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The Changing Nature
of the Speakership






Introduction

Mr. MULHOLLAN. I'm Dan Mulhollan, Director of the Congressional
Research Service, and it is my distinct pleasure to welcome all of you to
this first-ever conference on the changing nature of the speakership. | say
first-ever because never before has there been a conference at which all living
former Speakers—Jim Wright, Tom Foley and Newt Gingrich—nhave par-
ticipated with the current Speaker, Dennis Hastert, to discuss their role as
Speaker of the House of Representatives.

In addition, 1 am pleased to welcome the other important presenters
at this conference: the former House Members who will serve as commenta-
tors on the various speakerships, the four moderators for each speakership
period, and, of course, Jack Farrell of the Denver Post, who will start things
off with an examination of the O’Neill speakership. Professor Robert Remini,
one of our Nation’s most distinguished historians, will present his views
on the evolving speakership. I believe all of us are in for a unique and his-
toric opportunity. We will listen to several of the most knowledgeable peo-
ple in our Nation discuss the variety of elements necessary to lead such
a large and complex institution as the House of Representatives.

This conference has been organized to commemorate the election on
November 9—3 days ago, but also 100 years ago, in 1903—of Representative
Joseph Cannon, Republican of Illinois, as Speaker of the House. How fitting
it is that we convene this conference in the Cannon Caucus Room, after
whom this entire building is named. Joe Cannon, the first person ever to
grace the cover of Time magazine, was one of the most powerful and con-
troversial Speakers in the entire history of the House. When Cannon neared
retirement from the House in 1922 after nearly 50 years of service, he mod-
estly said, “A hundred years from now people will say it does appear that
there was a man from Illinois by the name of Cannon, but | don't know
much about him.” But we are here more than 100 years later and if “Uncle
Joe,” as he was fondly called by some, was still around he would find many
books, articles, and Ph.D. dissertations written about his long career and
impact on the House.

This conference on the contemporary speakership is another reminder
that people still remember Speaker Cannon’s significant influence on the
House and the course of the country at the dawn of the 20th century. To
expand upon this welcome I'd like to introduce Gary Copeland, director
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4 The Cannon Centenary Conference

of the Carl Albert Congressional Research and Studies Center at the Univer-
sity of Oklahoma with whom CRS is fortunate to be able to co-sponsor
this event.

Mr. COPELAND. Thank you, Dan. I'm pleased to be with you today
representing the Carl Albert Congressional Research and Studies Center at
the University of Oklahoma, which is a co-sponsor of this important con-
ference on the changing nature of the House speakership. It is appropriate
that we use the centennial of the Cannon speakership as the occasion to
hold this conference because his service reflects the dynamic relationship be-
tween the Speaker and his colleagues in the House.

The Speaker, as we know, must possess and utilize enough authority
to effectively lead a body of 435 individuals who are formal equals, yet he
must exercise that authority with enough discretion that Members accept
it as in the best interest of the Nation, the body, and themselves.

As we look over the last 100 years, we see a constant shift on where
that balance is comfortably found. The balance will be affected by the per-
sonality of the Speaker, the formal powers given to him at the time, the
character of the membership of the body, and the social and political culture
of the time. There is no magic point that guarantees both effectiveness and
widespread support. The Speakers we will consider today each approached
the office in his own way and each reflected the times in which he served
as well as dramatically affecting those times. Understanding the changing
nature of the speakership puts the records of previous Speakers in appropriate
historical perspective but also provides guidance as we move forward into
the future.

The Carl Albert Center is very pleased to serve as a co-sponsor of this
conference with the widely respected Congressional Research Service JCRSK.
CRS is, of course, uniquely qualified to put together a conference of this
sort and to contribute their expertise on the changing nature of the speaker-
ship. On this topic, the partnership between the CRS and the Carl Albert
Center seems particularly appropriate and Dan Mulhollan has allowed me
to elaborate a little bit on that.

The Carl Albert Center, named for the 46th Speaker of the House,
has played a role in the academic understanding of the House generally and
the speakership specifically for almost 25 years. The Carl Albert Center was
founded and directed for over 20 years by the leading scholar of the speaker-
ship, Ron Peters. Ron’s major work, The American Speakership, is the foremost
book on the topic, providing a thorough analysis and interpretation of the
speakership in historical perspective. Professor Peters has published numer-
ous other works on the topic, and he is with us today contributing a paper
to this conference.

Beyond the speakership, the Carl Albert Center faculty and graduate
students have researched a variety of other topics including campaign fi-
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nance, committees, the seniority system, and so forth. But the center has
multiple missions, which | will briefly mention to you, in addition to the
research function. We offer unique academic programs at both the graduate
and undergraduate level, including a congressional fellowship for graduate
students that includes a year working on the Hill in affiliation with the
Congressional Fellowship Program of the American Political Science Associa-
tion. And we have an undergraduate program that matches our students
one-to-one with faculty members to develop a mentoring relationship. Many
of those students have become partners in the research projects with which
they were originally assisting and have gone on to present their research
findings at professional meetings.

Third, and perhaps of interest to many of you in this room, is that
the Carl Albert Center serves as an important resource on the history of
Congress, primarily through our congressional archives, a collection of 20th
century papers. We hold the papers of notable Oklahoma lawmakers such
as Speaker Albert, Representatives Mike Synar and Mickey Edwards, and
Senator Robert S. Kerr, as well as some out-of-state Members, such as Rep-
resentatives Millicent Fenwick and Helen Gahagan Douglas. Our most recent
additions include the important papers of two retired Republican leaders:
Congressman J.C. Watts and Majority Leader Dick Armey.

Finally, the center fosters a variety of programs to provide outreach
to the community at large. We are pleased to sponsor the Julian J.
Rothbaum Distinguished Lecture in Representative Government, and we also
frequently host speakers from Washington, including current and former
Members of Congress. The center is actively engaged in programs aimed
at students and young people, including being a partner in the Project 540
Grant which some of you should be familiar with. We’ve worked with the
Center for American Women and Politics at Rutgers University to develop
a leadership program aimed at encouraging women to become involved in
politics. We've worked with the Close-up Foundation on their Great Amer-
ican Cities Project to encourage teenagers in effective citizenship skills and
participation in political life. Everything we do is aimed at reflecting the
quality of life and leadership practiced by our namesake, Carl Albert.

As we’ll understand better as a result of this conference, Speakers are
unique and special individuals who have perhaps the toughest task in our
political system. Just as Speaker Albert led the House in a critical period
of change, each of his successors that we will discuss today had unique cir-
cumstances and unique gifts. The Carl Albert Center is pleased to present
this conference with the CRS with the hope of promoting better under-
standing of each of the Speakers and the special challenges and opportunities
of their position. | thank all of you for being here today and, like the rest
of you, I look forward to the proceedings.
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Mr. MULHOLLAN. Thank you, Gary. Many people on Capitol Hill
assisted CRS in initiating and organizing this conference, including the joint
leadership of the House Administration Committee: Chairman Bob Ney and
Ranking Member John Larson, who just came in. John, thank you very
much. Thanks go as well to the leadership of the House Rules Committee.
But | especially want to thank Speaker Hastert and Democratic Leader
Nancy Pelosi for endorsing the organization of this conference. And last,
but certainly not least, I must acknowledge the critical support not only
of the Carl Albert Center but also the McCormick Tribune Foundation with-
out whose support this conference would not have taken place. John Sirek
is representing McCormick Tribune. Thank you, John, very much.

Now to some logistics. It's our plan that CRS will use the videotape
of this conference for the benefit of Members of Congress and their staff.
In addition, we expect that the transcript of today’s proceedings, along with
several reports on various aspects of the speakership, will be published and
made available to Members of Congress. One of these reports is by Professor
Ron Peters, who was just mentioned by Gary Copeland. Professor Peters
is the noted scholar on the speakership. His paper is available as a handout
to everyone who is attending this conference. At this point, in an effort
to minimize distraction in today’s program, please turn off your cell phones.
Should today’s program be preempted by an emergency or test alarm, all
occupants should exit the building and proceed to designated assembly areas.
If you don’t know where your assembly area is, just ask a helpful police
officer in an orange vest.

Please direct any questions or concerns regarding today’s program to
any CRS staff member wearing a tag. Further, most of today’s panelists will
be available for questions following their presentations. A wireless micro-
phone will be circulating the room so if you have questions, please raise
your hand and we’ll try to accommodate you. At this point, before we begin,
| must turn to the person who is the originator, the conceiver, and imple-
menter of this whole conference, Walter Oleszek, a senior specialist in Amer-
ican National Government at CRS.

Mr. OLESZEK. Thanks very much, Dan, for those kind remarks, but
there are a lot of people who helped put this conference together. Dan, I'm
sure, will highlight them at a later point. My job is to introduce the modera-
tors so we can get under way with the program at hand. Not only do we
have a whole group of wonderfully knowledgeable people about the House
of Representatives who we're all anxious to hear from, but we also have
a terrifically talented crew of moderators. | want to introduce the moderator
for this panel right now. He is Gary Hymel, whom many of you may know
from his time on the Hill. He served for 8 years as administrative assistant
to Majority Whip and Majority Leader Hale Boggs. He also served for 8
years as administrative assistant to Speaker Tip O’Neill. Mr. Hymel co-
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authored a book with Tip O’Neill called All Politics is Local, a classic state-
ment for which Speaker O’Neill is famous. Currently, Mr. Hymel is senior
vice president at Hill & Knowlton. Gary, take it away.
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The O’Neill Speakership

Mr. HYMEL. Thank you, Walter, and thank you for putting together
this excellent panel of people who knew Tip. It's been 10 years since Tip
was with us but a week doesn’t go by that his name isn’'t in the paper,
usually associated with that saying, “All politics is local,” something his
father taught him. It was used last Tuesday, in the Kentucky election, for
instance. The Democratic candidate was upset and a consultant said after-
ward that Tip O’Neill was right—all politics is local. Many Kentucky voters
were angry with the previous Governor’s sexual escapades. I'm not so sure
Tip meant that his saying should apply in that context, but if it fits I guess
it’s all right.

Just last month | was talking to Lindy Boggs and she was telling me
about when she was at Tip’s funeral. It was very crowded because it was
at Tip’s parish church in Cambridge. And the fellow next to her said, “They
should have had this funeral at a cathedral where they could accommodate
everybody. This is too crowded.” And Lindy said, “I looked at him and
said, ‘All politics is local.”” Two weeks ago in The Hill newspaper, there
was a cartoon strip about a Congressman who wants to get all the benefits
for his district but didn’t want to vote for an increase in taxes. The last
cartoon panel said, “Well, you taught me ‘all politics is loco.”” Another
case when Tip was invoked occurred when Arnold Schwarzenegger was elect-
ed Governor of California. The reporters interviewed John Burton who is
the president pro tem of the California Senate, and they asked, “How are
you going to get along with Governor Schwarzenegger?” And Burton said,
“I'm going to treat him like Tip O’Neill treated Ronald Reagan.” He said,
“They had a wonderful personal relationship and they fought over policy,
as we should.”

Tip ruled by anecdote and he ruled by humor, and I'm sure you all
know that. Senator John McCain, last week in a Washington Post story about
the disappearance of the real characters in Congress, said, “To be honest
my favorite was Tip O'Neill.” He said, “One time I spent five hours with
him on a plane, and it was probably the most entertaining five hours of
my life.” The other day | was taking a client through the Rayburn Building.
He said, “I need a shoe shine.” So we went in the barbershop and Joe
Quattrone, the longtime barber there said, “Gary, | got to tell you my favor-
ite Tip O’Neill story.” And my client’s listening, of course. He said, “You
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know Richard Kelly,”—some of you may remember the Congressman from
Florida who got in trouble for taking a bribe and was about to be sentenced.
Quattrone said to Kelly, “I'm sorry for what happened,” and Kelly said,
“Joe, don’t worry about it. I'm at peace with myself. I'm really feeling good
about myself. 1 was just on the House floor and Tip O’Neill put his arm
around me and said, ‘I'm sorry for what happened, and my door will always
be open to you.”” That was Tip O’Neill.

| want to tell one last story, one former Congressman Joe McDade told
me about 2 weeks ago when | saw him at a book signing. Joe said, “Gary,
you don’t know this story but one time we were traveling with Tip through
Europe and we stopped at the airport in Shannon, Ireland,”—and if you
ever took a trip with Tip, you always stopped at the Shannon Airport because
they have a great duty-free shop. “So everybody was getting off the plane
and Tip said, “You know I'm not feeling well. You go on and shop, I'm
going to stay on the plane.’” Joe said, “Tip, I'll stay with you and keep
you company.” So they’re sitting there shooting the bull—I'm sure talking
sports and politics, and the pilot, an Air Force colonel, came back and said,
“Mr. Speaker, can | get you anything?” Tip said, “No, no. Everything’s
fine. On second thought, could you take the plane up so we can see Ireland
from the air?” And the colonel said, “Sure.” So Joe said they revved up
the engines and took this United States of America airliner up and circled
for awhile. Tip saw Ireland from the air, and then they landed and got
everybody on and went home. To me that typified Tip O’Neill.

Now let me tell you about some of the people who will speak about
him today. First is Jack Farrell. Now Jack didn’t know Tip as well as Danny
Rostenkowski or Mickey Edwards or myself, but he got to know him. Jack
spent 6 years researching Tip’s life. He did 300 interviews and wrote a book
called, Tip O’Neill and the Democratic Century. It sold 38,000 copies. You can
still buy it today. Jack did an excellent job. Everybody co-operated with
Jack because former Congressman Joe Moakley, Tip’s very dear friend, said
you could trust Jack Farrell. Jack is now the bureau chief of the Denver
Post, and he will talk to you about what he learned about Tip.

Next on the podium is former Congressman Danny Rostenkowski, who
was very, very close to Tip. They are very similar. They’re both big persons,
their fathers were in politics, they are Catholic, ethnic, big-city organization
Democrats. Danny had a lot of ideas about how the House could be run
better and he was very generous about giving his opinions to Tip O’Neill.
And some of his ideas are still in place today. For instance, Danny is the
guy who came up with the idea to have weekly whip meetings. They had
never had them before. The practice of rolling votes from Monday into Tues-
day, which helped the “Tuesday-to-Thursday Club,” also was Danny’s idea.
Dan could have been on the leadership ladder. He could have been the whip
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for Tip, but he chose to be chairman of the Ways and Means Committee
instead.

Mickey Edwards, our final panel member, is a former GOP Congress-
man from Oklahoma. He was sworn in by Tip when he was a freshman.
He became a member of the loyal opposition. Edwards was head of the Re-
publican Policy Committee, and chair of the American Conservative Union.
In fact, he now teaches a class in American conservatism at the Kennedy
School at Harvard, which he’s meeting this afternoon at 2:30. We'll let each
panel member speak and then take questions from the audience. With that,
I'll turn it over to Jack Farrell.

Mr. FARRELL. Good morning. So a few months ago | got a call from
Walter, who has now slunk away somewhere, and he asked me if I would
give a talk about Tip O'Neill. And | thought I was going to be in a small
conference room with maybe a few members of the Congressional Research
Service staff. It was only a couple of weeks ago that I actually got an invita-
tion and noted that this was going to be a historic event featuring all three
living former Speakers and the current Speaker. And it came to me that
Speakers Foley and Wright and Gingrich were all going to be here, appear-
ing in person, giving first-hand accounts with behind-the-scenes nuggets
that historians would prize forever. And if that was not daunting enough
| had been selected to stand in for one of the greatest storytellers of all
time, Speaker Tip O’Neill. So I was struck by one of those moments of
stark panic. Desperately, I came up with the idea that | was going to deliver
this speech in the first person, like Hal Holbrook doing Mark Twain. I
would dress up like Tip, comb my hair back, sprinkle some flour in it so
I'd have that grand O’Neill white shock of hair. Maybe strap a pillow around
my waist and speak through the stub of a cigar. | ran this by Gary and
Walter and got what | guess could be described as politely nervous chuckles.
But as always the sharpest perspective came from my wife Catharina. She
said, “Jack, I love you. But you're a lousy actor and you’re a worst mimic.
In all the weeks of your book tour, all the stories you told, you never once
gave a good impression of Tip O’Neill. Your ‘dahlings’ and your ‘old pals’
were never persuasive. Your Boston accent is unconvincing and when you
sing it's off key. You barely need the pillow and you can douse your head
with as much flour as you want. It's never going to make you look like
Tip O’Neill, but a little bit more like snow on Old Baldy. You just don’t
have enough trees at the peak.” So Tip remains to be played maybe in a
one-man show by John Goodman or Ned Beattie or Charles Durning. And
having watched John Goodman play a Speaker on “West Wing” this fall,
| think he might be the best bet even though he did play a Republican.

So now | get to talk about Tip, not to try and channel him. And
the sound that you are hearing is that of 1,000 C-SPAN viewers sighing
in relief. Though | spent 6 years on my biography of Speaker O’Neill, I'm
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very modest about my ability to describe his motivation on many matters.
As he once said, “You cannot look into a man’s heart. Human beings keep
great secrets.” But | do believe—I do know that Tip would have approved
what we're doing here today. He revered the House and the Speaker’s Office
and, this may come as a surprise to some in the room, he was a life-long
student of history. Many of you may travel to Boston for the Democratic
Convention next summer or to New England to see the leaves of autumn,
and if you pause at Minuteman Park and follow where the Redcoats were
chased by the Rebels down the road from Concord to Lexington, or you
go to Charlestown to walk the decks of Old Ironsides or you visit the Old
North Church or the Paul Revere House or many of the other carefully
preserved historic sites on the Freedom Walk in Boston, you should tip
your hat to Tip, who was responsible, or at least shared in the responsibility,
of winning Federal protection and funding for these sites when he served
with great enthusiasm on the National Historic Sites Commission. Tip’s
ability to bring home the bacon for matters of historic preservation is part
of a pattern. For one of the things | discovered when doing the research
for my book was that in the days before he entered the House leadership
he was a colossal collector of “pork” for Massachusetts. From a junior seat
on the Rules Committee, according to one reputable academic study, Tip’s
share of Federal postal, health, welfare, anti-poverty and education funds was
demonstratively greater than those claimed by the chairman of the author-
izing committee or the chairman of the Appropriations Subcommittee that
had jurisdiction over those matters. And | see heads nodding among the
cognoscenti in appreciation of that particular trick. Congressman Jim
McGovern wherever you are, eat your heart out.

If you go to Massachusetts to visit those historic sites, you'll no doubt
travel on roads that Tip played a major role in building. Not just the multi-
billion dollar Central Artery Project which is rightly known as Tip’s Tunnel
in Boston, but also the aging elevated Fitzgerald Expressway that they’re
tearing down to make way for the new artery. Tip helped build it when
serving as the first Democratic speaker of the Massachusetts House after
World War Il. In those days, before the creation of the interstate highway
system, the States paid for their own roads and the Massachusetts govern-
ment cut corners in the form of exit and entrance ramps to save money
when building the expressway. Soon it would take 45 minutes to get from
one side of Boston to the other. So when he came to Congress, Tip set
about solving this. In a way, he inherited his own problem and the way
he solved it 40 years later was by tapping the U.S. Treasury to the tune
of $12 billion, and Massachusetts thanks you.

As he raked in the Federal largesse for his State and district, O’Neill
also took the time to make sure that the Minuteman Park and the Old
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North Church were protected. It's a small but perhaps telling indication
that in Tip O’Neill you have a somewhat more complicated character than
the popular image suggested. He was a wardheeler to be sure, but one of
the first to be blessed with a college diploma from Boston College. No one
was better at swapping favors, but when he first ran for office, and in his
years in the Massachusetts State House, he had the tiniest bit of a hint
of a sheen of a middle-class reformer about him. He was certainly no James
“Take a Buck” Coffey, that memorable State rep from Beacon Hill who
so eloquently summed up the code of a certain class of Massachusetts politi-
cians. Coffey publicly announced, “I'll take a buck. And who the hell doesn’t
know it? I'm probably the only one who has guts enough to say I'll take
a buck. I'd like to see the guy who doesn’t.”

Tip knew the ways, and could throw a mean elbow, but he appreciated
youth and idealism and was able to change with the times. He had street
smarts and Jesuit schooling. Representative Barney Frank, a Harvard grad-
uate, once told me that he thought Tip was smart enough to teach history
on the faculty at Boston College. It was only after leaving the interview
and upon some reflection that | began to worry that Barney was playing
with me and that his comment said more about how Harvard views Boston
College than it does of Tip’s particular gifts and abilities. But | brought
it up with him later and Barney assured me that he meant it as a com-
pliment to Tip, not a knock at BC.

Tip’s ability to bridge the gap between the new and the old would
prove to be an invaluable asset as he rose to the speakership. He and his
predecessor, Carl Albert, are rightly known amongst students of Congress
as the key transitional figures in the development of the modern Speaker.
And, in fact, | have my own thanks to give to the Carl Albert Center and
to Mr. Peters for much of the analysis that I'm about to present, and for
also preserving and sharing a remarkable oral history by Carl Albert in which
Carl laid it down as he saw it, with absolutely no reservations, when com-
menting about the character of his peers in all those years in Congress.

Albert and O’Neill presided over the transition from old to new, there’s
no doubt. Consider what preceded them for most of the 20th century—
a rigid seniority system with tyrannical old southern chairmen, and a closed-
door leadership characterized by Speaker Sam Rayburn’s “board of edu-
cation.” The board was located in a high-ceilinged room one floor below
the House Chamber and Tip visited when he was invited by his patron
Speaker John McCormack, who was then majority leader. Tip sat around
with Mr. Sam’s closest buddies drinking hard liquor, and using the small
sink that, as D.B. Hardeman and Donald Bacon so memorably put it,
“served as a public urinal for some of America’s most famous political fig-
ures.” It was from that room that Harry Truman was summoned to the
White House to be sworn in as President when Franklin Roosevelt died.
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And Mr. Sam routinely invited a few up-and-comers like Albert, Hale
Boggs, and Tip O’Neill to listen as he and Lyndon Johnson and John McCor-
mack or House Parliamentarian Lewis Deschler discussed the day’s events
and struck a blow for liberty.

That was the House as Tip knew it when he arrived in Congress in
1953. Even the arrival of Jack Kennedy did not change things. The southern
chairmen remained in control, and Tip found it particularly frustrating be-
cause—though JFK was from Massachusetts—political rivals on the Presi-
dent’s staff kept O’Neill away from the new President. When he turned
50, he took his daughter Rosemary to dinner.

“That’s it. My career is over,” Tip told Rosemary. “We had a President
from my own State, from my own district and | can’t get in to see him.”
Well, as someone who's just a few months from turning 50, | hope that
the next 35 years do for my career what the next 35 did for Tip. The war
in Vietnam turned out to be his great opportunity. He was an early foe,
representing a district that turned against the war before much of the rest
of America. His stance against the war gave him credibility, and a following,
among the flock of young representatives who were then beginning to arrive
in Washington. Like them, he was frustrated by the way that the tough
old southern chairmen refused to allow recorded votes on the war. Out of
sympathy, and expediency, he joined many of their attempts to reform Con-
gress.

Though a northerner, Tip was a veteran Democrat who could appeal
to the South; he could also appeal to both the “old guard” and the “new
turks.” So he was selected by Albert and Majority Leader Boggs to become
the Democratic whip. Then, of course, came the stroke of fortune that put
Tip just a step away from the Speaker’s Office. Boggs' airplane took off
in unsettled weather in Alaska and he was never seen again. So it was Tip
who faced off against Richard Nixon. He found himself the leader of the
House Democrats in the turbulent years of Watergate. And it was clear
throughout the early seventies that his strength in the House came from
his ability to span this gap between North and South, young and old, new
suburban representatives, and the lingering captains of the old city machines.
It was a very delicate balancing act but it got him where he wanted to
be—the Speaker of the House in 1976, just in time for the return of a Demo-
cratic Presidency.

