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CHAPTER I 

RAYBURN'S EARLY YEARS 

Sam Rayburn was a Tennessean by birth. His father, 

William Marion Rayburn, was a veteran of the Civil War, 

having served under Nathan Bedford Forrest, Joseph ̂ Vheeler, 

and Robert E, Lee. Although recommended for a captaincy, 

he declined the commission, believing that his inability 

to read and write was an insurmountable obstacle to a com

mission.•*• William Marion Rayburn returned to East Tennessee 

following the war, married Martha Waller, and settled down 

on a small farm in the Clinch River Valley of Roane County. 

A large family was born to the Rayburns, The eighth of 

their eleven children, Samuel Taliaferro, was born on Janu

ary 6, 1882. 

The Rayburns decided to sell their farm in Tennes

see and move to Texas when Sam was five years old. Their 

destination was Flag Springs, in Fannin County. In that 

north central Texas community, near the town of Bonham, 

the Rayburns settled on a forty acre farm. In Tennessee 

the main crop had been corn, but in Texas, it was cotton. 

"̂ C. Divight Dorough, Mr. Sam (New York: Random 
House, 1962), p. 53* 



The early years in Texas were difficult, and life 

for the Rayburns was not much improved over life in Tennes

see. The first year's cotton crop was so poor it provided 

the family with only a meager existence. With persistence 

and hard work, in which all the members of the large family 

shared, they were able to make a living in Texas and to im

prove their financial condition slowly, but steadily. 

Young Sam Rayburn, a quiet and lonely child, grew 

up in an isolated rural environment. He would often, he 

remembered later, "lean against the fences and pray that 

just one buggy might pass."-^ Hard, physical labor was also 

a part of his early life. Indeed, Rayburn said that he was 

"reared on a farm where I have picked cotton, gathered all 

kinds of crops, and ploughed and hoed from sun to sun."^ 

The loneliness and endless toil of farm life un

doubtedly helped influence Rayburn to turn his attention to 

other endeavors. He was certainly not lazy as a boy, his 

sister recalled, but he always seemed anxious to get away 

from the farm. He developed an early interest in history 

%loyd M. Riddick, "Sam Rayburn: 'He First Tries 
Persuasion,'" in Public Men In and Out of Office, ed. by 
J. T. Salter (Chapel Hill: University of North Carolina 
Press, 19l|6), p. llj.8. 

•%ela Kornitzer, American Fathers and Sons (New 
York: Hermitage House, 1952), p. 213. 

^Congressional Record, 61|.th Cong., 1st Sess., Vol, 
LIII, May 19, 1916, p. 101i3A. 



and, after the day's work in the fields, would read history 

books at night. His major interest was in books about the 

great men in American history, and he read as many biogra

phies as he possibly could, especially those on Andrew 

Jackson and Robert E. Lee.^ 

Rayburn felt his interest in politics came primarily 

from elements outside the family environment. His mother 

influenced him some in his interest in education and civic 

affairs, but his father had only a casual and inconsistent 

interest in politics." Rayburn's impulse for public affairs 

was stimulated when he first heard Joseph Weldon Bailey speak 

in Bonham,' Not yet a teenager, Rayburn rode horseback in 

the rain to hear Bailey, then a United States Representative 

from the Fourth District of Texas and always Sam's political 

idol," Rayburn was awed by the great orator, and his am

bition to become a member of the House of Representatives 

-^Interview with Mrs. S. E. Bartley, Rayburn's sis
ter, August 21, 1968, Bonham, Texas. 

Oral History Interview with Alia Clary, long-time 
secretary to Sam Rayburn, October 31» 1968, Rayburn Library, 
Bonham, Texas. 

'Kornitzer, American Fathers and Sons, p. 21i|, 

Bascom N. Timmons, "My Years with Mr. Sam," 
Houston Chronicle, October 11-18, 1961. Reprinted in 
Memorial Services Held in the House of Representatives 
and Senate of the United States, Together with Remarks 
Presented in Eulogy of Sam Rayburn, Late a Representative 
of Texas (Washington, D. C : Government Printing Office, 
1962), p, 360. 



dates from that time.^ 

An education came first, however. After completing 

his work in the Fannin County public schools, Rayburn, then 

seventeen, decided to enter college. He received permission 

from his father with the understanding that he would have 

to assume the responsibility for financing his college edu

cation. The college Rayburn chose was the Mayo Normal 

School, now East Texas State University, at Commerce. His 

father went to the railway station with him and, as he was 

leaving, handed him $25 and admonished him, "Sam, be a 

man."-*-" The money was unexpected, and this gift from his 

parents, the "grandest two people" he ever knew, represented 

many sacrifices on their part. 

To pay his costs at college Rayburn held various 

part-time jobs, including ringing the school bell, sweeping 

floors, and milking cows. Rayburn followed a general 

course of study in college where his major interest con-

12 
tinued to be in the field of history and government. He 

^Accounts vary as to the age at which Rayburn de
cided on a career in politics. Rayburn recalled that as a 
"boy, "perhaps eight or nine years old, I made up my mind 
that I was going to make politics and public affairs my 
life''s work," Speech, "Mr, Sam's Legacy to Aspiring Young 
Politicians," Rayburn Papers, Rayburn Library, Bonham, Texas. 

^^Dorough, Mr. Sam, p. 68. 

Letter, Rayburn to Addie Pickel, September 25, 
1914.1, Rayburn Papers. 

"̂ •̂ Interview with Mrs, Bartley. 



was strongly influenced during his college years by Pro

fessor William L. Mayo, the school's founder. The profes

sor was "the most inspiring man I ever knew," Rayburn 

recalled. "He made a student feel like a criminal if he 

did not work, and not only that, but work to his utmost 

capacity. "-̂ ^ 

After one year at Commerce, Rayburn received a 

teacher's certificate and, the next year, taught school at 

Greenwood, about three miles from Commerce. With the money 

he was able to save he returned to college and, in two 

years, completed the requirements for his bachelor's degree. 

Then, twenty-one years old, Rayburn accepted a teaching job 

at Dial in Fannin County. Two years at Dial were followed 

by another year of teaching at Lannius. In 1906 Rayburn 

ended his brief teaching career with the announcement that 

he planned to enter the race for the state legislature. His 

success, by a margin of only 163 votes, was the beginning 

of a career in public office that spanned more than half 

a century.^ 

The salary of a Texas legislator in the early twen

tieth century was quite low—five dollars a day during the 

regular biennial session. Of more importance to Rayburn 

Salter C. Nash, "Sajn Rayburn: The Congressman of 
the Fourth District" (unpublished M.A. thesis. East Texas 
State University, 1950), p. 13. 

11̂  Dorough, Mr. Sam, pp. 70-75» 



was the experience he gained from serving in the legisla

ture and the opportunity afforded him for attending law 

school at the University of Texas. He completed the pre

scribed courses and, in 1908, passed the examination and was 

admitted to the Texas Bar. Rayburn joined a law firm in his 

hometown of Bonham. 

In 1908 and again in 1910, Democrat Rayburn was re

elected to the Texas House. His colleagues elected him 

Speaker when the legislature convened in 1911. At twenty-

nine, Rayburn was the youngest man to hold that important 

post up to that time. The Speakership race was hard fought, 

and Rayburn's victory was a narrow one. He had the support 

of Senator Bailey, who used his influence to get some des

perately needed votes for Rayburn.^5 

Rayburn's apprenticeship in the Texas legislature 

came to an end in 1912. When the incumbent in the House of 

Representatives from Rayburn's district entered the Senate 

race against Bailey, the young Speaker announced his inten

tion to run for Congress. Several others also entered the 

6ongressional race. On the national scene in 1912, Progres-

sivism was the major issue. The Republican Party had split, 

with President William Howard Taft receiving the nomination 

from the regulars in the party. The progressive faction, 

^An account of the issues and personalities in
volved in the Speakership fight is found in Dorough, 
Mr. Sam, pp. 92-102, 



led by former President Theodore Roosevelt, had bolted the 

party and named their leader as the standard bearer of the 

new Progressive Party. With the Republicans divided, the 

Democrats were jubilant. Their nomination went to New Jer

sey Governor Woodrow Wilson, a progressive. National po

litical attention focused primarily on the two progressive 

candidates, Wilson and Roosevelt, and their respective pro

grams of the "New Freedom" and the "New Nationalism." 

Interest in local races, hov/ever, took precedence 

over national matters in the Fourth Congressional District 

of Texas. Rayburn and seven others were running for Con

gress in the Democratic primary of July, 1912. Nomination 

meant election since there would be only token Republican 

opposition, if any at all, in the November general election. 

Rayburn, during the campaign, supported many of the plat

form proposals of the national Democratic Party, including 

tariff reform. He advocated tariffs for revenue only and 

not for protection of special interests. The income tax 

amendment had recently been approved by the states, and 

Rayburn was in favor of the principle of taxation based 

•on a person's ability to pay. He also called for the en

actment of a federal inheritance tax. While in the Texas 

legislature he had worked to enact such a law on the state 

level, 

Rayburn devoted a great deal of time during the 

campaign to praising the Democratic Party and denouncing 
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the Republicans. The Democrats were really for the people; 

the Republicans represented the wealth and special interests 

of the United States. This theme became a favorite one for 

Rayburn and one of his trademarks. He expanded on this mes

sage some as the years passed, but basically the idea was 

to equate the Democrats with what was good for the country 

and the Republicans with what was bad. In the rural Fourth 

District of northeast Texas there were not many who would 

challenge Rayburn's basic premise. 

In appealing for support, Rayburn maintained that 

he had long before determined to live to be worthy of the 

voters' trust so that he could run for Congress when he was 

thirty years old. "In this good year of 1912 I have reached 

that age and I am running for Congress. I believe I have 

lived to be worthy of your support. I believe I will be 

elected," he declared.-^" Rayburn's prediction came true as 

he led the field of eight with nearly five thousand out of 

over 21,000 votes cast. A plurality was all that was re

quired, and his winning margin was only [|.90 votes. The 

Democratic nomination secured, Rayburn then prepared for 

his big move to Washington. 

