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Congressional committee chairs, arguably among the most powerful positions in American politics, were doled out almost strictly according to seniority for most of the twentieth century. That is, with few exceptions committee chairs went to the member of the committee who served longest on that particular panel. In the early 1970s, House Democrats weakened the seniority rule within their own party caucus and even went so far as to deprive three senior committee chairs of reappointment to their positions of power. But with those exceptions and virtually no others, seniority continued to be the determining factor for advancement.
 Now that has changed, at least for House Republicans. 


On gaining control of the House in 1995, Gingrich-led Republicans decided they too would diminish seniority’s influence in the selection of committee chairs. Not satisfied with that, however, Republicans went an important step further by limiting chairs to no more than three consecutive congresses at the helm of any given standing committee. This rule assured that someone other than the most senior committee member would have to be elevated to the head of the twenty-some House standing committees. Furthermore, they invested their party leader, the Speaker, with unusually great influence in the process of naming these chairs, power not seen since the days of Speaker Joseph G. Cannon (R-Ill.). 


For six years relative calm ensued. Yes, Speaker Newt Gingrich (Ga.) did violate seniority in naming a handful of chairs at the outset of the 104th Congress. But none of these violations was truly dramatic and none of consequence followed. So there the rule sat—a “Newt time bomb,” as columnist Cragg Hines (2001) called it. In subsequent congresses Republicans continued to hold their majorities. Finally, in 2000, the bomb was triggered, as the first set of committee chair term limits expired.

A free-for-all rush for positions resulted—a game of “musical chairs,” to borrow a metaphor from New York Times reporter Lizzette Alvarez (2000) and others. As the would-be chairs scrambled, they tried to divine what “tune” would dictate the outcome this new game. Contenders hitched their hopes to many credentials: seniority, expertise, legislative skills, popularity with colleagues, ideological purity, or skeleton-free closets. More than a few, however, thought that money would call the tune. And for good reason. At least one subsequently disappointed contender is alleged to have heard from Majority Leader Dick Armey (R.-Tex.) that it would take a million dollars of fundraising “just to be considered.” Not surprisingly, therefore, chair candidates, with and without seniority, began touting their money-raising prowess as a trait worthy of new consideration.

Interest groups, for their part, gave heavily to some of the would-be chairs. Such groups have traditionally used campaign giving as a means to many ends: winning access to committee members, cementing relationships with them, influencing their agendas (if not their votes per se), encouraging their participation (or lack thereof) on certain issues, and assisting their re-election efforts (Wright 1990; Hall and Wayman 1990). By contributing to the fundraising drives of would-be committee chairs, they stood to win the friendship, attention, and involvement of members whose powers far outstrip those of ordinary backbenchers. As one corporate media relations director noted, “The chairman of the committee sets the agenda and there is no more powerful tool than the decision whether or not to take up an issue” (Alvarez 2000). And so interest groups donated money not only to the campaign committees of the wannabes, but also their leadership PACs—political action committees organized to funnel money to fellow candidates.

This chapter examines the role that campaign fundraising played in the selection of House committee chairs in the 107th Congress and the role that interest groups played in funding the would-be chairs.   First, it looks at the behavior of interest groups. Who exactly was funding this game of musical chairs? And why did they give more to some hopefuls than others?  Next, it looks at what the contenders did. Which would-be chairs gave the most money to their party or to their fellow members? And what did they say about their fundraising efforts to colleagues, particularly to the Steering Committee that held the reins of power?  Finally, this chapter looks at how the game turned out. When the music’s over, does money matter?

The Rules of the Game for “Musical Chairs”


First, though, a brief look at the rules of the game is in order. In 1995, House Republicans wrote term limits into the House rules.
 The limitation read as follows:

No member may serve as the chairman of the same standing committee, or as the chairman of the same subcommittee thereof, for more than three consecutive Congresses, beginning with the One Hundred and Fourth Congress (disregarding for this purpose any service for less than a full session in any Congress). [Rule X, 6(b)]

In addition, Republican Conference rules limit members to a single committee or subcommittee chair (as do Democratic Caucus rules) and prohibit the top six party leaders from serving as chairs (Rule 2). 


Chair decisions are made in a three step process. First, the Republican Steering Committee makes recommendations to the Republican Conference. Steering is made up of 26 members: fifteen designated members and the representatives of eleven geographical regions.
 The Speaker has five votes on the Committee and the Majority Leader has two. All others have one vote. Second, Steering’s nominations are forwarded to the full Republican Conference. Under Republican rules the nominee “need not be the Member with the longest consecutive service on the committee” (Rule 14). Although secret-ballot Conference votes are prescribed for each nominee, a motion from the floor led Republicans to approve their chairs as a slate for the 107th Congress. Third, chairs are approved in conjunction with other committee members by a resolution of the full House. As to this last step, it is important to note that House rules clearly provide that the respective parties are responsible for nominating their members for each committee [Rule X, 5(a)(1)].

As the first round of forced turnover approached nervous critics emerged (Palmer 1997). Rep. Don Young (R-Alas.), who would vacate the Chair on Resources said the rule was “a stupid idea to begin with” (Gugliotta 1998). Rep. W.J. “Billy” Tauzin (R-La.) spearheaded a move to alter or abolish the House rotation rule. Late in 1997, Tauzin met with Speaker Gingrich to make his case, but these and subsequent pleadings fell on unsympathetic ears. Proponents of congressional term limits linked the two issues closely. And most back-bench Republicans opposed any relaxation, much less the abolition of the rule 

In mid-June 1999, the Republican leadership announced that sitting chairs would not be prohibited from moving from one leadership position to another. The issue arose because some members were uncertain about how strictly to read the language of the rule itself, which provides only that a member may not chair the same committee for more than three consecutive congresses. By a narrow margin, Republicans retained their majority in the House on November 7, 2000. Within the week the Speaker and other members of the Republican Steering Committee began to receive entreaties from would-be chairs. Not that everyone waited. Indeed, some chair candidates complained that a few sooners had jumped the gun in pushing for their slots even though Speaker Hastert had asked them to wait until after the election. As one hopeful put it early in November: “While some of our colleagues did not heed the Speaker’s wishes (and were asking you for support all during the summer and fall), I hope you understand why I waited to begin my campaign for chairman…until after we renewed our majority.” 