But as he took the oath of office, O’Neill looked out on a House that
was far different from the one he had joined in 1953. “The group that came
in 1974, the “Watergate babies,” were a bunch of mavericks,” said Jim
Wright. “All of them had run on reform platforms intent on changing any-
thing and everything they found that had needed changing.” Indeed, while
the turbulence of the sixties, the Vietnam war, and the years of Watergate
had led millions of young Americans to abandon the political process and
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turn inward, those who persisted in politics—in Democratic politics—were
highly committed activists who had cut their teeth on civil rights, the anti-
war movement or the Kennedy, McCarthy and McGovern campaigns. They
viewed Washington as a capital in need of purging.

Tip recalled that “these youthful, able, talented people, they didn’t like
the establishment. They didn’t like Washington. They didn’t like the senior-
ity system. They didn’'t like the closeness of it and they came down here
with new ideas. They wanted to change the Congress of the United States,
which they did.” The old politics had fallen into disrepair. The Democratic
Members of the classes of 1970, 1972, 1974, and 1976 were prototypes of
a new kind of Senator and Representative. They were comfortable with their
ideological allies in the press corps that was undergoing similar changes.
They were conversant in the politics of televised imagery and campaign com-
mercials and generally beholden to few party leaders. They were independent
political entrepreneurs who raised their own funds, hired professional advi-
sors, and reached out to the voters using direct mail appeals, single-issue
interest groups, radio, and television advertising. Said Tip, “About 50 per-
cent of these people had never served in public life before. When | came
to Congress the average man had been in the legislature, had been a mayor
or district attorney or served in the local city council. They grew up knowing
what party discipline was about. These new people came as individuals. They
got elected criticizing Washington. They said, ‘Hey, we never got any help
from the Democratic Party. We won on our own and we’re going to be
independent.” They started in 1974 and they broke the discipline.”

The House was thoroughly remade from the sleepy institution of Tip’s
early years in Congress. The southern autocracy was broken; the shuffling
old bulls swept from the Capitol’s halls. Of 292 Democrats when Tip took
over as Speaker in January 1977, only 15 had served in Congress longer than
he had. The average age in the House had dropped to 49.3, the youngest
since World War I1. The regional distribution of the two parties had begun
to reflect the transformative success of the Republican southern strategy.
And the old urban strongholds of ethnic white Democrats had been washed
away by the great post-war migration of black Americans from the South
and the subsequent white flight to the suburbs. The new breed of Demo-
cratic office holders, Tim Wirth, Gary Hart, Paul Tsongas, Michael Dukakis,
and the rest, were neoliberals who sold the notion of political reform and
their own personalities to suburbanites who gathered political information
from television, not the local block captain. Ticket splitting was far more
common. The percentage of voters who chose the party line dropped in
House elections from 84 percent to 69 percent in the 20 years after 1958.
Without an old-time party machine to distribute winter coats and turkeys,
those new political entrepreneurs invested considerable resources into sophis-
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ticated constituent service operations, answering mail and telephone calls,
staffing satellite mobile field offices, chasing down wayward Social Security
checks.

Between 1971 and 1981 the volume of incoming mail to Congress more
than tripled. Watts lines, word processors, and computerized mailing sys-
tems became commonplace features in congressional offices. Members of this
new Congress depended on televised imagery and telegenic forums. The
number of committee and subcommittee chairmen had doubled to some 200
during the time O’Neill had been in Congress. The duties of constituent
service and the work of these subcommittees fueled the demand for more
staff. The 435 Members of the House had 2,000 employees on their payroll
when O’Neill arrived in 1953. There were 7,000 such employees in 1977
and another 3,000 working for committees, subcommittees, and the party
leadership. The Rules Committee served as a prime illustration. Chairman
Howard Smith (D-VA), had two committee aides in 1960 when Tip served
on Rules. Twenty years later there were 42. Congress was now a billion-
dollar business with a commensurate demand for more lobbyists, special in-
terest groups, trade associations, and journalists.

The average number of days in session jumped from 230 in the Eisen-
hower years to 323 in the 95th Congress. And the number of recorded votes
went from 71 in O’Neill’s first year to 834 in 1978. Gone were the days
when Carl Albert, following Sam Rayburn’s advice, would spend his days
in the House Chamber soaking up knowledge and forging collegial relation-
ships. Gone as well were the hours when Harold Donohue (D-MA), and
Phil Philbin (D-MA), would slump in the soft leather chairs of the House
Chamber each afternoon like aged hotel detectives, whiling away the hours
with gossip and the occasional rousing snore. A 1977 study by a House Com-
mission found that Members worked 11-hour days of which only 33 minutes
were spent at contemplative tasks like reading, thinking, or writing. The
House became a place to cast a vote and flee, not as much to mingle, con-
verse, or enjoy the debate.

For many it was hard not to hearken back to George Washington
Plunkett, the legendary sage of Tammany Hall who asked in 1905, “Have
you ever thought what would become of the country if the bosses were put
out of business and their places were taken by a lot of cart-tail orators and
college graduates? It would mean chaos.”

And so, in the early years of Jimmy Carter’s Presidency, O’Neill pio-
neered a process by which he would govern the House for the next decade.
It came to be known as the “politics of inclusion.” The idea was to rope
your colleagues in to secure their allegiance by giving them a stake in the
results, to share the responsibility as well as the spoils, and to co-opt resist-
ance. Did the new breed of congressmen and congresswomen—the political
entrepreneurs—demand a piece of the action and a ticket to the 5 o’clock



The O'Neill Speakership 17

news? Then O’Neill would give it to them in return for their loyalty. Start-
ing with an Ad-hoc Energy Committee and three energy task forces, soon
every major issue had a task force and bright, young Members to chair it:
willing to trade their independence for the power and celebrity of serving
in the leadership. “O’Neill didn’t direct his colleagues to do his bidding,”
said Phil Sharp (D—IN). “He entrusted them.”

The rise of Representative Richard Gephardt, elected in 1976, was illus-
trative. Soon after taking office, the Carter administration had discovered
that the cost-of-living increases were soaring in a time of high inflation and
threatening to bankrupt Social Security. The Democrats ultimately con-
cluded that a massive hike in the payroll tax was the best way to keep
the system solvent. To head the Social Security Task Force, O’Neill selected
the 36-year-old Gephardt, and they pushed the bill through the House before
the 1978 election season. It passed in 1977 by a 189 to 163 margin, the largest
increase in payroll taxes in history—$227 billion over 10 years—but Gep-
hardt and his task force had gotten it done. He moved into the leadership’s
favor and was soon being hailed in the press as a force to be reckoned with
because of his ability to deal with a cross section of House Members.

O’Neill aide Irv Sprague later wrote a memo to Tip about the task
force system, saying it triumphed because it “involved as many people as
possible and gave them a personal stake in the outcome.”

“We have the Policy Committee. We have the Whip Organization
working. We got the Rules Committee working and we got the Chairmen
all working together,” O’Neill told the National Journal. “They’re part and
parcel of the organization. They’re part and parcel of making decisions. There
are more people in the decisionmaking. That's the way I like it and I'm
sure that’s the way the members like it.”

It wasn’t enough. The Carter years were a political disaster for Tip
O’Neill’s Democrats and justly so. When handing the Democrats control
of both the White House and the Congress in 1976, the voters had looked
to the party for competence, resolve, and the promise of national revival.
Handed the opportunity the Democrats staged a thoroughly miserable per-
formance. They had been petty, selfish, and spiteful. They had looked be-
holden to oil companies, the health care industry, and other special interests.
They had refused to curb their insistent liberal base and chosen to fight
a destructive and self-indulgent civil war in the Presidential primaries. They
were intellectually clueless, politically inept, and O’Neill stood as the symbol
of their failure. I don’t know how many here remember, but the Republican
television commercials showed a white-haired burley actor who ran out of
gas on a highway. It clicked not because it represented just any generic
big-city pol, but because it lampooned the Speaker of the clownish House
in Washington.
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After a fine first year as Speaker with the passage of ethics and energy
packages, O’Neill’s performance had lapsed to adequate in 1978 and piteous
in 1979 and 1980. There were good reasons for the disaster and few in Wash-
ington were more adept than Tip at deflecting the blame toward the White
House, the centrifugal effects of congressional reform, or the ideological inco-
hesion of his party. But at a time of economical, international, and political
crisis when his party and countrymen looked at Tip, he had failed. His was
the party of Tongsun Park and CETA jComprehensive Education and Train-
ing Actk, of 18 percent inflation and gas lines. When they could have been
addressing the problem of America’s economy, the Democrats had spent their
time squabbling. The electorate’s retribution had been just and severe. It
was not just that the Republicans won—the White House, the Senate and
the 33 seats gained in the House of Representatives in 1980—it was who
won: Ronald Reagan.

“Until such time as we nominate a new Presidential candidate you are
the leader of the Democratic Party as well as the highest public official
of the party,” leadership aide Burt Hoffman wrote the Speaker. “You are
also more than ever the only person in a position to continue representing
the ideas of justice and compassion.”

It would be the final battle, the defining historic moment for this
bruised, old, white-haired guy, and O’Neill knew it. He would sit alone
in his darkened office brooding over each day’s reversals. He would be be-
trayed by captains, scored by old foes, challenged by young rebels in his
rank. His name and his pride were on the line, but so, more importantly,
was what he believed. If Tip O’Neill bungled this job, if he failed to hold
the bridge, the hill, the last foothold, he knew his place in history would
suffer, but so would Roosevelt’s legacy: the elderly whose fears of poverty
and illness had been eased by Social Security and Medicare; the working
class kids carrying their families’ dreams of going to college with the help
of Pell grants; the water and the air that were getting cleaner and the wilder-
ness preserved from development.

Tip was no saint. Win or lose there would be no canonization of Thom-
as P. O’Neill, Jr. In a lifetime in politics, he’d gouged eyes, thrown elbows,
bent the law, and befriended rogues and thieves. He could be mean and
small-minded. But at his core there lay a magnificence of spirit, deep com-
passion, and a rock-hard set of beliefs. He had a sense of duty that he refused
to abandon for those whom Heaven’s grace forgot. He would sooner die
on the floor of the House or watch his party be vanquished and dispersed
than desert them.

“You know you're right?” his wife Millie would ask him as she adjusted
his tie at the door in the morning. “Yes,” he would say and he knew it.
He knew it like he knew the sidewalks of North Cambridge, the liturgy
of the Sunday Mass, or how to stack a conference committee. “Then do
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your best,” Millie would say and off he would go. He may not have had
the looks of a movie star but he had great instincts and sound judgment
and a joy for life that could match Reagan’s charm. And like the new Presi-
dent, he had an innocence that had survived many years in a cynical game,
and given time and exposure, would allow Americans to come to love him.

Indeed, Reagan and O’Neill had much in common. They were broad-
brush types who liked to joke and never let the facts get in the way of
a good story. They would take a punch and come back swinging. They
prized their downtime, loved to be loved, and bore without complaint, or
much interest in correcting, the liabilities of their parties. They each had
spectacularly talented staffs. Most important, despite their acting talents,
they stood out among the sharpies and trimmers in the Nation’s Capital
as men of deep conviction. Each was sustained in much the same way by
his own distinctive mythology. Reagan was the son of the small-town Mid-
west, a lifeguard and radio announcer who had made his way to the Golden
State and become a wealthy movie star. He revered individual liberty, and
his icons were the cowboys, the entrepreneurs, the singular heroes of sporting
fields and war. His speeches never failed to cite the American Revolution,
which had thrown down the government of a rotten tyranny and claimed
the freedom and rights of man.

O’Neill was the product of the East. Of the great crowded cities. He
reveled in the collectivity of purpose and the fruits of charity, neighborhood
and fellowship. His was the creed of Honey Fitz and Jim Curly, Roosevelt,
and the Sermon on the Mount. He, too, revered the Founding Fathers—
but for the magnificent system of government they had built which had
proven so adaptable and addressed so many social ills. Tip O’Neill versus
Ronald Reagan. This was no sophistic debate: these were world views clash-
ing—nhot lava meeting thundering surf. And good it was for the country
to have the debate—to stake the claim of a “more perfect union” against
the demand for “life, liberty, and the pursuit of happiness” once again. His-
tory was happening. The heritage of the New Deal, a philosophy of gov-
erning that had lasted for half a century was at stake. Reagan didn’t want
to trim the sails. He wanted to turn the ship around and head back to
port. For more than 50 years Republicans had argued that the country had
taken a horribly wrong turn in the thirties, that Roosevelt’s social insurance
programs and the taxes that supported them were seductively undermining
the American way: breeding lethargy, dependence, and corruption of the
spirit. Nor was there ambivalence at the other end of Pennsylvania Avenue,
in the Speaker’s lobby.

As Reagan proved himself so formidable a foe, the Demaocrats scrambled
to reinforce their Speaker. Tony Coelho (D-CA), was recruited to take over
as chairman of the Democratic Congressional Campaign Committee, and he
raised a lot of money. One of his first acts was to put Chris Matthews on
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the payroll: detached to the Speaker to help, as O’Neill put it, with “the
media stuff.” Once again O’Neill’s great sense of timing extended to his
selection of staff. Leo Diehl was his indispensable pal and protector who
had notified the wise guys that times had changed. Gary Hymel had been
a bridge to the southern barons and envoy to the pencil press, and he helped
Tip run the House when O’Neill was majority leader. Kirk O’'Donnell was
hired in 1977 when the post-Watergate era called for a legal counsel with
well-honed political instincts. Ari Weiss was the Speaker’s chief policy ana-
lyst. “I've never seen a staff like Tip O’Neill’s. There’s not even a close
second,” said journalist Al Hunt. It said a lot about O’Neill—that he was
an incredibly secure man.

Matthews found that O’Neill was self-conscious about his looks, and
dubious about competing with the movie star in the White House. “He
was scared to death of it because it was live television. He was so afraid
he would say something wrong. He was afraid of being embarrassed. He
lacked confidence. He was never sure of his looks. He was always talking
about his cabbage ears and his big nose. He was mean to himself,” Matthews
remembered.

Television news liked simple stories. Reagan was a skilled performer
and his media advisor, Michael Deaver, and his colleagues were exceptionally
good at crafting scripted moments in which the President could perform.
Deaver recalled that cable TV had not yet arrived. You could target the
three networks and talk to 80 percent of the public. O’Neill could never
hope to match such superb Reagan moments as the 40th anniversary of the
D-day landings or the President’s rallying address to the stunned Nation
after the space shuttle Challenger exploded.

But there was a sturdy journalistic imperative—"get the other side of
the story”—that provided O’Neill with an opening, as did the media’s un-
quenchable thirst for controversy. Reporters from the networks and other
national news organizations needed a Reagan foil, someone to whom they
could go and get the other side, and that was a role the Speaker could
play. But it was a tough, evolutionary process, especially for a man who
had just endured 3 years of pummeling from the press. “You had to beg
him to do interviews and when you did your butt was on the line. If you
strung two bad interviews in a row, you were dead,” Matthews remembered.
“And | wanted desperately to say to him, | let the reporters in because
| came here to help you become what you can become. And the way to
do it is to be publicized. And the only way to be publicized is to let people
write about you and the only way to let them write about you is to let
them take some shots at you. That's the only way to become a figure in
American politics. You cannot customize it. You cannot come in and tailor
it. All you can do is go in, let them see who you are and let them make
their own judgments.”
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The Speaker, who railed against the Reagan tax bill in July, was a
far better tailored, scripted and prepared politician than the befuddled bear
who had opposed the Gramm-Latta budget cuts in May 1981 or who had
replied, “What kind of fool do they think | am?” when House Democrats
urged him to seek network time to respond to Reagan’s triumphant spring
attack on the Federal budget.

Said Representative Newt Gingrich, “If you were to study Tip in his
last year as Speaker and compare him to the first year as Speaker, you saw
a man who had learned a great deal about television as the dominant me-
dium in his game.” Democratic pollster Peter Hart remembered, “At the
beginning he was the perfect caricature of old-time politics. The Republicans
took advantage of it. And he was compelled to take a position to which
he was ill-prepared and ill-equipped, which was the voice of the Democratic
Party.” But by 1986 not only was he more comfortable with his stature
and his feel for the role, but as much as the President represented an ideology
and a purpose, the public saw that Tip represented an ideology and a purpose
as well, and it was a purpose that as we moved through the eighties, Ameri-
cans began to see as pretty important—that it was an important set of values
that this man represents. He’s not going to allow Congress to cut the safety
net or the environmental programs or Social Security or education.

In no small part due to Ronald Reagan, the United States would em-
bark on a new entrepreneurial era, claim triumph in the cold war, reach
giddy new heights of freedom and prosperity, and command both the atten-
tion and the obligation of greatness at the end of the century. But in no
small part because of Tip O’Neill, the country would reach that pinnacle
without leaving its working families and old folks and sick kids and
multihued ethnic and racial minorities behind. Reagan had turned the coun-
try in a new direction. The changing world with its disorienting pace of
economic, scientific, and technological advancement would inevitably de-
mand that the mechanisms of the New Deal be reexamined and rebuilt.
But in 1981 Tip O’Neill drew a line for his party and his country and the
core of Roosevelt’s vision was preserved. It was a stirring rear guard action
worthy of Horatius at the bridge or Kutuzov at the gates of Moscow.

The final point I'd like to make about the Albert and O’Neill speaker-
ships is how many of these changes that were made in this period—tele-
vision, the rise of committees, huge numbers of staff, televised sessions of
the House—all were seen as liberating, creative adjustments by progressives
at the time. But they helped bring on the end of the Democratic era. The
shattering of the seniority system, the successful attack upon the old, south-
ern chairmen, the advent of television and its effect on the House all helped
Republican as well as Democratic young turks: Republican names familiar
to us now—Jack Kemp, Trent Lott, Newt Gingrich. The Democratic re-
formers had shown the way and left it open for a group of real revolution-
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aries, the young Republican entrepreneurs who finally triumphed in 1995
and took back control of the House.

But that’s a story for the rest of the day. I'm here to talk about Tip
O’Neill and to sum up by quoting from Rev. J. Donald Monan’s eulogy
at Tip’s funeral. “Those of us who have lived through the decades since
the 1930s of dramatic change in the moral dilemmas that modernity brings,
in the crisis of wars and the threats of war ... realize that Speaker O'Neill’s
legendary sense of loyalty, either to old friends or to God, was no dull or
wooden conformity. It jwask a creative fidelity to values pledged in his
youth that he kept relevant to a world of constant change.” And that, in
my opinion, was his greatest genius.

Mr. HYMEL. Congressman Rostenkowski.

Mr. ROSTENKOWSKI. | guess what you expect from me today is
a personal view and, also, a legislative view of Tip O’Neill. I think Tip
and | had a great deal in common.

We both came from an urban area. We saw poverty first hand. But,
you can’t look at Tip O’Neill’s speakership without first looking at what
a really unique challenge had been created for him by having Ronald Reagan
in the White House.

Reagan was a wonderful public speaker; a classic “outside” politician
who had good sound bites but not creative legislative ideas or interest in
legislative detail.

Tip O’Neill was a classic “inside”” guy. He looked like an old-fashioned
politician. Some people liked that image, some didn’t. But, there was no
avoiding his physical structure. When Tip became the de facto Democratic
spokesman, it was not an uneven contest. He had a very delicate balancing
act. President Reagan was tremendously popular and the question became
how to moderate what he and the Congress were trying to do without con-
fronting the President head on.

In the first context, with the 1981 tax cuts, Democrats foolishly got
into a bidding war that made things worse than they otherwise would have
been. A lot of “blow-dried” Democrats elected post-Watergate thought that
O’Neill was the wrong face for the party at that time and that it was their
turn to govern.

So, even while Tip tried to present a united Democratic front, he was
challenged by plotting from within his own party. The fact that there never
was a public explosion is certainly to Speaker O’Neill’s credit.

Unlike today’s situation, the committee chairmen in the House, people
like myself, had a lot of independence. The Speaker couldn’t order them
to do anything because they wouldn’t automatically all obey. When Newt
became Speaker, he centralized power, and was able to do things, especially
involving the scheduling of legislation in the House of Representatives that
Tip could never have accomplished.
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Tip just didn’t have the powers conferred on Newt. | should know.
| was appointed chief deputy majority whip by Jim Wright. As a matter
of fact, Tip didn’t like the idea that | was going to be the deputy whip,
but Jim Wright insisted because of the fact that we had had a hell of a
fight for majority leader. Leo Diehl, a top O’Neill aide, who was orches-
trating it with the help of Jimmy Howard from New Jersey and Danny
Rostenkowski, had worked like the Devil along with people like Tony Coel-
ho to get Jim Wright elected majority leader. We had been the ones who
had talked Jim Wright into running for majority leader. Jim was very com-
fortable on the Public Works Committee and, believe me, made more friends
in the Congress than anyone. But after the election and Tip’s ascension to
the speakership it was kind of an intimate legislative process.

Tip couldn’t command Members to do things the way the Republicans
have done since. Instead, he had to convince them. Tip would put his arm
around you and give you one of these, “Gosh darn, you gotta help me on
this.” And, in most instances, Members of Congress would bend to the wish-
es of Tip O’Neill. Tip O’Neill had a great deal of faith in the system and
he had tremendous respect for the individual legislator’s ability to govern.

It was in those days when committee chairmen were very powerful that
Speaker O’Neill recognized that he came from within that group of rep-
resentatives who wanted their voices to be heard. In contrast to the present
day leadership authority, O’Neill would wait for the legislative process to
work and come to the Speaker’s office. What he did draw out of you was
a compelling competition to do the job. If you failed, it'd be at dinner
that night that he’d say, “Jesus, you know Rosty, you're not doing so well
over there.” And, it would really boil me just like it would boil John Dingell
or it would boil Jack Brooks.

Tip O’Neill had the ability to convince a legislator because he was
what was termed “a legislator’s legislator” himself. He had come up through
the ranks and been in the trenches and that, | believe, was the secret of
the successes we had.

Certainly O’Neill competed with Ronald Reagan. You've got to re-
member that Ronald Reagan, elected in 1980, was probably one of the most
popular individuals who ever came to Washington. He broke all precedents.
He came to Capitol Hill as President-elect, visiting the Speaker in the cere-
monial office—never been done before. Came to the House of Representa-
tives for the State of the Union Message and violated House rules by intro-
ducing people in the gallery—never done before. It was this *so-called”
warmth that Reagan expressed and brought through to television. To his
credit, and | just did a C-SPAN show this morning about the creation of
C-SPAN, during the time of this creation, no one was more influential in
having C-SPAN in the House of Representatives than Tip O’Neill. Tip
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worked with C-SPAN founder Brian Lamb as hard as I've ever seen anyone
ever work to accomplish this.

I've got to admit that | was on the other side of the argument with
respect to C-SPAN. But, the day that we initiated C-SPAN, you couldn’t
buy a blue shirt in Washington.

Tip, in my opinion, depended a great deal on staff, depended a great
deal on information that came through the legislative process, and tried to
make judgments based on the coalitions which he could put together. He
was good at it.