Rayburn, along with the newly-elected Representative 

from Dallas, Hatton W. Si;miners, journeyed by train to the 

national capital in February, 1913• The two freshman 

•̂ B̂onham Daily Favorite, July 16, 1912. 



congressmen checked into the Cochran Hotel and awaited 

inauguration day. Congress did not convene until the first 

Monday in April. 

Woodrow Wilson's inaugural address made quite an 

impression on Rayburn. The young Texan was somewhat awed 

by the Princeton professor whose books on history and gov

ernment he had read while in college. He came to view 

Wilson as a great leader, who possessed the best-trained 

mind of all the eight presidents he would know. Rayburn 

believed that Wilson, in his first inaugural address, had 

expressed the principles by which he, as a congressman, 

should live and the course the Democratic Party should 

follow. ̂"̂  

Sam Rayburn had some contacts when he reached Wash

ington which proved to be of importance to him in getting 

established. Especially valuable was his acquaintance with 

Representative John Nance Garner, a fellow Texan and ten-

year veteran of the House from Uvalde. Largely through 

Garner's influence, Rayburn asked for and received an ap

pointment to the House Committee on Interstate and Foreign 

Commerce, chaired by William C. Adamson of Georgia. Im

mediately ahead of Rayburn in seniority on the committee 

was Alben Barkley of Kentucky. The two men became close 

'Timmons, '^r. Sam," Memorial Services, p. 3OI. 
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friends.^® 

Congress was called into special session by Wilson 

in April, 1913• The President made a personal appearance 

before a joint meeting of the House and Senate and outlined 

his requests for tariff reform. The Democratic Congress 

responded with the Underwood-Simmons Tariff. During the 

debates on this bill, Rayburn made his first speech in Con

gress in support of the lower tariff rates provided in the 

legislation. Attacking the Republicans as the party of 

"broken pledges and unkept promises," he charged: 

This eternal Republican solicitation for the Ameri
can manufacturer makes me tired. V/illing and anxious 
to take that small rich class under its protecting 
wing, but unwilling at all times to heed the great 
chorus of sad cries ever coming from the large yet 
poor class, the American consumer.-^9 

While calling for lower tariff rates, Rayburn sup

ported the levying of a tax on incomes to help defray gov

ernmental expenses. When enough money could be raised from 

the income tax and "other legitimate sources of direct tax

ation" to cover necessary expenses, Rayburn stated, the 

tariff should be removed entirely and a policy of free 

trade should replace it. Another form of equitable taxa

tion which Rayburn advocated was a federal inheritance tax. 

1 o 

Transcript, Alben Barkley Oral History Interview, 
1953> Reel 15, Truman Library, Independence, Missouri, 

19 
Congressional Record, 63rd Cong., 1st Sess., Vol. 

L, Part 2, May 6, 1913, p. 121;8. 
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He explained: 

To me this is a just tax and easy to pay. '/hen 
a man by inheritance comes into a large fortune out of 
no effort on his own part and only by accident of birth, 
acc\;miulated by his ancestry under a Government which 
protected him in his property rights, I believe he 
should be willing to pay some of it as a tribute to the 
agency that protected his ancestry in the accumulation. 

When this tax on a reasonable percentage basis is 
levied, it will bring large sums into the Treasury 
which as the years go by will increase as swollen for
tunes are broken up, and again the tariff tax can be 
lowered to the benefit of every American consumer.^^ 

But Rayburn's remarks were not limited to the merits 

of lower tariff rates and higher taxes on personal incomes 

and fortunes. He praised the "clean and matchless" Presi

dent Wilson and the "stainless, able, and peerless" Oscar 

Underwood, sponsor of the pending bill. Ending his maiden 

speech in Congress, Rayburn declared: 

I came to this body a few weeks ago with child
like enthusiasm and confidence. It has always been 
my ambition since childhood to live such a life that 
one day my fellow citizens would call me to membership 
in this popular branch of the greatest lawmaking body 
in the world. Out of their confidence and partiality 
they have done this. It is now my sole purpose here 
to help enact such wise and just laws that our common 
country will by virtue of these laws be a happier and 
more prosperous country. I have always dreamed of a 
country which I believe this should be and will be, 
and that is one in which the citizenship is an educated 
and patriotic people, not swayed by passion and preju
dice, and a country that shall know no East, no West, 
no North, no South, but inhabited by a people liberty 
loving, patriotic, happy, and prosperous, and its law
makers having no other purpose than to write such just 
laws as shall in the years to come be of service to 

20lbid. 
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human kind yet unborn.21 

Rayburn was ambitious. He did not hesitate to 

praise those in power to further his own interests. His 

expressed sentiments, however, were not just so much ora

tory. His dedication to the House and its function in the 

American political system was deep and would prove life

long, and his ambition never led him to betray principles, 

or his constituents' interests. His support for the tariff 

reform bill, including its provision for an income tax, vjas 

in line with stands taken during his election campaign in 

1912. 

Rayburn, as a member of the Interstate and Foreign 

Commerce Committee, supported President Wilson's proposal 

for removing the American exemption from tolls for use of 

the Panama Canal. This, he felt, was discrimination against 

others and the special treatment should be discontinued. 

Regarding further antitrust legislation, Rayburn was also 

in support of the President's requests. His own pet project, 

however, failed to get the President's full support. 

Rayburn's proposal was the Stock and Bond bill which 

sought to regulate the issuance of railroad stocks and bonds. 

Introducing the bill in 19114- in a speech before the House, 

he called for greater publicity in all financial trans

actions of railway corporations. Such corporations should 

^•^Ibid., p. 1214.9. 
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issue stocks and bonds only for certain specified purposes 

and only with the consent of the Interstate Commerce Com

mission. No person should be allowed to hold the position 

of director or officer in more than one railroad, or receive 

any remuneration resulting from the sale of stocks and bonds 

while serving as a director or officer. Rayburn explained 

the abuses possible without such regulation by the govern

ment, justifying congressional action in the public in

terest .^^ 

The Stock and Bond bill passed the House, but was 

stopped in the Senate. At this point President 7̂ilson 

wrote Rayburn a congratulatory note for guiding the bill 

through the House. By the time the next session of Congress 

convened, the President's enthusiasm for the bill had 

cooled. Rayburn re-introduced the measure, but in a meet

ing in the White House with Wilson, was asked to hold up 

action. The beginning of war in Europe had convinced the 

President that it would be best to delay passage. Rayburn, 

however, remained unconvinced. Picking up his hat, he 

apologized for being unable to go along with V/ilson, and 

quickly left the room.^^ 

Several years later essentially the same provisions 

Congressional Record, 63i*d Gong., 2nd Sess., Vol. 
LI, Part 10, pp. 96bl4.-59. 

-^Timmons, "Mr. Sam," Memorial Services, p. 301. 
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were enacted into law by the Esch-Cummins Transportation 

Act of 1920. Although signed by President Wilson, it had 

been passed by a Republican-controlled Congress and could 

not be considered a part of Wilson's antitrust program.^ 

Regarding his encounter with Woodrow Wilson in 1915, Hay-

burn later considered it as evidence of his own tactless

ness during his early years in Congress.25 

In his first bid for re-election, Rayburn easily 

defeated Tom Perkins of Collin County. Perkins had been 

the runner-up in 1912, but in I9II4. the Rayburn margin was 

better than two-to-one. Granting a public official a second 

term in office was a strong tradition with Texas voters, and 

Perkins was unable to make any serious charges against Ray-

burn's record. 

The international situation worsened during Ray-

burn's second term. The United States was pursuing its 

policy of neutrality regarding the war in Europe, but there 

was much debate on the question of American preparedness. 

Rayburn had little experience in or knowledge of foreign 

affairs. He did speak on the subject of preparedness in 

I9I6, expressing the opinion that the United States should 

^he act provided for a return of the railroads to 
private control. It also strengthened the power of the In
terstate Commerce Commission to set rates and oversee rail
road financing and authorized the pooling of traffic and the 
consolidation of some lines in the interest of efficiency. 

^^Timmons, "Mr. Sam," Memorial Services, p. 3OI. 
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have a good supply of ammunition on hand, strengthen its 

coastal defenses, and increase the state militia. If ever 

a large army was needed, he maintained, it should be a vol-

unteer one.^" Rayburn, therefore, did not advocate an all-

out program of military preparedness. 

Once the United States entered the war in 1917, 

Rayburn gave full support for executive direction of the 

war effort. In time of war, he stated: 

when we have pledged the President of the United States 
every resource of the Government toward the prosecution 
of this war, we should grant to the President every 
necessary power in legislation that he asks.2' 

At the same time Rayburn was concerned about the 

dangers of such powers being delegated to the Chief Execu

tive. Much of what is done during wartime emergencies, he 

averred, must not be permitted to prevail during peacetime. 

Anything that smacked of socialism, such as permanent own-

ernship of the railroads by the government, and which 

threatened the concept of private enterprise Rayburn could 

not support. After the war was over, he fought untiringly 

for the return of the railroads to private control. The 

trend of the times, he feared, was to turn to government 

to solve every economic ailment in industry. The traditional 

method of curing such problems was to legislate to correct 

^"Dorough, Mr. Sam, p. 114-5. 

Congressional Record, 65th Cong., 2nd Sess., Vol 
LVI, Part 3, February 22, 191t5, p. 251|-0, 
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the evils, not for government to take over, own, and operate 

an industry, Rayburn considered the traditional way the 

only way,2^ 

Rayburn continued his fight for an acceptable set

tlement of the railroad problem in the postwar period. He 

was opposed to any kind of federal guaranties to the rail

roads, and he did not want drastic restrictions placed on 

the railroad workers. He was careful to point out that he 

did not follow the thinking of the president of the Ameri

can Federation of Labor, Ssimuel Gompers, who wanted the 

government to retain control over the railroads for at 

least two more years. The basic issue to Rayburn was to 

get the government out of "this expensive and socialistic 

business,"29 

In the aftermath of World War I there was also a 

reactionary fear of foreign elements in the United States. 