The newly-reelected leadership announced that candidates for the various chairs would have to appear before the Steering committee early in December and interview for the positions. On December 5, 6, and 7, a parade of twenty-nine chair wannabes appeared before the 23 Steering Committee members to tout their qualifications. The morning session of the first day was devoted to four candidates for the Budget Committee. The other three sessions had no particular theme. Most of the candidates sat at a circle of tables in the spare, white Capitol meeting room. Some, like Budget candidate Jim Nussle (R-Iowa), stood in the middle to make a  presentation and field questions. Some candidate presentations were quite elaborate. Curt Weldon (R-Pa.) advertised his Armed Services’ candidacy with a glossy 36-page brochure (Kammer 2000). Nussle and Hoekstra used Power Point (Hines 2001). Some candidates brought tokens as not so subtle remembrances: for example, Saxby Chambliss (R-Ga.) gave the Steering Committee members peanuts from his home state; Ways and Means hopeful Bill Thomas (R-Calif.) brought California pistachios (Foerstel 2000). Most of the candidates followed up their appearances with thank-you notes to Steering’s members. And a handful attempted to mend damage they felt might have been done during the interviews. 

The 107th Congress convened on January 3, 2001. New members were sworn, Hastert’s reelection as Speaker was formalized, and the House readopted its formal rules. Those rules, unveiled the previous day by leaders, included a substantial shift in two committees’ jurisdictions by moving insurance and securities issues from Commerce to the renamed Financial Services Committee (formerly Banking and Financial Services).
 The import of this move was immediately clear. Speculation was rife that if Billy Tauzin gained the chair at Commerce, his principal opponent Michael Oxley (R.-Oh.) might be awarded a gavel at an enhanced Banking Committee or at very least a substantially upgraded subcommittee post  (Bowman 2000; Eilperin 2001a). In this scenario Marge Roukema, the ranking Republican on Banking and one of only two women given a chance to gain a chair, would be pushed aside. Roukema herself perceived the import: “I’m in favor of expanded jurisdiction, but it shouldn’t be done for the purpose of buying a chairmanship” (Eilperin 2001a). Tauzin and Oxley ranked first and third among all chair candidates in giving to the 2000 Republican campaign effort.

The next day, January 4, Steering met in a room on the West front of the Capitol to cast their nominating ballots. Three designated members of the Committee, the chairs of Appropriations, Rules, and Ways and Means, did not participate. None had yet been selected and therefore were not, formally, part of Steering. The 23 members cast secret ballots serially for each of the positions, but the results were not revealed until after all the ballots had been counted. The Speaker’s office refused to divulge information about the balloting process. However, press reports and occasional comments from legislative staff have filled in some of the details. Subsequently, members of the Conference were presented with Steering’s slate and challenges were in order to any of the nominations at that point. None were mounted and the Conference endorsed a motion from the floor to accept the slate as presented. 

Questions and Evidence

So what happened?  Who won and why? We focus here upon the 29 candidates actually interviewed by Steering. At least a couple of additional members put themselves forward for consideration. But for the most part these are only known through rumors and hearsay. Table 1 lists the names of these 29 contenders for the thirteen chairs vacated by term limits. The winners are highlighted in bold and the most senior committee member is italicized. As noted at the outset, seniority comprised the sole criteria for advancement on committees throughout the 20th century (Polsby, Gallaher, and Rundquist 1969; Hinckley 1971). And so long as that was the case, career advancement was largely an issue of how long the lines might be and whether some moved more rapidly than others (Shepsle 1978; Hibbing 1991; and Deering 1996). 

But even a quick look at the contents of Table 1 provides ample evidence that seniority was not the sole criteria for advancement this time around. Of the thirteen committees requiring change six new chairs advanced without being the most senior member. In three of the seven cases where they did, no competition emerged. Thus, seniority was violated in six of the ten competitive situations. This is not to say that mere neophytes earned gavels on the House panels. The winners were still among the most senior party members in terms of service. The least experienced of the new chairs, Small Business’s Don Manzullo of Illinois, had been in the House for a decade at the time of these elections. 

[Table 1 about here]

What else  made a difference then? The new chairs are a geographically diverse lot. With perhaps two exceptions, Sherwood Boehlert (R.-N.Y.) of the Science Committee and Christopher Smith (R.-N.J.) of Veterans’ Affairs, they are a pretty conservative group and sport healthy party support scores. Boehlert’s party unity score (the percentage of the time he voted with fellow Republicans against Democrats when the parties disagreed) was 68 in the 106th Congress. Smith’s score was 73. Their competitors were not significantly different in this regard. So geography, ideology, and voting loyalty seem to offer little. Could fundraising, emblazoned in the press, be the answer? Perhaps Steering Committee members were swayed by demonstrations of fundraising prowess wielded by chair candidates on behalf of the party and its members.  And if that was the case, who provided the funds and which contributors got the chairs they wanted?


The first question is easily answered: money pretty clearly mattered. In seven of the thirteen cases seniority prevailed.
 In five of the six cases where it did not, the leading fundraiser prevailed. And in seven of the ten competitive cases money prevailed. The other two issues are more difficult to address. According to one press report, Paul Weyrich of the conservative, Free Congress Foundation was quite open in his support of Weldon for Armed Services, Henry Hyde (R.-Ill.) for International Relations, and Thomas for Ways and Means (Bolton 2000). For the most part, however, interest groups avoided the risk offending one potential chair by openly endorsing another. Such a move would be, in words of one lobbyist, “suicidal.” (Alvarez 2000). Not that they did nothing. Of course they could contribute. And, it is said, some made their wishes known privately to Steering Committee members with whom they had access. 

Similarly, Steering Committee members have not seen fit to explain the reasons behind their specific choices—reasons that might include not only fundraising, but also seniority, expertise, party loyalty, and so forth. Two years earlier, according to Steering-committee member Sonny Callahan (R-Ala.), fundraising ability was suggested to the committee as a selection criterion for the first time; in 2000, however, members were not quick to elaborate on just how much weight this criterion carried (Bolton 2000). 

That leaves the circumstantial evidence—namely, the money trail from interest groups to would-be chairs to the party and individual members. The following account draws on clues about this trail provided by data compiled by the Federal Election Commission and the Center for Responsive Politics, a campaign finance watchdog organization. First, we examine a set of particularly prominent and revealing contests in some detail. For each of cases, the campaign contributions that interest groups made to would-be chairs are analyzed in order to find clues about those groups’ preferences. Then we assess the candidates’ use of that money in the 2000 election cycle. And finally, we look at who won each of  the chair and how decisive fundraising appeared to be in determining the victor.  

The Battle at Ways and Means

Of the chairs at stake, the most powerful was the that of the Ways and Means Committee. The scope of this committee is vast, encompassing both taxation and federal entitlement spending. All told, it oversees the disbursement of 45 percent of the federal budget (Tyson 2000). Whoever won the chair was sure to be a major player in shaping federal policy on a host of agenda-topping issues, including tax cuts, Medicare prescription drug benefits, and Social Security reform.