I'll never forget the first day as leadership when Tip; Jim Wright, the
majority leader; John Brademas, the majority whip; and Danny Rosten-
kowski, chief deputy whip, went to the White House for an 8 a.m. Tuesday
morning meeting. We were ushered into a small dining room off the East
Room where then-President Jimmy Carter was hosting a “breakfast” for the
leadership. There were little fingertip sandwiches and small biscuits and Tip
O’Neill looked at Jimmy Carter and said, “Jesus, Mr. President, | thought
we won the election for crying out loud!” The next Tuesday, and we were
there every other Tuesday, you'd have thought we were all “Paul Bunyons”
at breakfast.

O’Neill, to his credit, came to the speakership at a time when | think
somebody up there liked us because it was very tough competing with Ron-
ald Reagan. | can say this personally. Ronald Reagan as President made
my job at the Committee on Ways and Means very easy because all | had
to do was try to bring Ronald Reagan to the middle and he’d bring along
the Republican votes that were necessary. That, coupled with Tip O’Neill’s
coalitions, made it possible to pass legislation.

I've so many pleasant personal memories over the years with Tip and
Millie, with Silvio Conte, with Bob Michel. In summation, just let me say
this. Last night, | had dinner with Guy Vander Jagt, Bob Michel, Leon
Panetta, and Marty Russo. | wonder if in 10 years or 8 years, after their
service, the present majority and minority leaders will get together for din-
ner. It’s a sad commentary.

Mr. HYMEL. Thank you, Congressman.

Congressman Edwards.

Mr. EDWARDS. Well, first of all, I want to say that | probably feel
more comfortable in this room than some of the other people here, like
Jim Wright, Tom Foley, and Danny Rostenkowski, because we Republicans
always had to have our conferences in this room because the Democrats were
meeting on the House floor, so we couldn’t use it. So I've spent a lot of
time in here.

| can’t tell the personal stories about Tip because | wasn’t involved
in the same way that the members of the Democratic Party were, but |
do have some reflections I'd like to share. | had great respect for and friend-
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ship with the men who followed Tip as Speakers—men like Jim Wright
and Tom Foley—but when | came to the House they were just “Mr. Chair-
man” and every Democrat was Mr. Chairman of something. But Tip was
“Mr. Speaker” and he remained that. It was not only his presence and the
fact that he was the Speaker when I came to the House and the man who
swore me in, but he looked, he sounded, he acted the way you would expect
a leader of the Nation to look and sound and act. He was that imposing
and that impressive.

When | teach my classes at the Kennedy School, one of the things
| emphasize in the very first class period is the word “passion.” That politics
is about passion. Passion is what drives you to get up and do the things
you have to do to get elected and to go through the very tiresome job of
actually being a day-to-day legislator. You really have to be driven by your
beliefs. All politics is passion just like all politics is local. And Tip was
a very passionate person as those who knew him realized. But he was a
different kind of politician when he first came to the Congress. He was,
in fact, the quintessence of a local pol.

He was passionate about issues, but he was passionate about issues that
mattered to the people in Cambridge and South Boston and the areas that
he knew. He was not a Massachusetts politician. He was strictly a Boston
politician, which is a lot different from Brookline or Wellesley or Newton.
It was inner city. It was neighbors. It was knowing the people in the barber-
shop and the deli and the dry cleaners, and it was a very personalized, local-
ized, kind of bring-home-the-bacon politics. So he was connected to the local
highways and the local hospitals. What he did when he came to Congress
was to be the voice, the spokesman, for the people of his area. Now I didn’t
realize until | started teaching at Harvard that political scientists like to
refer to what they call a choice between being a “delegate” or a “trustee.”
| had never heard those terms before. But in the sense of being a “delegate,”
somebody who really represented the home people, that’s what Tip O’Neill’s
politics was about.

I am reminded of a story about one of my colleagues from Oklahoma,
Mike Synar, a really fine young man who died all too soon. Mike was once
interviewed by the New York Times and there was a little flap that occurred
as to whether Mike was an Oklahoma Congressman or a U.S. Congressman
from Oklahoma. He, of course, argued that he was a U.S. Congressman from
Oklahoma, which made people in Oklahoma very unhappy because they
wanted him to be an Oklahoma Congressman. Well, when he got here Tip
was a Boston Congressman. He was not a national Congressman in that
sense. He was very much a local kind of person.

And then something happened. I've got a photograph that | hope is
going to be passed out to the tables, something I found as | was going
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through my files. Something happened to Tip that changed his life, that
changed his speakership, and to a large extent changed the country.

When Ronald Reagan was elected President, all of a sudden Tip became
not just the master of the institution which, as Danny said, he ran very
well by allowing various committee chairs to be powerful in their own right.
Suddenly, Tip O’Neill became the champion of progressive politics. He be-
came the national voice—the passion of the progressive politics that had
begun with FDR and had continued since and that Ronald Reagan threat-
ened.

What Reagan brought was not only a new vision, but if you were on
the other side of the aisle, an attempt to really undo a lot of what had
been done over the previous decade. So Tip O’Neill had thrust upon him
something he had really not prepared for. He had thrust upon him the job
of being the last bulwark of liberalism—becoming the champion of the
forces opposing the Reagan and Bush foreign policy proposals, preserving
domestic social programs.

All of a sudden it was Tip not just being in the Speaker’s office, but
taking the floor, taking the microphone, and becoming the voice to chal-
lenge Ronald Reagan.

Tip became the Democratic Party, and what happened as a result of
this was that we had these geniuses over at the National Republican Con-
gressional Committee who decided that the way for Republicans to take
control was to run against Tip, to demonize Tip O’Neill. That’s where those
television spots came from that showed this actor playing Tip and character-
izing him, and, through him, the Democratic Congress as big, fat, and out
of control. It turned out that the voters really thought he looked a lot more
like Santa Claus. The public did not share the antipathy toward Tip O’Neill
that the Republican Congressional Committee had anticipated, and the ad
campaign didn’t work.

There was also something else about Tip. | remember Tip, of course,
as an adversary, as the advocate of what we were trying to change. But
Tip’s word was good. On the one hand, there was the public Republican
attempt to gain control, and so, those television spots attacking Tip O’Neill.
But in Republican leadership meetings, we all knew that Tip's word was
good. He was tough. He was a hard fighter, but he was fair.

Let me tell a little story. Actually Jim, the story is about you, but
also there is a lesson here about Tip O’Neill. I got an e-mail recently from
a political science professor on the West Coast. He said he was watching
a video of a debate on the House floor and since | was very involved in
that debate, he wanted my input about what had happened. Jim Wright,
who was then the Speaker, announced at the end of the vote—Republicans,
of course, were winning the vote—that he was going to keep the vote open
so people who had not yet voted could cast their votes or people who wanted
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to change their votes could change their votes. As it happened, of course,
Jim Wright and his team being very good at this, before time had run
out, the Democrats were in the lead on the vote. Then the gavel came down
and the Democrats had won.

The political scientist wrote to me and said, “I don’t understand what
happened. The Speaker announced that he was going to keep the vote open
for anybody who wanted to change their votes, so why didn’'t you Repub-
licans do the same thing and say you wanted to continue this a little longer
while you tried to change people’s minds.”

So | wrote him back and said, “I don’t think you understood. Jim
Wright was the Speaker. He had the gavel. He could determine when the
vote was over.” The political scientist wrote back to me again and said,
“Oh, | understand now. You didn’t trust Jim Wright.” And | wrote back
and said, “No, you don’t understand. We trusted Jim Wright. He is a very
honest, decent man, who believed passionately that what he was doing was
good for the country and that what we were doing was bad for the country.
And he would do everything that he could within the rules, within the
proper procedures of the House, to prevail on a cause he thought was impor-
tant.”

That, | think, is not only what Jim did, but it's also what Tip did.
What you always knew was that Tip O’Neill could be a tough adversary.
When we wanted to give Special Orders and make the whole world think
we were speaking to the entire Congress, he would order the TV cameras
to pan the Congress and show that we were giving these great orations to
nobody in particular except a couple of our Members and our staff. So Tip
was a very tough fighter, but he was always fair. He was always decent.
He was dignified and people on the Republican side liked him a lot—we
opposed him, but liked him a lot.

When he died, people said, “Well, he was one of a kind. There will
never be another like Tip O’Neill.” And | wrote a newspaper column in
which | said, | hoped that was not true. It would be a terrible loss to Amer-
ica if there was never another like Tip O’Neill.

Mr. HYMEL. Thank you, Congressman. Before we take questions I'd
like to summarize by saying again that Tip ruled by anecdote and humor,
but there are four things he should be remembered for and only one has
been mentioned. First, Tip brought television to the House. A lot of discus-
sion had gone on before, and there was a lot of running up and down hills
by Members and staff. When he became Speaker he said, “Turn on the TV
cameras.” It was that simple and, of course, we wouldn’'t have C-SPAN
today if it wasn’t for that decision which he made by himself.

Tip also destroyed the seniority system. One time in the Democratic
Caucus at the beginning of a Congress, we were doing reforms and Tip
offered an amendment that you could get a vote on a committee chairman
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if one-fifth of the caucus wanted it. Before that, it was automatic that the
most senior person on the committee became the chairman—no exceptions.
Well, Tip’s motion passed because you could always get one-fifth of the
Members. Two years later, three chairmen were thrown out. Now, the com-
mittee leadership always had to run in the whole caucus. Seniority didn’t
mean as much anymore. So Tip was responsible for destroying the seniority
system.

A third thing he did was eliminate the unrecorded teller vote. Some
of the oldtimers might remember that. Just like in the British Parliament
today, there was a procedure where Members walked through lines and were
counted and then the majority decided whether an amendment wins or loses.
Well, Tip and Charlie Gubser, a Republican from California, had an amend-
ment that abolished that procedure.

The other thing was a code of ethics. Tip established a commission
to write a code of ethics and Representative Dave Obey told me when Mem-
bers came to Tip and said, “Tip, we have two versions—kind of a soft one
and a tough one. What do we go with?” Tip said, “The tough one.” Tip
was linking that with a pay raise. By the way, the ethics code did go through
and it still exists today. So with that, I'd like to ask the first question,
if you don’t mind, of Congressman Rostenkowski. Please embroider a little
bit on why would a Member of Congress, who has a constituency and his
own mind made up, and Tip would come over and put that big arm around
him and say, “Can’t you help us like a good fella?” And that’s all he would
say. Why would you then vote with Tip O’Neill?

Mr. ROSTENKOWSKI. Well, we have to set the stage for that. We
did have a cushion. We had a lot more Democrats for a period of time,
certainly with Lyndon Johnson.

President Johnson could really work the room when it came to a whip
count. | think Tip credited Tom Foley and Danny Rostenkowski as probably
his best whip counters. Once you found out that a certain Member had
a problem with a particular vote, then you tried to figure out why. Was
it because he wanted something for his district, say a bridge? Was it because
he was mistreated by a chairman? Tip would do the groundwork and then
walk over the rail on the House floor and whisper in that particular Mem-
ber’s ear, “We’re going to solve your problem. Now come on, you've got
to help us here. I mean, this is a Democratic vote. It would be embarrassing
for us not to pass it.” And, with this big arm around you, you'd cave. He
had a natural, warm ability.

There are so many stories | could tell you about Tip as a person. Tip
O’Neill would enter a room with his “God love you, darlin’,” all of a sudden,
he’d take over the party. He was an empowering figure with tremendous
warmth. Every Democratic congressional campaign dinner, it was Tip
O’Neill’s party, and you’'d never leave that dinner without the room joining
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him in singing the tune, “Apple Blossom Time” to his lovely wife Millie.
It was just a warm personality.

Mr. HYMEL. Thank you. Do we have any questions from the audience?

Mr. ROSTENKOWSKI. If I may I'd like to say one thing in response
to what my colleague has just pointed out. Over the years, Tip O’Neill
formed lasting friendships. One way he did this was that he honestly be-
lieved that Members of Congress should visit overseas and that we should
have a legislative exchange with other countries. The most outstanding con-
gressional delegation trip that Tip O’Neill organized and took was the one
to Russia.

We were the first to be exposed to Gorbachev. Silvio Conte, myself,
Bob Michel, and Tip O’Neill sat with Mikhail Gorbachev. At that meeting
Mikhail Gorbachev suggested that we do this more often. You ought to
come here and visit us; we ought to come and visit you. We reported this
to President Reagan upon our return, and we told him we felt if there was
anybody in the leadership of the Soviet Union who was looking for democ-
racy, it might well be Mikhail Gorbachev. It was after that congressional
trip, which Tip O’Neill chaired, that we started to see a so-called melting
of the Iron Curtain. You can describe congressional delegation visits however
you want, but they are a very important instrument in our democracy and
friendship with other nations. Thank you.

Mr. HYMEL. Anyone? Yes?

Question. Is there anyone in the House today like Speaker O’Neill?

Mr. ROSTENKOWSKI. The changing of the House of Representa-
tives has come so swiftly since I left it. I'm really not as close to the member-
ship as I'd like to be. I just don't know of anyone who has the chemistry
that Tip O’Neill had. Tip O’Neill, even as a liberal, had the unique capacity
to get votes from the southern Members of the Congress. That’s why he
was able to work so well with people with very different backgrounds, like
Jim Wright.

With respect to electing Jim Wright the majority leader, Tip O’Neill
stayed as far away from that election as he possibly could because we had
Majority Whip John McFall, we had Representative Dick Bolling, we had
Representative Phil Burton in the race. Our plan was to get all the McFall
votes for Jim Wright on the second count. Tip would stay away from that
and, 1 think to his credit, when Jim Wright was elected the majority leader,
he was relieved that he had as stable an individual as Jim Wright for the
position. | don’t know of anyone like Tip today, and | don’t know that
the times are the same now as they were then. There’s a lot of hate in
the air in the House of Representatives and that’s a sad thing.

Mr. HYMEL. Congressman Edwards.

Mr. EDWARDS. | was going to make the same point that Danny
did at the very end. | don’t know the Democratic Members as well as |
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should and I'm not sure that the times have changed for the better, but
| think it would be very hard for somebody with Tip’s approach to bringing
people together and to lining up votes to succeed today. The balance between
the two parties is very close. Since 1980, there has been more and more
of a sharp divide between what the Democrats want to achieve and what
the Republicans want to achieve, so I’'m not sure that’s exactly what’s called
for at this time.

But if I can tell a little story here. I went by to see David Obey,
who was chairman of the subcommittee of which | was the ranking mem-
ber—the Foreign Operations Subcommittee on Appropriations. I've always
liked Dave, and we were sitting and talking and he said to me, “Mickey,
it's not the same anymore. They don’t talk to us. They don't let us in.
They don’t let us in on the decisions. It’s all very partisan.” And | said,
“No, Dave it’s not different. You just weren’t in the minority then.”

Mr. HYMEL. Jack, you want to respond?

Mr. FARRELL. | asked that question of Mike McCurry, who was then
the press secretary for President Clinton. Mike’s theory at that time was
it would not happen again until conditions were such that “all politics is
local” was again important. You need politicians coming to Washington
whose basic connection with the voters was on the level of providing a winter
coat, or that had a gut feeling for what people were thinking. And Mike
said the Democratic Party is never going to be that Democratic Party again
until the day that we actually get together and meet at bars, or we go
out and we do car washes to raise money, like the Kiwanis Club, or you
bring it down once again to the party of $50 contributions.

So | would never say that Howard Dean has any kind of personality
like Tip O’Neill’s. I don’'t know what it is that Howard Dean has tapped
out there in the country with his Internet fundraising, with the “Move On”
phenomenon, but it’s interesting to me that what Mike forecast has evolved
from out of nowhere. Progressives on that side of the Democratic Party are
getting together and actually finding that it reinforces their values, and they
feel that they have a voice by doing this kind of small-dollar fundraising
that is coming back.

And for Democrats, it may be interesting to know that any Republican
fundraiser will tell you that they’ve had just huge success with small donors
and with making average people feel part of the cause. Whether or not that
would ever produce somebody of the kind of charismatic personality of Tip
would just be a roll of the dice.

Mr. HYMEL. Thank you Jack. One more thing from Congressman
Rostenkowski. That will wrap it up.

Mr. ROSTENKOWSKI. | don't mean to say to you that | believe
Tip O'Neill was totally unique. It was the time and | think also that Tip
was blessed with the fact that he had a Bob Michel as minority leader.
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Because, from the day that we opened the session, we were legislators and
it was not a sin to compromise. If you compromised and you weren't satisfied
with all you got in the bill, you were coming back next year. You were
going to get a little more next year.

Those of us who had programs, and Tip O’Neill had programs, were
patient. We knew eventually that the social change would come. | believe
that had Bill Clinton and Hillary Clinton listened the first year that they
initiated comprehensive health reform and done it incrementally, we would
today have had all we need as opposed to the dissent that’s taking place
today in both the energy and the health bills.

Mr. HYMEL. Thank you very much for your attention.
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The Wright Speakership

Mr. OLESZEK. To start the Speaker Wright years, let me introduce
the moderator for this segment, and that is Janet Hook. She is the chief
congressional correspondent for the Los Angeles Times. Previously, she covered
Capitol Hill for many, many years with Congressional Quarterly. Ms. Hook
won the Everett McKinley Dirksen Award for superlative congressional cov-
erage. She is also a graduate of Harvard University and the London School
of Economics. It gives me a great deal of pleasure to turn the podium over
to Janet Hook.

Ms. HOOK. Thank you, Walter. Walter’s right. | have been covering
Congress for a long time. In fact at the very beginning of my career working
for Congressional Quarterly, I covered Congress when Jim Wright was Speaker.
It was in covering Speaker Wright's House that | developed my now long-
term affection for covering Congress. I've found it to be a stimulating and
tumultuous place to cover. And I first learned those lessons covering Speaker
Wright.

Jim Wright's career in the House spanned more than a quarter-century
of great change in Congress, the country, and the speakership. When Jim
Wright first came to Congress, Eisenhower was President, Sam Rayburn was
Speaker of the House, and, at that point, the baby boom was just a bunch
of babies. When Wright left Congress in 1989, George Herbert Walker Bush
was President, baby boomers were running around the House, and the chal-
lenge of running the House as Speaker was far greater, or maybe it was
just different, than it was for Sam Rayburn.

Jim Wright began his career in the Texas State legislature and as mayor
of Weatherford, Texas. He was elected to the House in 1954 and quickly
found his legislative home on the Public Works Committee. He unexpect-
edly leapt into the House Demacratic leadership in 1976 when he was elected
majority leader in a hotly contested race, which in the end was decided
by a one-vote margin. That put him in position to rise without opposition
to become House Speaker in 1987 after Tip O’Neill retired.

Jim Wright's role as Speaker was far broader than just being head of
the House. He was, like Tip, the leader of a Democratic opposition to a
Republican President. And he left his stamp on more than just House proce-
dures. He left his stamp on policy, particularly on U.S. foreign policy in
Central America where he played a key role in fostering the peace process
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that eventually settled a decade-long conflict in the region. He left the
speakership and the House in 1989 in the middle of a politically charged
ethics investigation of the sort that was becoming quite common around
that time. And it was a trend in American politics that Speaker Wright
denounced as “mindless cannibalism” in his last memorable speech to the
House. Speaker Wright returned to Texas where he has pursued an active
life in business, education, and writing. He’s mined his Washington experi-
ence in teaching a popular course at Texas Christian University called “Con-
gress and the President.” He’s been writing newspaper columns, reviewing
books and lecturing, and we're glad he could come here to talk to us about
his years as Speaker.

After we hear from Speaker Wright, we will hear a Democratic perspec-
tive on Wright's speakership from David Bonior, who served in the House
for 26 years and rose himself to the upper ranks of his party’s leadership.
He was first elected in 1976 and represented a blue-collar district in south-
eastern Michigan for all those years. And one of his first big steps into
leadership came during Jim Wright’s era when Mr. Bonior was named chief
deputy whip. In 1991 he was elected majority whip by the House Democratic
Caucus. He retired from the House in 2002 to run for Governor of Michigan.
Since then he’s served on the boards of several public service organizations
and he teaches labor studies now at \WWayne State University.

After we hear from Mr. Bonior, we will hear from the Republican side
of the aisle, from former Texas Congressman Tom Loeffler, who was in his
day David Bonior’s counterpart in the House Republican leadership. He was
chief deputy whip when Bob Michel was the GOP leader, and he helped
to round up the votes in 1981 for Ronald Reagan’s tax and spending policies.
After leaving the House in 1986, he worked in the Reagan White House
and with Speaker Wright on resolving the conflict in Central America. He’s
gone on to found his own law and lobbying firm, and he’s continued to
be active in Presidential and party politics. Let’s start with Speaker Wright.

Speaker WRIGHT. Thank you for that gracious introduction. | can’t
begin without commenting about the thoroughly sentimental attachment
| have to this occasion, this day, here in this gracious room. It was exactly
31 years ago today—on November 12, 1972—that | had the wonderful honor
to be married to Betty. And it was right here in this room, by the grace
of Speaker Carl Albert, that we had our wedding reception.

This has been a marvelous, even celebratory, occasion for me. 1 hope
that our collective recollections will be beneficial to all of us here, and to
those who view them on C-SPAN or read of them in the published tran-
script. Looking back in retrospect and rejoicing in remembered incidents
that some of us shared together reminds me that to be chosen by one’s
colleagues to serve as Speaker of the U.S. House of Representatives is prob-
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ably the greatest honor and among the highest responsibilities that anyone
could bestow, and | shall always be grateful for that enormous privilege.
The speakership provides fully as much challenge as any Speaker is prepared
to accept. Over the years, the office has been what changing times and indi-
vidual occupants have made of it.

Sam Rayburn was Speaker when | entered the House in 1955. He im-
pressed me enormously. It was from his example, no doubt, that | formed
my basic concept of a Speaker’s role. Rayburn was an effective leader. He
saw national needs and made things happen. Under his guidance, the legisla-
tive branch was more creative than passive. During the Eisenhower Presi-
dency, it initiated most of the domestic agenda.

Mr. Rayburn was a stickler for polite and civil debate. He taught that
a lawmaker’s greatest asset was the ability to disagree without being dis-
agreeable. He insisted that Members treat one another with courtesy and
respect. “The Speaker,” said Rayburn, “always takes the word of a Member.”
In his mind, we all were gentlemen—and ladies were ladies.

One illustration of the way Rayburn led is vivid in my mind. It was
1957, my second term in Congress. The Senate, for the first time since Recon-
struction days, voted cloture on a civil rights bill and passed it. Throughout
the OIld South, including Texas, there erupted a cascade of editorial and
vocal outrage. Several hundred letters of bitter denunciation flooded my of-
fice.

As the bill came to the House, Speaker Rayburn sent a page to ask
me to come to the podium and talk with him. He didn’t cajole and didn’t
threaten. | remember exactly what he said: “Jim, I think you want to vote
for this bill. I'm sure you're getting hundreds of letters threatening you
with all manner of retribution if you do. But | believe you're strong enough
to overcome that, and | know you’ll be proud in future years that you did!”
As things turned out, he was right on all four counts.

That’s the way he led. He appealed to the best in us. Never to fear
or hate, or negative motivations. That’s why | loved him. And that’s why
| wanted to emulate him.

From this, and from my personal friendships with Speakers John
McCormack, Carl Albert and Tip O’Neill, I had developed over a period
of 32 years an exalted view of the Speaker’s role, maybe even an impossibly
demanding conception of what a Speaker should be able to achieve for the
country.

Four Policy Changes

Challenges beset every Speaker. Perhaps my most difficult balancing
act lay in trying to advance a progressive domestic agenda that | thought
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important, over the active opposition of a popular and determined President,
while trying to bridge the gap between that President and his severest critics
in matters of foreign affairs.

As | prepared to assume the Speaker’s office in January 1987, our gov-
ernment faced three problems of critical proportions: a historic budget def-
icit, a threatening trade deficit, and a growing social deficit. I firmly believed
that all three deserved active attention.