The "Red Scare" of 1919-1920 found Rayburn voicing his con

cern about radicalism. To him, America was for Americans 

only. The country could not tolerate any man or group of 

men who paid allegiance to any other government or any 

other flag. "The anarchist and the Bolshevist shall go," 

he stated in 1920.-^ In this, Rayburn's views accurately 

^^Ibid., 66th Cong., 2nd Sess., Vol. LIX, Part 3, 
February 20, 1920, p. 3208. 

^^Ibid., p. 3209. 

30lbid. 
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reflected the majority opinion in his district. 

Bad times befell the Democratic Party in the elec

tions of 1918. The Democrats lost control of both houses 

of Congress, and they would not be in the majority for 

twelve long years. Throughout the country there was dis

illusionment with the idealism of the Wilson administration 

and a definite desire to return to what Warren G. Harding 

called "normalcy" in 1920. The presidential campaign saw 

Republicans Harding, of Ohio, and Calvin Coolidge, of 

Massachusetts, running against Democrats James G. Cox, of 

Ohio, and Franklin D. Roosevelt, of New York. It was a 

Republican victory by a landslide. 

In the Texas Fourth District, Sam Rayburn won easi

ly, while the national ticket was going down to defeat. 

After two years as a member of the minority party in Con

gress, Rayburn now faced the entire decade of the 1920's 

in that position. Thus, during the 1920's, Rayburn most 

often found himself on the losing side when votes were 

taken in Congress, but he was definitely not a member of 

a- "silent minority." He lashed out at what he considered 

the special-interest bias of the Republicans, and he sup

ported faithfully programs he felt to be in the interest of 

his north Texas constituents. 

In the 1920's Rayburn viewed as one evidence of 

the business orientation of the Republican administrations 

their high tariff proposals. Increases in tariff rates he 
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consistently opposed. The government policy of granting 

financial aid to businesses, especially the railroads, Ray

burn denounced as special-interest legislation. Presi

dential appointments to the Interstate Commerce Commission 

came under close scrutiny by Rayburn because he believed 

that the effectiveness of the agency was being undermined 

by the poor choices made to fill the vacancies. On farm 

measures during the decade, Rayburn supported those de

signed to aid agriculture and considered the failure of 

the major farm bill to get presidential approval to be still 

another example of the pro-business, anti-farm stance of the 

Republicans. These matters consumed much of the Texas con

gressman's time during the 1920's. 

Tariff revision was one of the major political is

sues of the decade. The Underwood-Simmons Act of 1913 tiad 

provided for rate reductions, but after the war ended and 

the Republicans regained control of Congress, the demand 

was for increased levies. An emergency bill, providing for 

such, was enacted in 1920. When Congress met in 1921, con

sideration of the tariff question was continued. Sam Ray

burn opposed the attempts to raise tariff rates, restating 

his conviction that increases were not in the interest of 

a majority of the people of the United States. He also 

felt such a policy would have an adverse effect on the in

ternational trade situation, making it more difficult for 

European nations to make payments on their debts to the 
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United States. Rayburn and the other opponents of high 

tariffs were outvoted, however, and the Pordney-McCumber 

Act became law in 1922.^-^ 

The Harding administration sponsored a new railroad 

relief bill in 1921. Rayburn led the opposition to the pro

posed grant of an additional $500,000,000 to the railroads. 

In explaining his reasons for opposing the refund, he stated 

that the government had already appropriated nearly two bil

lion dollars for this purpose, and even if the new bill did 

not pass, the railroads would still owe the government over 

one billion dollars. His desire, he repeated, was to get 

the government out of the railroad business as quickly as 

possible, and the pending legislation would have the con

trary effect.32 To Rayburn's dismay the bill easily passed. 

Another administration measure opposed by Rayburn 

was the Government Coal Distribution and Price Control bill. 

It gave the President discretionary power to seize mines 

and railroads if he deemed it necessary for the public wel

fare. To Rayburn such legislation would be giving too much 

power to the President and would be offering unlimited op

portunity for abuses. He also felt that the act would have 

the effect of curtailing coal production. Rayburn offered 

an amendment eliminating the discretionary power from the 

^ Dorough, Mr. Sam, pp. 165-67. 

3%ew York Times, August 23, 1921, p. 2. 
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bill. Although the Rayburn amendment was adopted in the 

Committee of the Whole, the President's seizure power was 

restored when the measure was considered by the House.^3 

Warren G. Harding's death in 1923 elevated Calvin 

Coolidge to the presidency, a position he held until 1929. 

During the Coolidge years and the Hoover years which fol

lowed, Sam Rayburn continued his opposition role in Con

gress. He slov/ly moved up in rank on the House Interstate 

and Foreign Commerce Comraittee, and he learned much that 

would be of benefit to him later when the Democrats gained 

control and the assumed chairmanship of the committee. Ray-

burn's close personal relationship with the House leaders, 

both Democratic and Republican, was maintained throughout 

the Coolidge and Hoover years. 

Of special concern to Rayburn were the appointments 

made by President Coolidge to the Interstate Commerce Com

mission, which Rayburn throught were inappropriate. In 

1925 Coolidge appointed Thomas P. Woodlock, a Republican 

of New York, to the existing vacancy on the commission. 

Rayburn charged that the I887 law establishing the ICC had 

been broken because it called for a bipartisan commission 

and there were only four Democrats on the eleven-man board. 

Besides, Rayburn maintained, Coolidge should have appointed 

someone familiar with the needs of the South and Southwest. 

3-̂ Ibid., September 1, 1922, pp. 1-2. 
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That section had vital interests in the actions of the com

mission, and it needed representation.314-

Two years later Rayburn again found fault with Pres

ident Coolidge's nominee to the Interstate Commerce Commis

sion, Cyrus E. Woods of Pennsylvania received the nomina

tion, but Rayburn, speaking in the House, objected. The 

Texan attacked the choice, alleging that Mr. Woods was "not 

only disqualified under the law but incompetent and dis

qualified in fact," Even if the nominee had "disposed of 

his railroad securities he would be ineligible, Rayburn 

held, and Senate confirmation would mean that any railroad 

president could be appointed to the commission.35 

Rayburn feared that the Interstate Commerce Com

mission would lose the confidence of the American people if 

appointments of members were not made with more care. The 

selection of Woodlock and Woods, he asserted, had brought 

him to that conclusion. Before long, Rayburn predicted, 

the ICC would take its place alongside the Tariff Commis

sion and the Federal Trade Commission. Because of poor 

fiippointments to those boards, neither commanded the respect 

or confidence of anyone in the government, Rayburn charged. 

He felt the boards' effectiveness had been "destroyed by 

the appointive power of this Government," and he did not 

3^Ibid., January 29, 1925, p. 3-

^^Congressional Record, 69th Cong., 2nd Sess., Vol 
LXVIII, Part 2, January 19, 1927, pp. 19l4-0-)4.1, 
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want to see the same thing happen to the Interstate Com

merce Commission.3^ 

Occasionally Rayburn came out for measures spon

sored by the Republicans. One example was the bill creating 

a Foreign Trade Service in the Department of Commerce. It 

was designed to give unified direction to American trade 

promotion abroad. Several Texas congressmen opposed the 

bill for various reasons, but Rayburn openly supported 

passage of the act which had the approval of both the Sec

retary of Agriculture and the Secretary of Comrrierce, The 

rice industry of California, Rayburn asserted, owed its 

existence to the trade promotion efforts of the service.37 

Farm matters were always of major interest to Sam 

Rayburn. He was identified with the farm bloc in Congress 

which pressed for measures designed to aid or bring relief 

to farmers, Rayburn, however, disdained the existence of 

special interest groups in Congress and therefore did not 

consider himself a member of such a bloc,3^ He preferred, 

rather, to consider the programs advocated by the farm 

3^Ibid,, p. I9I4-I. 

^^New York Times, April 114., 1926, p. 22. 

3^Regarding special interest coalitions in Congress, 
Rayburn many years later declared: "I never was for blocs--
never joined one. I xvanted to be a free, independent legis
lator; to vote my own sentiments." Quoted in V/, B. Rags-
dale, "An Old Friend V/rites of Sam Rayburn," U, S, News & 
World Report, LI (October 23, 1961), p. 70, 
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representatives to be in the general interest, not narrow 

special interest legislation. 

Following the world v/ar, the country had experienced 

difficulties in m̂ ost phases of its economy. While recovery 

occurred in most industries, the farm situation remained 

poor throughout the 1920's. Congress passed some legisla

tion designed to benefit farmers during this period, but 

the principal agrarian proposal failed due to presidential 

vetoes by Coolidge, 

The tariff schedules in effect provided protection 

for certain farm products by levying taxes on imports. But, 

foreign competition was not causing the low farm prices. 

The surplus, caused by overproduction, î as the basic prob

lem, as American farmers had wheat, cotton, and other sta

ples to export. Therefore, "protection" as provided by the 

tariff was meaningless. The much-debated McNary-Haugen bill 

was a proposal to remedy the farm problem. It provided that 

the government buy the surplus staples from the farmers at 

the domestic price level. They were then to be sold in the 

international market. To help the government recover the 

projected loss on the transaction, the farmers were to be 

required to pay an equalization fee on their entire produc

tion. The bill had a serious flaw in that there were no 

limits or controls on farm production and further overpro

duction would be encouraged. President Coolidge disapproved 

the bill, vetoing it in 1927 and again in 1928 after its 
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re-enactment by Congress, not because of the lack of con

trols, but primarily because he considered it "special 

interest" legislation which would destroy competition 

among farmers. Coolidge refused, or was unable, to under

stand the nature of the farm problem. 