Three members sought to succeed Bill Archer (R-Tex.), the retiring chair: William A.  Thomas (R-Cal.), Philip M. Crane (R-Ill.), and E. Clay Shaw, Jr. (R-Fla.). Under the rule of seniority, Crane would have won the post. The 70-year old was a 16-year veteran on the committee, the chair of its trade subcommittee, and a 30-year veteran of the House. Crane’s colleagues lauded him for his good-natured personality. On the other hand, some also “praised” him for his 1999 decision to seek treatment for alcohol dependency (Simon 2001) and criticized him for not doing enough committee work.


Like Crane, Thomas had assets and liabilities. On the plus side, he chaired his own Ways and Means subcommittee on health and was widely reputed to be both a hard worker and a skilled coalition-builder on such thorny issues as Medicare. He also had good working ties with the health care industry. On the minus side were concerns about his temper. People who drew Thomas’s ire soon learned of it; Republican National Chairman Jim Nicholson, for example, had once received a sarcastic letter from Thomas that read, “Thank you very much for your mucho carboned C.Y.A. [cover your ass] letter” (Alvarez 2001). Thomas had a potential skeleton in his own closet, too: a “personal relationship” with health care lobbyist Deborah Steelman. Thomas responded to both concerns with characteristic directness: he said that he had “never traded a public responsibility for a personal one” (Simon 2001) and that he “unleashed [his temper] mostly on the deserving” (Alvarez 2001). At the same time, he made clear to Steering that he was prepared to change: “I realize that to be chairman of the committee I can’t be the Bill Thomas you’re used to seeing on the committee” (Eilperin 2001c).   


And what of Shaw?  He touted his business experience and presented himself as a compromise choice. House watchers, however, labeled him a long shot (Simon 2001). 

Who Gave the Money?

Though few of them would have admitted it, many health care industry lobbyists were undoubtedly pleased by the prospect of Thomas as chair of the Ways and Means Committee. First, there was his unquestioned expertise on the industry. “After Mr. Thomas wound up on the Ways and Means Health Subcommittee,” one source noted, “he immersed himself in Medicare minutiae for two years, rising at 4 a.m. to crack the books” (Alvarez 2001). Moreover, those in the industry knew that major health care policy initiatives loomed on the horizon, including a prescription drug plan for Medicare recipients. Thomas had designed such a plan for the Republicans in the previous congress (Simon 2001). 


With these concerns presumably in mind, health care industry donors put their money on Thomas. Reporter James Tyson (2000) described the dance between contributor and recipient thusly:

The chardonnay is flowing, strings of golden light twinkle from columns wrapped in white chiffon, and six-piece band in black ties plays “You Send Me” as [Thomas] glides among campaign donors in Philadelphia at an exclusive wine tasting paid for by the American Hospital Association. 

There were many such moments for Thomas and the health care industry over the course of the 2000 election cycle. Table 2 lists the top contributors to the campaign committees of Thomas and his two rivals by industry. As the table shows, the health care industry was easily the number one source of funds for Thomas. Contributors in the pharmaceutical and health products industry gave his campaign committee $156,833. Health professionals gave him $126,335, hospitals and nursing homes added $63,922, and HMOs chipped in another $55,350. These four figures combined amounted to $402,440, making Thomas the leading House recipient of funds from the health care industry. Doctors and health care organizations also gave heavily to the Congressional Majority Committee, a leadership PAC organized by Thomas. 

[Table 2 about here]

Though Crane had his own deep-pocketed friends, the contributors to his campaign committee were not concentrated in any one industry (see Table 2). He certainly won the favor of the trade community, however. Jon Kent, the legislative representative for the National Customs Brokers and Forwarders Association of America openly endorsed Crane as the industry’s “best bet” (JOC Online 2000). In particular, free traders appreciated Crane’s past efforts to promote trade relations with China and Africa (Tyson 2000). Not coincidentally, perhaps, the name of Crane’s leadership PAC was the Fund for a Free Market America.


As with Crane, no one sector dominated the contribution list for Shaw’s campaign committee (see Table 2). Perhaps the most interesting feature of his list is that leadership PACs came in fifth place; he received $88,018 from such political action committees. According to Center for Responsive Politics figures, Shaw’s own leadership PAC, the Sunshine PAC, did not receive any contributions of $200 or more from individual donors over the course of the 2000 election cycle. These were not good signs for Shaw.

Where Did the Money Go? 

To state an obvious, but crucial point: to win a committee chair, a member must first win re-election. For Shaw, this in itself proved to be a difficult task. Faced with a strong general election challenger, he was forced to devote his campaign committee funds to eking out a 50.1 percent to 49.9 percent victory over her. This meant that he had none left over to distribute to his fellow Republican House members. Nor did he give any money over the course of the 2000 cycle to National Republican Congressional Committee (NRCC), the organization formed by House Republicans to aid the campaign efforts of party members. Shaw’s Sunshine PAC did distribute $22,000 dollars to Republican candidates for federal office, but, as noted earlier, its efforts came to a halt during the course of the 2000 election cycle. Put simply, Shaw’s tough reelection fight left him with very little opportunity to demonstrate fundraising prowess on behalf of the party.


Thomas and Crane, on the other hand, had the luxury of safe districts. The former won his district with 72 percent of the vote, the latter with 61 percent. Thus each had plenty of time and energy to focus on raising money that could be funneled to colleagues and to the NRCC. Indeed, both Thomas and Crane collected well-nigh staggering sums of money to do just that.


Consider Thomas first. Through his campaign committee, he donated $43,000 to individual candidates for federal office and $252,000 to the NRCC. In addition, his leadership PAC distributed $133,000 to federal candidates, for a total of $428,000. Crane’s totals in the same categories were also impressive, though smaller. His own campaign committee gave $56,000 to candidates for federal office and $80,000 to the NRCC, while his leadership PAC gave another $132,000 to federal candidates. Crane’s three figures totaled to $268,000. 


Even those numbers, however, do not capture the full extent of the fundraising that the two rivals performed on behalf of their party and its members. They also contributed to the GOP’s coffers through less direct means—hosting fundraisers and finding donors, for example. Crane bragged that he had raised a grand sum of $2.5 million for House candidates and an additional $816,000 for Battleground 2000, Speaker Hastert’s own House campaign fund (Bresnahan 2000). Included in the latter total was a $500,000 check that he secured from software company founder Tom Siebel. Thomas, for his part, claimed to have donated $1.6 million to his Republican House colleagues since 1994. He reportedly raised $150,000 for Battleground 2000 (Bolton 2000). 

