a source of tension between Congress and the
president, especially during periods in which members of
opposing parties control the Senate and White House. For
example, during the 1990s the Senate refused to act on
many nominations submitted by the president, leaving
vacancies in federal courthouses and in the executive
branch. During this period senators frequently accused
presidents of ignoring the “advice” requirement of the
“advice and consent” provision in Article II of the Consti-
tution and retaliated by withholding their “consent.”

See also ADVICE AND CONSENT.

Further reading:
Mackenzie, G. Calvin. The Politics of Presidential Appoint-
ments. New York: The Free Press, 1981; Abraham, Henry
J. Justices, Presidents, and Senators: A Political History of
Appointments to the Supreme Court. New York: Oxford
University Press, 1996.

—Lauren Bell

apportionment and redistricting

Legislative bodies, whether large or small, are created to
represent a larger body of people. A small town may have a
council of five members that decides local policies for the
population of the place. Such a body may be elected at-
large, that is, at election time all the voters may vote to fill
all five positions. While such arrangements make sense in
a small community for a small number of representatives,
more elaborate provisions are required when the electorate
is numerous and the number of representatives is large, as
in the case of the U.S. Congress. The Congress comprises
two chambers: the 100-member Senate and the 435-mem-
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ber House of Representatives. Apportionment is the pro-
cess for assigning the seats, or positions of authority, in the
representational institution to political entities, in this case
the states.

The apportionment of seats in the U.S. Senate is deter-
mined by the historic compromise hammered out in
Philadelphia when the founders wrote the American Con-
stitution. The Virginia Plan called for a national legislative
body of two chambers with representation in both according
to population. A counterproposal from the small states,
referred to as the New Jersey plan, sought a single legisla-
tive body in which each state would be equally represented.
The resulting compromise created a Congress with two
chambers. Every state is represented in both chambers. The
Senate apportionment plan provides that each state has two
senators. In the House of Representatives each state has rep-
resentation according to population, but each state has at
least one representative. That compromise has endured, and
the Senate’s membership has grown from 26, when there
were 13 states, to 100 members representing 50 states.

Originally the Constitution provided that senators be
elected by state legislatures. However, during the PrRo-
GRESSIVE ERA around the turn of the 20th century, public
support grew for the direct election of senators. Congress
passed the SEVENTEENTH AMENDMENT to make that
change in 1912, and it was ratified by the states in 1913.
Senators are elected at large with voters from the entire
state electing each member. The six-year terms of the sen-
ators are staggered so that under ordinary circumstances
the two Senate seats in a given state are not up for election
at the same time. Moreover, with congressional elections
occurring every two years, normally in each state every
third election lacks a Senate contest. However, in the case
of the death or resignation of a senator, the state (typically
the governor thereof) may appoint a replacement to serve
until the next election. If any unexpired term remains (two
years or four years), then an election takes place to fill the
position for the remainder of that term.

Seats in the House of Representatives are apportioned
to the states according to population. From the beginning
the Constitution required a CENSUS every 10 years, begin-
ning in 1790. The first House seated 65 members, but its
membership was expected to grow as the nation’s popula-
tion increased. After the 1910 census the chamber size was
set by law to remain at 435 members. A brief exception
was allowed for new states in 1959, when Hawaii and
Alaska were accorded statehood. Each was granted one
House seat until the reapportionment following the 1960
census. As the nation has grown in population, the average
number of Americans for each representative has risen. For
example, after the 2000 census reported a population of
more than 282 million Americans, the average per repre-
sentative became nearly 647,000 people.
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STATE POPULATION AND THE
DISTRIBUTION OF REPRESENTATIVES