Sam Rayburn felt that the McNary-Haugen bill would 

be beneficial to farmers and to the nation as a whole. Some 

of the opposition to the bill stemmed from the proposal to 

establish a board authorized to buy up surplus crops and 

hold them off the market. The board would have the power 

to sell the surpluses gradually on the market whenever 

deemed desirable. Rayburn had no fear of such a board, if 

certain safeguards were observed. Speaking in defense of 

the farm bill and the establishment of another governmental 

board, Rayburn once again used the Interstate Commerce Com

mission as an example of a beneficial agency: 

Some of the timid ones in this House say they 
fear the power of the board created by this law. Any 
board is to be feared that is not composed of wise and 
patriotic men, and every board and every commission in 
this Government could be made an agency of great op
pression if it were composed of the wrong sort of men. 
We have the Interstate Commerce Commission that has 
power over the whole railroad industry and the right 
to fix the rates that the railroads receive and that 
every shipper and every consumer must pay. This is a 
vast power, but who would be so bold as to ask for 
the repeal of the interstate commerce act and let the 
railroads go unbridled and back to the old days of 
rebates and favoring of the big shipper as against 
the small shipper?39 

3"Congressional Record, 70th Cong., 1st Sess., Vol, 
LXIX, Part 10, May 29, 1925, p. IO82I4., 
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In the House debates on the McNary-Haugen propo

sal, Rayburn expressed his views on the position of farmers 

and agriculture in the United States. Averring that "the 

farmers have been the pioneers in all the advancement of 

our country," Rayburn further declared: 

Every other industry in the land should want 
agriculture to be prosperous. If the farmers are not 
prosperous the revenue of the railroads shrinks and 
labor upon the railroads is idle. If agriculture is 
not prosperous the smoke will cease to lift from the 
factories and their business shall perish from the 
earth, and thousands upon thousands of men and women 
will be left unable to buy the output of the factories. 
So, with the merchants and the banks. We are all in
terdependent upon each other, and if the greatest and 
most basic of all industries is not prosperous, then 
every other industry fails to prosper,^^ 

These statements reflected Rayburn's agrarian background 

and his dedication to Jeffersonian principles. The in

ability of Congress to enact needed farm legislation, with 

or without the President's signature, Rayburn deemed a 

tragedy. The solution he proposed was the usual one--

electing a Democratic Congress and a Democratic President, 

Re-election for himself every two years was a neces

sary task, and at least once, Rayburn's margin of victory 

was quite small. In every election during the 1920's ex

cept one, in 1926, he had an opponent. The close call came 

in 1922 when he was challenged by Ed Westbrook of Hunt 

County. Westbrook had run in 1920, but had not made a very 

strong showing. The incumbent looked vulnerable two years 

^°ibid. 
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later, though, and with the support of the railroad unions, 

Westbrook had announced his candidacy. The unions were 

against Rayburn because of his refusal to support the so-

called Plumb Plan which provided for continued government 

ownership of the railroads, Rayburn had, of course, worked 

to bring an early end to the wartime arrangement. It was 

in 1922 that Rayburn seriously considered making a bid for 

the Senate, but decided against it.l̂ -l He managed to defeat 

Westbrook by about 1200 votes. Rayburn's opposition was 

less formidable in the following years. In I92I4. he easily 

defeated M, M, Morrison of Grayson County, in 1926 he had 

no opposition, and in 1928 he defeated three opponents with 

a majority in the district of over 5000 votes. 

While Rayburn carried the Fourth District for him

self in 1928, he tried also to generate support for the 

national Democratic ticket there. The party had picked 

Governor Alfred E. Smith of New York as its standard bearer, 

and the Republican candidate was Herbert Hoover, who had 

served in the Harding and Coolidge administrations as Sec

retary of Commerce. Smith was in trouble in the South 

because he was Roman Catholic and because of his anti-

prohibition leanings. I^ile many southern Democrats 

were deserting their party, either openly or covertly. 

^ Alexander Graham Shanks, "Sam Rayburn and the New 
Deal," (unpublished Ph.D, dissertation. University of North 
Carolina, 1965), pp. 16-17. 
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Sam Rayburn remained loyal,1+^ in trying to garner votes 

for his party in Texas, he did not hesitate to appeal to 

local prejudices. He charged that Hoover was trying to 

end segregation of the races, and he used, in reverse, 

the old Republican tactic of "waving the bloody shirt," 

He reminded his constituents that he could never vote for 

the party that had sent the carpetbaggers to the South to 

crush with military power the white civilization there. 

Even vzith such frantic rhetoric, Rayburn was not able to 

carry the Fourth District for Smith.14-3 

Sam Rayburn's brief venture into matrimony came 

in late 1927. In October he and Metze Jones of Valley 

View, Texas, were married, Rayburn was forty-five years 

old, and his attractive bride was twenty-seven. She was 

the sister of Marvin Jones, a close Rayburn friend.^ 

The union did not last long, Metze Jones Rayburn left 

Washington with a sinus attack on January 7, 1928, and 

did not return. They were divorced in 1928. The major 

^ Rayburn is remembered for a statement he made and 
repeated frequently concerning his political affiliation 
that he was a Democrat—without prefix, suffix, or apology, 

^^Dwayne L. Little, "The Political Leadership of 
Speaker Sam Rayburn, I9I4.O-I96I" (unpublished Ph.D. dis
sertation. University of Cincinnati, 1970), p. 21. 

^Tlarvin Jones vjas a member of the House from Ama-
rillo. He later received an appointment as Chief Judge of 
the United States Court of Claims in Washington. 
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problem, according to close associates of Rayburn, was 

Mrs. Rayburn's rabid prohibitionism. Her husband, on the 

other hand, was not averse to an occasional drink.+5 To 

friends Rayburn referred to his marriage only as "a mis

take," and afterwards he never made reference to the epi

sode, nor would he discuss it with journalists."'" In 

later years, few people knew of his brief marriage, and 

he was ordinarily referred to as a bachelor, or unmarried, 

but never as divorced.l4-'7 

Beset with personal problems, Sam Rayburn experi

enced additional disappointment because of the Republican 

landslide of 1928. It had been a long drought for the 

Democrats, and there appeared to be no relief in sight. 

For Rayburn the excitement and enthusiasm of his early 

days in Congress had apparently worn off. As a member of 

the Democratic majority during the Wilson years, he had 

introduced bills and spoken in Congress quite frequently 

for a young and inexperienced member. Rayburn's postwar 

decade, with the Republicans in control, can be considered 

a time of waiting for the Texan. He was building up 

seniority, moving up in rank on his committee, and waiting 

^^Little, "Leadership of Rayburn," p. 20. 

^ Dorough, Mr. Sam, p. 1814.. 

^ I n t e r v i e w wi th H. G. Dulaney, August 20, 1968, 
Bonham, Texas , 
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for his party to return to power. 

The Democratic drought was soon to end. The days 

of "Coolidge prosperity" were numbered, and Herbert Hoover 

fell heir to a faltering economy. The worsening economic 

crisis was to bring an end to Republican ascendancy and 

would propel the Democrats back into power in the national 

government. When that occurred, Sam Rayburn was destined 

to play a big role. 



CHAPTER II 

A POWER IN CONGRESS 

The Republican victories in 1928, by which they re

tained control over both the presidency and the congress, 

were disheartening to Sam Rayburn. Amid all the optimism 

and talk of a "New Era" as Herbert Hoover assumed the presi

dency, Rayburn remained somewhat pessimistic about condi

tions in the United States. Rayburn had little faith that 

a Republican administration could or would deal effectively 

with the nation's problems. The farm problems were still 

very much in evidence, and congressional proposals, sup

ported by Rayburn, had gone down to defeat because of vetoes 

by Republican President Coolidge. Rayburn's opinion that 

the Republicans were out of touch with the real needs of 

the country was only strengthened by the Coolidge vetoes. 

The likelihood that a new Republican administration would 

succeed where previous ones had failed to solve the agri

cultural problem or others seemed to Rayburn extremely 

remote, 

During the first two years of the Hoover presidency, 

the Democrats were still in the minority in the House, but 

by a narrow margin, they gained control after the 1930 

30 
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elections. That change brought Rayburn to the chairmanship 

of the Interstate and Foreign Coriimerce Committee, where 

for the remaining two Hoover years Rayburn began to exert 

greater influence within the House and in opposition to the 

Republican administration. The economic depression, begin

ning in 1929, plagued Hoover throughout his term in office 

and helped bring his defeat by the Democrats in 1932. 

Rayburn's choice for the Democratic presidential 

nomination in 1932, House Speaker John Nance Garner, failed 

in his bid for the top post but accepted the vice presiden

tial designation on the ticket headed by New York Governor 

Franklin D. Roosevelt, The Roosevelt-Garner ticket won 

easily, and the Democrats increased their numbers in the 

House and captured control of the Senate. V/ith the Demo

crats in firm control of both elective branches of the 

national governraent. Representative Rayburn, as Chairman 

of the Interstate and Foreign Commerce Committee, v/as des

tined to be a power in Congress. He sponsored legislation 

of far-reaching importance, helping to achieve enactment 

of several of President Roosevelt's important New Deal 

programs. 

Rayburn's ambition to move into a leadership post 

in the House was realized finally in 1937 with his selec

tion as Majority Leader. That move placed the Texas con

gressman in a position to succeed to the Speakership when 

Speaker William Bankhead died in I9I4-O. The decade of the 
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thirties, therefore, contrasted greatly with that of the 

twenties for Rayburn. His party was now in the majority, 

he exercised increasing influence in legislative matters, 

and he became a prominent member of the House leadership 

team. Consideration of Rayburn's major activities during 

the decade, beginning with the Hoover administration, is 

necessary to understand Rayburn's rise to the top in the 

House of Representatives. 