Before 1 could implement a plan to address these problems, a fourth
challenge arose. We were suddenly and unexpectedly confronted with a
shocking constitutional crisis whirling around the Iran-Contra revelations.
That news exploded on the public consciousness just 6 weeks prior to my
election as Speaker.

These four realities of the historic moment would shape the thrust and
direction of my 21/, years of tenure. Although clearly related, each of these
problems represented a separate challenge and required a separate strategy.

What we were able to do was far from a one-man effort. | discussed
these problems daily with Majority Leader Tom Foley, wise and more cau-
tious than I; Majority Whip Tony Coelho, brilliant and creative; and my
newly appointed deputy whip, David Bonior, a man of forthright convictions
and trusted implicitly by our Members.

Budget Deficit

The budget deficit, unattended, could doom any serious effort to come
to grips with the other two deficits. In the past 6 years, we had doubled
military expenditures (from $148 billion in 1980 to approximately $300 bil-
lion in 1986) while cutting taxes by approximately $165 billion a year.

As a result, we had almost tripled the national debt. In 6 years it had
skyrocketed from slightly under $! trillion to almost $3 trillion as | took
the Speaker’s chair. The annual interest payments on the debt had sky-
rocketed from about $50 billion in 1980 to some $150 billion, draining away
that much more money from our Government’s commitments.

President Reagan, with all his winsome wit, inspiring charm and
unshakable faith in what he called “supply side” economics, actually seemed
to believe that we could double military spending, drastically reduce taxes
for the top brackets, and still balance the budget simply by cutting “waste,
fraud and abuse” in domestic programs.

Unfortunately, by 1987, the total elimination of all discretionary domes-
tic expenditures would not have balanced the budget. The President, how-
ever, refused to agree to altering course. Obviously, if a change were to
come, Congress would have to take the initiative.
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It seemed clear to me that the costly drift could not be arrested except
by a combination of three things: more revenues (translate taxes), and cuts
in both military and domestic expenditures. No one of these three could
attain the result alone. Most Members of Congress recognized this truth,
but convincing them that the public understood and would applaud heroic
action on the budgetary front was a major challenge.

What is a Speaker to do? He sees the Treasury hemorrhaging but is
aware of his colleagues’ nervousness about applying the only tourniquet that
will stop the bleeding.

I knew how hard it would be to patch together any budget resolution
that would pass the House, let alone one with real teeth in it. And the
country sorely needed serious increases in several vital domestic programs.

Bill Gray of Pennsylvania was chairman of the Budget Committee and
a gifted ally. Articulate, knowledgeable and patient, he led the committee
with skill and understanding as its members worked and groped their way
toward a realistic plan. Several times, at his invitation, I came and sat with
them as they talked their way to a logical conclusion.

The resolution that emerged in mid-spring called for $36 billion in
actual deficit reduction, half of this in new taxes and half in spending cuts.
The $18 billion in reduced expenditures was divided evenly between defense
spending and domestic programs. This budget package passed the House
by a comfortable margin.

Congress still was a long way from achieving the goal, but we had
made a beginning. Ultimately, | would learn just how hard it was to pass
any tax bill with the White House adamantly opposed.

Trade Deficit

The trade deficit, as 1987 began, was only starting to command serious
public attention. It had already stretched its fingers deeply into American
pockets. Six years earlier, at the end of the seventies, we were the world’s
biggest creditor nation. By the time I assumed the speakership, our country
had become the world’s largest debtor. During 1986, Americans spent $175
billion more for goods from other countries than we sold abroad in Amer-
ican-made products.

A growing number of forward-looking American business, labor and
academic leaders, alarmed by the trends they saw, had begun to ask for
a concerted national effort to stem the tide. Our role had reversed from
seller to buyer and from lender to borrower. We were borrowing from other
countries not only to finance our purchases from them but to finance our
national debt. More and more of our Government bonds, and more and more
private domestic assets were held by foreigners—Iland, banks, factories, ho-
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tels, newspapers. We were like a family which used to own the community
bank but discovered suddenly that it no longer did and owed more to the
bank than any other family in town.

The Democratic Leadership Council held its annual conference in Wil-
liamsburg, Virginia, on December 12, 1986. There | addressed the trade
issue—the need to improve America’s competitive position by enhancing
productivity, reviving the level of industrial research, modernizing factories,
updating job skills, and tightening reciprocity requirements in our trade
agreements with other countries, to include fair wages for workers who pro-
duced goods in bilateral trade.

Afterward, | had a long conversation with Lloyd Hand, former White
House Chief of Protocol. He and | went to see John Young who, along
with other business leaders, had in the past year at President Reagan’s re-
quest conducted an intensive study of the trade problem. The business group
issued a report, which they felt had been generally ignored.

At their encouragement, | began to explore the possibility of a national
conference on competitiveness to be attended by distinguished specialists
in the fields of business, labor and academia.

Eager that our efforts should be bipartisan, | talked personally with
House Republican Leader Bob Michel and Senate Minority Leader Bob Dole,
as well as with Senate Majority Leader Robert Byrd. All agreed we needed
such a meeting, and we made up a broad list of invitees. We sent out invita-
tions to this blue ribbon list jointly in our four names.

This conference was scheduled for January 21, 1987, here in the Cannon
Caucus Room. | talked with Treasury Secretary Jim Baker and U.S. Trade
Representative Clayton Yuetter, inviting their attendance.

A week later the invitations went out to the selected cross section of
experts, and | discovered how difficult it would be to perfect a truly bipar-
tisan approach to the trade issue. Both Republican leaders, Bob Michel and
Bob Dole, called to tell me they were under heavy pressure from Reagan
administration officials to withdraw from formal sponsorship of the event.

The White House may have felt that we needed no change in our trade
policies, or possibly it resented congressional efforts to take an initiative.
| was disappointed but not discouraged. It just meant we would have to
work that much harder to achieve bipartisan accord.

The conference took place as scheduled, attended by many Republican
and Democratic Members of each House. The panel of distinguished authori-
ties included corporate executives, union leaders, university presidents, and
academic specialists.

So broad was the range of their constructive suggestions—from im-
proved job training for America’s work force to a renewal of business incen-
tives for modernizing America’s aging industrial plants, from antitrust en-
forcement to renegotiation of copyright and intellectual property rights



The Wright Speakership 39

agreements—that | knew it would require the active cooperation of at least
12 House committees.

On the next day, | hosted a luncheon for House committee chairmen
in the Speaker’s private dining room. In the first 2 weeks of the session,
the House, at my urging, had already passed a clean water bill and a highway
bill by votes easily big enough to override vetoes. We had begun committee
hearings on the first major bill to provide help for the homeless. A spirit
of ebullience prevailed. We discussed the agenda for the year, the bills which
would comprise our effort to surmount the three deficits. One famous first:
committee chairmen all accepted specific deadlines for having their bills
ready for floor action.

On the trade bill I promised to respect each committee’s turf by assign-
ing separate titles of a composite work to the committees that had jurisdic-
tion over the varied segments. Chairmen Dan Rostenkowski of Ways and
Means, John Dingell of Commerce, Jack Brooks of Judiciary, and Kika de
la Garza of Agriculture each promised to give top priority to their segments
of this important centerpiece of our common agenda.

Five days later, following President Reagan’s State of the Union Mes-
sage, Senate Majority Leader Robert Byrd and I divided the 30 minutes allot-
ted by the television networks for the Democratic response. Senator Byrd
addressed foreign and military affairs and | the domestic policy agenda.

From the cascade of mail and spontaneous telephoned response, | knew
within days that we had struck a vital nerve with the public and could
count on a lot of popular support if we stuck with our promises.

Eager for a bipartisan approach, | invited leading Democrats and Re-
publicans from 12 House committees to sit together around the tables in
the Speaker’s dining room and discuss ways to improve our Nation’s trade
balance. We agreed to incorporate the best ideas from our several sources
into an omnibus bill and to schedule it for action in the House on April
28.

This omnibus bill, H.R. 3, passed the House with Democratic and Re-
publican support by the preponderant vote of 290 to 137. H.R. 3 represented
the most important trade legislation since the thirties. The Senate held the
bill under consideration for more than a year, altering and fine tuning several
of its provisions, before finally passing it largely intact in the summer of
1988.

One provision, requiring advance notification to the workers before
summarily shutting down an American plant, drew the ire of President
Reagan. He vetoed the big bill, protesting that such a requirement had no
place in trade legislation.

We probably could have overridden his veto. To avoid conflict, we sim-
ply removed that provision, made it into a separate bill, and then reenacted
both bills simultaneously without changing so much as a comma. President
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Reagan signed the two bills. What mattered to us was the result, not win-
ning a partisan fight with the President by overriding his veto.

Social Deficit

The social deficit—a growing backlog of human problems and unmet
social needs here in our country—presented a different challenge entirely.
As hard as | tried to promote consensus on issues of international trade,
I knew it would be futile to try to conciliate the position of the congressional
majority on social policy with that of the Reagan administration. Too wide
a gulf separated us.

Since the Reagan budget amendments and tax cuts of 1981, a lot of
Americans at the bottom of the economic spectrum had fallen through the
safety net. For the first time since the thirties, an army of homeless people
had begun to appear on America’s streets.

The level of funding had been cut for education and civilian research.
Several years of underinvestment had begun to rip holes in our social fabric.
There’d been a slow deterioration of America’s public infrastructure—the
roads, bridges, airports, dams, navigable waterways, underground pipes—
all that lifeline network of public facilities on which Americans depend.
The cities of America, and their problems, were being ignored.

Since 1980 our annual investment in America—public services such as
education, transportation, law enforcement, environmental protection, hous-
ing and public health—those things that tend to make life better for the
average citizen—had declined by about one-fourth.

Something else, new and alien to the American experience, was begin-
ning to appear—the disturbing phenomenon of downward mobility. For the
first time since polling entered the American scene, a majority of Americans
were saying they did not expect their children to enjoy as good a standard
of living as they, themselves, had enjoyed.

As Kevin Phillips would point out in his book, The Politics of Rich
and Poor, the gap between rich and poor was widening, thanks in consider-
able part to the conscious economic policies of the past 6 years—Iess for
student loans to improvident youngsters, more breaks for upper-income tax-
payers.

Our spending priorities during the eighties, 1 was convinced, had been
badly skewed. A big majority of the Democrats in Congress were eager to
begin a reversal of the 6-year trend, to restore some of the necessary social
underpinnings. There was evidence that the public supported this objective.
Polls showed that 62 percent of the people rated the economy “not so good”
or “poor” and 72 percent believed Congress must do more for the homeless,
for affordable housing and educational opportunities.
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As Speaker, | felt a strong obligation to set in motion a reversal of
the trends that were moving so rapidly toward the concentration of Amer-
ica’s wealth into fewer hands. This meant confronting the administration
directly on a wide range of domestic priorities. Tom Foley, Tony Coelho,
David Bonior, and | agreed that we would have to begin with a few identifi-
able and achievable objectives.

Getting the Congress and the public to focus on these specific objec-
tives was the challenge. In my State of the Union response in January 1987,
| named six action priorities. We had reserved low bill numbers to identify
these agenda items. One year later, at the beginning of 1988, | was able
to give a televised progress report. The clean water bill, the highway bill
and the trade reform bill were H.R. 1, 2, and 3, respectively. Each was passed
on schedule and each prevailed over a Presidential veto.

Additionally, we passed the first bill to provide help for volunteer
groups offering shelters and meals for the homeless, and the first important
expansion of Medicare for catastrophic illnesses, a bill which later would
be repealed in a fight over funding. We increased amounts for college stu-
dent aid. We authorized a massive effort to combat drugs, and this omnibus
bill, like the trade bill, was crafted and passed with bipartisan sponsorship
and support.

In 1988, for the first time in more than 40 years, Congress passed all
thirteen major appropriation bills and delivered them to the President for
signing into law before the start of the new fiscal year.

The public responded enthusiastically to this activist schedule. Polls
showed the American people were giving Congress higher job ratings than
they had done in many years.

Of the first three, overriding challenges, the 100th Congress made good
on two of them—the trade deficit and the social deficit. On those, Congress
may have earned an AX.

We did less well on the budget. While the House passed a budget
resolution cutting the fiscal deficit by an appreciable amount and also pushed
through by a hard-fought one-vote margin a reconciliation bill to carry out
that objective, that level of deficit reduction, particularly as it involved taxes,
could not be sustained in the Senate.

Our House budget resolution had called for a net deficit reduction of
$38 billion. We had divided this figure equally among military expenditures,
domestic expenditures, and selective reductions in the Reagan tax breaks
of 1981 for some of America’s most affluent citizens. The House reconciliation
bill remained true to this pattern, and confronted me with the most legisla-
tively confounding day of my speakership. That day was mentioned in the
prior discussion segment. Looking back, I am not sure I made the right
or wisest personal judgments that day.



42 The Cannon Centenary Conference

That was the first and only time in my speakership when our system
of vote counters failed us. Their composite report had showed we could pass
the rule for the reconciliation bill. To my great surprise, we lost the vote
on the rule. The unexpected controversy involved inclusion in the bill of
some reforms in the welfare system that many Members thought should be
handled as a separate bill. They prevailed, and the rule went down.

Ordinarily, this would have meant we would have to wait for the next
legislative day to consider an amended rule. Meanwhile, the news media
would have had 24 hours in which to trumpet the news that the House,
confronted with the tough decisions on taxes and the budget, had been un-
able to face up to the hard choices.

Eager to forestall that, I adjourned the House and reconvened it a few
minutes later. Technically, we now were in a second legislative day and could
take up an amended rule and the bill, dropping the one disputed provision
to be handled separately, on its own.

That was legal, but it was a rarely used tactic. A good number of my
Republican colleagues thought my decision heavyhanded. Maybe it was. To
make matters worse, later that afternoon, on the final passage of the rec-
onciliation bill, there was a jone vote—205 to 206—defeat of a deficit reduc-
tion bill.k Told that Democrats Marty Russo of Illinois and George Miller
of California, who were recorded “no,” had changed their minds and were
returning from the House Office Building to change their votes, | held the
vote open for about 10 minutes to accommodate them. And their changed
votes, of course, would have resolved the vote in the affirmative. They didn’t
return.

Just as | was about to rap the gavel and declare that the bill had failed
of passage, Democrat Jim Chapman of Texas did return. He went to the
well of the House and changed his vote from “no” to “aye.” That flipped
the margin. That vital reconciliation bill passed by that one vote!

But the way | had handled it provoked a storm of protest among the
minority. Trent Lott, for one, hit the back of a seat so hard with his open
hand that | supposed he’d broken it. Others, too, were quite angry.

The bottom line is that what I'd done that day did not contribute
to harmonious relations. Although the maneuvers were legal and in keeping
with the rules, my mind was too determined, my attitude too insistent.
| believe that I offended a number of my Republican colleagues. 1 won the
vote but sacrificed a more precious commodity—good will. In the end, it
wasn't worth it. If that day were to do over again, | like to think I'd do
it differently.

Our ultimate performance on the budget was impressive only in the
sense that it kept things from getting much worse. Maybe we deserve only
a C+ on the budget. Maybe a B+ overall.
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As Speaker, | spent a large piece of my political capital in the effort
to make the tax burden fall more fairly, only to discover that | had over-
matched myself!

Any tax bill, I learned to my dismay, was virtually unattainable absent
the President’s agreement. It takes two-thirds to override vetoes. We simply
could not get public opinion focused clearly on the issue of tax fairness and
the unambiguous fact that, without more taxes from somebody, the budget
can never be balanced. Having failed to draw that issue sharply enough,
| believe my leadership was just not quite equal to that particular challenge.

Iran-Contra

One major challenge remained—to head off the constitutional crisis
brewing over the newly revealed Iran-Contra scandal, and to settle the bit-
terly divisive issue of our covert involvement in Central American wars.

On three occasions, Congress had voted to discontinue all military as-
sistance to the Contras attempting to overthrow Nicaragua’s Government.
In the previous year, we had voted to ban the selling of any weapons to
Iran.

Now we learned that a secret group, operating out of the White House,
had contrived, contrary to these laws, to sell U.S. weapons to Iran. Perpetra-
tors had turned over the proceeds, without notifying anyone in Congress,
to the military forces trying to overthrow Nicaragua’s Government. President
Reagan vowed that he had not known personally of this, and | wanted ar-
dently to believe him.

This was the most shocking revelation since the Watergate burglary
and coverup. At least four laws—the National Security Act, the Arms Export
Control Act, the Department of Defense Appropriations Act, and the Anti-
Terrorism Act—had been blatantly violated.

So flagrant was the flouting of law that a hot volcanic lava of anger
began boiling inside the Congress. First whispers, the audible demands for
impeachment proceedings growled in private conversations wherever Demo-
cratic Members met. Congress was out of session when the shocking news
broke, but pressure was building. Soon word leaked out that Lt. Col. Oliver
North was systematically shredding all written evidence relating to the illicit
adventure before Congress could reconvene and subpoena the documents.
This fanned the flames to a higher intensity.

This situation had explosive potential. During December, several House
committee and subcommittee chairmen contacted me, each wanting to
schedule hearings on some separate facet of the big story, which dominated
Washington news that month. Without a clear sense of direction, the new
Congress could degenerate into a ten-ring circus as committees vied with
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one another for sensational confrontations with various officials of the execu-
tive branch.

The last thing we needed was an impeachment outcry, or a frontal
challenge to the President’s personal integrity. Like other Members and mil-
lions of private citizens, |1 had agonized through the long weeks in 1973
that led to the impeachment hearing on President Nixon, culminating in
his resignation. | wanted no repeat of that scenario. The country could ill
afford it.

Determined that all of the pertinent facts must be disclosed in a dig-
nified way, preserving the congressional authority without precipitating a
full scale constitutional crisis, I met with Senate Majority Leader Robert
Byrd. He felt exactly as | did. We saw no national purpose to be served
by embarrassing the President personally.

Jointly, we announced that there would be one congressional hearing
on the subject, not several. It would be a joint meeting of select House
and Senate committees. Senator Byrd and | would appoint Democratic Mem-
bers; Minority Leaders Michel and Dole would select Republican Members.

Anxious to protect the credibility and prestige of the special select com-
mittee, | very carefully chose the most respected authorities I could find:
Chairmen Peter Rodino of Judiciary, Jack Brooks of Government Operations,
Dante Fascell of Foreign Affairs, Les Aspin of Armed Services, and Louis
Stokes of Intelligence.

To signal the importance | attached to this mission, | asked House
Majority Leader Tom Foley to serve as my personal representative and ap-
pointed Edward P. Boland to the panel, the principal author of several of
the laws that had been violated. And | told each of them personally that
| thought it would be a disservice to the Nation if anyone mentioned the
word “impeachment.”

I thought a long while before choosing a chairman for the whole group
and finally settled on Lee Hamilton of Indiana, ranking member of the
Foreign Affairs Committee and former chairman of the House Intelligence
Committee. He had a reputation for objectivity and a judicious, non-
inflammatory manner. | did not want the hearing to be, or even seem to
be, a witch hunt. As much as | disagreed with Mr. Reagan on domestic
priorities, | disapproved anyone with a private agenda of personally embar-
rassing the President. To complete my list of appointees, | named Ed Jenkins
of Georgia, a good country lawyer. | was not trying to prejudge the commit-
tee’s findings. | was trying to moderate their explosive potential to split
the country apart.

Senator Byrd also chose a responsible panel. He and | agreed that, to
the extent of our ability to influence it, the hearing must not smack of
partisanship. It would be open to the media and nationally televised. Byrd’s
chairman, Senator Daniel Inouye of Hawaii, was ideally suited by tempera-
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ment and conviction for his role. His demeanor was calm and rational. He
and Hamilton did their best to be impartial and scrupulously fair to Repub-
lican colleagues appointed by Dole and Michel and to hold down tempta-
tions to inflammatory rhetoric.

Hamilton wanted to agree in advance to an arbitrary date to terminate
the proceedings. Otherwise, he argued, they could go virtually forever to
the detriment of other business. He also proposed giving limited immunity
from prosecution to induce testimony from Lt. Col. North, the individual
most involved in handling a number of the details of the covert transaction.
At least two of the House panelists privately protested, but a majority agreed
to back the chairman’s decision. As it turns out, this may have compromised
the efforts of the special prosecutor, Lawrence E. Walsh. But our overriding
concern in the congressional leadership, frankly, was less in embarrassing
the administration and sending people to jail than in getting at the truth,
maintaining the Nation’s equilibrium, emphasizing the rule of law, and
avoiding a bloody constitutional confrontation.

Additionally, I felt that we had to heal the malingering wound that
had festered for 5 years over our country’s secret and sometimes illegal spon-
sorship of the gory attempts to overthrow the Nicaraguan Government by
force of arms. More than 100,000 people had died in Nicaragua and El Sal-
vador. Congress itself had been closely divided, vacillating between funding
and rebuffing President Reagan’s demands for military aid to the Contras.

In July 1987, my friend and former colleague, Tom Loeffler, came by
my office to inform me that he had been appointed by the President as
an emissary to Congress. We talked about Central America. | told him |
thought the Iran-Contra revelations had destroyed any chance of the Presi-
dent’s getting renewed funding to resume the war.

Tom Loeffler was already a good friend, a fellow Texan, and I trusted
his word implicitly. He suggested something entirely new and different:
That as Speaker | join President Reagan in a bipartisan initiative for peace.
We would jointly call on the Central American nations to negotiate settle-
ments in Nicaragua and El Salvador based on a cease-fire, political amnesty
for those who had been in revolt, and free elections to resolve the issues
in dispute by popular will. In other words, ballots instead of bullets, with
assurances of U.S. support.

That idea appealed strongly to me. After talking with the White
House, Republican House leaders, and the bipartisan Senate leadership, |
was encouraged. Some of my fellow Democrats were skeptical of the Presi-
dent’s intentions, but most felt | should take the risk if there were a chance
it could lead to peace. | talked also with Secretary of State George Shultz,
who was instructed by President Reagan to work with me in the drafting
of a joint statement.
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Before formally agreeing, however, | wanted to test the waters in Cen-
tral America. | had personal conversations with Presidents Duarte of El Sal-
vador and Arias of Costa Rica. Both of them rejoiced at the prospect. They
believed a united propeace front in Washington could lead to a series of
negotiated settlements throughout Central America and end the bloodshed.

House Republican Leader Bob Michel and | asked Nicaraguan Ambas-
sador Carlos Tunnermann to meet with us in the Capitol to probe the Nica-
raguan Government’s probable response to such an initiative as we had in
mind. “What would it take,” we asked, “for your country to get rid of
Cuban and Russian military personnel, live in peace with your neighbors
and restore the constitutional freedoms of your people that were suspended
in the emergency law?”

Tunnermann answered that his government would be quite willing to
do all of these things if we would simply “stop financing the invasion”
of Nicaragua.

The President and | jointly issued the call for a regional cease-fire,
and peace negotiations on August 5, just 2 days before the five Central Amer-
ican Presidents were to meet in conference in Esquipulas, Guatemala.

The result was better than | had dared hope. The Costa Rican Ambas-
sador called me from the conference site to report the happy news that all
five Presidents had entered a formal agreement embodying almost all the
elements of the Wright-Reagan plan. The principal architect of the
Esquipulas accord was President Oscar Arias of Costa Rica. For this work,
he was awarded the Nobel Peace Prize.