Who Got the Gavel?

Having demonstrated their fundraising skills, Thomas and Crane attempted to capitalize on them in their campaigns for the Ways and Means chair. As the battle heated up, reporters took note of the rivals’ strategies:  

[Crane] pledges to aggressively raise more money as chairman with the aim of increasing the GOP’s narrow majority in the House. Thomas has countered that he contributed more money to colleagues over a longer period. During a recent appearance at [the Steering Committee meeting], he brought a list detailing…donations that he had made to 70 fellow Republicans over the last three election cycles. “If you want to look at future behavior, sometimes looking at prior behavior when it wasn’t under the spotlight…is useful,” he said. (Simon 2001).

Crane, in fact, had questioned party requests for campaign donations in the past, a point that may have played in Thomas’s favor (Eilperin 2000).


Still, there were other considerations for the Steering Committee to ponder. There was Crane’s seniority, but also his drinking problem. There was Thomas’s expertise, but also his relationship with Steelman. And then there was Thomas’s temper, which Crane alluded to while touting his own candidacy: “Never in my entire tenure in Congress have I allowed my temper to insult, berate, or offend a colleague,” he claimed (Simon 2001). To counter concerns about his personality, Thomas promised the Steering Committee that he would “contain his temper and adopt a slightly more accommodating manner when presiding over the panel” (Eilperen 2001). In a development that further complicated the Committee’s decision, House Republican Whip Tom DeLay (R-Tex.) endorsed Crane while most of the Republicans on the Ways and Committee signed a letter to Speaker Hastert that endorsed Thomas.

The Steering Committee chose Thomas. Given the wide range of criteria at play in this contest and the ambiguity over whether Thomas or Crane was truly the best fundraiser, the outcome cannot be read as a clear triumph for fundraising prowess. But Thomas clearly demonstrated such prowess, a fact that he happily and frequently pointed out to his colleagues. Indeed, he argued that it was only common sense for the Steering Committee to consider it as a criteria: “If these are your key committees and you aren’t making legally the kind of money you could make, then why would you put somebody in as chairman who wouldn’t maximize the return?” (Tyson 2000)  Judging by the money trail, the Steering Committee’s selection did not merely represent a victory for Thomas alone; it was also a victory for the health care industry that had contributed so much money to its preferred would-be chair. 

The Clash of Titans Spills Over

Meanwhile, another high-profile contest was under way between “Billy” Tauzin (R-La.) and Michael Oxley (R-Ohio), the two contenders for the chair of the Energy and Commerce Committee. The clash between these fundraising titans led to an unusual outcome—one that offers perhaps the strongest clues that campaign fundraising did play a crucial role in the House chair selection process.


Though Tauzin had once opposed term limits, he was now trying to win the chair of the term-limited Tom Bliley (R-Va.). The 11-term House veteran and 10-term Energy and Commerce veteran faced a potential stumbling block: he was a relatively recent convert to the Republican Party. In 1995, the former “Blue Dog” (i.e. conservative) Democrat had switched to the GOP. Then-Speaker Gingrich, however, had promised Tauzin that his tenure as a Democrat on the committee would count toward his seniority in the chair selection process (Alpert 2001). Speaker Hastert later affirmed that decision, thereby giving Tauzin a seniority edge over his rival, Oxley. Tauzin’s allies argued that a decision to not give him chair would discourage future party-switching toward the GOP. Said Tauzin spokesman Ken Johnson, “If Billy is denied the chairmanship…the ‘Not Welcome’ sign would be on the front door” (Eilperin 2000). 


Oxley had served ten terms in the House and nine on the Energy and Commerce Committee; he was also the chair of its finance subcommittee. Though he was formally competing with Tauzin for that committee’s chair, he also had a backup plan—namely, to make a deal with the Steering Committee in which he would cede Energy and Commerce to Tauzin in return for the chair of a reconfigured Banking Committee. However, two members of that committee—of which Oxley was not a member—were already campaigning for its chair: Richard Baker (R-La.) and Marge Roukema (R-N.J.), whose seniority at Banking outranked not only Baker’s seniority on that committee but also Oxley’s seniority at Energy and Commerce.

Who Gave the Money? 

Table 3 lists the top eight sources of contributions to Tauzin’s and Oxley’s campaign committees, by industry. As a representative of a state heavily dependent on its oil and gas industries, Tauzin was an old ally of oil, gas, and electric utility companies (Morgan and Eilperin  2001). He had a history of delivering on their concerns: for example, he had worked to repeal of a ban on natural gas burning by utility companies and to block a bill to limit retail fuel prices (Ota 2001). Over the course of the 2000 election cycle, donors for the oil and gas industries gave Tauzin $73,274 (second on his list), while contributors associated with electric utilities nearly matched that total with $72,214 (third on his list).  

[Table 3 about here]

Not content merely to maintain ties with his old allies, Tauzin also uses his chairmanship of the Energy and Commerce subcommittee on telecommunications, trade, and consumer protection to establish himself as a key player in telecommunications policymaking. For instance, he sided with the “Baby Bell” telephone companies in their fight against federal regulations that restricted them from offering long-distance service and thus Internet access (Ota 2001). Tauzin also opposed “open access” requirements forcing cable companies to allow others to transmit data across their lines. Interests in the telecommunications sector responded by giving heavily to Tauzin’s campaign committee: he received $73,776 from donors associated with television, movies, or music; $55,200 from telephone utilities, and $38,768 from telecommunications services and equipment providers. He was the top House recipient of contributions from commercial TV and radio stations and from cable and satellite TV production and distribution. Additionally, he was the number two recipient of donations from telecommunications services and equipment providers, the number four recipient of donations from the TV/movie/music industry, and the number eight recipient of donations from telephone utilities. “I wouldn’t say he’s close to the business community,” explained Tauzin spokesman Johnson, “I would say the business community’s close to him because of his fervent, pro-market deregulatory beliefs” (Morgan and Eilperin 2001).   

Telephone utilities also occupied a prominent spot on Oxley’s donor list: number three, to be exact. They gave his campaign committee $60,305, making him the number three House recipient of that industry’s campaign giving. Unlike Tauzin, Oxley’s allies were the long-distance carriers, not the Baby Bells (Alvarez 2000). These companies, not wanting new competitors, favored the regulations that Tauzin and the Baby Bells opposed (Ota 2001).