Herbert Hoover had promised farm relief during the 

1928 campaign. Indeed, governmental aid to agriculture was 

one of the liveliest issues during that campaign. To honor 

his pledge Hoover called Congress into special session. The 

resulting legislation was the Agricultural Marketing Act of 

June, 1929. The act provided for the creation of a Federal 

Farm Board, with eight members, to carry out its purpose of 

placing agriculture on a basis of economic equality with 

other industries. With a revolving fund of a half billion 

dollars, the Farm Board was authorized to make loans to 

farm cooperatives, stimulate more efficient marketing ef

forts, and establish stabilization corporations for buying 

commodities on the open market in times of surplus produc-

tion. Hopefully this would maintain price levels.^ 

^Gilbert C. Pite, "The Agricultural Issue in the 
Presidential Campaign of 1928," Mississippi Valley Histori
cal Review, XXXVII (June, 1950), p. 653. 

p 
E. A. Stokdyk and Charles H. West, The Farm Board 

(New York: The Macmillan Company, 1930), pp. 16I4.-70, 
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The Farm Board's actions were destined for failure. 

Its principal weakness was its lack of authority to set com

pulsory limits on production, which reflected Hoover's op

position to such controls. When the entire nation was 

plunged into a depression in late 1929 and subsequently 

farm prices fell to new lows, the inadequacy of the legis

lation became apparent. Attempts to institute voluntary 

reductions of staple-crop acreage in 1930 and 1931 utterly 

failed, as farmers, faced with declining income, increased 

production, thus adding to the basic problem of overproduc

tion. In effect, the Farm Board's actions under the Agri

cultural Marketing Act put a premium on production.3 The 

Federal Farm Board was described as having "aroused more 

animosities and created more bitterness and given less 

satisfaction" than any other agency of the Hoover administra

tion.-4- The farmers' problems would have to be solved later. 

President Hoover, in addition to his proposal for 

the Agricultural Marketing Act in the special session, 

called for changes in the tariff laws. His request came 

ostensibly as a means of assisting agriculture. Selective, 

rather than general, tariff revision, in order to equalize 

the difference in costs of production at home and abroad. 

3 
Broadus Mitchell, Depression Decade; Prom New Era 

Through New Deal, 1929-19l|.l (New York: Rinehart & Company, 
Inc., 1914-7), p. 69. 

^New Republic, LXVIII (October II4., 1931), P. 233. 
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would protect the farmer against world competition. The 

1929 session of Congress was not able to enact a new tar

iff bill, thus the tariff issue became one of the major 

controversies of the next session. Sam Rayburn would op

pose the bill as finally written. 

Known as the Hawley-Smoot Tariff, the measure which 

passed in 1930 was the work of special interests and pres

sure groups, and consideration for the farmer was secondary. 

Rayburn attacked the bill as "infamous, unconscionable, and 

unprecedented." It vias simply another example of special 

interest legislation, so typical of the Republicans, which 

threw "to the winds every consideration of justice and fair 

dealing to sections of the country and groups of citizens." 

Rayburn pointed out that tariff levies on agricultural 

goods were largely irrelevant, since most farm products 

were not in competition domestically with foreign imports. 

The tariff, while designed to make the country prosperous, 

instead had helped bring the American farmer and small 

businessman to the brink of bankruptcy, Rayburn maintained.5 

The Hawley-Smoot Tariff, signed by President Hoover 

on June 17, 1930, a measure that had begun as aid for farm

ers, turned out to be of very little benefit to them. It 

contributed to the economic decline and led other nations 

to retaliate with similar tariff policies. Trade barriers 

^Congressional Record, 71st Cong., 2nd Sess., Vol. 
LXXII, Part 10, June lî , 1930, p. 10772. 
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were raised higher, and the trend toward economic national

ism intensified. The Hawley-Smoot Tariff was a political 

and economic blunder." Sam Rayburn could once again feel, 

however, that he had taken a stand for what was right on 

the tariff issue. 

The results of the 1930 elections offered little 

consolation to the House Democrats when the votes were 

counted. It appeared the Republicans would again control 

Congress. But, by December, 1931, when the regular ses

sion of Congress convened, the situation had changed. Due 

to the deaths of several Republican members, the Democrats 

found themselves with a v/orking majority of four. They 

were therefore able to organize the House. The Democrats' 

choice for Speaker was Texan John Nance Garner. At the 

same time, the representative from the Fourth District of 

Texas moved into the post of Chairman of the Interstate 

and Foreign Commerce Committee. Sam Rayburn, in 1930, had 

easily won his race for a tenth term in Congress. Ray-

burn's days on the periphery of power were coming to an 

end. 

The House Interstate and Foreign Commerce Committee, 

when Rayburn assumed the chairmanship, had jurisdiction in 

many areas. The committee's power had been increased largely 

through the efforts of Jim Mann of Illinois, who had enlarged 

Mitchell, Depression Decade, p. 69. 
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the scope of the committee's jurisdiction after Joseph 

Cannon's power was limited as a result of the House re

forms of 1910. Mann had brought under the purview of the 

committee matters relating to the railroads, navigation, 

the coast guard, lighthouses, the Federal Trade Commission, 

the Federal Power Commission, aviation, and other areas 

only indirectly related to transportation.*^ The committee 

that Rayburn had served on for years and nov; headed, there

fore, had extensive interests. 

Rayburn as chairman was the most important man on 

the committee. He supervised the committee's debates, 

presided over hearings, and reported results to the House, 

The chairman also led the discussions in the House on 

measures reported by his committee. Through the execution 

of these duties, Rayburn exerted great power and influence 

over the legislative matters handled by the Interstate and 

Foreign Commerce Committee, 

Rayburn often acknowledged his debt to earlier 

congressmen who had influenced him, either directly through 

his observation of their actions or indirectly through his 

study of their writings on Congress. Champ Clark of Mis

souri advised the young Texan in his first years in Congress 

7 
'Dorough, Mr. Sam, p. 197. 
o 
Lionel V. Patenaude, "The New Deal and Texas" 

(unpublished Ph.D. dissertation. University of Texas, 
1953), p. 81. 
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to study the biographies of the important figures in Ameri

can history and government. That was already one of Ray-

burn's major interests, but he began to concentrate more 

on the study of past legislative leaders. According to 

Clark, a congressman had to learn his job in order to do 

it well just as any person in any other endeavor must.^ 

John Nance Garner's advice to members of the House was to 

concentrate on one field and learn that well. That would 

earn a congressman the respect of his colleagues who would 

turn to him for information on matters in which he had 

demonstrated expertise. 

In following the advice of Clark, Garner, and others, 

Rayburn brought to the chairmanship of the Interstate and 

Foreign Commerce Committee wide knowledge of the fields 

over which his committee had authority, and it proved in

valuable to him. Rayburn relied on advisers, certainly, 

in the formulation of the bills he sponsored during the 

New Deal. The chairman was actively involved in the writing 

of the bills, however, keeping in touch with the provisions 

at every stage. A willingness to compromise was one of the 

Rayburn trademarks, and he demonstrated that trait often 

during the thirties. Since several of the important 

"Chamo Clark, My Quarter Century of American Poli
tics, Vol. I (New York: Harper & Bros., 1920), p. 220. 

Bascom N. Timmons, Garner of Texas (New York: 
Harper & Bros., 1914-8), p. 112. 
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regulatory and reform measures of the New Deal were han

dled by Rayburn's committee, his role during the period 

was indeed significant. 

V/hen Rayburn became chairman in 1931, one of the 

major concerns of the House Interstate and Foreign Commerce 

Committee was the continuing problem of the railroads. The 

committee had conducted an investigation of the railroads 

in 1930 to determine the extent of the control by holding 

companies outside jurisdiction of the Interstate Commerce 

Commission. The investî -ration revealed that, while the ICC 

regulated the railroad systems in the United States, there 

were some unregulated holding and investment trust companies 

which held far-reaching control over some major railroads 

in the nation. To Rayburn, the influence exercised in the 

field of transportation by these strong financial organi

zations was much too great. As a result of the committee's, 

findings, legislation was to be formulated which would 

bring the companies dominating the railroads, either through 

control of securities or ownership, under governmental 

12 regulation, Rayburn asserted. 

Railroads, while still the principal means of com

merce within the United States in 1930, experienced serious 

^^The major bills handled by Rayburn's committee in 
the House are treated in detail in Alexander G. Shanks, "Sam 
Rayburn and the New Deal" (unpublished Ph.D. dissertation. 
University of North Carolina, 1965). 

^%ew York Times, July 5, 1930, p. 2. 
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problems during the depression. Traffic was not sufficient 

to utilize the railway facilities which existed, and by 

1933 a number of railroads were threatened with being placed 

in receivership.1^ The railroads' financial troubles were 

already apparent by 1930, causing President Hoover to pro

pose a merger of some of the railroad companies. 

Pour consolidated systems were to be formed from 

the major railroad companies in the eastern part of the 

United States, according to the Hoover proposal in Decem

ber, 1930. The purpose of the action was to effect lower 

operating costs and greater economic stability, Sam Ray

burn vehemently opposed the President's interference in 

what he felt vjas the prerogative of Congress and the In

terstate Commerce Commission, Hoover's actions were, 

Rayburn charged, indirect intimidation of the ICC and an 

effort by the President to bolster a failing administration. 

Railroad consolidation, Rayburn m.aintained, was a matter 

for approval by the ICC, acting as an agent of Congress,IH-

The solution proposed by Rayburn was that the In

terstate Commerce Commission be given additional authority 

to regulate railroad holding companies, bringing them under 

control of the commission. To amend the Transportation Act 

of 1920, the bill Rayburn proposed would give the ICC 

•'•̂ Shanks, "Rayburn and New Deal," p, 75. 

•*-̂ Tew York Tiroes, January 7, 1931, p. 29. 
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authority to decide whether tvro or more railroads could be 

grouped together by a holding company or in any other man

ner. It was then possible for holding companies to bring 

about grouping of railroads without consulting the commis

sion as long as they did not violate the antitrust laws, 

which Rayburn assumed had been observed. The original in

tent of the consolidation provision of the Transportation 

Act of 1920 was to prevent any grouping without the ap

proval of the commission, but the device known as the hold

ing company had been able to circumvent that intent. Fur

ther provisions in Rayburn's proposed law were designed to 

bring the accounts and securities of holding companies 

controlling railroad corporations under the same supervision 

the ICC already exercised over the accounts of and issue of 

1^ securities by operating railroad companies. ^ 

The Rayburn bill generated significant opposition. 