At my invitation, Arias stopped off on his way through Washington
in September and addressed the House. Meanwhile, the Nicaraguan Govern-
ment appointed a peace commission, opened newspapers and radio stations
that had been shut down, offered amnesty to those who had made war
against the government, and invited them to participate in the political proc-
ess including truly free elections, which ultimately would be held in 1990.
The same amnesty procedure was going on under Duarte’s direction in El
Salvador. I was on cloud nine! From my point of view, everything was on
track.

At about this point, | discovered that the White House was far from
happy with the turn events had taken. While | fully expected our joint
statement to stimulate the movement toward peace, President Reagan’s advi-
sors apparently anticipated refusal by the Nicaraguan Government to com-
ply. Negative comments emanating from the White House gradually made
it clear to me that highly placed people in the administration did not actu-
ally want a peacefully negotiated settlement in Nicaragua. They fully ex-
pected the talks to end in acrimony so they could use the “failure” of the
attempted peace efforts as a justification for renewing the war.
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This confronted me with a moral dilemma. At the urging of the admin-
istration, | had joined in the bipartisan call for peace. Overjoyed at the initial
success of our efforts, 1 had met, at the White House’s request, with leaders
of the Contra directorate. Most of them, I saw, had faith in the peace effort.
| also met with the Sandinista leaders whenever they came to my office.
| was convinced that most Nicaraguans on both sides were eager for peace.
But some bitterness lingered. Someone, aside from me, had to be a go-
between, an honest broker who could bring the two sides together. Ideally,
a Nicaraguan.

The only Nicaraguan fully trusted by both factions, | had learned from
trips I'd taken to the region, was Catholic Cardinal Miguel Obando y Bravo.
Responsible people in both camps agreed that he was the one to monitor
the cease-fire and help arbitrate the differences. As Speaker and co-author
of the call for peace, I met with the cardinal, whom | knew personally,
at the papal nuncio’s office in Washington, on November 13, 1987, and en-
couraged him to undertake that critical role. He agreed, and Nicaraguan
President Daniel Ortega, at my personal urging, agreed to give the cardinal
a free hand.

The White House, bitterly resentful of my efforts in helping to keep
the peace process on track, began attacking me angrily in the press. The
President and Assistant Secretary of State Elliott Abrams considered my en-
deavors intrusive and presumptuous. Perhaps they were. But having com-
mitted myself in good faith to the effort to make peace, I was unwilling
to be a party to its deliberate unraveling or allow that result if 1 could
prevent it. Too many lives already had been lost. As a percentage of Central
America’s population, their war dead would equate to something like 5 mil-
lion Americans—more than we have lost in all of our wars combined.

On two occasions—in December 1987 and February 1988—the Presi-
dent’s forces tried to forsake the peace process altogether and revive the war
by renewing military aid for the Contras. On both occasions, a majority
in Congress voted down the request. At my personal urging, Congress did
appropriate funds for humanitarian assistance—food, clothing, shelter and
medical needs—for the Contra forces during the cease-fire.

As a consequence of my unwillingness to abandon the effort 1 had
helped set in motion, | became a target for many personal attacks, both
in the conservative press and from some of my Republican colleagues in
Congress. It is ironic that, in bringing peace to Central America, | uncon-
sciously drove a wedge between myself and the congressional minority,
which ultimately inhibited my capacity to promote consensus on other
issues.

In retrospect, | firmly believe | did the right thing. We ended the
war and brought democracy to the region. One of the unavoidable challenges
of the speakership is determining when the end result is worth risking one’s
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own popularity, perhaps even one’s moral authority, with a segment of the
membership. 1 do regret my inability to make peace between Democrats
and Republicans over this issue. Perhaps a more cautious, more sensitive,
more understanding person could have done that.

Shortly before the inauguration of the first President George Bush, the
new President-elect and | had a long personal visit over lunch in my office—
just the two of us. We explored the areas in which we could find agree-
ment—including Central America and a balanced budget.

It was March 1989, with George Bush’s blessing, that Secretary of State
James Baker and I, along with others of both parties in the congressional
leadership, issued a second statement which clearly disavowed the use of
American-supported military force, and put all the influence of the United
States behind the peace negotiation. This culminated in the free and fair
election from which Violetta Chamorro emerged on February 25, 1990, as
President of Nicaragua. In a broad sense, the fourth goal of my speakership
was attained, but its attainment used up almost all that remained of my
political capital.

What we did achieve is a result of the unstinting cooperation of many
dedicated and cooperative Members. |1 am indebted to Minority Leader Bob
Michel, as is the country, for his unstinting patriotism and his personal kind-
ness. | could have done nothing as Speaker without the active advice and
support of Tom Foley, Tony Coelho, David Bonior, and a host of others
too numerous to name here.

Today, almost 14 years after retiring from Congress, | look back in
amazement and look forward in hope, grateful to have been one of those
few privileged to serve our country in this capacity, and hopeful that my
colleagues and I may have contributed something worthwhile to the ongoing
success of the dream that is America.

Ms. HOOK. Thank you very much Speaker Wright. And now we’ll
hear from David Bonior.

Mr. BONIOR. Good morning. How wonderful it is to be back with
so many friends to share our experiences and to listen to those who were
at the helm. Let me also express my thanks to the Congressional Research
Service, the Carl Albert Research and Studies Center at Oklahoma Univer-
sity, and the McCormick Tribune Foundation for their commitment to the
study of Congress and, in particular, the speakerships we recognize and we
celebrate today.

In February 1999, I was accorded the honor of representing the House
of Representatives at the funeral of King Hussein of Jordan and the U.S.
delegation was led by President Clinton but it also included former Presi-
dents Ford, Carter, and Bush. As we waited in a very ornate palace room
for the funeral procession to begin, an aide entered the room and announced
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for all to hear, “Mr. President it is time to proceed.” | could not help but
notice at the words “Mr. President” that all four Presidents, as well as their
staffs, moved forward. Despite the somber nature of our roles that day, I
was moved by the historic moment of being with four Presidents—two
Democrats, two Republicans. It was a remarkable feeling. It was an affirma-
tion of our democracy and | feel that very same way today. It is such a
privilege to participate in this conference.

With wisdom and enthusiasm, Speaker Wright has just shared with
us his speakership. What | would like to do is comment upon his speaker-
ship first by offering some thoughts about Jim Wright the man. Second,
| want to make some observations about the historic 100th Congress which
he led so magnificently. Finally, I want to reflect upon the role he played
as we have just heard in bringing about peace in Central America.

First, Jim Wright the man. Jim Wright has always had a commitment
to ideas, often big ideas. And his ideas spring from a rigorous intellectual
foundation. A serious thinker, a prolific writer, Jim Wright is a man of
letters—a wordsmith, an author of many books and articles. He is a literary
man. Jim Wright loves history and he understands well the prerogatives
accorded the Congress under our Constitution. Like Senator Robert C. Byrd,
Jim Wright appreciated our Founding Fathers’ fear of granting excessive
power to the Executive. He was a steadfast champion of the institutional
power assigned to the Congress. A serious student of Lyndon Johnson and
Sam Rayburn, Jim Wright could also expound upon the ideas of Henry
Clay to whom some scholars have favorably compared you.

Proverbs advise us that where there is no vision the people perish.
Drawing from his broad historical perspective, Jim Wright had a vision and
the ability and the will to pursue that vision. He rejected the notion that
the President proposes and the Congress disposes. Rather, he believed as
John Barry so very ably illustrated in his book The Ambition and the Power
that Congress is a body which can initiate, a creative body which can lead.

The columnist Murray Kempton once observed about Walt Reuther
that Walt Reuther is the only man | have ever met who could reminisce
about the future. Well, I would likewise add Jim Wright. Jim Wright had
an unusual wisdom about the connectivity of our past and present to our
future, and he was famously determined and forceful in pursuing that future.
A plaque in his Capitol office read, “Don’t tell me it can’t be done. Show
me how it can.” He’s always been a doer. And to be a successful doer requires
toughness. It requires daring qualities, which marked his tenure as Speaker.

Jim Wright was smart enough and tough enough and daring enough
to take advantage of rule changes both in the Democratic Caucus and in
the House of Representatives. You may recall that the newly elected Demo-
cratic Congress classes of 1974 and 1976 shifted powers away from committee
chairs and put them on notice that the caucus would not tolerate separate



50 The Cannon Centenary Conference

committee fiefdoms at the expense of the caucus or the House. The days
of autocratic rule by the likes of Judge Howard Smith (D-VA), on the Rules
Committee, were over. The stage was set for a Speaker to centralize power
and to move a coordinated agenda forward. That reality, however, would
await the election of Jim Wright as Speaker of the House in 1986. As the
labor scholar Taylor Dark wrote, ““‘Speaker Wright successfully concentrated
power taking advantage of the previously unrealized potential of congres-
sional reforms of the previous decade.”

Together with his loyal and dedicated staff, Speaker Wright assembled
a team which | was proud to be a part of, including Tom Foley, Tony Coel-
ho, Danny Rostenkowski, Dick Gephardt and others. We initiated. It was
the right time. The stars were aligned. President Reagan’s Presidency had
lost the momentum of its last 2 years. The Democrats had just regained
the Senate and we had picked up seats in the House of Representatives.
For 40 years Jim Wright had prepared for this opportunity. The previous
10 years were spent as a loyal majority leader to Speaker Tip O’Neill’s team.
Seneca once said, “Loyalty is the holiest good in the human heart.” Leader
Jim Wright had shown that loyalty to Tip O’Neill. Now, in turn, Tom
Foley, Tony Coelho, and myself would demonstrate a similar loyalty to
Speaker Wright as he inspired us with his passion and with his enthusiasm.

And so we turn to the 100th Congress. In Jim Wright we had a popu-
list and an egalitarian as our Speaker. Seizing the moment, he crafted an
agenda that resulted in one of the most productive Congresses in the history
of the country. As the Speaker himself has recounted for us all, parts of
the legislative machine were finely tuned so that when he started the engine
in January 1987, our agenda would take off.

In preparation, Jim Wright gathered the committee chairs. He said
he would be fair with them but that certain priority bills must be reported
and reported on schedule. And, I'll tell you, I remember that meeting—
the first one—with each chairperson taking the measure of their new leader
knowing he was tough. There was no doubt about his expectations. Yes,
these committee chairs would parent their legislation, but they would work
with a progressive whip operation.

As a member of the Rules Committee appointed by Speaker Tip
O’Neill, I knew where my responsibility to the caucus rested, in my appoint-
ment by the Speaker. Speaker Wright requested a meeting with each Demo-
cratic Rules Committee member, individually seeking their interest in serv-
ing another term and clearly conveying his expectations. This unprecedented
process was another expression of Speaker Wright's determination to get off
to a quick start.

Beside Speaker Wright, Tom Foley had the most experience in our
leadership ascending from whip to majority leader. He was a generous source
of counsel in helping us navigate the rules and the precedents and the sub-
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stance and the politics. And, of course, Tony Coelho brought enormous tal-
ents to our whip operation, which met with stunning success especially in
the early months. As effective as Speaker Wright was within the institution,
he was equally impressive in rallying the support of the outside. You've
got to have an inside and an outside.

A very close relationship existed between Jim Wright and the AFL-
ClO, especially Lane Kirkland, its president; and Bob McLaughton, its chief
lobbyist on the Hill. The AFL-CIO saw the 100th Congress as a moment
of opportunity. Kirkland appointed McLaughton, an African-American, and
Peggy Taylor as his assistants, adding much diversity to their operation.
In addition, three important international unions during the eighties re-
turned to the AFL-CIO: the UAW, the Mineworkers, and the Teamsters.
A valuable symbiotic relationship developed. Our leadership would reinforce
the concerns of labor and working people. The AFL-CIO would, in turn,
support a broad array of issues. So there was born a process of effective co-
operation between Capitol Hill and the “House of Labor” on 16th Street.
Bob McLaughton was able to speak forcibly for a united labor movement
and their growing army of lobbyists on the Hill. Indeed, his virtual authority
to make a deal on the spot was crucial to our effectiveness in moving bills
quickly and successfully.

So no one in our caucus would mistake our priorities, Speaker Wright,
as he has just illustrated for us, reserved the first several House bill numbers
for the clean water bill, the highway bill, and the omnibus trade bill. During
the first 2 weeks, we passed the clean water bill and the highway bill by
enough votes to overcome a Presidential veto. A few months later H.R. 3,
the most significant trade bill since the thirties, passed by a vote of 290
to 137, again enough to override a veto. We inserted one of the most impor-
tant labor provisions that the Congress would enact in the eighties—the
plant closing and notification bill—into that trade bill, which Reagan vetoed
in May 1988. We also reported out the plant and notification bill separate
from the trade bill, and they both went to the President and became law.
In 1981 the AFL-CIQO’s rate of success in the House of Representatives during
the Reagan Presidency was 47 percent. Under Jim Wright, it went up to
92.8 percent in 1988.

In addition, the 100th Congress passed into law major bills to aid the
homeless, the first important expansion of Medicare for catastrophic illnesses,
and a welfare reform bill with progressive features to move people from wel-
fare to work. Amazingly, the Congress also passed all 13 major appropriation
bills and delivered them to the President for signing into law before the
start of the new fiscal year.

There were sure to be some legislative disappointments for Speaker
Wright. When the budget deficit exploded out of control, as he has just
recounted for us, Speaker Wright early on in our caucus pushed hard for
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tax fairness. But in his own words, he admitted, and | quote, “I spent a
large piece of my political capital in the effort to make the tax burden fall
more fairly only to discover that | had over-matched myself.”

Well, many also thought that he had overmatched himself in chal-
lenging President Reagan in Central America, but his critics underestimated
Jim Wright's passion for peace. He was not about to surrender his constitu-
tional responsibilities. The right to declare war, as written in Article | of
the Constitution, rested with the Congress. Henry Clay, who became Speaker
in 1811, was the last Speaker to dominate foreign policy. Too many subse-
quent decades of congressional acquiescence had accompanied American for-
eign policy, none more devastating and misplaced than during the Indo-
China war in the sixties and seventies.

A new crop of Vietnam generation legislators increased the congres-
sional role in foreign affairs from enacting the War Powers Resolution to
an aggressive human rights advocacy campaign. With the Contra war and
the war in El Salvador ravaging Central America, claiming some 100,000
deaths, some of us were not going to tolerate it in silence or without a
legislative fight. The previous legislative abdication had lasted 16 years and
cost over 58,000 American lives and over 1 million Vietnamese lives.

Ronald Reagan gave more speeches on Nicaragua than on any other
issue of his Presidency. During the eighties, we had 15 major debates on
the House floor on this contentious issue, voting three times to cut off all
military assistance to the Contras. Secretary of State Jim Baker accurately
noted, and | quote, “The war in Central America was the Holy Grail for
both the left and the right in the United States. It was the divisive foreign
policy issue.” Personally, | sometimes felt as if | spent more time in Managua
and San Jose and San Salvador than in my own district.

The Reagan doctrine and the Monroe Doctrine were colliding with self-
determination and with liberation theology. The mix was volatile and deadly
and the region had spun out of control. Into this maelstrom stepped Jim
Wright. Once again he was the right person at the right time. He spoke
Spanish. He was a student of the region. He personally knew the leaders.
Speaker Wright has told us how he proceeded—the meetings with Ambas-
sador Tunnermann; the Wright-Reagan plan; the Esquipulas accord; our
meeting with Cardinal Miguel Obando y Bravo; our continued fight to keep
military aid from the Contras; our furious work to wind this all down while
we had the momentum.

Before I close permit me to share one personal story that I'm sure Tom
Loeffler will elaborate on. When Tom came to see the Speaker about a joint
peace proposal, |1 was adamantly set against it. | did not trust the administra-
tion. | thought it was another setup that would fail and when it did the
floodgates for more military aid would open up. I strenuously pressed my
point of view in a very emotionally charged meeting. Finally, the Speaker
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said to me, “People who are interested in peace do something about it.”
| paused. | thought. I reflected. I went along.

While | had lost faith in the administration, |1 had not lost faith in
Speaker Wright. It became my job, along with Tom Foley and others, to
sell the proposal to our caucus. You know, sometimes you just have to take
a chance for peace. You do not make peace with your friends. You make
peace with your enemies. This lesson I learned from Jim Wright. In a hand-
written “thank you to Jim Wright, Secretary Baker wrote, “But for you
there would have been no bipartisan accord, without which there would have
been no election.”

President Oscar Arias of Costa Rica, winner of the Nobel Peace Prize,
which many believe should have been shared with Jim Wright, included
in his “thank you” to Speaker Wright the following, and | quote, “Those
Jjwho advocatedk peace will not forget you and thank you for your vision
and your deep commitment to the highest ideals of justice, peace, and
progress. The Esquipulas Il process finally moved forward and is showing
visible results for 28 million Central Americans.” President Arias continued,
“The Wright-Reagan plan, the bipartisan agreement between the Congress
and the Executive, and finally the change in policy of the Bush Administra-
tion toward Central America are a testimony and confirmation that you were
not mistaken. In truth, you did more for us in Central America than many
of those who here call themselves standard-bearers of freedom. | feel that
it has been a privilege to know you. Count me among your friends,” con-
cluded President Arias.

Wallace Stegner, one of our greatest American writers, wrote of friend-
ship in his fine novel, Crossing to Safety. He said this about friendship.
“Friendship is a relationship that has no formal shape. There are no rules
or obligations or bonds as in marriage or families. It is held together by
neither law, nor property, nor blood. There is no glue in it but mutual
liking. It is therefore rare.” Jim Wright is my dear friend. He has many
friends in this room and around the country and around the world. He has
done marvelous good deeds in his life. With a lust for life, he continues
to live productively contributing to the public dialog, teaching at TCU,
enjoying his many friends and family. John Barry captured my intense re-
spect and admiration for Jim Wright's speakership with these words, “The
ambition belongs to many men but none more than Jim Wright. He would
use the 100th Congress of the United States, convened during the Bicenten-
nial anniversary of the Constitution to earn his place in history. He would
rise up and fill the sky with lightning bolts and he would become a target
for them.”

Mr. Speaker, it was a high honor to be part of your team. Bless you
and Betty for your extraordinary service to our country.
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Ms. HOOK. Thank you very much, Mr. Bonior. And now we’ll hear
from Tom Loeffler.

Mr. LOEFFLER. Thank you, Janet. It is an honor for me to be in-
cluded amongst this distinguished group, and to be able to share my obser-
vations concerning an individual 1 admire and respect, Speaker Jim Wright.
I'm delighted to appear with David Bonior. In one of the highlights of
Jim’s career, David’s career, and my post-House career, we were able to work
together to bring about something that was extraordinary given the political
climate of the time. In a moment, | will go into more detail on the remark-
able achievement, which would never have been possible without the leader-
ship of Speaker Wright.

As a Texan fresh out of law school and new to Washington, D.C.,
| had the great opportunity to grow up under the tutelage of Senator John
Tower. | also had the privilege of working in the Ford White House, where
I met many of my senior congressional colleagues before | actually served
alongside them in the Congress. | can recall a moment in December 1976
after the election of Jimmy Carter when the newly elected Members were
convening to organize the new Congress for 1977-1978. The tickertape in
the East Wing of the White House was just going nuts. | walked over
to it, and I looked, and it says: “Jim Wright wins by one vote” the majority
leader position in the House of Representatives. Little did | know that 2
years later | would be his colleague.

Before | speak of Jim Wright in a global way, | wish to share with
you the perception of those of us who served with him in the Texas delega-
tion. Whether we were Democrats or Republicans, we knew that Speaker
Wright had an incredibly tight rope to walk. Politically, he did this in
a very adroit fashion because Texas politics were changing. In 1971, when
| was beginning my work with Senator Tower, Texas was evolving into a
two-party State.

It is important to understand that as Jim grew in leadership within
this body, his advocacy for issues didn’t necessarily jive with the evolving
Texas political landscape. Through his astute political skills, Jim was able
to continue to grow in leadership within his party, ultimately rising to the
pinnacle of Speaker, while still having the absolute stout support of all Tex-
ans. He did all this in spite of the changing party dynamic back home.
And remember in Texas, as we were reflecting upon the O’Neill speakership,
Texans liked to poke fun at Tip. But that never transferred to Jim. Even
before he was part of the official leadership on the Democratic side, he was
a capable leader in the Texas delegation. Jim was always there to help on
every issue that was a Texas issue, whether it was in a Democratic congres-
sional district or a Republican congressional district. There was a bond
among those of us in the Texas delegation where we always knew that when



The Wright Speakership 55

there was a day of reckoning and we needed help for Texans, Jim Wright
would be right by our side.

Jim Wright's word is his bond. He is one of the fairest people that
| have ever worked with. He is also one of the most articulate Members
that this Congress has ever had or will ever have in its body. Mr. Speaker,
I will never forget the time at a Texas State Society luncheon when you
and Senator Tower were speaking together, and, all of a sudden, Tower be-
came quiet. Never one to yield the floor, unless of course he was good and
ready, | asked the Senator why he had stopped talking. He answered very
strictly, “Because | didn’'t want to take Jim Wright on. | knew I'd lose.”

The final comments that I have concern the formulation of the Wright-
Reagan plan. | had left Congress to return to my home State and run for
statewide office, as David Bonior recently did in Michigan. After my failed
run for Governor, | had a call from Howard Baker asking me, on behalf
of the President, if I would return to the White House to work with my
many friends in Congress to bring about a unique and unbelievable occur-
rence. It was President Reagan’s hope that the Congress and the White
House would speak with one voice on American foreign policy as it related
to Central America. In my lifetime | could not remember when that had
been the case.

After | arrived at the White House, my first call was to Jim Wright.
| went to his leadership office and we sat down and began a frank discussion.
As we concluded, the only thing that we could give to each other was the
understanding that we would be honest with one another, we would tell
each other the truth, and if we could move it forward on behalf of the
President and the speakership, we would. And, if we couldn’t, we would
shake hands and go about our business knowing that we had done our very
best.

Before returning to the White House, | stopped in to see Minority
Leader Bob Michel and reported that in our meeting the Speaker indicated
an extremely high interest in moving this forward. As one could have ex-
pected, after our initial meeting a lot of things happened that nearly derailed
the process. 1 remember when David Bonior and Majority Leader Foley and
| were alone after one of Speaker Wright's meetings—Trent Lott and Bob
Michel had gone off, and Tony Coehlo and Jim had gone off—and the two
of them looked at me and said, “Do you know what you're doing to the
Speaker? You're absolutely setting him up.” All I could say was, “l hope
not.” They, obviously being very honorable and very close friends with re-
spect for me and knowing what a failed outcome could mean, said, “We
pray you're not.”

During the course of this 10-day period, something rare and significant
occurred. Speaker Wright and Senate Majority Leader Bob Byrd convened
a meeting in H127. The room was full, 25 to 30 Members of Congress on
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both sides of the aisle, along with Secretary of State George Schultz and
Colin Powell, Deputy National Security Advisor to the President. Here the
initial parts of what was being discussed between the congressional leader-
ship and the administration were laid out for those who would be critical
in seeing the legislation through. This group consisted of such people as
Congressman David Obey and Senator Jesse Helms, and everyone in be-
tween. That meeting—and all of our meetings for 10 days—never became
public knowledge. If they had gone public, I do not believe that the Wright-
Reagan plan would have reached fruition.

The night before the Speaker and the bipartisan congressional delega-
tion from the House and the Senate arrived at the White House for the
final stamp of approval on the Wright-Reagan plan, Jim Wright called and
said, “You know, Tom, we’ve had a great run together. You know the Presi-
dent and I are not the closest of friends. | would really like to do something
that would be meaningful to the President because | know this is an unbe-
lievable moment, and | know that he has shot straight with me, been honest
and fair, and this is going to be a big day. What would you suggest?”
After some thought, the commonality of their western influence struck me,
so | said, “Jim, why don’t you wear your black ostrich boots?”