The top source of contributions to Oxley’s campaign committee, however, was the financial services sector. Oxley had already demonstrated his expertise and involvement in issues that influenced Wall Street. As chair of the finance subcommittee, for example, he had brokered a compromise between major accounting firms and the Securities and Exchange Commission over conflict-of-interest rules (Morgan and Eilpeirn 2001). One of the accounting companies affected by that decision, Deloitte & Touche, gave the maximum $10,000 to Oxley’s campaign committee (Morgan and Eilperin 2001). All told, his committee received $69,900 from security and investment interests, $50,900 from insurance companies, $42,000 from accountants, and $25,900 from commercial banks.  

Where Did the Money Go? 

In 2000, Tauzin ran in a very safe district, which he won with 78 percent of the vote. Thus he was able to funnel much of his campaign money to his party and its members. Over the course of the 2000 election cycle, Tauzin’s campaign committee gave $270,000 to the NRCC and $27,060 to individual candidates for federal office. The true engine of his fundraising efforts, though, was his leadership PAC, the Bayou Leader PAC, which raised money from the same industries that gave to his campaign committee.  Tauzin had a reputation for throwing entertaining fundraisers:

A typical appearance featured a feast of jambalaya and other Louisiana delicacies—sometimes prepared by his cousin Jimmy Gravois from recipes in the campaign cookbook—and a raconteur’s turn by Tauzin, who revels in telling tall tales and jokes involving “Boudreaux,” a fictional Cajun bon vivant. (Ota 2001)

The Bayou PAC gave $293,204 to candidates for federal office, pushing Tauzin’s total to $590,264. Tauzin also assisted the party’s fundraising efforts through other means: by entertaining at the National Republican Convention and the Louisiana Jazz Festival; by hosting a Florida fishing trip on behalf of the NRCC, and even by imitating General George S. Patton in a party fundraising video (Morgan and Eilperin 2001; Ota 2001).


Oxley’s fundraising efforts on behalf of the GOP almost matched Tauzin’s. He, too, held a safe seat, which he won in 2000 with 67 percent of the vote. His campaign committee distributed $170,000 to the NRCC and $59,100 to candidates for federal office. He also raised another $193,000 for his colleagues through his leadership PAC, the Leadership PAC 2000, bringing his total up to $422,100. Oxley, like Tauzin, knew how to show potential contributors a good time. His leadership PAC sponsored one fundraising event at a ski resort in Vail, Colorado:

This year’s event, which kicked off last night with a reception at the Vail Ski Museum, features ski packages with special discounts for the 50 to 60 guests. There will be also be a “mini-fundraiser” for four House Republicans; a gondola and snowcat ride to a mountaintop restaurant; two cocktail parties and dinner at the $1.7 million home of Catherine P. Bennett, Pfizer Inc.’s vice president for federal tax and trade policy. (Morgan and Eilperin 2001)

The guest list included representatives of numerous telecommunications and financial services interests, including Microsoft Corp., Independent Insurance Agents of America Inc., and the United States Telecom Association (Morgan and Eilperin 2001). 

Who Got the Gavel? 
Both Tauzin and Oxley interviewed for the Energy and Commerce chair. Both came before the Steering Committee with sterling fundraising credentials. And, in a surprise ending, both came away with chairs. The Steering Committee awarded Tauzin the Energy and Commerce chair, but it also gave the chair of a new Finances Committee to Oxley. Oxley’s jurisdiction was to include the jurisdiction the old Banking Committee, plus jurisdiction over securities and insurance (Ota 2001). That left the two contenders for the Banking chair, Baker and Roukema, standing when the music ended.

Ironically, Baker had relied on his own campaign fundraising efforts to bolster his bid against the more senior Roukema. Though he did not have a leadership PAC, he donated $150,000 to the NRCC and $42,000 to individual federal candidates through his campaign committee. He also engaged in other fundraising activities on behalf of the party; in a seven-page letter to the Steering Committee, he claimed to have raised $1.6 million for the GOP over the 2000 election cycle (Eilperin 2000). 


Unlike Baker, Roukema gave relatively little to the NRCC ($40,000) and nothing to individual Republican candidates for federal office. Nor did she have a leadership PAC. She pointed out to the Steering Committee that a costly primary battle had limited her opportunities to raise funds on behalf of the party (Eilperin 2000). But she also argued against using fundraising ability as a criterion for chair selection: “I don’t think our Republican Party wants to be known as a party where you can buy a chairmanship,” she said (Eilperin 2000). Perhaps not, but Roukema claimed in early January that someone in the Republican leadership pointed out to her that she had raised only a modest sum for the party (Bergen Record 2001). As it turned out, neither Baker nor Roukema came away with the chair, since both were beaten out when Oxley, his “seniority”, and some of Commerce’s jurisdiction were shifted to Banking.

Did their fundraising prowess win Tauzin and Oxley their chairs?  Roukema’s home-state paper, the Bergen County Record, certainly thought so. “Sold To the Highest Bidder,” it opined in a January 8 editorial. Even Roukema’s Democratic opponent complained that Republican party bosses had substituted money for seniority in choosing committee leaders. “Raise money your party notices,” she wrote in an op-ed piece for the Record, “Raise the most money, you get elected. Raise even more money, give it back to your party, you chair a committee”(Mercurio  2001). 

Again, factors other than money may have influenced the outcome. In particular, Roukema may have been too moderate to suit the Steering Committee’s tastes (Alvarez 2000). Her 82 percent party-support score ranked her fifth from the bottom among the candidates interviewed by Steering and a full standard deviation below the party’s average score of 90. Tauzin, a former Democrat, came in at 90 while Oxley sported a 96 percent rating (one point higher than the party median). Still, two colleagues with lower scores than Roukema’s were awarded gavels, albeit on committees of lesser import to the leadership. 

So, it is difficult to avoid drawing the moral that fundraising mattered in this case. The Committee awarded one chair to the contender who distributed more money through leadership PACs and campaign committee expenditures than any other chair hopeful: Tauzin. It awarded the second chair to another candidate who raised almost as much money as Tauzin: Oxley. And it chose to bypass a poor fundraiser and a moderate, Roukema, even though she had the edge in seniority and would have been the first Republican woman to lead a major House committee—not a minor political consideration (Alvarez 2000).

Following the money trail back to the interest groups, one can also see that the interests that gave the most money to Tauzin and Oxley got what they wanted. The oil, gas, and electric utility industries got an old friend as a new chair: Tauzin. The telecommunications industry got a new friend as a new chair: again, Tauzin. And interests in the financial services sector got a chair that they had supported, too, thanks to the Steering Committee’s decision to move Oxley and a key jurisdiction to another chair slot.