Mark W. Potter, a former member of the ICC, predicted that 

it would bring disaster to the nation's railroads. Potter, 

a New York lawyer, appeared before the Interstate and 

Foreign Commerce Committee to urge the defeat of the Ray

burn bill. As Potter savj it, the consolidation provisions 

of the 1920 Transportation A.ct caused many of the rail

roads' current ills. Thus, not only did he oppose the 

Rayburn proposal, but also he urged repeal of the original 

•̂ Îbid., December 11, 1931, p. 3-
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provisions in the 1920 law. Potter testified that Congress 

and the ICC were overly concerned with the question of 

railroad consolidation and not enough aware of the neces

sity for cooperation and elimination of wasteful competi

tion among the railroads. To him, the solution was to 

confine jurisdiction involving railroad consolidation to 

16 state regulatory agencies. 

The 1932 session of Congress ended without approving 

any of the proposed regulatory or consolidation measures. 

The problems remained and would be dealt with decisively in 

the years to come. As an aid in formulating legislation in 

the future. Congress authorized an additional investigation, 

at Sam Rayburn's request, of holding companies in all in

terstate utilities to find out vjho ov/ned and controlled 

them. Rayburn announced that many important groups in the 

United States were urging Congress to do something in the 

way of regulating "transportation by agencies other than 

railroads, and the transmission of electrical energy, gas 

and intelligence." ' Arguing that since Congress was con

fronted with the problem of the holding companies and their 

activities, Rayburn stated that it was essential that con

gressmen understand the corporate inter-relations of the 

operating companies. Effective legislation would not be 

^^Ibid., March 16, 1932, p. 29. 

^"^Ibid., December 15, 1931, p. 6. 
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possible until such an investigation was carried out. 

In early 1932 the Rayburn resolution v/as adopted. 

Investment trusts and holding companies, radio broadcasting 

enterprises, pipe lines, and bus lines were to be investi

gated. The principal inquiry was to be made by Dr. Walter 

Splawn, Professor of Economics at the American University. 

Splawn had directed the Interstate and Foreign Commerce 

Committee's 1930 study of railroad ownership and control. 

According to the resolution, Splawn was to inquire into 

ownership and control, direct or indirect, "of stock, se

curities, or capital interests in any public utility 

corporation engaged otherwise than as a common carrier 

by railroad."^^ 

Problems were multiplying as the Hoover administra

tion ended, but a spirit of cooperation was lacking. The 

Democrats were anxiously awaiting the 1932 elections and 

the hoped-for change in administrations the next year. 

In such a promising political year, there would be great 

interest in the party's convention as several strong can

didates vied for the presidential nomination. 

John Nance Garner, Speaker of the House of Repre

sentatives and the highest-ranking Democrat in the national 

government, v/as one of the party's possible candidates, 

Texas Democrats, meeting in San Antonio in February, chose 

-I o 

Ibid., January 20, 1932, p. 27. 
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Sara Rayburn to head the national Garner-for-President 

organization. Local sub-organizations from the state 

senatorial districts were to be formed to cooperate with 

19 the national body. ^ Rayburn, a close friend and associate 

of Garner's, was selected as campaign manager for the Gar

ner forces because of his "penetrating insight and level

headed attitude in political dealings."^^ The assignment 

kept Rayburn busy during the remainder of the campaign— 

at least, through the national convention in Chicago. 

As the campaign for the Democratic nomination got 

under way in early 1932, backers of Franklin D, Roosevelt 

charged that Garner had joined forces x>7ith other contenders 

to deny Roosevelt, Governor of New York and the front-

runner, the party's nomination. Sam Rayburn was quick to 

denounce such rumors. Mr. Garner had been advanced as a 

presidential candidate by the state of Texas because he 

was fitted by experience and training for that office, 

Rayburn averred. That was all; he was not involved in any 

conspiracy to "stop-anyone."^1 

The Garner backers decided against entering their 

candidate in state primaries, especially those where 

•"•̂ Ibid., February 23, 1932, p. 2. 

^^James A. Parley, Behind the Ballots; The Personal 
History of a Politician (New York: Karcourt, Brace, & Co., 
193^^;, p. 1314-. 

^%ew York Times, February 21̂., 1932, p. 3. 
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Franklin Roosevelt appeared strong or was known to be popu-

lar,*̂ "̂  Garner himself was quite passive in the early months 

of the campaign, refusing to ask for support from his 

friends in Congress and asserting that he was just a coun

try fellow who realized his limitations and who "did not 

expect to be nominated."^3 

The 1932 Democratic convention in Chicago opened 

with the Texas and California delegations solidly behind 

John N. Garner. These two states, however, represented the 

extent of his support. Governor Roosevelt of New York was 

definitely the front-runner, but v/as short of the required 

tv/o-thirds majority. Former New York Governor Alfred E. 

Smith had some support as did Maryland Governor Albert J. 

Ritchie and several others. It was evident that there 

would be much maneuvering and political deal-making as 

the convention opened. 

Roosevelt's campaign manager, James A. Parley, de

voted a great deal of time and effort at the convention in 

trying to convince Sam Rayburn that his best course of ac

tion would be to switch his support to the New York gover

nor. The offer of second place on the ticket for Garner 

was at first mentioned, but not promised, Rayburn agreed 

^^Ibid., February 25, 1932, p. 3. 

^3prank B. Preidel, Franklin D, Roosevelt, Vol, III: 
The Triumph (Boston: Little, Brown, and Company, 1956), 
p. 21j.6. 
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reluctantly to meet with Parley, Rayburn's position was 

stated clearly and simply: 

We have come to Chicago to nominate Speaker Jack 
Garner for the Presidency if we can. We are not 
against any other candidate and we are not for any 
other candidate. Governor Roosevelt is the leading 
candidate and naturally he must be headed off if we 
are to win. But we don't intend to make it another 
Madison Square Garden.2l4-

Rayburn had made no promise of any kind. He did not 

indicate any interest at all in the possibility of the vice 

presidential spot for Garner. Parley continued to press 

the Texans and also the California delegation for a switch 

in their support, Louis Howe, another Roosevelt intimate, 

disagreed with Parley on his strategy. This was the first 

time during the pre-convention campaign that the two men 

"failed to come to an understanding on a major question of 

policy." Howe's efforts were spent in trying to persuade 

supporters of Governor Harry Byrd of Virginia to enter the 

Roosevelt camp. Roosevelt resolved the disagreement by 

authorizing the continuation of both approaches "if it 

appeared the right thing to do."^^ 

In Parley's last meeting with Rayburn before bal

loting began, he positively stated that Garner could have 

the vice presidential nomination in exchange for the Texans' 

support. He explained that he would like Rayburn to record 

^Quoted in Parley, Behind the Ballots, pp. I3I4.-35. 

25ibid., p. 136, 
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the delegation's vote for Garner on the first ballot, and 

then switch to Roosevelt before the result was announced. 

To that suggestion Rayburn, as Parley recalled, replied 

that: 

he had more than l80 delegates and the same number 
of alternates who had come up from the Lone Star State 
for the purpose of backing John Garner for the Presi
dency, and that it would be unfair to them and to the 
state to agree to any such arrangement. He said that 
Texas was bound to vote for the Speaker for two or 
three ballots, at least until it was shown whether he 
had a chance to be nominated,^" 

Parley told Rayburn that he could hold his votes for Roose

velt for three, four, or maybe five ballots. Rayburn re

plied that "we just must let the convention go for a while 

even if we are interested in the Vice-Presidency, and I'm 

not saying that we are."^' 

After the convention had gone through the time-

consuming process of taking three roll-call votes. Governor 

Roosevelt was still short of the two-thirds majority re

quired for nomination. At that point a meeting was set up 

by Jim Parley with Sam Rayburn and Silliman Evans, a news

paper executive and close associate of both Rayburn and 

Garner. The hotel suite of Senator Pat Harrison of 

^^Parley, Behind the Ballots, p. I38. 

27 
Ibid. Rayburn's role in the I960 Democratic con

vention at Los Angeles was similar in many respects. He 
headed the delegates for Senator Lyndon B. Johnson, always 
maintaining, as did LBJ himself, that his candidate had ab
solutely no interest in the second spot on the ticket. The 
eventual result in both instances was the same. 
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Mississippi was chosen as the "neutral ground" for the meet

ing. All present agreed that the convention was heading for 

a deadlock if Roosevelt did not receive the nomination. 

While nothing was mentioned by either Parley or Rayburn 

about the vice presidential nomination for Garner, there was 

at least tacit understanding of such an agreement. Concern

ing the strategy of Rayburn and Evans, Parley related that 

there "wasn't a doubt in the world that they intended to re

lease their delegates and swing the convention for Governor 

Roosevelt."2^ 

Rayburn's job then was to persuade the Texas dele

gation to switch its support. Garner was in agreement with 

this procedure. He telephoned Rayburn and told him that he 

thought the nomination should be decided on the next bal

lot. His terse assessment of the situation was: "I think 

it is time to break that thing up. This man Roosevelt is 

the choice of that convention . . ."^^ A caucus of the 

Texas delegates was called. By prior arrangement, Rayburn 

phoned Speaker Garner and got an official release for the 

delegation. Even Garner's word did not settle the issue 

as there were some delegates, led by the Port Worth pub

lisher, Araon G, Carter, who insisted that the Texans con

tinue voting for Garner. After"a long debate within the 

^^Ibid., p. II4.5. 

^^Ibid., p. II4.7. 
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caucus, the delegates voted.^^ By a vote of fifty-four to 

fifty-one, they decided to get aboard the Roosevelt band

wagon. 31 

The break for Roosevelt thus came on the fourth 

ballot. William G. McAdoo announced that California was 

switching its votes from Speaker Garner to Governor Roose

velt. The California leader had offered to yield to Texas 

during the roll call, but Rayburn rejected the idea. Such 

a move might increase the ill feeling already in abundance 

within the delegation.^^ With the shift of Texas and Cali

fornia, Roosevelt became the Democrats' candidate for Presi

dent, and on the first vice presidential ballot the conven

tion chose Speaker John Nance Garner as his running mate. 