Representatives

State Population 2002 to 2010
Alabama 4,461,130 7
Alaska 628,933 1
Arizona 5,140,683 8 [+2]
Arkansas 2,679,733 4
California 33,930,798 53 [+1]
Colorado 4,311,882 7 [+1]
Connecticut 3,409,535 5 [-1]
Delaware 785,068 1
Florida 16,028,890 25 [+2]
Georgia 8,206,975 13 [+2]
Hawaii 1,216,642 2
Idaho 1,297,274 2
linois 12,439,042 19 [-1]
Indiana 6,090,782 9 [-1]
lowa 2,931,923 5
Kansas 2,693,824 4
Kentucky 4,049,431 6
Louisiana 4,480,271 7
Maine 1,277,731 2
Maryland 5,307,886 8
Massachusetts 6,355,568 10
Michigan 9,955,829 15 [-1]
Minnesota 4,925,670 8
Mississippi 2,852,927 4 [-1]
Missouri 5,606,260 9
Montana 905,316 1
Nebraska 1,715,369 3
Nevada 2,002,032 3 [+1]
New Hampshire 1,238,415 2

New Jersey 8,424,354 13
New Mexico 1,823,821 3

New York 19,004,973 29 [-2]
North Carolina 8,067,673 13 [+1]
North Dakota 643,756 1

Ohio 11,374,540 18 [-1]
Oklahoma 3,458,819 5 [-1]
Oregon 3,428,543 5
Pennsylvania 12,300,670 19 [-2]
Rhode Island 1,049,662 2
South Carolina 4,025,061 6
South Dakota 756,874 1
Tennessee 5,700,037 9
Texas 20,903,994 32 [+2]
Utah 2,236,714 3
Vermont 609,890 1
Virginia 7,100,702 11
Washington 5,908,684 9

West Virginia 1,813,077 3
Wisconsin 5,371,210 8 [-1]
Wyoming 495,304 1

Total 281,424,177 435

Congressional districts are not equal in population
across the country because seats are apportioned on a pro-
portional basis to the 50 states and no congressional district
extends across any state boundary. Six states have only one
seat, the constitutional minimum: Alaska, Montana, North
Dakota, South Dakota, Vermont, and Wyoming. Of those
states, Wyoming has the smallest population: 494,000. Cali-
fornia has the most seats, 53, and the most people, 33.9 mil-
lion. Recent population trends feature population growth
in the South and Southwest of the United States, with less
growth in the North and Midwest. States that gained two
seats after the 2000 census are Arizona, Georgia, and Texas,
while California, Colorado, Florida, and Nebraska each
gained one. New York and Pennsylvania each suffered the
loss of two seats, while Connecticut, Illinois, Mississippi,
Ohio, Oklahoma, and Wisconsin declined by one.

States have the task of drawing districts for the number
of seats obtained by the apportionment process. Histori-
cally states enjoyed significant latitude in making their
arrangements. In the first half of the 20th century, rapid
urban growth was virtually ignored by the state legislatures,
which were themselves districted with little regard for pop-
ulation equality. For example, in Illinois urban voters chal-
lenged the inequality of districts in federal court in the case
of Colegrove v. Green. District lines had not been redrawn
since 1901, and district populations varied from 112,000 to
more than 914,000. Colegrove, a Northwestern University
political scientist, argued that the Constitution required the
U.S. House of Representatives to be equitably districted
according to population (Article 1, Section 2) and that the
existing arrangements violated due process and equal pro-
tection under the law, as required by the Fourteenth
Amendment. In 1946, however, and by a vote of 4-3 in the
U.S. Supreme Court, the majority held that this was a leg-
islative matter and a “political thicket” to be avoided by the
courts. The people’s remedy would lie in the processes of
legislation or constitutional change.

After the 1960 census social critics denounced the
obviously growing inequality evident in both the U.S.
House and especially in state legislatures. In the California
Senate the largest district population was more than 422
times as large as in the smallest district. The ratio in the
New Hampshire House was 1,443 to 1. In Florida about
12 percent of the population could elect a majority of the
state senate, while a slightly different 12 percent could
elect a majority of the state house. These inequities led to
much speculation about the discriminatory policies that
could result when small percentages of the people in a
states could dominate the legislative process.