The Bigger Picture


Having looked at the selection of three particular chairs let us turn to the bigger picture.  Besides listing the would-be chairs and highlighting the winners, Table 1 also summarizes the fundraising performed by the each of the contenders on behalf of the party and its members. The first column lists the amount that the contender’s campaign committee gave to the NRCC; the second, the amount that the contender’s campaign committee gave to individual candidates for federal office; the third, the amount that the contender’s leadership PAC gave individual candidates for federal office (for contenders who had leadership PACs).

Beyond the cases described above several other contests deserve notice. In three additional contests the most senior committee member contending for the chair was beaten by another member. And each was the leading fundraiser:

· Tom Petri (R-Wisc.), who distributed $116,137 to colleagues (almost entirely through his leadership PAC), lost the Education and the Workforce chair to John Boehner (R-Ohio), who distributed almost half a million dollars through his leadership PAC. Insurance companies, manufacturers, and financial service providers gave heavily to Boehner’s campaign committee and leadership PAC. 

· Saxby Chambliss raised $70,000 for fellow Republican candidates through his leadership PAC, the Common Sense Leadership Fund, but lost the Budget chair to Jim Nussle (R-Ia.), whose campaign committee gave $100,000 to the NRCC. Nussle raised much of this money from insurance companies and health professionals.

· And Jim Leach (R-Ia.), who gave nothing to his colleagues or his party, lost out at International Relations to Henry Hyde (R-Ill.), who gave $105,000 to the NRCC. The chair Hyde won was actually his second choice; he had unsuccessfully appealed for a term-limit waiver to keep his Judiciary chair. Hyde’s donor list was topped, not by a corporate sector, but by retirees, who gave his campaign committee $139,025.

In each instance, the victor put more money on the table for colleagues and the NRCC than the more senior loser. If money does not speak, it at least shaded the outcomes of these important contests. 


It is also worth noting that these candidates trumpeted their fund raising on behalf of the party and fellow Republicans. We were able to obtain 47 letters or memos written by 24 of the 29 candidates to members of the Steering Committee. Fully one-third of them mentioned their fundraising efforts in their entreaties to the Committee. Campaign appearances, total sums, and a variety of in-kind contributions were mentioned. “Who has done more to help our House Republican team?” wrote one. “In addition, I will commit to helping Members of the Committee—particularly vulnerable members—reach their fundraising goals” asserted another. And, “I am committed to aggressively raising money as the Chairman…and to increasing our majority in the future,” wrote a third. Battleground 2000, the Speaker’s fundraising effort to keep control of the House, party building, and the Republican team effort all appeared as leitmotifs in this stream of letters. No doubt, as the press reported, their personal representations to Steering’s members were the same. 


Although a fundraising edge always accompanied a departure from the rule of seniority, such an edge did not guarantee a victory over a more senior rival. A case in point was the triumph of Bob Stump (R-Ariz.) over Curt Weldon (R-Pa.) in the battle for the chair of the Armed Services Committee. Weldon campaigned for the chair on his fundraising record: in addition to distributing money through his own campaign committee and leadership PAC (much of it raised from the defense industry), he played host to colleagues at the Republican National Convention in Philadelphia and paid five aides to work on other candidates’ campaigns (Eilperin, 2000). Stump, for his part, argued that Weldon should not be awarded the chair because of his fundraising: “‘I think if that’s what we’re raising chairmanships on, that’s the wrong approach. Certainly we’re not in the business of selling chairmanships’” (Kammer 2000). Stump managed to win his without “buying” it.


But let’s look at the committees from a cost perspective. Based on the sums in Table 1, Commerce was clearly the most “expensive” committee. Ways and Means was a fairly close second. And Education and the Workforce was third. How does this stack up to the overall importance of committees? Well, to use one broad measure of attractiveness constructed by Groseclose and Stewart (1998), it does reasonably well. They judge committee attractiveness by examining inter-committee transfers. Put simply, members transfer from less important to more important committees. That pattern yields an hierarchy of committees and attendant attractiveness coefficients. And the correlation between those “scores” and the amount of money raised by candidates for chairs is a modest but significant .59. Thus, if the chair competition is not a case of  “getting what you pay for,” it certainly is a case of “paying for what you get.”  

The Implications of Musical Chairs

So who won this game of musical chairs? Back in the 20th Century a good doctor, a favorable ancestral gene pool, and a supportive electorate would do the trick. Today, chairs, like doctors, appear to cost more money. And you never know when you might see them. Just after the Steering Committee made it decisions, Speaker Hastert declared: 

The American people and the American voters know that this Congress needs new faces…(and) new input. We did our best to put the best people in each slot. We had to make some tough decisions (but) I’m very happy with the decisions we made. (Lipman  2001)

New faces? Well, five of these “new faces” had gavels in the last Congress, albeit on different committees. All, or nearly all, of the rest had chaired a subcommittee. And they are all white, male, and conservative. The new set of chairs is virtually indistinguishable from the old set in terms of party support, for example, with a party support mean of 90.85 versus 91.15. Thus, our first conclusion is that seniority isn’t precisely dead. The most senior members garnered chairs in a majority of the cases. So Steering had a difficult time saying no to the all of the “old bulls.” 

At least two Republican women worked hard to gain chairs, Marge Roukema and Sue Kelly. And both were interviewed. But Roukema and Kelly were near the bottom of the group seeking chairs in terms of their party support scores—at 82 and 73 percent respectively. And, perhaps worse, of the twenty-nine interviewees, their “party building” activities amounted to $40,000 for Roukema and $70,000 for Kelly. That put Roukema, who had a fairly tough reelection fight on her hands, eighth from the bottom. And it put Kelly just about in the middle of the pack at sixteenth overall. And although not overwhelming, there is a modest positive correlation between the party unity scores of those interviewed and the amount of money they provided the party and its candidates (correlation coefficient 0.3) Thus, our second conclusion is that money did indeed matter. In those cases where seniority failed, money prevailed. 

Not surprisingly, watch-dog groups and citizens organizations were quick to join Roukema in the ranks of the displeased and disappointed. Gary Ruskin, head of the watchdog group Congressional Accountability Project, observed, for example, that “those who win the chairmanships are in hock up to their necks to special interests. The system means the [business] PACs win. What we have is fake term limits and not the real thing” (Morgan and Eilperin 2001). So, while the intention of reformers was to weaken the connection between long-standing chairs and the interests over whom they wield authority, it may have had the reverse affect. If money is the next most important criteria for advancement, then the chairs may owe their positions to these well-heeled supporters—at least for the duration of their chairmanships. 