Sam Rayburn's role in the Democratic convention was 

to stand him in good stead with Franklin Roosevelt, a man 

he hardly knew at the time. The two Democrats got together 

at Warm Springs, Georgia, in the late summer of 1932 to get 

acquainted and to discuss the coming election. The contrasts 

^^Booth Mooney, Roosevelt and Rayburn; A Political 
Partnership (Philadelphia: J, 3, Lippincott Company, 1971), 
pp. 2̂ .-29. 

^-^Parley, Behind the Ballots, pp. ll4.7-lj-9. During 
the Texas caucus, Rayburn met briefly v;ith William G, McAdoo, 
head of the California delegation, McAdoo declared: "Sam, 
we'll vote for Jack Garner until Hell freezes over if you 
say so." Rayburn explained Garner's decision to McAdoo and 
suggested that he release the California delegation. That 
was done. Ibid., p, 114-7. 

3^Ibid,, p. 151. 
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and similarities between them have often been discussed. 

Both men were fifty years old, strongly confident of their 

party's victory in November, and totally dedicated to help

ing the "forgotten man" in America. Their differences, 

while m.ore striking, v/ere less important than their simi

larities, Roosevelt was an aristocrat from Hyde Park; 

Rayburn, a farmer from Bonham, VJhereas Roosevelt had had 

all the benefits that wealth brings, including an education 

at the proper eastern schools, Rayburn had been forced to 

work his way through college at Commerce, Texas, and attend 

school at night to earn his law degree. FDR's "forgotten 

man" was the unemployed urban dweller; Rayburn's was the 

farmer who had lost his purchasing povjer.33 Their dif

ferences in background and training, and their varying 

opinions on the exact nature of the nation's ills in 1932 

notwithstanding, these two staunchly loyal Democrats, along 

with many colleagues, set out to work for a "nev/ deal" for 

the American nation, A working relationship was established 

which lasted throughout the Roosevelt presidency. 

^^arquis Childs, Port Worth Star Telegram, October 8, 
1961, This dichotomy is not entirely correct, Roosevelt's 
concept of i\merica's "forgotten man" included the farmer as 
well as the urban dweller. Fis knowledge of farm problems 
was extensive. As state senator in Nevi York he had a record 
of supporting farm measures, and as governor he had "pro
moted a statewide program of agricultural reform." FDR also 
had "a wide acquaintance with farm leaders, in Congress and 
out, and he kept up an extensive correspondence with them." 
Gertrude A. Slichter, "Franklin D. .Roosevelt and the Farm 
Problem, 1929-1932,"Mississippi Valley Historical Review, 
XLIII (September, 1956), pp. 239-)-4-0. 

TEXAS TEGH im^ 
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The American people voted overwhelmingly for Frank

lin Roosevelt and the Democrats in 1932. President Hoover, 

running for re-election, had little to offer. The United 

States had been in a depression for three years, and con

ditions were worsening. The election brought the Democrats 

into the l\Tiite House, into the majority in the Senate, and 

increased their majority in the House of Representatives. 

The stage was set for the formulation and enactment of the 

long-awaited New Deal. 

Sam Rayburn played a major role in getting several 

of the important administration bills through Congress. As 

chairman of the House Interstate and Foreign Commerce Com

mittee, Rayburn was involved in formulating bills, conduct

ing hearings on the proposals, resolving conflicts, and 

working for final passage of the measures. Three signifi

cant acts dealing with governmental control of securities, 

the stock market, and public utilities holding companies 

emerged during President Roosevelt's first term. 

The first of these measures was the Federal Securi

ties Act of 1933. Providing information for this, as well 

as later regulatory laws, was the investigation by the so-

called Pecora Committee .34- The committee's findings re

vealed the existence of numerous illef̂ al stock market 

-̂ P̂ecora was legal counsel for the Senate Banking 
and Currency Committee. See Ferdinand Pecora, Wall Street 
Under Oath; the Story of Modern Money Changers (New York: 
Simon and Schuster, 1939). 



51 

activities and concluded that the public had been victim

ized not by impersonal economic forces, but by a determined 

group of shrev/d operators who had access to special infor

mation.35 The Securities Act was designed to prohibit 

such activities, 

Sam Rayburn submitted to the House a securities bill 

in February, 1933. Drafted primarily by Huston Thompson, 

a former member of the Federal Trade Commission, it pro

vided that securities sold in interstate commerce had to be 

registered with the PTC and must contain complete disclosure 

of the condition of the corporation issuing the security 

and the provisions and terms of the issuance. The PTC could 

examine the records and books of all stock issuers and had 

power to revoke the registration if any of the provisions 

of the act were violated. The proposal also stated that 

the action taken by the government did not mean that the 

government approved or guaranteed the success or reliability 

of the security issue, but that the persons sponsoring the 

investment of people's money "would be held to the highest 

standards of trusteeship."-^" 

Rayburn's committee opened hearings on the Thom̂ pson 

securities bill on March 31. The principal proponents ap

pearing before the committee were Thompson and Alexander 

35shanks, "Rayburn and New Deal," p. 51. 

3^Ibid,, pp, 53-51|. 
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Holtszoff, who represented Attorney General Homer Cummings. 

Mr. Thompson testified that the measure v/as based on the 

assumption that adequate public information about security 

issues would amply protect the public. It would not pro

tect fools, he declared, but it would provide investors 

"every reasonable opportunity to obtain information through 

the Federal Trade Commission on securities offered for 

sale."37 

Mr. Holtszoff explained that the bill required 

"pitiless publicity of all facts of which purchasers of 

securities should be informed," Honest business, he con

tinued, should have no fear of it, but dishonest business 

could not survive it. It prohibited not only false infor

mation, but also the omission of information, Holtszoff 

said.38 

There xvere opponents of the measure, and during 

the course of the hearings it became clear that changes 

needed to be made in the original bill. Even Mr, Thompson 

proposed a number of amendments to the bill to remove some 

of its apparent weaknesses. Chairman Rayburn announced on 
•30 

April 5 that a revamping of the measure was under way,^^ 

3'̂ New York Times, April 1, 1933, P. I4-. 

3 Ibid,, April 1, 1933, P. 1. 

•^^Ibid., April 6, 1933, P. 6. 
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A month later Rayburn introduced the revised version 

of the securities bill in the House, It was passed by voice 

vote. The Senate passed the Thompson bill, but in confer

ence Rayburn was able to include most of the House provisions 

in the final version. The Federal Securities Act was signed 

into law by President Roosevelt on May 28, 1933. 

The law applied only to the issuance of new securi

ties, for the retroactive provision of the original bill had 

been deleted. It required full disclosure of every essen

tially important element attending the issue of a new secur

ity. The act specifically provided that a security moving 

in interstate traffic be accompanied by a prospectus set

ting forth the essential facts of the issue with the PTC 

granted power to issue "stop orders" against sales if data 

disclosed to the commission proved to be false or mislead

ing. The government's action in bringing about the dis

closure was to be so devised that it could not be taken as 

an approval or a guarantee of a security issue.^ 

The law was necessitated, Rayburn explained, be

cause of the "complete abandonment by many underwriters and 

dealers in securities of those standards of fair, honest 

and prudent dealing that should be basic to the encourage

ment of investment in any enterprise."^! Such actions had 

^^Ibid., May 6, 1933, PP. 1, 7. 

^^Ibid,, p, 1, 
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spelled tragedy for thousands of men and women v/ho had in

vested their life savings in the great amount of worthless 

securities issued in the previous years. He estimated that 

fully half the $50,000,000,000 in new securities that had 

been floated in the United States since the World War had 

been proved to be worthless, "The Securities Act , . . 

speaks for the forgotten man--the twenty million American 

investors that Wall Street, once it sells them, wishes to 

forget," Rayburn asserted.^ 

The Securities and Exchange Act of 19314- was the 

second in this series of regulatory measures. Much the 

same procedure was followed as that with the Securities Act 

of the previous year. Rayburn, in the House, and Duncan U. 

Fletcher, in the Senate, introduced identical bills in 

early 19314-. The Pletcher-Rayburn proposal called for 

stringent regulation of the nation's stock exchanges. It 

sought to outlaw improper, unfair, and unethical practices 

by persons in privileged positions on the exchanges. The 

Federal Trade Commission was to be authorized to regulate 

short selling, high margin requirements v/ere to be main

tained, and investor protection was to be extended,M-3 

Hearings were held and, as before, massive oppo

sition developed. Wall Street figures v/ere especially 

^ Quoted in Shanks, "Rayburn and New Deal," p. 73. 

^^New York Times, February 10, 1931+, p. 1. 
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critical, charging that further interference in stock mar

ket affairs by the government would lead to financial ruin. 

Again, modifications in the bill were made, with Rayburn 

submitting the new version to the House in March, Although 

less stringent than the original, it still was denounced 

by the financiers. Richard '/.Tiitney, president of the New 

York Stock Exchange, contended that although the new ver

sion was better than the original, it was still objection

able and v/ould have the same depressing effect on the na

tion's economic condition.^ Whitney advocated altering 

the margin section in the measure to grant the Federal 

Reserve Board power to "fix such margin requirements as it 

may deem necessary in view of economic conditions." He 

further suggested the removal of all prohibitions in the 

bill on floor trading. Whitney believed that the Federal 

Trade Commission should be allowed "to settle this issue 

through rules and regulations«" A commission could cor

rect mistakes quickly, whereas a fixed law would be bur

densome and extremely difficult to adjust to changing 

conditions and requirements .-̂-̂  

After the hearings were completed and more changes 

were made in the measure. Congress passed the Securities 

^Ibid., March 21, 19314-, P. 31; March 23, 19314-, P. 2. 