Well, the morning that everyone was arriving at the White House,
we had a few little glitches that we had to iron out, and | was never able
to get to the President and give him the heads up on Jim’s wearing of
cowboy boots as a friendly gesture. So, everyone went in, and | was the
last one into the Oval Office. The President was sitting with Jim at his
side, and I'll be darned if President Reagan didn’t turn to the Speaker to
say, “Jim, | sure like those boots.” And I thought at that moment: “We've
made it!”

Jim is a rare breed in our business. A most distinguished gentleman,
master politician and negotiator, loyal and honest as the day is long. Mr.
Speaker, I'm delighted we’ve had a chance to play a role together. And I'm
honored to stand here today once again by your side. Thank you.

Ms. HOOK. Thanks very much Mr. Loeffler and Mr. Bonior, and I'm
sure many of you would like to ask questions of the Speaker. We’re running
a little late though, but I'm sure Speaker Wright will be around and maybe
you can approach him and talk to him informally. I'd just like to close
by thanking Speaker Wright for traveling here to join us today and thanks
to the Congressional Research Service for making this whole panel possible.

| want to close by recalling a line that I remember. | don’t know what
the context was when Mr. Wright said this but it stuck in my mind while
| was covering him and it has stuck in my mind for many years. | think
it's something that summarizes Jim Wright's ambitious approach to the
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speakership. He once said, “We make a greater mistake when we think too
small than when we think too big.” Thank you all very much.



Hon. J. Dennis Hastert,Speaer ik



Reflections on the Role of the Speaker in
the Modern Day House of Representatives

Mr. MULHOLLAN. It is my great pleasure and honor to introduce
Robert Michel, who served in the House of Representatives from 1956 to
1994 and was the Republican leader from 1981 until his voluntary departure
from the House.

| think it is appropriate on this day after Veterans’ Day to acknowledge
Mr. Michel’s service with the 39th Infantry Regiment as a combat infantry-
man in England, France, Belgium, and Germany from February 10, 1943
through January 26, 1946. He was wounded by machine gun fire, awarded
two Bronze Star medals, the Purple Heart, and four battle stars.

In 1993, Mr. Foley said of Mr. Michel, “As prevailing political philoso-
phies have changed over the years, Bob Michel remains steadfast in his com-
mitment to consensus in the interest of the nation and the institution of
the House of Representatives.” It is the esteem that Mr. Michel holds for
this institution of Congress for which we are all grateful. Thus, it is so
fitting that he introduce our next Speaker, Dennis Hastert, who, on assum-
ing the speakership of the House, was quoted as saying that he would try
to emulate “the humility and grace of his one-time mentor, Bob Michel.”

Mr. MICHEL. It was indeed a distinct honor and privilege to serve,
and what a fulfilling experience it was. I've enjoyed so much this morning’s
session listening to the comments from all those who participated. My role
here at the moment is to introduce the current Speaker and I relish that
opportunity.

In times of crisis, the United States always seems to find exactly the
right leader—maybe we’re just plain lucky. Maybe it’s the flexibility and
the responsiveness of our political system. Or maybe it's the working out
of divine providence, although it is probably not politically correct to say
such a thing these days. The House of Representatives in 1999 found in
Denny Hastert exactly the right person for the right job at the right time.
In sports, we say about certain players that they lead by example. In 1999,
the House, where words mean so much, was at a point where rhetoric could
not do the job of healing and renewal. The House needed a leader who
would lead by example. The House didn’t need any more hype. It needed
reason to hope. The House needed a leader who was capable of walking
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the walk, not just talking the talk. The House needed someone with a solid
foundation of character on which, over time, trust could be rebuilt.

The House found all of these things—yes, and much more—in Denny
Hastert. Winston Churchill once said short words are the best words. And
old words, when short, are the best of all. Churchill in this, as in so many
other things, was right. When we think of Denny Hastert, we think of
old words, simple words, strong words. Words like trust and strength, fair-
ness, faith, decency, honesty, integrity and courage. History will say of
Denny Hastert that in a moment of institutional crisis, the House of Rep-
resentatives was led by his example, strengthened by his resolve, and renewed
by his character. It is a distinct honor and high privilege for me to introduce
a man who continues to lead by example, my dear friend, the Speaker of
the House, Denny Hastert.

Speaker HASTERT. Bob, thank you for that very kind introduction.
| want to thank you, Bob, for what you've meant to me. You were my
first mentor here in Washington.

You, Bob, the man who should have and deserved to be Speaker, taught
me the value of patience. You took me under your wing when | first came
to Congress, and you showed me how Congress worked. You helped me
with my committee assignments, and gave me my first leadership responsi-
bility heading up the Republican leader’s Health Care Task Force in response
to First Lady Hillary Clinton’s efforts on health care. You taught me that
it is the workhorse who wins in the legislative game, not the show horse.

Your cheerful demeanor hid a will of steel, and your abundant common
sense served your colleagues and your country well.

Bob, we know that you are going through a tough time with the loss
of your beloved wife Corrine. We share your grief. Know that our thoughts
and prayers are with you during this most difficult time.

| appreciate this opportunity to reflect on my current job. Clearly, the
role of the Speaker has changed over the years. It has changed because of
the times, because of those who have occupied the office, and because of
the nature of the institution.

Joseph Cannon, the man from Danville, ruled from the Speaker’s chair
with iron power. Tip O’Neill ruled with Irish charm. Newt Gingrich
brought star power to the office. Sam Rayburn ruled for a generation, while
Joe Martin had only a fleeting chance to assert Republican control.

Each used their principles to guide them in times of great challenge.
O’Neill was challenged by a popular President, Carl Albert was challenged
by a constitutional crisis, Rayburn through war, and Tom Foley by a series
of institutional crises.

I have my own set of principles that have worked for me.

I never thought | would be Speaker. I didn’t run for the job. I didn’t
campaign for it. I didn’'t play the P.R. game. | just did my job as best
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I could for my constituents and for my colleagues. In fact, if you had asked
me to predict Newt Gingrich’s successor, 1 wouldn’t have been on my own
list.

My first principle is one | learned from my friend Bob Michel. To
be good at the job of Speaker, you must be willing to put in the time
to be a good listener. By this, I mean you must listen to the Members
of the House.

Before | became Speaker, | thought | knew the importance of paying
attention to Members’ needs. | had served in the whip organization when
Bob Michel was leader and | served as chief deputy whip when Newt Ging-
rich became Speaker.

When you are a whip, you need to listen, because to get and win votes,
you need to hear what the Members are saying. But when you are Speaker,
the sheer volume of voices is increased, and the problems become more dif-
ficult to solve. I learned that the best way to find solutions was to get people
around the table to talk it through.

When you have a small majority, like | have had for pretty much my
entire tenure, you have to do a lot of listening. And when you talk, you
have to keep your word.

That brings me to my second principle. When you are Speaker, people
expect you to keep your word, and they will not quickly forgive you if
you cannot deliver. | learned that keeping your word is the most important
part of this job. You are better off not saying anything than making a prom-
ise that you cannot keep. And you have to keep both the big promises and
the small promises.

My third principle is that a Speaker must respect the power of regular
order. I am a regular order guy.

| think it is important to rely on the committees to do their hearings
and markups. | don’t like to create task forces to craft legislation. The com-
mittees are there for a reason, and we should use them. There are times
when you need to establish working groups to coordinate the work of stand-
ing committees when big projects cross jurisdictional lines, but those work-
ing groups should “coordinate” not supplant the committee structure. | have
also found that it is easy to find the problems in legislation through the
committee process.

My fourth principle is that while a Speaker should strive to be fair,
he also is judged by how he gets the job done.

The job of the Speaker is to rule fairly, but ultimately to carry out
the will of the majority. Unlike some other parliamentary bodies, the Speak-
er in the U.S. House of Representatives is the leader of his party. He is
not merely a disinterested arbiter of parliamentary rules. This creates a
unique tension within the Office of the Speaker. It is not always easy to
be fair when you have a vested interest in the outcome. But if the chair
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IS seen as being unfair, the likely result is a breakdown in parliamentary
comity. We take the job of fairness very seriously.

We seek our best parliamentary experts to serve in the chair as Speakers
pro tempore, people like Ray LaHood, Doc Hastings, Mac Thornberry, Mike
Simpson and others. We also have professional Parliamentarians who avow-
edly are non-partisan. Charlie Johnson and his team play a critical role in
advising me on jurisdictional referrals and parliamentary judgments from
the chair. This is traditional stretching back beyond Louis Deschler, and
it is a good tradition. We make certain that those serving in the chair do
not serve on the committees of jurisdiction for the business on the floor.

And we try to be fair in the Rules Committee process. We guarantee
the minority the right to recommit the bill with instructions, giving them
one last chance to make their best arguments to amend the pending legisla-
tion.

But while we strive to be fair, we also strive to get the job done. We
are not the Senate. The rules of the House, while they protect the rights
of the minority, also insure that the will of the majority of the House will
prevail.

So, on occasion, you will see us taking effective action to get the job
done. Sometimes, we have a hard time convincing the majority of the House
to vote like a majority of the House, so sometimes you will see votes stay
open longer than usual. But the hallmark of an effective leadership is one
that can deliver the votes. And we have been an effective leadership.

My fifth principle is to please the majority of your majority. On occa-
sion, a particular issue might excite a majority made up mostly of the minor-
ity. Campaign finance is a particularly good example of this phenomenon.
The job of Speaker is not to expedite legislation that runs counter to the
wishes of the majority of his majority. As in campaign finance reform, our
majority thought it was a bad bill that weakened the party structure and
promoted abuse by special interests. As a side note, the emergence of 527
organizations in the next election will prove our point that special interests,
and not political parties, will have more influence because of campaign fi-
nance reform. So we fought the efforts by advocates of campaign regulation
to pass it. They did what they thought they had to do, getting enough
signatures to sign a discharge petition. | made them go through that process
twice in order to prove two points. First, I wanted my troops to know |
opposed the bill. Second, I wanted to let them know that I had no choice
but to schedule the legislation. 1 was not going to abandon my party’s posi-
tion under any circumstances.

On each piece of legislation, | actively seek to bring our party together.
| do not feel comfortable scheduling any controversial legislation unless |
know we have the votes on our side first.
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My sixth principle is the Speaker’s job is to focus on the House and
nothing but the House. This is a big job. It is a time-consuming job. And
it is an exhausting job. | said that when | became Speaker, I would focus
only on running the House. And | found out that means more than just
sitting in the Speaker’s chair. It means doing those things necessary to keep-
ing the majority, whether that means fundraising for incumbents or cam-
paigning for challengers. You don’t see me spending too much time on tele-
vision shows, or giving big speeches. | have no interest in running for Presi-
dent or making the jump to the Senate. This is an important and big job.
And it requires singular focus to get it done.

My final principle is my most important principle: Never forget who
sent you to Congress in the first place—your constituents. 1 get home to
[llinois every weekend. Of course, it is nice to see my wife, who inevitably
gives me a list of chores to complete when | get there. But it is also impor-
tant to see my friends and my constituents.

It is very easy to get lost in the muddle of Washington, DC. The
world of amendments, campaign fundraisers, motions to recommit, and juris-
dictional battles is foreign to Yorkville, Illinois. As a matter of fact, most
of my constituents are none too impressed with the trappings of power.
My constituents sent me to Washington not to argue, not to debate. They
sent me here to get the job done. They are not content to play the blame
game, they don't want to hear about how this bill died in the House or
that bill died in the Senate. They want us to pass laws that make their
lives better.

When | go home, | am not Mr. Speaker. To my wife and friends and
voters, | am Denny. And | tell you, that healthy dose of humility does
me a world of good every time | come back here to Washington. It helps
me to connect to what the American people are really thinking about, and
it helps me to understand what concerns my colleagues are facing.

At the end of the day, the Speaker of the House is really just the
guy who stands up for the people of America. In our Constitution, the
Speaker of the House is the first officer mentioned, because in our system
of government, it is the people who rule. Since January 1999, | have had
the great honor and privilege to be that guy. Thank you for inviting me
here today and for this most fascinating symposium. | wish you the best
of luck the rest of the day.
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Mr. OLESZEK. It's my pleasure to introduce Jeff Biggs as our moder-
ator for the Foley speakership. Mr. Biggs was a long-time press secretary
to Speaker Foley. I want to point out that Mr. Biggs and Speaker Foley
co-authored a book on Mr. Foley’s career in the House, which I recommend
to all of you, entitled Honor in the House. It was published in 1999 by the
Washington State University Press. Today, Mr. Biggs is the director of the
Congressional Fellowship Program of the American Political Science Associa-
tion JAPSAK. With that, let me turn the podium over to Mr. Biggs.

Mr. BIGGS. Thank you, Walter. All of us on the podium would like
to thank the Carl Albert Center, the McCormick Tribune Foundation, and
particularly the Congressional Research Service jCRSk for having sponsored
this special day. I would like to extend a special thanks to the Congressional
Research Service. For some 50 years, the CRS has helped prepare the journal-
ists, political scientists, RWJ jRobert Wood Johnsonk health policy fellows,
a Native American Hatfield fellow, domestic and foreign policy specialists
from the public service, and international congressional fellows for their 10-
month congressional staff assignments on the Hill. This year’s 40 APSA
congressional fellows are part of the audience today. In fact, | believe that
every Member of Congress in the audience today hosted a fellow during
their congressional tenure.

Memories are short, and the two commentators on our panel did great
honor to the institution of the U.S. House of Representatives during their
years in Congress. They deserve more than a cursory introduction. My thanks
to Congressional Quarterly’s Politics in America and National Journal’s The
Almanac of American Politics for their admirable biographies of the Members
of Congress. On my left is former Congressman Bill Frenzel. Before arriving
in Washington, DC, he was an executive in his family’s warehousing busi-
ness, and served four terms in the Minnesota State legislature. His moderate
brand of Republicanism appealed to his Third Congressional District con-
stituents in 1970, and they never tired of it. Over two decades, his Twin
City supporters always returned him to office with more than 60 percent
of the vote. While he would come to be regarded by his colleagues as one
of the intellectual guardians of GOP economic orthodoxy, he maintained
his moderate views on many social and foreign policy issues. Over the course
of his congressional career, Bill Frenzel became a senior member of the Min-
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nesota delegation and emerged as one of the hardest working and most influ-
ential Republicans in the House.

Described by National Journal as “loud and brainy, partisan and
thoughtful,” he put his stamp on every debate in which he participated.
With intellectual ability, oratorical skills and the work habits of a true legis-
lator, Bill Frenzel left his mark in both policy and institutional arenas. As
the ranking member of the House Administration Committee, he introduced
a bill to create the Federal Election Commission in 1974. His interest in
congressional ethics led to his participation in writing an ethics code in
1977. On the Ways and Means Committee, he became the Republicans’ lead-
ing voice on trade matters and, along with Tom Foley, was an outspoken
advocate of free trade.

But if he fared well as a Member of Congress, his party did not. Frustra-
tions began to emerge. He must frequently have recalled 19th century Re-
publican Speaker Thomas Brackett Reed, who was once asked by a Demo-
cratic Member, “What is the function of the minority?” “The function of
the minority, sir,” the Speaker replied, “is to make a quorum and to draw
its pay.” Bill Frenzel’'s frustration with what would become the 40-year
Democratic majority in the House, from 1954 to 1994, rose to the surface
in early 1989 when he threw his political weight behind Representative Newt
Gingrich’s effort to vault himself into the Republican leadership. Bill Frenzel
nominated Mr. Gingrich to be GOP whip. As a respected senior member
of both the Budget and Ways and Means Committees, Frenzel was just the
kind of legislatively-oriented, older generation Republican who would have
seemed a natural adversary of Mr. Gingrich’s confrontational, partisan style.
But support from Members such as Mr. Frenzel went a long way toward
explaining Mr. Gingrich’s upset victory. Bill Frenzel was a formidable legis-
lator and advocate during his congressional career in the minority.

He retired in 1991 after 20 years of service. One can only imagine what
the talents of this moderate Republican could have achieved in the majority.
Bill Frenzel is a guest scholar at the Brookings Institution and, along with
Messrs. Fazio and Foley, serves on the American Political Science Association
Congressional Fellowship Programs Advisory Committee. | guess that’s my
third plug.

Former Congressman Vic Fazio is on my right. As was the case with
Speaker Foley and our Republican commentator, Mr. Frenzel, Vic Fazio is
one of that unfortunately diminishing breed, an institutionalist in the U.S.
House of Representatives. During two decades representing California’s
Third Congressional District in the House, he carried an enormous amount
of water for his colleagues on both sides of the aisle. He took on responsi-
bility for what most observers would characterize as an insider’s portfolio.
He served in what one might regard as the trenches of House politics. He
did so without losing sight of how these tasks also served to improve the
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operation of the U.S. House of Representatives as the great deliberative body
of our Nation. As one of the so-called “college of cardinals,” the 13 Appro-
priations subcommittee chairs, Mr. Fazio chaired the Legislative Branch Sub-
committee responsible for such unpleasant housekeeping chores as defending
congressional pay raises and congressional office budgets. His willingness
to bear those burdens warranted the respect and gratitude of Members from
across the ideological spectrum who were glad to have someone else take
the heat for what they wanted.

During an era of heightened public antipathy toward the Congress, a
phenomenon which seems ever with us, Mr. Fazio added to his burdens when
he chaired the Democratic Congressional Campaign Committee, served as
the vice chair, and then chaired the Democratic Caucus. He accepted a posi-
tion on the House Ethics Committee during the period it reviewed the case
of Speaker Wright. In 1989, he co-chaired an ethics task force under Speaker
Foley which, among other reforms, eliminated speaking honoraria for the
Members of Congress. A strong, unapologetic partisan, these were roles
which unquestionably added burdens at home in what was becoming a mar-
ginally Republican district.

To the end of his time in the House, Mr. Fazio was outspoken against
those Members whose electoral instincts were to vilify the House in order
to gain political advantage, particularly incumbents who ran for reelection
as purported “outsiders,” criticizing the very body in which they served.
At the same time, he was sensitive to the public perceptions of Congress
and its possible excesses. During the 101st Congress, for example, he pushed
for substantial reforms of the congressional franking privilege despite the
criticism of his colleagues. He was a politician in the very best sense of
the word. For Vic Fazio, there is life after Congress. He is currently a partner
at Clark and Weinstock. And, according to his wife Judy, he is overly in-
volved in non-profit and charitable activities.

And now to the subject of this panel: Thomas Stephen Foley. Thomas
Foley would never have described himself as the predominant Washington,
DC, “type A” personality. He rose to the top of the leadership ladder with-
out displaying the type of vaunted ambition usually associated with such
success. Even his first candidacy to represent the voters of eastern Washing-
ton’s Fifth Congressional District in Congress was reluctantly undertaken
at the urging of others. In 1974, he chaired the Democratic Study Group,
which served as the strategy and research arm of liberal and moderate Demo-
crats. The next year, he became Agriculture Committee chair under unusual
circumstances. His predecessor, the elderly and conservative W.R. Poage of
Texas, was targeted for removal by the huge bloc of reform-minded Water-
gate-baby Democrats. Ever the institutionalist, Foley backed Poage. But
when Poage was unseated anyway, the Democratic Caucus turned to Foley
and promoted him chairman of the committee.
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Foley continued to rise within Democratic ranks. After the 1980 elec-
tion, the position of Democratic whip opened up. And when Mr. Rosten-
kowski (D-IL), chief deputy whip and first-in-line, decided to take over the
Ways and Means Committee chair, Speaker Tip O’Neill and Majority Leader
Jim Wright, both looking for someone with parliamentary skills, chose Foley
as the party’s whip. When Speaker O’Neill announced his plan to retire
at the end of the 99th Congress, there was no guarantee Foley would ascend
to the majority leader’s spot. A number of Members wanted a more partisan
figure. In the end, no challenger to Foley emerged and the same dynamic
was there in 1989 when Foley rose without opposition to the speakership.

It sounds like a happily-ever-after story. It wasn’t. Not only was Foley
the first Speaker from west of the Rocky Mountains, he was a rare Speaker
who did not represent a safe seat in his marginally Republican district. The
higher his Democratic profile became, the greater his vulnerability. Ulti-
mately, he was the first Speaker defeated for reelection since 1862. Maybe
it could have been avoided. But he felt putting your career on the line,
and at risk on principled stands, was a test of doing the job right. And
he did so in favor of gun control and in opposition to what he viewed as
an unconstitutional Washington State term limits referendum. Later, the
Supreme Court after the 1994 elections confirmed his view. Foley had built
his career and reputation in part on being a facilitator and conciliator with
the ability to appreciate opinions on the other side of the aisle, and in part
on congressional reform initiatives.

As Speaker, Foley inherited a Democratic Caucus which had gotten too
used to big majorities and now struggled to find the discipline to marshal
tough votes. In the seventies, he had played a key role in the reforms which
opened up the Congress to the press and the public, and challenged the
power of committee chairs by making their appointment subject to a secret
ballot in the caucus. As Speaker, his reform instinct was called forth to
counter what emerged as decades-old institutional abuses, such as the House
bank. The abolition of the bank led to the appointment of a House adminis-
trator, the elimination of long cherished perks, and the appointment of a
bipartisan panel to look at more sweeping reforms. Foley initiated a program
under the direction of Representative Martin Frost to provide congressional
assistance to the emerging eastern European democracies. Most of these
changes remain to this day.

His long-admired bipartisan instinct was newly challenged under the
unified government of President Clinton. Foley undertook to pass a legisla-
tive agenda, including a budget proposal that failed to receive a single Re-
publican vote, and comprehensive health care reform which ultimately failed
to make it to the floor of the House. These brief illustrations highlight
the value and importance of the qualities that Foley brought to the House
for three decades. He placed a premium on governance following an election,
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whether the President be Democratic or Republican. He stressed a legislative
search for solutions, rather than the perpetuation of the campaign. He urged
a willingness to accept bipartisan compromise. He recognized the inter-
national role of the Speaker. These were qualities which remain essential
to the institution of the Congress and remain part of his legacy to the speak-
ership of the House.

Speaker FOLEY. Thank you, Jeff. I'd like to begin by repeating what
others have said about the Congressional Research Service, the Carl Albert
Center, and the McCormick Tribune Foundation for their support of this
wonderful day for me, and for many others. The day provides a chance to
see so many friends and associates of past years, and a chance to reminisce
over three or four decades of one’s past life. It is a special pleasure for me
today to be with Jim and Betty Wright, my predecessor in the Office of
the Speaker. And later with Newt Gingrich, my successor. The day prompts
many pleasant memories of Carl Albert and Tip O’Neill. I am also delighted
to be here with Bob Michel, who was the Republican leader all the time
that | was Speaker and a man for whom | have unbounded admiration as
a model of congressional and public service. And as Speaker Hastert said
today, we all are saddened by your wife’s recent death.

Looking back at the time that I first came to Congress, | recall a story
I've told before. I hope those who have heard it may forgive me. | joined
the Congress in 1964 as a part of the 89th Congress. It was a young and
rather large Democratic majority. In those days and today, the parties meet
in December to organize their work and to offer newly-elected Members
a chance to familiarize themselves with their responsibilities. Speaker John
McCormack addressed us newly-elected Members at that 1964 December
meeting. He said that the leadership probably would have to make a judg-
ment 2 years later about whether we had been elected seriously by our con-
stituents or by accident. Members are sometimes elected by accident, he
said, and we won't really know which you are until you are reelected, if
you are. With that warm greeting, we proceeded into the orientation pro-
gram.