More legal challenges resulted, and the U.S. Supreme
Court accepted one, BAKER V. CARR, for a decision in 1961.
Baker, a voting citizen in Nashville, Tennessee, argued that
population inequality deprived him of “due process of law”
and “equal protection of the laws,” as guaranteed by the



Fourteenth Amendment. Although Baker did not get the
relief he hoped for, in 1962 the U.S. Supreme Court did
decide that the federal courts could decide cases and pro-
vide relief in matters of state legislative districts. In short,
such issues were now justiciable, no longer a forbidden
political thicket as far as the courts were concerned.

Soon the courts were flooded with cases. In 1964 the
U.S. Supreme Court rendered another important decision
in WESBERRY V. SANDERS. It questioned the fairness of two
Georgia congressional districts where one had three times
the population of another. The court required that, “as
nearly as is practicable, one man’s vote in a congressional
election is to be worth as much as another’s.” On the basis
of these cases and more, the principle of “one voter, one
vote” became the standard for U.S. House congressional
districts, county boards, city councils, school boards, as well
as both chambers of state legislatures. As the decades since
the 1960s have passed, redistricting to maintain population
equality in the face of population growth and mobility has
taken place everywhere following each decennial census.
While one voter, one vote provided a major criterion for
equitable districts, major fairness issues remain. Redistrict-
ing implies changing an existing balance of political power.
Adding congressional seats to a state contributes to its polit-
ical power at the expense of states that lose seats. After the
1990 and 2000 censuses New York’s congressional delega-
tion declined by five members to number 29, while Cali-
fornia gained eight to number 53. To squeeze five New
York Congress members out of office and allow California
voters to add eight representatives to their congressional
delegation is a meaningful redistribution of power.

Within the states redistricting means shifting legislative
district lines, creating more districts in places of popula-
tion growth and enlarging the area of districts where popu-
lation is stagnant. But when district lines are subject to
change, there is opportunity for GERRYMANDERING,
defined as manipulating district boundaries to the advan-
tage of particular political interests.

Historically there have been two predominating par-
ticular interests in the battles over redistricting. Because
redistricting by definition means change in existing lines,
the people with stakes in the old lines, the legislators them-
selves, seek personal advantage. So redistricting has usually
favored the reelection prospects of incumbents who desire
to stay in office. Second, there is the prospect of party
advantage. Typically the majority party seeks to concentrate
the minority party voters into as few districts as possible
while creating as many districts with consistently winnable
majorities as possible.

After the 1982 amendments to the CIviL. RIGHTS ACT
OF 1964, the courts enforced redistricting plans that con-
centrated people of racial and language minorities while
maximizing the number of districts that would come under
electoral control of these minorities. Such districts are
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referred to as “majority minority districts.” In 1993, for
example, there were 16 new African-American members,
with 13 coming from predominantly black populated dis-
tricts created after the 1990 census. The number of black
members in the House increased from 17 prior to 1990
redistricting to 37 after the 2000 election. Hispanics in the
House increased from five to 19 in the same period.

Redistricting after the 1990 census raised legal and
political questions about how far redistricting efforts should
go to concentrate minorities. In North Carolina, for exam-
ple, a congressional district followed Interstate 85 between
Charlotte and Durham, assembling small concentrations
of black Americans along the way into a district that
promptly elected a black congressman. While the shape of
North Carolina’s 12th district was extreme, the national
effort produced 15 new districts predominated by African
Americans and nine by Hispanics. However, Democrats
noted a political consequence. Although all the new minor-
ity districts elected Democrats, the increasingly white dis-
tricts around them, formerly held by Democrats, were
taken over by the Republicans. The result was that
Democrats suffered a net loss of seats. A court challenge
to Georgia’s districts threw out a plan drawn with race as
the “predominant factor” (Miller v. Johnson), but the
Supreme Court accepted a revision that allowed one
minority majority district and two others with substantial
majority populations (Abrams v. Johnson). After the 2000
census the states avoided making race “the predominant
factor” as they redrew district lines, but greater clarity
about this aspect of redistricting may not come from the
justices of the U.S. Supreme Court until some changes
occur in the Court’s membership.