But many Republicans share Hastert’s enthusiasm. Robert Walker, former GOP stalwart (R.-Pa), erstwhile reformer, and now a Washington lobbyist opined: “I think it’s worked pretty well. There are all kinds of folks downtown who are scrambling to figure out how they develop relationships to [new chairmen] they never had relationships with before” (Morgan and Eilperin  2001). Now it may well be that 2001 was an unusual year, with retirements, the odd defeat, and so forth roughly evening out the number of chairs forced to turn over in any future congress. But the bar has been set pretty high. With fewer chairs at stake in any given year, let’s assume there are four or five in 2002, the financial pressure might actually escalate, at least on a per-committee basis. For that we can only wait and see. 


As for Roukema, she was publicly displeased: “Average people are saying why wouldn’t they in this day and age have a qualified woman as a chairs? I worry about it, but what can we do?” (Eilperin 2001b) As early as December, rumors in Washington had Roukema headed for an appointment to be U.S. Treasurer, or perhaps to head the Government National Mortgage Association (Ginnie Mae), as a consolation prize (Espo 2001; Arnold 2001; Bresnahan 2001). The offer of U.S. Treasurer is ironic, and an insult, inasmuch as the position is largely honorific, typically held by a woman, and is publicized only as the “other” and lessor signature on U.S. currency opposite that of the Secretary of the Treasury. She preemptively declined vowing to soldier on for the party: “I will be gracious and a good sport as a member of the Republican team” (Lipman 2001). At 71 years of age, Roukema might still be leveraged out of office. But apparently she would take nothing less than an undersecretary position at the Department of Health and Human Services (Bresnahan 2001). Our third conclusion, therefore, is that term limits have altered the “structure of opportunities” within the House, to use a notion developed by Loomis (1988). 


That is, rather than long queues of patient partisans waiting for their turn at chair,  musical chairs introduces disruptions into the process. Long-term, relatively stable relationships now have become short-term propositions, or investments if you like. Interest groups, for their part, must scramble to acquaint themselves with a new group of committee and subcommittee chairs. To the extent that money is part of the process, ambitious chair candidates will be laying the tab on their favorite, and perhaps not so favorite funding sources. Even a few examples of altered career decisions will make this clear.  

Pat Roberts (R-Kans.) abandoned the chair of House Agriculture after only two years to seek and win one of two open Kansas Senate seats.  Roberts was the first sitting chair to run for a Senate seat in 60 years. Absent term limits, might he have stayed? Rep. James Talent (R-Mo.) abandoned his gavel on Small Business in 2000 to pursue his state’s governorship. He lost. And, of course, Bill Archer (R-Tex.), Thomas Bliley (R-Va.), William Goodling (R-Pa.), John Kasich R-Ohio), and Bud Shuster (R-Pa.), all simply retired when their chairmanships expired. “After being quarterback of a Super Bowl championship team, I have no desire to play back-up,” said Shuster in announcing his retirement (Macpherson 2001). 

Although the net effect likely is to shorten House careers, a result dear to the hearts of term limiters, it is not entirely one-sided. Bob Livingston (R.-La.) decided to extend his stay in the House when it became known to him that Speaker Gingrich would step down (not because of a scandal at that time but to pursue a bid for the presidency). In 1997, Billy Tauzin, who then stood second on Resources and on Commerce, announced that he would remain in the House rather than run for a Louisiana Senate seat.  Although he did not say so publicly, his decision is presumed to have been based, in part, on the prospect of chairing the Commerce Committee. Doug Bereuter (R-Neb.) was explicit in declaring that he would pass up a run for governor in hopes of succeeding Gilman as chair of the International Relations Committee.  But Bereuter ranked fifth on the Committee behind four other members, all of whom were full committee chairman. Any one of them might stake a claim to the position and be in a good position to gain it. Hyde and Leach did; and Hyde won. If the Tauzin and Bereuter cases are indicative, term limits will actually prolong some House careers. 

Although we will try to avoid some of the florid headlines that have appeared in the daily and specialized press, it seems safe to conclude that term limits indeed have had a significant impact on the House. Certainly, we do not yet know the full impact of the rule—the Democrats could regain their majority and, as they claim they will do, abolish the it (Foerstel 2000). But even if this is circumstantial evidence, the results are pretty dramatic. A half dozen members retiring before “their time,” a half dozen violations of seniority in a single congress, and unprecedented sums of money raised, at least in part, because of a slew of open chairs, is nontrivial. When the music’s over, in this case at least, do not turn out the lights. 
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Table 1. Contributions Made to Congressional Candidates and the NRCC by U.S. House Committee Chair Contenders, 2000 Election Cycle

	Committee
	Contender

New chair in bold
Senior member italicized
	Campaign to  NRCC
	Campaign to Candidates
	Leadership PAC to Candidates
	Total