One of the speakers was Michael Kirwan from the State of Ohio, who
was a powerful member of the Committee on Appropriations. In fact, he
was “Mr. Public Works.” You couldn’t get a footbridge built in the United
States without Mike’s approval. He leaned forward to tell us that he wanted
to warn us about the single greatest danger that could occur to a new Mem-
ber of Congress entering his or her congressional service. We leaned forward
to hear what this was—an ethical problem or whatever. He said that the
danger was thinking for yourselves! Avoid that, he said, at all costs. Avoid
thinking for yourselves. You must follow the subcommittee chairman, follow
the committee chairman. Support the chairman of the Democratic Caucus.
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Follow the majority whip. Support the majority leader. And especially, above
all, support, defend and follow the Speaker.

| remember being quite outraged. | had gotten elected as a new Mem-
ber of Congress, | thought, to make some contribution to my time in public
life and perhaps even beyond. And the idea that I should subcontract my
judgment to the political leadership of the party was really offensive. And
Kirwan went on to say that in his experience, more people had gotten into
trouble in the Congress of the United States by thinking for themselves
than by stealing money. That unbelievably shocking statement made me
truly angry. Later on, it was my opportunity to become a subcommittee
chairman, a committee chairman, the chairman of the Democratic Caucus,
the Democratic whip, the majority leader under Jim Wright, and, finally,
taking the oath of office as Speaker of the House of Representatives. And
| recall that as I was taking the oath, the wise words of Mr. Kirwan came
back across a generation of time. How right he was!

But fortunately, then and now, Members do think for themselves. And
they not only think for themselves on the Republican and the Democratic
sides of the aisle, they think for themselves inside each party. | had an oppor-
tunity to talk a little bit with Speaker Hastert today at lunch. We both
recognize that one of the problems of the speakership is to deal with very
strong and powerful voices within one’s own party. | came to the speakership
of the House as a former committee chairman, but not the most senior of
them. Dan Rostenkowski, John Dingell, Jack Brooks and others had been
powerful and wonderfully effective legislators and committee chairmen. They
had extensive knowledge and experience in their fields. This is true not only
with the committee chairmen, but with subcommittee chairmen, who have
proliferated dramatically over the years. | think we had something like 160
Democrats in the House of Representatives who were subcommittee chair-
men. Sometimes there were conflicting jurisdictions between Appropriations
subcommittee chairmen and authorizing committee chairmen or sub-
committee chairmen. There is a problem, sometimes, of managing strong,
effective, and powerful personalities. That’s one of the jobs that | didn’t
really anticipate when | became Speaker—how much time is required man-
aging jurisdictional disputes and trying to mediate between conflicts of ap-
proach. It's the sort of kitchen work, as my former mentor Senator \Warren
Magnuson spoke of, in terms of the day-to-day work of a Speaker—concil-
iating, organizing, trying to move the tasks of the Congress forward.

As Speaker Hastert said, | had a particular notion that it was the insti-
tutional responsibility of the Speaker, a special obligation, to be absolutely,
as far as humanly possible, fair in the judgments made from the chair. The
British model, the Westminster model as it's called, takes the Speaker out
of all party politics. My first opportunity to meet a British Speaker after
| became Speaker was Bernard Wetherow, who moved from the House of
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Lords to become the Speaker of the British House of Commons. He resigned
even from social clubs that were overly associated with the Conservative
Party, so that his absolute impartiality would never be questioned. By the
way, Speaker Wetherow asked me what number Speaker | was. | said, “Mr.
Speaker, I'm the 49th.” He said that he was the 322d. | said, “Sir, that’s
what we call in the United States a put-down. I'm the 49th, you're the
322d, or whatever.” He said, “Well, we started in 1277 or in 1388, depending
on how you count the speakerships in the House of Commons in the U.K.”
And he said, “And 10 of us were beheaded, 2 on the same day when the
king was in a particularly unhappy mood.” We don’t have that problem
here, at least physical beheading. We sometimes have political beheading.
I know something about political beheading.

But the role of the U.S. Speaker is a combination, as Speaker Hastert
said, of the party leader and the impartial British-type judicial Speaker. It’s
not an easy task. You are pushed by your own party to move legislation
forward and you want to do it. You face the problem that sometimes a
motion to recommit with instructions if proposed in a certain way may cre-
ate great problems. There’s a tendency, sometimes, to perhaps cut a little
too close on what others feel is the absolute right of the minority. Those
are tough decisions. | had, however, the great benefit of having an impartial
Parliamentarian, who Speaker Hastert also talked about. The two offices that
are voted on that are usually without any controversy are the Parliamentarian
and the Chaplain. It is important that the rulings of the chair in critical
times can be depended upon by both parties.

We had a few occasions when there was an objection to the ruling
of the chair, and someone called for a vote on that decision. | don’t think
any time that happened that Bob Michel didn’t support the chair. He felt,
| think, that the chair’s ruling had been correct and that it should not be
the subject of controversy in the House. On the other hand, the price for
that support was that, as Speaker, | had to ensure that the rulings are fair
so that they can elicit bipartisan support. In many legislatures, appealing
the ruling of the chair is a constant event and takes place routinely. | think
in 50 years, we may have had a dozen or so formal challenges to the ruling
of the chair.

During the time | was Speaker, | served with President George Bush
41, as we now say. President Bush was President for 3 years of my speakership
and President Clinton for 2. It was interesting to me that there is a difference
in whether you have divided or united government between the congres-
sional leadership and the Presidential leadership. We have had, for most
of the period after World War 11, divided political responsibility—generally
Republican Presidents with Democratic majorities in the Congress and those
have a particular dynamic. There is a tendency, frankly, for relations between
the Congress and the Presidency to be as good, and in some cases even
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better, with divided government. For some, that might come as a surprise.
But the fact is that the need to make the system of government work leads
to a kind of elaborate, almost diplomatic, sensitivity between the White
House and the Congress to the reactions of the other.

In contrast, if there is united government with the White House and
Congress under control of one party, Congress expects that the new, let’s
say, Democratic President is going to solve all the problems that they want
to have addressed and they now think it's possible to go forward with a
very energetic and effective legislative program. The congressional majority
Members expect all those they appointed in their districts to be happy and
satisfied with them. At the same time, the President feels that his program
should be taken up without much question and enthusiastically passed by
his congressional colleagues. The disappointments that are possible on both
sides of this united government are great.

During the period of divided government, |1 was blamed, along with
then-Senate Majority Leader George Mitchell, for having talked President
George H.W. Bush 41 into agreeing to some tax increases. Some attribute
his defeat in 1992 to his having allegedly broken his “no new taxes” promise.
As | look back on that period, one of the things that | admired most about
President Bush was his willingness to confront internal problems in the Re-
publican Party by taking that decision. It was a decision taken along with
spending restrictions on the budget. But an agreement on spending cuts
and new taxes was obviously going to be a problem for President Bush and
it turned out to be.

| used to say, somewhat jokingly, that there are two sins in politics—
one is the obvious sin of not keeping your campaign promises. But some-
times | think that’s the more venal sin. The sometimes more mortal sin
is keeping your campaign promises. If they turn out to be wrong for the
country, wrong for the future of the Nation, then | think whether we're
in Congress or the White House, we have to reconsider that. | had great
respect for President Bush’s willingness to take that risk.

When President Clinton came to office, he was the first Democratic
President in 12 years. With George Mitchell in the Senate and me in the
House, there were many Democrats who wanted to see the new President
succeed and wanted to support his major legislative agenda. Looking back
on it, | think that perhaps we could have been more supportive of the admin-
istration by, once in awhile, being a bit more candid with the President.
| think the new administration came in with great enthusiasm, particularly
on health care. The White House overstressed the institutional support of
the House. We had to decide, for example, whether to put the President’s
health care reform bill through the established committees of Congress, such
as Ways and Means and Commerce, or push the legislation through a task
force. The task force idea | rejected. | thought the legislation should go
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through the ordinary committee structure. But that required multiple com-
mittee referrals.

Eventually, the Congressional Budget Office was overwhelmed by the
demands of individual Members to examine the cost of their amendments.
The system slowed down and was greeted on the Republican side with a
decision to straight-out oppose, rather than just try to modify, the health
care bill. We all know the consequence of that—the bill did not proceed
through the end of that Congress. | think this was a contributing factor
to the country’s disillusionment with the Democratic leadership and the 1994
defeat of the majority in Congress. In retrospect, I think we would have
been wiser, as Dan Rostenkowski suggested today, with a more incremental
approach such as the Kennedy-Kassebaum bill, a step-by-step process, as
opposed to trying to achieve everything overnight in the way of health care
reform. We might have been more effective and successful.

Tony Coelho gave me good advice one time after he left Congress. He
said, “Don’t look back and don’t regret.” | think that’s a good rule. You
may have made mistakes. There may have been opportunities you didn’t
fulfill, but you did what you could while you were there.

In the session on Jim Wright, the question arises as to whether it’s
better to be more assertive or more cautious. If | have a regret, it's probably
been on two or three occasions that | wasn't as assertive as | think now
perhaps | should have been. But one of the things that | hoped we would
see—and I'm disappointed we do not see today—is a continuation of the
kind of relationship between the majority and the minority that existed
when | was Speaker and Bob Michel was the Republican leader. We met
almost every day and the staff certainly met every day. We went back and
forth to the other’s offices. | always felt that Bob was an extremely effective
Republican leader. It was necessary to know exactly where we wanted to
go and to see if we could compromise or find an approach that would lead
to some accommodation of the issue, rather than a confrontation.

Our efforts in those times were sometimes rewarded with success, such
as was the case with most of our party members in different camps on the
1991 Gulf war. Despite those differences, we had a debate which I still think
was one of the most thoughtful and impressive that I can recall in the Con-
gress. There was a full discussion of whether the United States should au-
thorize war and give the President authority to enter the war. It’s interesting
to me that President Bush 41 wanted this vote to come after the election
so it would not be politicized. The vote in the present case came before
the election. In any event, I'll never forget Bob Michel coming up to the
Speaker’s chair, where | was sitting, wearing that combat infantryman’s
badge, which he won so well in World War I1. Here was a big tough guy
with tears in his eyes. He said, “This is the hardest vote | think I've ever
had to cast because I'm putting young men and women at risk and | know
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it. But | think it’s the right thing to do.” He and | voted differently on
the bill, but it was a sense of, | think, the mutual respect that Republicans
and Democrats throughout the House had with the differing opinions of
their colleagues on an issue of enormous importance to the country.

| regret that in recent years there’s been a tension between persons,
as well as between parties and policies. There was even a civility conference
a few years ago at Hershey, Pennsylvania, where Members of both parties
came with their families to try and reconcile those harsh personal relation-
ships in the House and try to get a sense of comity and friendship and
a common effort.

The House of Representatives is the voice of the American people, the
Senate the voice of the States. That’s the way we see it in the House. Former
Representative Richard Bolling was once accused of making a derogatory
comment about the House, saying it was made up of “provincials.” He de-
fended his remark by saying that that is what the House was supposed to
be. It is intended to be the place where people represent their districts,
represent the differences in our country. House Members represent the com-
munities in which they grew up and where they have their primary residence
in life. 1 think Speaker Hastert reflected that again today when he spoke
of returning to his district on weekends and his desire to keep always in
front of him the origin of his service in the Congress and his speakership.

Former Speaker John McCormack once said another thing that I'll never
forget. He said if the day comes when you look up at the Capitol as you
come to work in summer, in fall, in rain or in snow, and you are not individ-
ually thrilled and heartened by the enormous honor of representing 500,000
or 600,000 people as constituents, and if you don’t think that that is some-
thing that you should be deeply grateful for—he said quit, just quit. Because
if you don’t have that sense of thrill, that sense of great honor and oppor-
tunity, he said you've stayed too long. | think that’s good advice, and I
think that those who have had a chance to serve here will look back on
that service, regardless of their party, with a sense of first great obligation
and thanks to their constituents.

For over 30 years, my constituents sent me to Washington and allowed
me to represent them as best | could. Those of us who have held the Office
of Speaker have had a second honor bestowed on us. Speakers have that
special sense that they have been chosen by their fellow Members—all of
them representatives and delegates of a great national constituency. To be
elected Speaker is even a greater honor in many respects than being elected
to represent a constituency. And whether we have done the job well or less
well, whether we have achieved all that we might or not—and none of us
achieves everything we wish—I think we can look back on being Speaker
as one of the great opportunities and one of the great honors of our lives.
And | am happy today, regardless of differences between individuals and
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parties and personalities, to join with others who have had that experience.
I thank you all for taking part in this conference. Thank you.

Mr. FRENZEL. Thanks, Tom Foley. Thanks, Library of Congress.
Thanks to all of you for being here. And thanks to whomever was rash
enough to invite me.

Being asked to comment on the Foley speakership creates a real tempta-
tion to deliver a eulogy while a body is still warm. And I'm going to have
to succumb to it, because it was my great privilege to serve all my time
in Congress concurrently with Speaker Foley and have had many opportuni-
ties to interact with him.

I remember the first time | really met him was in the early seventies
on a trip to Japan. Tom was then a very ancient senior Member of four
or five terms, and | was just a rookie from the minority. He showed me
around and | remember being very impressed with his reception by the Japa-
nese and with his knowledge of that country and its political system. And,
of course, more than 20 years later, it was my pleasure to dine in his house
at our Embassy in Japan where he was representing all of us with distinction
as our Ambassador in Tokyo.

Of course, distinction has followed Tom wherever he has gone. Those
of us who served in the House are wont to say that he really gave politics
a bad name. He was forever thinking selfish thoughts about integrity and
decency and service and trustworthiness and about doing a good job for
the constituents. That really was Tom’s hallmark.

I have served with only four Speakers, all of them Democrats, and all
of whom 1 consider friends. And so I'm not really anxious to get into com-
parisons. But one of the things that | enjoyed about Tom and his leader-
ship—not just as Speaker, but as majority leader, as a committee chairman—
almost certainly from the time | came to Congress, was that he could be
a real Democrat, a “big D” Democrat, but still respect and be respected
by all of the Members of Congress, be they Republicans or Democrats.

| don’t know if that arose from the fact that Tom came from a fairly
competitive congressional district where you had to make friends with every-
body. Perhaps it did, or perhaps it simply originates from the fact that he
is that kind of a person, respectful and respected.

In watching him, | learned that you could be a party loyalist, but still
remember that you had representational responsibilities to the whole coun-
try, to all the people within your district. And remember, too, that you
have to be fair to every Member of the House, especially when you’re the
boss. As he spoke of trying to work compromises with my great hero Bob
Michel in the House, with whom | was also favored to serve, | thought
that with great men like that, compromise does not represent weakness. On
the contrary, it represents the strength of our system. That made me terribly
proud to be a part of the system.
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The House is a very tough political environment. Compared to the
other body, it is like the difference between professional football and chess.
The majority has an important duty to move a program. Often, it is moved
over the dead bodies of the minority, or by stretching the rules a bit. But
that’s not an easy chore, because the majority has to put its troops together.

And | can imagine that when Tom got ahold of the gavel and got
up there on the Speaker’s podium, he was praying that every one of his
caucus would follow the admonitions of Chairman Kirwan and follow the
Speaker’s wishes. But sometimes they didn’t. And that’s one of the reasons
that it is rash to compare speakerships. The House is different at all times.
It has different Members. It has different issues. It has different cross-
currents. There are different coalitions. Everything is different. And Speakers
are different, too. And while their problems are similar, they are by no means
the same.

Tom presided over the House in what we now recognize was a period
of the decline of the Rooseveltian coalition, which was beginning to come
apart. It apparently had good, strong majorities. But, on the other hand,
after 62 years of ascendancy with two small imperfections, most of its Demo-
cratic Members believed that they were born to rule and that their rule
was ordained by the Almighty.

That was a nice feeling, except for Tom. It gave him an army of all
generals and no foot soldiers. And it was not a really easy matter to put
all of those people together in a single place for any bill. He also ruled
at a time when the committees were manned by very senior “old bulls”
in the party. As everyone knows, when they are at full strength, the Speaker
is never quite at full strength.

Jeff touted him as a conciliator, a facilitator, a mediator, and so do
I. He was, for me, just a remarkable affirmation of what our system should
be. As a member of the minority, | trusted and respected Tom Foley.

Now remember, | didn’t vote with Tom Foley a lot. | thought he was
kind of squirrelly in his voting habits. But he was doing the best he could.
You remember Dennis Hastert gave us his admonition, which is people ex-
pect you to keep your word. For me, you could put Tom’s word in the
bank. And that’s pretty hard to equal. That's about as good as you can
do in Washington in my judgment.

| saw Leon Panetta out in the audience and | was just remembering
that there was a time when Leon and | went to see Tom about a matter
that had to do with the Budget Committee. Leon was then chairman and
| was a flunky. Leon said, “Mr. Speaker, can you help us with this problem?”
And the Speaker said, “Of course. | think you're right on this.” The Speaker
made one phone call and resolved our problem instantly.

The following year we were back with the same problem. | said, “Mr.
Speaker, can you help us with this problem?” And the Speaker said, “No,
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| can’t do that for you.” Since | was the minority person, | had to challenge
the statement. | said, “Why not, Mr. Speaker? You did it last year.” And
he said, “Ah, but I was new in the job and then I did not know the limita-
tions of my power.”

So if you think it is an easy job to be Speaker, forget it. But also,
if you think it’s going to be easy for any future Speakers to live up to
the reputation and achievements of Tom Foley, abolish those thoughts as
well. As far as I'm concerned, he was the greatest.

Mr. FAZIO. Jeff, thank you and the Library of Congress for including
me in this discussion of the speakership. I think it is the most important,
most difficult, most under-appreciated and least-understood leadership posi-
tion in American Government, second only to the President. There’s no
question that | tend to agree with a lot of what Bill Frenzel has said. I'd
like to concentrate on the question of Foley’s marginal seat and the impact
it had. | think he’s the last—not just one of the few as Jeff said—but the
last Speaker who will come from a district that was evenly balanced and
could go either way in any election.

Tom Foley was elected to the House in the midsixties during a Demo-
cratic ascendancy. He kept the district with some tight races for 30 years,
largely because of the force of his own personality and his effective represen-
tation of the wheatgrowers and all the other elements of that district. He
always put the needs of his constituents first. That was his first and most
compelling assignment and he always carried it out well. But the speakership
had evolved to a multifaceted, 24—7 job. It became not just the internal
collaborative leadership that the Speakers are required to provide, but also
the “outside job,” the fundraising, the Sunday talk shows, the speeches in
faraway places—not just to help your colleagues with their fundraising and
their reelection campaigns, but as a way of projecting the party on issue
after issue and raising money for the Congressional Campaign Committees.
It means that inevitably the district fades to some degree. And it’s not just
the fact that you can’t be there as much as you may have been, but it’s
also the reality that you have to take more partisan positions than they are
used to hearing you express at home.

So inevitably, I think, Tom Foley’s career in the eastern district of
Washington State ended when his speakership did because not only was the
Democratic Party in eastern Washington State weakening, but the tradi-
tional Democratic Party that Bill Frenzel referred to as their Rooseveltian
coalition was disintegrating as well. The style of leadership that Foley
brought to the speakership was also changing. No question it influenced
how he ran the House. Tom Foley was like Tip—a man of the House that
he grew up in. That was why Speaker Foley was so much a regular order
kind of guy.
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I was thinking earlier today about the health care legislation, still re-
ferred to as the Clinton health care plan. Other names have been attached
over the years, but the bottom line is this Speaker felt regular order needed
to prevail in order to bring a health bill to the floor that could pass. I
am sure Danny Rostenkowski remembers meeting after meeting in the
Speaker’s office when we tried to put together the votes, either in the Com-
merce Committee or the Ways and Means Committee, to begin the process.
We didn’t have those votes and could not move the legislation. | realize
now what Newt Gingrich would have done, and we did it regularly in the
next speakership—put a task force together. Denny Hastert earlier referred
to them as, he said, a way of undermining the committee system. But Speak-
er Gingrich would not have hesitated about moving a bill of that importance
to his party and his President through by irregular order. He would have
found another way to do it and it somehow would have gotten to the floor
and probably passed by a couple of votes, as so often has been the case
since 1995.

I respect Tom Foley’s approach. He knew his caucus was not as unified
as it needed to be and most of all he respected the committee system that
had served the House so well. He was a product of that tradition. It was
also regular order for Speaker Foley when it came to supporting the Clinton
administration. Having observed the conflicts between the O’Neill speaker-
ship and the Carter Presidency, Tom Foley took a different, more supporting
approach. You remember it was Hamilton Jordan, Carter’s Chief of Staff,
who was frequently called “Hannibal Jerkin.” There was real antipathy there.
Most Democrats saw, in retrospect, that the discord didn’'t necessarily aid
the Carter administration in their difficult reelection quest.

Speaker Foley, as he’s already indicated, did all he could possibly do
to help implement President Clinton’s agenda. All those who were members
of his last caucus look back with pride on that budget vote in 1993 which
brought us, Democrats believe, a balanced budget and a decade of prosperity.
It also probably contributed significantly to the decline and ultimate defeat
of our majority. I remember later when we took the crime bill to the floor,
we had a very tough choice to make. Do we move the assault weapons ban
as a separate, stand-alone piece of legislation, or do we make it part of the
omnibus crime bill, however difficult that would make it for many moderate
and conservative Democrats with strong NRA constituencies to vote for it?
Parenthetically, we even had some on the left voting against the crime bill
rule because they didn’t support any provisions relating to the death penalty.
It was a very good example of how fragmented and diverse our Democratic
Caucus had become, and how difficult it was to bring it all together. We
chose to, as | think my friend Leon Panetta said, give the President a victory
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and pass that bill with the assault weapon ban in it. But we also had tremen-
dous negative fallout for many of our Members just 1 year later.

Speaker Foley personally paid the price for the bill in his own race.
He lost the NRA’s support for the first time in his career. There’s no ques-
tion that Tom Foley liked to work with his fellow committee chairs. He
was one of them. He came through the Agriculture Committee to be its
chair, then moved into the elected leadership and ultimately the speakership.
He respected the diversity within the bipartisan committee process. Remem-
ber, it was an era when you put out bills with as broad a bipartisan majority
as you could get. When possible, you worked with the Republicans during
those years in the majority, in part because it gave us more impetus, more
momentum when we got to the floor. After all, we weren’t always sure where
all those elements of that Democratic coalition were going to be at vote
time. Fragmentation had set in within our caucus, and the committee struc-
ture normally gave the Democratic leadership the broader support it needed
to pursue its agenda on the floor.

Tom Foley’s time in the leadership was already an era when we were
closely divided. But it was also the era when the one-party South, the Demo-
cratic majority in the South, had totally disintegrated. It was also a period
where the diversity that had become one of the keys to changing our caucus
in the eighties and into the nineties, worked against us. We didn’t all know
or empathize with each other. We didn’t share common experiences. And
that certainly was true of the House in general as well as the Democratic
Caucus.

| remember hearing stories about Bob Michel and Danny Rostenkowski
driving to and from Illinois together through many of their years in Wash-
ington. That sort of friendship, that sort of personal relationship above and
beyond party, had almost vanished during Tom Foley’s speakership. What
existed was a more divided House with little community. It's a trend that
has continued to this day. Families live in their districts, not in Washington.
Two- and three-day weeks are common with jet travel back and forth to
the district. There is pressure on the leadership from the Members to come
in late and go out early. These circumstances contributed to an incredible
amount of disarray, not just in one party, but in the House in general.