Redistricting occurs as a highly political issue that
arises every 10 years in the state legislatures. It remains, as
the Supreme Court said in 1946, “a political thicket,” but
one that courts have repeatedly entered in the last half cen-
tury. The result is that citizens are entitled to equal repre-
sentation in the U.S. House as well as in state and local
representative bodies on the basis of population. It is up to
legislatures to make the political choices, but the resulting
maps must be equitable regarding population. Moreover,
protected minorities must be accorded representation
where possible and certainly not divided up to prevent the
election of minority representatives. These are the princi-
ples of fairness that the U.S. Supreme Court has said are
protected by the Constitution.

A significant political consequence of decennial redis-
tricting is that the prospects for change do threaten incum-
bents and do raise the stakes for political parties to win
majorities. The shakeup stimulates new candidates and
alters prospects for winning reelection by incumbents. Typ-
ically the House of Representatives and state legislatures
are enlivened after redistricting by a bumper crop of fresh-
man representatives.
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Further reading:
Greenblatt, Alan. “The Mapmaking Mess.” Governing,
(January 2001) p. 1; Giroux, Gregory L. “Remaps’ Clear
Trend: Incumbent Protection,” Congressional Quarterly
Weekly Report, 3 November 2001, pp. 2,627-2,632;
Abrams v. Johnson 521 U.S. 74 (1997); Baker v. Carr 369
U.S. 186 (1962); Colegrove v. Green 328 U.S. 549 (1946);
Miller v. Johnson 515 U.S. 900 (1995).

—TJack R. Van Der Slik
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The House Committee on Appropriations is one of the
most powerful committees in Congress. Its influence stems
in large measure from the prominent role it plays with
respect to exercising Congress’s “power of the purse,” gen-
erally thought to be the most important legislative prerog-
ative. This committee, along with its Senate counterpart,
has sole responsibility for drafting the legislation that allo-
cates the federal government’s discretionary spending. Dis-
cretionary spending is federal spending the provision of
which must be made every year or two. This type of spend-
ing is distinct from direct or mandatory spending, which
involves the automatic allocation of funds according to a
formula and certain eligibility requirements. Direct spend-
ing, unlike discretionary spending, is a product of authoriz-
ing legislation and generally does not require annual or
biennial legislative renewal. The Appropriations Commit-
tee’s authority over discretionary funds includes the power
to set ceilings on spending levels, mandate expenditure of
funds, withhold federal monies altogether, specify the pur-
pose of the expenditure, and condition funding on the sat-
isfaction of certain criteria.

Due to its control over large amounts of federal expen-
diture, it is not surprising that this powerful committee has
attracted and/or helped catapult to prominence some of
Congress’s most important members. Two former members
have gone on to become president of the United States:
James Garfield and Gerald Ford. Other members include
men who went on to become Speaker of the House:
Samuel J. Randall, Joseprz CANNON, and Joseph Byrnes.
The committee has also been home to scores of other
notable figures such as Thaddeus Stevens, Clarence Can-
non, George Mahon, John Rhodes, Jamie Whitten, Robert
Michel, ToMm DELAY, and NANCY PELOSI.

The House Committee on Appropriations was estab-
lished in 1865. Prior to that the WAYs AND MEANS COM-
MITTEE was the House body that exercised control over
how federal funds were spent. At the time the Ways and
Means Committee was thought to be overburdened, and in
response the House created the Appropriations Committee
and the COMMITTEE ON BANKING AND CURRENCY (to be
followed two years later by the SENATE APPROPRIATIONS

COMMITTEE). Since 1865 the power of the Appropriations
Committee has waxed and waned as the House has modi-
fied its rules and procedures, as Congress has restructured
the budget process, and as political and budgetary pres-
sures have fluctuated. Nevertheless, for most of its history
the committee has been among the most influential institu-
tions in Congress.

The 1970s witnessed a number of events that affected
the committee. The internal congressional reforms of this
period had a significant impact on the Appropriations
Committee. These efforts ended much of the “star cham-
ber” quality of its proceedings. Increasingly, HEARINGS and
markups were opened to the public so the public could
scrutinize member votes and statements in committee
much more easily. In addition, these reforms undercut
what had been the unshakeable law of seniority that had
largely insulated committee members from internal House
pressures. The manner in which committee members were
selected, subcommittee chairmen appointed, and bills con-
sidered on the floor were all modified, making the com-
mittee more accountable to the parent chamber.