	Armed Services
	Bob Stump (Ariz.)
	$40,000
	$11,000
	$0
	$51,000

	
	Duncan Hunter (Cal.)
	$5,000
	$20827
	$0
	$25,827

	
	Curt Weldon (Pa.)
	$0
	$26,000
	$49,800
	$75,800

	Banking
	Marge Roukema (N.J.)
	$40,000
	$0
	$0
	$40,000

	
	Richard H. Baker (La.)
	$150,000
	$42,000
	$0
	$192,000



	Budget
	Saxby Chambliss (Ga.)
	$12,000
	$1,000
	$70,000
	$83,000

	
	Nick Smith (Mich.)
	$15,000
	$4,999
	$0
	$19,999

	
	Jim Nussle (Ia.)
	$100,000
	$3,505
	$7,500
	$111,005

	
	John E. Sununu (N.H.)
	$15,000
	$1,000
	$0
	$16,000

	Education & the
	Tom Petri (Wisc.)
	$0
	$3,500
	$115,317
	$118,817

	Workforce
	John A. Boehner (Ohio)
	$1,812
	$1996
	$447,407
	$451,215

	
	Peter Hoekstra (Mich.)
	$15,000
	$12,150
	$0
	$27,150



	Energy &
	“Billy” Tauzin (La.)
	$270,000
	$27,060
	$293,204
	$590,264

	Commerce
	Michael Oxley (Ohio)*
	$170,000
	$59,100
	$193,000
	$422,100

	International
	James A. Leach (Ia.)
	$0
	$0
	$0
	$0

	Relations
	Henry J. Hyde (Ill.)
	$105,000
	$2,100
	$0
	$107,100

	
	Doug Bereuter (Neb.)
	$57,500
	$3,500
	$0
	$61,000

	Judiciary
	James Sensenbrenner (Wisc.)
	$84,000
	$0
	$0
	$84,000

	
	George W. Gekas (Pa.)
	$25,000
	$22,000
	$0
	$47,000

	Resources
	James V. Hansen (Utah)
	$10,000
	$27,600
	$0
	$37,600

	Science
	Sherwood Boehlert (N.Y.)
	$65,000
	$22,500
	$18,500
	$106,000

	Small Business
	Donald Manzullo (Ill)
	$15,000
	$16,100
	$0
	$31,100

	
	Sue W. Kelly (N.Y.)
	$65,000
	$5,000
	$0
	$70,000

	Transportation
	Don Young (Alas.)
	$25,000
	$0
	$45,390
	$70,390

	Veterans’ Affairs
	Christopher Smith (N.J.)*
	$50,000
	$3,000
	$0
	$53,000

	
	Michael Bilirakis
	$82,750
	$25,000
	$0
	$107,750

	Ways & Means
	Philip M. Crane (Ill.)
	$80,000
	$56,000
	$132,000
	$268,000

	
	Bill Thomas (Cal.)
	$252,000
	$43,000
	$133,000
	$428,000

	
	E. Clay Shaw Jr. (Fla.)
	$100,000
	$0
	$22,0000
	$122,000


* Oxley interviewed for the Commerce chair but was named head of the Financial Services Committee, a somewhat expanded version of the former Banking Committee. Smith was interviewed for International Relations but was the ranking member on Veterans’ Affairs, where he was given a chair. 

Source: The Federal Election Commission and the Center for Responsive Politics.

Table 2. Contributions to the Campaigns Committees of Bill Thomas, Philip Crane, and E. Clay Shaw, By Industry (Top Six Listed)

	Contributions to William Thomas
	

	1. Pharmaceuticals/Health Products
	$156,833

	2. Insurance
	$132,650

	3. Health Professionals
	$126,335

	4. Crop Production & Basic Processing 
	$65,280

	5. Hospitals/Nursing Homes
	$63,922

	6. Health Services/HMOs
	$55,350

	Contributions to Philip Crane
	

	1. Insurance
	$95,872

	2. Health Professionals
	$73,379

	3. Securities & Investment
	$56,250

	4. Lawyers/Law Firms
	$41,320

	5. Retail Sales
	$39,000

	6. Pharmaceuticals/Health Products
	$38,000

	Contributions to E. Clay Shaw


	

	1. Health Professionals
	$134,614

	2. Insurance
	$128,900

	3. Lawyers/Law Firms
	$128,864

	4. Retired
	$107,725

	5. Leadership PACs
	$88,018

	6. Real Estate 
	$86,396




Note: Figures are based on contributions from political action committees and individual donors giving more than $200 for the 1999-2000 election cycle, as reported to the Federal Election Commission. Based on data released electronically on February 1, 2001.

Source: The Center for Responsive Politics. 

Table 3. Contributions to the Campaigns Committees of Billy Tauzin and Michael Oxley, By Industry (Top Eight Listed)

	Contributions to Billy Tauzin


	

	1. TV/Movies/Music
	$73,776

	2. Oil & Gas
	$73,274

	3. Electric Utilities
	$72,214

	4. Securities & Investment
	$63,950

	5. Telephone Utilities
	$55,200

	6. Insurance
	$46,460

	7. Accountants
	$41,424

	8. Telecom Services & Equipment
	$38,768

	Contributions to Michael Oxley

	

	1. Securities & Investment
	$69,900

	2. Electric Utilities
	$62,522

	3. Telephone Utilities
	$60,305

	4. TV/Movies/Music
	$53,699

	5. Insurance
	$50,900

	6. Oil & Gas
	$42,382

	7. Accountants
	$42,000

	8. Pharmaceuticals/Health Products
	$40,250




Note: Figures are based on contributions from political action committees and individual donors giving more than $200 for the 1999-2000 election cycle, as reported to the Federal Election Commission. Figures are based on data released electronically on February 1, 2001.

Source: The Center for Responsive Politics

* Note: The authors wish to thank Robert Biersack of the Federal Election Commission for providing data used in the preparation of this chapter. Neither Mr. Biersack nor the Commission bear any responsibility for the interpretations and use of that data as presented here. 


� The exceptions all involved capacity. Democrats Jamie Whitten (Miss.), Glenn Anderson (Calif.), Melvin Price (Ill.), and Frank Annunzio (Pa.) were displaced largely for reasons related to their age and health. For details on these violations and several by the Republicans see Deering and Smith (1997). 


� Limits are not unprecedented. House rules already required turnover in the leadership of the Budget, Intelligence, and Standards of Official Conduct committees. 


� A recodification of the House rules was adopted at the outset of the 106th Congress. The clause on term limits, slightly reworded but substantively unchanged, now can be found at Rule X , 5(c)(2). 


� These are the speaker, floor leader,  and whip along with the chairs of the conference, the policy committee, and the campaign committee. 


� To be precise, there can be either ten or eleven geographical representatives. The procedures include a “small state option” that is triggered whenever each of the ten regionally elected representatives comes from a state with three or more Republican members. In that event, the norm, all of the states with one or two Republicans become an at-large region and elect an eleventh committee member. For the 107th Congress, fourteen states comprised the small state category ranging geographically from New Hampshire to Nevada, and Alaska to Mississippi. Don Young, of Alaska, was the small state representative during these deliberations. 


� This was not the only jurisdictional switch contemplated or advocated. Some also toyed with the idea of breaking Education and the Workforce into two distinct panels. At least one chair candidate supported the idea. 


� Again, in three of the seven cases (Resources, Science, and Transportation) no competition emerged so those three “winners” were, by definition, the leading fundraisers. In the remaining four cases, the leading fundraiser won twice (Commerce and Judiciary) and lost twice (Armed Services and Veterans’ Affairs). 


� Mae Ella Nolan (R.-Calif.) was the first woman to chair a congressional committee—the House Committee on Expenditures in the Post Office Department. Since the consolidation of the House committee system pursuant to the Legislative Reorganization Act of 1946 only a handful of women have chaired House full committees. Mary Norton (D.-N.J.), who had previously chaired the District Committee and the Labor Committee (prior to its merger with Education) acceded to the chair of House Administration. Edith Nourse Rogers (R.-Mass.) chaired the Veterans’ Committee. Lenor K. Sullivan (D.-Mo.) had the gavel at Merchant Marine and Fisheries. And Jan Meyers (R.-Kan) led Small Business for a short time after Republicans gained the House in 1995. 





[The Interest Group Connection: Electioneering, Lobbying, and Policymaking in Washington. Paul S. Herrnson, Ronald G. Shaiko, and Clyde Wilcox, eds. New York: Chatham House Publishers. In press.]
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