On top of that, we suffered greatly from the internal troubles brought
about by all of the so-called “scandals” that the House came under scrutiny
for—the bank, the post office, and so on. We had elements of our caucus,
generally older Members and those from safe seats, who felt that if we would
just hold tight, these problems were transitory and they would all blow
away. Other elements, people younger and more marginal in their seats,
were under such pressure in their districts that they couldn’t go home for
a weekend without coming back fully inflamed about what these problems
that they didn’t really know much about, or hadn’t participated in, were
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doing to their reelection chances. So Tom Foley had a very tough time recon-
ciling the generational shift that was going on within his caucus—the large
influx of people in 1974, plus the Members who carried over for 30 and
40 years, and a lot of people who had been elected in the late eighties and
into the nineties whose tenure was quite tenuous.

And so | think Tom Foley epitomized modern collaborative leadership
in this very difficult environment. He worked very hard at bringing people
together, brokering compromises, working with State delegations and the
exploding number of informal caucuses, dealing with committee assign-
ments, and assigning legislation to one or more committees. These kinds
of one-on-one, small group gatherings are leadership requirements that are
really the hallmark of the speakership. It wasn’t just that other strength
he has of being a great stentorian speaker and floor leader. It was also the
personal touch. The need to be putting your arm around somebody, bringing
together a compromise that might otherwise have been lost.

There’s no question when you ask Members to look back on their years
in the Foley House, they will relate to his ability to go into the well and
extemporaneously make remarks that actually moved votes, and, | believe,
probably on both sides of the aisle. He was also great in our districts. For
those of us who had him come by and speak to our contributors and our
supporters, it was always a positive experience. He has wonderful rhetorical
skills. I think back on all those stories that | came to know almost so well
that I could repeat them mysel—the words on Jefferson’s tomb were the
basis for one of my favorites. And Mike Kirwan—a far more familiar figure
with the American public today because of Tom Foley’s stories that you
heard a version of earlier. This was a man who could communicate in every
sense of that term. He was someone whom | was proud to serve with, and
I look back on that time very fondly. Thank you.

Mr. BIGGS. We still have some time and would welcome questions.

Question. How important is it for Congress to be more assertive in
foreign and defense policy? That concern has come up in a couple of different
speakerships, and | think in today’s climate it is an appropriate question.

Speaker FOLEY. I think it's obviously important for the House and
the Speaker to have their voices heard on foreign policy. The President, by
some constitutional opinion, inherited the powers of George Il to make
foreign policy and to command the military services as commander in chief.
But the power of the purse, the power to implement foreign policy, which
is essential today in any foreign policy undertaking, requires the House and
the Senate to be involved. | think the Speaker must be involved in that.
We talked earlier here today about Jim Wright and the work that was done
with the Reagan administration. Looking back, for example, on Tip O’Neill’s
service—I was a whip when Tip was Speaker—I never saw a case where
President Reagan called and asked Tip O’Neill to do something that Reagan
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thought was in the interest of the country’s foreign policy that Tip didn’t
agree to do it. But he would also tell the President what he thought about
various foreign policy issues. He told him privately and told him candidly.
But, on the other hand, Tip felt very strongly that the Speaker should be
supportive of the President on those issues where he could conscientiously
support him in the interest of the foreign policy of the country.

| want to take the opportunity again to express my regret at the sort
of permanent campaign we have under way now. It's a function of both
congressional and Presidential politics that the campaign never really ends.
Fundraising goes on constantly, and preparing for the next election almost
begins the day after the returns come in from the last one. That has con-
sequences for the ability of the House or the government to work together
after an election to move the country’s agenda and purposes forward. It can
be a very critical problem, obviously, in foreign policy.

So, how do we get over the political consequences of the permanent
campaign and restore a sense of comity and trust that both branches are
trying to move the country’s agenda forward? As a Democratic Speaker, |
also wanted to see a Republican President succeed in every way when | could
conceive it as being in the interest of the country. Anyone who doesn’t want
a President to succeed, who wants a total failure, is, as they say, no friend
of the republic.

| should also say that one of the things I felt when I was in office
was that we needed to have opportunities for Democrats and Republicans
to find ways to talk together outside the formal debates of the House. There
was a case that occurred when | was Speaker in the 102d Congress when
we had one of those briefings for new Members. I was telling the new Demo-
cratic Members that | thought they should take an opportunity—I didn’t
think the press was present—to miss a vote. Not a serious vote, not one
that would affect their reelection, obviously, or affect public policy, just miss
some kind of ordinary, routine vote so they could never, ever think about
having a 100 percent voting record. | mentioned this because we had a couple
of Members who had 100 percent voting records. When one of them finally
failed to get back to the House in time, he wept on the floor after missing
the first vote after 17,372 consecutive votes. | also recall that former Rep-
resentative Bill Natcher came from the Bethesda Naval Hospital on a gurney,
on life supports, to vote so his consecutive voting record would not be bro-
ken.

| told the new Members to avoid that situation. Just sit through a
roll call vote on approving the Journal or something—you get 99.99 percent,
but you can’t get 100. Second, | said that you ought to travel, if you get
a chance in your committee, to some place where the committee’s jurisdic-
tion is involved. You'll learn something important about the committee’s
work. But you'll also have a chance to have some association with your col-
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leagues. There’s nothing like being together on an airplane for awhile, and
being in a foreign country, to make Members who don’t usually have much
opportunity to see or talk to each other do that. You learn that there’s a
lot of wisdom and judgment and good character on the other side of the
aisle, if you had any doubts about that. If you needed a political reason
for travel, sometime later in your career you might get a vote from the
Republican side of the aisle on something the Member had no particular
interest in except the fact that you and he were together, or you and she
were together, somewhere on committee business.

Anyway, it turned out there was a press reporter in the room, and
the next day he reported that Tom Foley, as Speaker of the House, told
the Democrats of the 102d Congress to miss a vote and take a junket. Fox
Morning News the next morning said they were shocked to learn that the
Speaker of the House had told the newly elected Democrats to miss as many
votes as they could—miss as many votes as they could—and never miss
a chance to take a publicly financed trip abroad.

There is a need for Members of Congress to have this opportunity to
get through the divisions that we have on committees, the divisions that
we have across the aisle, and to have a chance to know each other and to
learn the kind of respect that follows from that. I think it helps in the
legislative process. | think it helps bring about an opportunity for com-
promise and common effort.

When you sit down here and reminisce about the past with other
Speakers, 1 am reminded that | always had the problem of being mistaken
for Tip, in part because Tip and | were about the same weight. Naturally,
we both have white hair and big Irish mugs, as Tip said. When | became
Speaker, | weighed about 283 pounds. | weigh about 90 pounds less than
that today. But | remember | went to a gym in New Orleans when | was
Speaker. A very old retainer of the club had been very helpful to me, and
| thanked him. He said, “Don’t thank me, Mr. Speaker. It’s been an honor
and pleasure to have you here, and I'm going to tell all the club members
we had the Honorable Mr. Tip O’Neill here in our club today.” I didn’t
know what to say except thank you. A year later 1 was in Nordstrom’s in
San Francisco with Tom Nides, who was on my staff, and | bought a shirt.
As | was leaving the counter, | heard the two clerks talk and one of them
said, “Do you know who that was?”’ And the other said, “No.” He said,
“That’s the Speaker of the House of Representatives.” He said, “Tip
O’Neill?” The other said, “No, dummy—Jim Wright.” Anyway, it was an
honor to have followed both Tip and Jim.

Mr. BIGGS. We've got time for one last question.

Question. You talked about carrying out the speakership through proc-
esses of negotiation and coalition building that had to span both sides of
the aisle. That's a mode of operation, as we've heard today, that goes right
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back to the “Board of Education” room and Sam Rayburn, if not before.
| remember having the impression that when the New Yorker magazine did
a profile of you during your speakership, that in a lot of cases the negotia-
tions you were engaged in tended to be putting together different factions
within what was a very large Democratic majority. We've also heard com-
mentators say today that we’re now in a more partisan era where a lot of
the coalition building tends to take place within the majority party.

To what extent, then, did the necessity of carrying out coalition nego-
tiations—just to hold the large and diverse Democratic majority together—
contribute to the situation in which the minority tend to get more and
more left out of the coalition process? Did this trend contribute to a more
partisan operation in the House?

Speaker FOLEY. | think there’s some truth to what you say. | think
in recent years a close majority in the House and the Senate put an emphasis
on getting legislation through with your own troops, and keeping the core
coalition of your own party together. And that inhibits reaching out very
much to the other party. It all depends on time and circumstances. In the
Democratic Party, frankly, we had many more Members who were on the
conservative side politically than Republicans had Members who were very
liberal. There were a few, but | think the spectrum in the Democratic Party
was much broader than it was in the Republican Party. So we had to deal
with the possibility that Republicans would attract some support from
Democrats. We had a committee chairman, | should say a subcommittee
chairman, who somebody calculated had voted against the Democratic posi-
tion on key bills 85 percent of the time. | had to justify our continued
support for him by the fact that he voted to organize the House, which
was an important vote by the way.

Coalition building also depends on whether there’s a closely divided
House and what party is in the White House. If you've got a Republican
White House with a Democratic majority in the House, that requires greater
consultation. It is true, frankly, that Republicans, | think, felt much more
abused—I don’t know what the right word is—much more ignored or much
more overridden than the Democrats felt they were overriding or abusing.
So it’s a perception problem, in part. Now Democrats tell me whatever we
did then pales compared to what the Republican majority is doing to the
Democrats in the minority.

I remember Speaker Hastert saying about a month ago, when this issue
arose in the press, that at least the Republicans didn’t take away the Demo-
crats’ parking spaces or office keys. With great respect to the Speaker, who
| do admire very much, I can never recall us going so far as taking away
a parking space or an office key. That would be really intervening. But it’s
always as seen by the beholder. | guess the other thing that’s gone, in my
judgment, is this kind of bipartisan social relationship. There was, | think,
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a tendency to become almost like the British parties. There is a tension
not only on policy and even on party principle, but even personal tension.
That is the degree to which, | think, the situation has gone too far and
where it has had a deleterious effect on the House and its operations.

Actually, my admiration and interest goes to the great Speakers of the
19th century, who were pretty authoritarian Speakers, by the way. My favor-
ite is Thomas Brackett Reed, who was an enormously powerful Speaker and
a very witty one. As legend has it, he was asked one time if he was going
to go to the funeral of a political opponent. He said, “No, I'm not going,
but | approve of it highly.” Somebody suggested that he might be a can-
didate for President himself and he said, “They could go farther and do
worse and they undoubtedly will.” One Member was excited on the floor
making a speech and said, “Mr. Speaker, I'd rather be right than be Presi-
dent.” The Speaker leaned down and said, “The gentleman need not exorcise
himself. He has very little chance of being either.”

Mr. BIGGS. Could you speak for just a couple of minutes about some-
thing that is a little extra-legislative, and that is the whole idea of the budg-
et summits during your speakership?

Speaker FOLEY. The budget summits are the only time that | have
a twinge of nostalgia about not being in the House anymore. And | don’t
understand why because budget summits were great periods of tension. We
had two or three of them when | was a majority leader and Speaker. They
involved various problems. One was the stock market crash of 1987. We
had to do an emergency reduction of the budget in order to strengthen
the market, along with the Federal Reserve’s quick infusion of a lot of liquid-
ity. | chaired a bipartisan House-Senate committee at that time—a task
force, | guess. Senator John Stennis asked someone if that young Foley was
chairing it. They said, “Yes,” to which he responded, “I like young people
to get their chance.” | treasure that remembrance.

We also had budget summits with President George H.W. Bush and
it involved constant meetings in my office and other places where Nick
Brady jTreasury Secretaryk and John Sununu jWhite House Chief of Staffk
and Mr. Dick Darman JOMB Directork would come up and we would work
over the various alternatives. I remember the famous budget summit we
had over the Gramm-Rudman-Hollings bill. Senator Fritz Hollings said his
name on the end of the legislation was a sure way to anonymity because
the proposal generally became known as Gramm-Rudman.

This is an interesting form of the previous question. The House was
then in Democratic control and the Senate was in Republican control. The
summit was between House Democrats and Senate Republicans. We sat
around my office—Senator Pete Domenici, Senator Warren Rudman, Senator
Hollings, and others. The question was whether we should invite the minor-
ity to take part in it, that is, House Republicans and Senate Democrats.
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It was one of the Republican Members, who shall remain anonymous, who
said, “No, no, no. We are the governing coalition, the Democrats of the
House and the Republicans of the Senate on this bill. And if we invite
in the minority, yours or ours, they will have no particular incentive except
to obstruct and delay.” 1 didn’t think that was right. | thought we should
have invited the minority Members. But it was overruled at that time. Budg-
et summits also can lead to very serious consequences. | think the defeat
of the budget summit by the House under Newt Gingrich’s leadership was
a seminal event at the time.

By the way, it's interesting for me to recall that single events that
don’t seem to be connected can have significant consequences. For example,
Senator John Tower was appointed by President George Bush 41 to be the
Secretary of Defense. He ran into the opposition of Senator Sam Nunn, and
the Senate Armed Services Committee failed to report his nomination affirm-
atively. This was an embarrassment for the administration and they decided,
| think, that they needed someone to appoint as Secretary of Defense that
would be instantly confirmable—unanimously confirmable. They decided
that person was Dick Cheney, who was then Republican whip. He was taken
from the House whip’s job, nominated as Secretary of Defense, and unani-
mously confirmed by the Senate. Cheney’s departure led to a race in the
House between a moderate Member and Newt Gingrich to replace Secretary
Cheney as GOP whip and Newt won by one vote. All this came about
as a consequence of the opposition of some Democrats to John Tower’s homi-
nation to the Secretary of Defense job.

Events have consequences. There are connections and some of us are
old enough to recall them. By the way, | think Dick Cheney did a very
credible job as Secretary of Defense and that, | think, led to the possibility
of him becoming Vice President of the United States. So these things are
interestingly connected.

I'm generally not very much in favor of these extraordinary legislative
vehicles like task forces and budget summits. But in times of emergency,
sometimes regular order just doesn’t function that quickly and that respon-
sively to a crisis that exists in the country.

I'd like to—because he’s here and others are here—just say a word
of great admiration for Dan Rostenkowski. He talked about Tip being a
great legislator. | think Dan Rostenkowski was a great legislator. He also
was a legislator who worked between the two parties in getting legislation
out that was otherwise difficult to do. He would charge the President, if
it was President Bush or whomever, to take care of his side of the aisle
and he would take care of the Democrats. People I've talked to over the
years remember with great respect Dan’s service on the Ways and Means
Committee. They have always commented that Dan kept his eye on the
ball, knew where the legislation had to go, and was extraordinarily effective



86 The Cannon Centenary Conference

at getting things done. It was an era of great figures like Dan and John
Dingell. Both of them were great figures because they were both great chair-
men.

Mr. BIGGS. Thanks to Messrs. Fazio and Frenzel, Speaker Foley, and
the audience. We can now declare a recess until the next session begins.
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Dr. BILLINGTON. It is my pleasure as Librarian of Congress to be
here with you at this commemoration of Speaker Cannon and this happy
gathering of so many distinguished and historymaking Speakers of the
House. | always say that the Congress of the United States has been the
greatest single patron of a library in the history of the world, gathering
in books and materials as no other legislature, or no other government for
that matter, has done so effectively. The collections come to us through
copyright deposit of the creative output of the whole private sector of Amer-
ica, and also include much of the world’s knowledge: two-thirds of our books
are in languages other than English.

| have to say that all of the Speakers that have been discussed so far,
as well as the Speaker yet to come, have themselves played interesting and
important roles sustaining the idea that every democracy—and especially
one in a big, complex country like this—has to be based on knowledge
and on ever more people having ever more access to ever more information.
That was certainly true of everyone on the last panel that spoke, and | want
to just take a moment to particularly single out Vic Fazio who, in his thank-
less work as chairman of the Appropriations Subcommittee on the Legislative
Branch, played a particularly important role in the restoration of the Jeffer-
son Building, without which that beautiful, extraordinary structure would
not be seen in the same beauty and majesty that it is today. He also offered
the first congressional support for the Library’s digital outreach to the Na-
tion, which has now reached the point that we had 3 billion electronic trans-
actions last year. This began in a small way with an important congressional
appropriation, even though it has been largely funded by private money.

And | should also mention in that regard the special role that Speaker
Newt Gingrich played with his desire to have congressional information
placed online: the whole THOMAS system owes a great deal to his initiative
and support. I am here in active, humble gratitude for past and future users
of the Library of Congress and also to give thanks to the private supporters
of this important centennial; the foundations that have also made it possible;
and, of course, to the Congressional Research Service under Dan Mulhollan’s
able leadership for putting all of this together.

My job today is to introduce a real expert on this whole subject, Pro-
fessor Robert Remini. He is associated with the Library to fulfill a congres-
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sional mandate, a mandate from the House in particular, to produce a history
of the House of Representatives—one that would have scholarly substance
and at the same time be accessible to a broad audience. We have been very
fortunate to have enlisted the services of one of the most distinguished of
American historians, Robert Remini. He is at present a distinguished senior
scholar at the Kluge Center at the Library of Congress. As some of you
may know, last week we gave out the first international prize in humanities
and social sciences at the Nobel level through a Kluge endowment, and
that has enabled us to bring some very distinguished scholars to the Library
of Congress. The former President of Brazil, Fernando Henrique Cardoso,
just joined us last week. One of the most distinguished of all of these schol-
ars is Bob Remini, and certainly one of the most important of the projects
being done there is his history of the House of Representatives.

Despite the bad light and my failing eyes, I will read you some of
his many distinctions. He is compiling a congressionally authorized one-
volume narrative history of the House of Representatives, which he has
called—I'm quoting now—"an extraordinary institution with its vivid and
sometimes outrageous personalities.” You can see the little bit of adjectival
twinkle already even in this brief characterization. He hopes his book will
capture—I’'m quoting again—"all the excitement and drama that took place
during the past 200 years so that the record of jthe House’sk triumphs,
achievements, mistakes and failures can be better known and appreciated
by the American people.”

Professor Remini was educated at Fordham University, and graduated
in 1947 from Columbia University, where he finished his Ph.D. in 1951.
He has been a teacher of American history for more than 50 years, the author
of a three-volume biography of Andrew Jackson, and many other studies
of Jackson’s Presidency and of the Jacksonian era. He has also written biog-
raphies of Henry Clay, Daniel Webster, John Quincy Adams, and Joseph
Smith. We know him as an earlier collaborator with the Library of Congress
because he crafted the historical overview to a volume called Gathering His-
tory: the Marion S. Carson Collection of Americana in 1999. This is one of the
Library’s most important private collections of American history. It deals
particularly with families in Pennsylvania from the early 1800s, and includes
the first picture of a human face probably ever taken anywhere by a photo-
graph, which was taken, it turned out, in Philadelphia, and which turned
up in this collection. Professor Remini brought it to life in this wonderful
volume, as he has brought to life so much of the American past and particu-
larly our history and the functions of our government.

Thus, we have with us a historian who has looked at America through
a variety of perspectives from the top down, from the bottom up, through
the lives of great men, and through the artifacts of American cultural life.
Now he is writing about the legislative institution that for over 200 years
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has grown to be the most consequential one in the free world. It is really
hard to imagine a person better qualified by his long experience, and, |
might add, by his energetic prowling of the halls of the House that he
has been doing for the better part of a year. He has won many friends here.
It is hard to imagine anyone better qualified by learning, experience, and
temperament to undertake this task. Necessarily, his perspective, of course,
has given him some insight into the role of Speakers over the years, and
it is about them and their activities that he will speak to us this afternoon.
So, it is my pleasure to present to you as close as we will ever get to a
full chronicler of some of the early history of the House and someone who,
with his own energy, vitality, and endless questioning for more than a year
now, has this noble task of recording the story of the most important and
the most representative legislature in the world. I give you Professor Robert
Remini.

Professor REMINI. Thank you very much, Dr. Billington, for that
gracious introduction. | have a lot of people to thank. First of all, the Con-
gressional Research Service who invited me here to come and talk about
what I'm doing now in writing the history of the House of Representatives.
| want to begin by singling out Congressman John Larson, whose idea it
was to have a history written of this most important institution. Such a
work has never been really done well, but there are indeed many books
written about the House. | also want to thank Dr. Billington for inviting
me to become a Kluge Scholar, and for providing me with an office in the
Library of Congress, where | could write the history.

I wasn’t sure | could do justice to this history. I've always done biog-
raphies. I've never written an institutional history. But all of the biographies,
or most of them, are about people who have served in the House, like Jack-
son, like Martin Van Buren, like Henry Clay, like Daniel Webster, like
John Quincy Adams. And | thought writing such a history would be fun.
| could come into Congress and meet all the Congressmen and get involved
in congressional politics, observing the problems and challenges that the
Members have to contend with.

One of the things that is disheartening to me is that we do not honor
the men and women who have shaped this most important institution. And
especially the men who were the Speakers. This institution has evolved, and
it is continuing to evolve, just as the Office of the Speaker has evolved
from what Speaker Foley said was the British system. Which is what the
Founders, | think, intended.

When | was researching Henry Clay, a student of mine came to me
and said, “What are you working on now?” And I said, “I’'m doing a biog-
raphy of Henry Clay. Do you know who Henry Clay was?”” He said, “Sure.”
| said, “That’s wonderful. Who was he?” He replied, “He was the father
of Cassius Clay.” And he didn’t mean the abolitionist Cassius Clay, either.
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Who today knows who Henry Clay was, for example? The Senate has
selected five, | think it is, of their greatest Senators and recognized them.
There is a room where their portraits are displayed. The presiding officers
have their busts done after they step down. Two months ago, they had a
commemorative ceremony for former Vice President Quayle. If you go into
the Chamber of the House of Representatives, what do you see? George
Washington—uwell, that's OK. | mean after all, he is the father of the coun-
try—you wouldn’t have a republic without him. But what’s his relationship
to the House of Representatives? He gave it the back of his hand the first
time they asked him for the appropriate documents related to the Jay Treaty
so that they could legislate the moneys needed to implement the treaty.
He wouldn’t give the documents to them, replying instead, “If you want
to impeach me, then you can ask for these documents.” But there he stands.
In truth, he is the father of the country and deserving of great honor.

On the other side of the rostrum is the Marquis de LaFayette. Now
you tell me in God’s name what did LaFayette have to do with the House
of Representatives? He was the first foreigner to speak to the House. Big
deal. You see what I mean? Rather, we should honor the people who have
done important things in the House such as Henry Clay. The Founders,
| think, intended that the legislature would be central to the whole govern-
mental operation. Notice the Constitution talks a great deal about the Con-
gress and all of its responsibilities and powers while those not listed are
reserved to the States and the people. But then you look at the other two
branches, which are supposed to be separate and equal, and there is relatively
little discussion. The judiciary—there will be a supreme court and such infe-
rior courts as Congress shall, from time to time, establish. The executive
was not much better. He may receive reports from the departments. What
departments? It does not say. It was up to the Congress, then, to flesh out
these other two co-equal branches.

It was also expected that the men who attended the First Congress
would complete the process of establishing the government, and indeed they
did. First, they chose a Speaker. As the present Speaker, Dennis Hastert,
said, “That’s the first office that is mentioned.” And in creating the office
they were thinking, | believe, of someone akin to the British Speaker, who
was nothing more than a traffic cop, recognizing one person over another,
calling for votes, being non-partisan.

The Office of the Speaker changed almost immediately with the forma-
tion of political parties because then you had two distinct views about how
the government should operate. And | must say, as an aside, that what has
happened here today having this conference is something that should be
done much more often. There ought to be a greater awareness and sense
of our past. We honor the living Speakers here present, but how about those
who came before? This is, in part, my job and | think the fact that the