Enactment of the CONGRESSIONAL BUDGET AND
IMPOUNDMENT CONTROL ACT OF 1974 also altered the
manner in which appropriators performed their functions,
but in a more ambivalent fashion. Prior to this legislation
appropriators were essentially permitted to allocate monies
piecemeal, largely according to their wishes. This legisla-
tion created budget committees in each house that were
given an important role in formulating overall discretionary
funding levels, thus reducing the authority of the appropri-
ators accordingly. However, the bill also strengthened the
committee’s hand by authorizing the chair to set the annual
spending ceilings for each subcommittee. Rules of proce-
dure, budgetary pressures, and political realities have
ensured that these ceilings are difficult to breach by floor
amendment. Moreover, from its inception a number of
appropriators have automatically sat on the BUDGET CoM-
MITTEE, thus assuring that the interests of the Appropria-
tions Committee are represented.

In the 1980s and 1990s political pressure mounted for
greater fiscal austerity. This also had a major, if again
ambivalent, effect on appropriators. This trend bolstered
the powers of the House leadership and Budget Commit-
tee, both of which played an increasingly prominent role in
overall budget formation. The combination of an aging
population, the political popularity of mandatory spending
programs, and the problem of persistent budget deficits
also has had the effect of “crowding out” discretionary
spending, which is the preserve of the appropriators. Four
decades ago discretionary spending made up the prepon-
derance of federal spending. Today it totals approximately
one-third. That leaves two-thirds of annual federal spend-
ing largely in the hands of authorizing committees, thus, in



theory, reducing the power of the appropriators. Of course,
jurisdiction over such programs and the exercise of actual
control over such expenditures are often two very different
things. Direct spending programs, such as Social Security,
are exceedingly popular and therefore politically difficult to
alter. Thus, paradoxically, the appropriators’ “loss” of power
over a large share of the budget may actually render them
more powerful. As discretionary spending becomes more
compressed, the more precious a commodity it becomes,
thus increasing the appropriators” influence. Even with the
explosion of direct spending, the monies controlled by the
Appropriations Committee still fund the lion’s share of
executive branch activities.

The chair of the Appropriations Committee by his
position traditionally ranks among the most influential
members of the House. While this position does not com-
mand the type of power wielded by Clarence Cannon or
John Taber in the 1950s and 1960s, it still carries immense
clout. First, the chair and ranking member (of the minority
party) serve as ex officio members of each subcommittee.
Second, the chair hires and fires committee and subcom-
mittee staff members. Third, he or she controls the sched-
ule for committee hearings and works with the House
leadership to schedule floor time for bills. Fourth, and per-
haps most important, the chair is responsible for setting the
annual spending ceilings for each subcommittee.

The bulk of the committee’s work is carried out at the
subcommiittee level. The committee is made up of 13 sub-
committees, and the jurisdiction of these subcommittees
touches upon virtually every aspect of government opera-
tions, ranging from the military to the postal service. These
subcommittees enjoy a great deal of autonomy, wielding
immense authority over matters within their jurisdiction.
Actions taken by subcommittees are rarely overturned by
the committee and often pass unamended on the House
floor. The prominence enjoyed by the subcommittee chairs
is such that they have been dubbed “cardinals,” drawing
comparisons to Vatican prelates. They put together the first
draft of their subcommittee’s bill and, given their staffing
advantage, are well positioned to defend the “chair’s mark”
in subcommittee proceedings. Although House subcom-
mittee chairs are not as well positioned to defend their
mark at this stage of the process as are their Senate coun-
terparts—Senate subcommittee chairs work with col-
leagues who spend much less time on subcommittee
matters—that relative disadvantage is more than offset on
the House floor, where appropriations bills stand a much
better chance of passing without amendment than they do
on the Senate side. In short, the appropriations cardinals
often wield greater power than do chairs of authorizing
committees.

Because of its power, the committee has long been
among the most coveted committee assignments. The com-
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mittee, with 65 members, has the third-largest membership
of any committee in Congress (behind the HOUSE TRANS-
PORTATION AND INFRASTRUCTURE and House Ways and
Means Commiittees). Those who get on the committee tend
to stay there, remaining on the committee until they retire,
die, are defeated, or are elevated to House leadership.

One of the key relationships that the committee main-
tains is with its Senate counterpart. Most observers have
concluded that the House Committee on Appropriations is
the more powerful of the two, and many persuasive argu-
ments can be marshaled to support this claim.

First, it is almost certainly true that the House com-
mittee exercises greater power within its respective cham-
ber than does the Senate committee. This is largely because
House rules and procedures make it much more difficult
for appropriations bills to be amended on the floor.

Second, by custom the House usually produces its ver-
sion of an appropriations bill first. In this way the House
sets the parameters for debate on appropriations law for
that year. Traditionally, the Senate has filled more of an
appellate role by offering agencies and groups an opportu-
nity to revisit the House’s decisions. In recent years, how-
ever, the Senate has played less of an appellate and more
of a proactive role, a trend that has been reinforced by the
budgetary timetables prescribed by the Congressional Bud-
get and Impoundment Control Act. This has elevated the
Senate body in many ways to a position of near equality
with respect to its House counterpart, because the timeta-
bles enable Senators to become more active in the details
of the budget earlier in the process.

Third, House appropriators generally sit on only one
committee—Appropriations (there are some exceptions,
most notably the handful of members who also serve on the
Budget Committee). Senators, on the other hand, often serve
on a number of other committees and consequently have less
time to devote to their appropriations duties. Therefore,
when dealing with the Senate, House member knowledge of
the subject matter is often superior. The impact of the impo-
sition of TERM LIMITATIONS on committee and subcommittee
chairs by congressional Republicans, however, may have an
effect on this equation, but it is difficult at present to draw any
definitive conclusions on this issue.

Despite the institutional advantages enjoyed by House
appropriators, their relative power over their Senate col-
leagues may be less than meets the eye. Empirical research
indicates that the upper house more than holds its own in
disagreements during conference committee deliberations.
This is in part because “going second” offers some advan-
tages. Since the House has “shown its cards” first, the Sen-
ate can adjust its position accordingly, thus gaining a more
favorable position heading into conference. In addition, by
waiting the Senate can better factor in changes in the policy
and political environments. On an individual level, senators
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have more authority than do individual House members,
since they often have overlapping committee jurisdictions
owing to membership on related authorizing committees.
Finally, the Senate committee is a smaller body, permitting
(at least in theory) each member a proportionately greater
say in the resulting legislation.

In recent years the committee has been bolstered by
the legislative atrophy of the authorizing committees. Pow-
erful institutional incentives favor the appropriators in their
competition with their authorizing counterparts. For the
government to operate, appropriations bills must be
passed. Authorization bills, as a general matter, are not as
vital to government operations.

Authorizing legislation, at least theoretically, is supposed
to precede appropriations bills in the budget process and to
set legislative policy for the agencies. In reality, authorizing
committees have often failed to enact legislation before their
appropriations cousins, frequently passing their bills (if they
are passed at all) after the appropriations bill has already
been enacted. An extreme case is the example of the House
and Senate Appropriations Subcommittees on Foreign
Operations vis-a-vis their authorizer colleagues. Whereas the
subcommittees produce an appropriations bill every year,
there has not been a comprehensive foreign assistance
authorization bill passed in almost two decades. Such failure
by the authorizing committees leaves appropriations bills as
“the only legislative game in town.” To get their policy pref-
erences translated into law, agencies, interest groups, and
even authorizers themselves often must ask the appropria-
tors to insert substantive measures into spending bills. This is
all the more likely to happen when the appropriations bills
are combined into a large omnibus package. Appropriators,
however, are mindful not to encroach unduly onto the autho-
rizers’ turf since that can open up a Pandora’s Box. Authoriz-
ers collectively far outnumber appropriators, and they have
the potentia