^"^Michael E. Parrish, Securities Regulation and 
the New Deal (New Haven: Yale University Press, 1970), 
p. 130. 
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and Exchange Act in its final form in early June. It es

tablished a five member Securities and Exchange Commission 

to administer the current law and the Securities Act of the 

previous year.^^ The Securities and Exchange Commission, 

appointed by the President on June 30, 1931]., was the "first 

federal monitor set over corporate finance as such" and 

"it became the most frankly regulatory body."^' Other 

governmental agencies of a supervisory nature were often 

protective or even promotional.^ The SEC, as established 

and with the increased powers granted it by later measures. 

^ One of the major concessions made by Rayburn was 
in the administration of the law. He had supported assign
ing the regulatory functions in the measure to the Federal 
Trade Commission instead of a new and separate commission. 
For a discussion of that controversy, see ibid., pp. 131-14-2 

Mitchell, Depression Decade, p. 172. 

^ An example of a federal supervisory commission's 
assuming of a promotional role was the Federal Trade Com
mission. See G. Gullom Davis, "The Transformation of the 
Federal Trade Commission, 19114.-1929," Mississippi Valley 
Historical Review, Vol. XLIX (December, 1962), pp. ̂ 37-
'^, In 1925 President Calvin Coolidge appointed William E. 
Humphrey, a former congressman from the state of Washing
ton and one of Coolidge's campaign managers in 192l|, to 
the Federal Trade Commission. That created a pro-business 
majority on the commission which "no longer viewed business 
as an actual or even potential enemy to be investigated 
suspiciously and regulated stringently, but rather as a 
friend and partner to be assisted and encouraged in pur
suit of common aims." Ironically, "one of the most im
portant and auspicious products of the progressive pro
gram" was "transformed after 1925 into a pro-business 
institution which threatened not only to weaken but even 
to subvert the entire regulatory nrocess." Ibid., pp. I4J4-5, 



57 

formulated detailed reporting procedures for companies 

coming under its jurisdiction and its "comprehensive rules 

for government of national securities exchanges were cal

culated to stop abuses that had long been scandals but had 

gone almost unchecked."^° 

After the I93I4- Securities and Exchange Act was 

enacted, Rayburn asserted that while some concessions had 

been made in the final bill, the House had won "all points 

in the matter of margins."^^ The "matter of margins," 

however, seemed not to be very restrictive at all. The 

original bill had provided that eighty per cent of the 

lowest price for the preceding three years could be lent, 

whereas the enacted version changed the figure to one 

hundred per cent, but not more than seventy-five per cent 

of the current market value. The effect of this was to 

permit low margins when stocks were low and to have an 

automatic increase in margin when prices increased greatly, 

That, it was felt, would tend to control the bulges in the 

market. Wall Street, which had been gloomy over the pas

sage of the act, began to view the margin requirements as 

indeed moderate. The effect on the market would, after 

^^itchell. Depression Decade, p. I7I4-. For the 
operation of the Securities and Exchange Commission in its 
early years, see Ralph P. DeBedts, The New Deal's SEC: The 
Formative Years (New York: Columbia University Press, 
I96I4-). 

^0 
-̂  New York Times, June 2, 19314-, p. 1. 
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all, perhaps be favorable.̂ •'- The New York Times editori

alized with mild support for the law. Especially encourag

ing was the fact that the new measure removed some of the 

"onerous restrictions" existing under the 1933 act. This 

seemed to prove that the administration was not "entirely 

deaf" to criticism, even if much of it came from Wall 

Street.52 

The third regulatory measure became law as the 

Public Utility Holding Company Act in 1935. This most 

controversial of the important reform bills supported by 

President Roosevelt was steered through the House of Repre

sentatives by Sam Rayburn. Burton K. 'Vheeler of Montana 

sponsored the Senate version. The extensive hearings held 

on the bill exposed the giant holding companies that had 

been created through the consolidation of public utili

ties. The sponsors argued that a drastic regulatory 

measure was needed.^3 

The Senate-passed version of the act contained the 

long debated and highly controversial "death sentence" 

clause, which had the support of President Roosevelt. 

^llbid., June 6, 193lj-, P. 1. 

52ibid., June 7, 193^, P. 7. 

^^Por Senator ',/heeler's explanation of his role in 
the enactment of the Public Utility Holding Company Act of 
1935, see Burton K. VTheeler with Paul P. Healy, Yankee from 
the West (Garden City, New York: Doubleday & Company, 
Inc., 1962), pp. 3O6-II4.. 
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That provision required the dissolution of all holding com

panies within five years. Rayburn tried in vain to get a 

similar provision included in the House bill. Before the 

measure's first test in the House in early July, Rayburn 

spoke to the House, arguing strenuously for inclusion of 

the "death sentence." He stated that he realized it would 

mean struggles for many of the congressmen, himself in

cluded, in the 1936 campaigns for re-election. "I know 

the power, political and financial, of the people with 

whom we deal," he asserted. Rayburn urged his colleagues, 

nonetheless, to vote for the bill and attempted to assure 

the public utility companies that he was not their enemy. 

Rayburn declared: 

What I want to do with this great, this fine, this 
growing business is to take from its back these leeches, 
these blood suckers, these milkers, and let it stand 
alone, free from these influences that have made the 
very name of utility an anathema in the minds of many 
American people.^^ 

Rayburn's appeal to the House failed. The vote was 

216 to II4.6 against the strict measure. The proposal's de

feat led the New York Times to conclude that Roosevelt was 

"no longer a winner." The huge dissenting vote was an in

dication that the congressmen would not support the Presi

dent's "blind and extreme policy" against utilities and 

holding companies. The editorial maintained that the vast 

5ii 
"^^Congressional Record, 7l4-th Cong. , 1 s t S e s s . , Vol . 

LXXIX, P a r t 10, J u l y 1, 1935, p . 105514-. 
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outpouring of letters opposing the administration's posi

tion was genuine, from "small investors all over the country 

who had already lost on other savings and objected violently 

to having their utilities stocks and bonds made the object 

of political attack."-5 

One month later the House again rejected the "death 

sentence" for utility holding companies. The vote was 210 

to 155. The administration position gained a few votes 

but was still far from a victory. Before the vote, Rayburn 

again pleaded with his colleagues to support the measure, 

saying that the activities of the holding companies and 

their directors "demonstrate to every man who loves justice 

and fair play that many of these companies must die if the 

Republic would live."^^ 

The debate on the holding company measure continued 

for several weeks folloxving the House's second rejection of 

the "death sentence." It was revealed that an employee of 

Thomas A, Edison, Inc., had suggested a "whispering cam

paign" against President Roosevelt to create the impression 

that he was mentally and physically unsound. Vast sums of 

money, furthermore, had been spent by the public utilities 

to try to defeat the pending legislation. Amid charges and 

counter-charges, adjournment time was fast approaching, and 

^^New York Times, July 3, 1935, p. 16. 

5^Ibid., August 2, 1935, p. 1. 
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the situation seemed to be hopeless as far as passage of 

the measure was concerned. At the last minute, however, a 

compromise was reached between the Senate and House con

ferees on the bill. 

Senator Alben Barkley was credited with the compro

mise settlement, which Roosevelt reluctantly accepted. FDR 

then urged the House to go along with the proposal.57 in 

a letter to Rayburn, the President referred to the Barkley 

proposal as a generous concession on the part of the Senate 

conferees and a greater recession from the Senate bill than 

he wanted. He did request that the House concur in order 

that some form of regulatory legislation be passed that 

session.^ 

The Barkley provision directed the Securities and 

Exchange Commission, after January 1, 1938, to require that 

existing utility holding company systems be limited to one 

such company and one subsidiary and to prevent control by 

the two companies of more than one integrated operating 

system. The effect of the measure was to require widespread 

integration of existing holding company structures through 

^7 
'^Senator -̂/heeler suggested that FDR put pressure 

on House leaders to accept the Senate version. He thought 
a letter should be sent to Rayburn explaining Roosevelt's 
desires. FDR complied, signing a letter drafted by '̂ Jheeler, 
Barkley, and presidential aide Thomas Corcoran, ^'heeler, 
Yankee from the V/est, p, 313* 

^ New York Times, August 23, 1935, P. 1. 
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exchange of securities or public sale. There would be re

ductions in existing holding companies, and those remaining 

would be required to relinquish control over large numbers 

of operating units.^" Rayburn's motion that the House ac

cept the Barkley "compromise" carried. The Public Utility 

Holding Company Act was passed by Congress and sent to the 

White House on August 2I4., 1935. The President signed the 

measure two days later. 

Rayburn was understandably pleased with his role in 

securing passage of these three regulatory measures. Prom 

his long tenure on the Interstate and Foreign Comnierce Com

mittee and his thorough study of the complexities of busi

ness regulation, he had gained an understanding of the po

tentialities of big business for good or evil. Government 

regulation was not only desirable, Rayburn felt, but also 

absolutely necessary to protect the public. Rayburn's 

guiding principle, which he repeated often throughout his 

career, was that legislation should never be designed to 

punish anyone, and it must be fair. 

There were other pieces of New Deal legislation in 

which Sam Rayburn had a hand. Regarding the unsolved prob

lems of the railroads. President Roosevelt transmitted an 

emergency program to Congress in May, 1933. Stating that 

he was not ready to submit a permanent program, Roosevelt 

^^Ibid., August 23, 1935, P. 1. See also Mitchell, 
Depression Decade, p. 175. 
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urged early enactment of the emergency proposals. Experi

ence gained would be valuable in the formulation of per

manent legislation later. Title I of the act provided for 

the appointment of a federal coordinator of railroads to 

direct more economical operations and to promote financial 

reorganization. Title II combined two bills prepared 

earlier by Rayburn, These had been reported favorably to 

the House but were being held up pending completion of the 

coordinator plan.^l 

The two Rayburn bills included in the measure pro

vided for Interstate Commerce Commission control of railroad 

holding company transactions, the establishment of a new 

rule of rate-making, and the repeal of the recapture pro-
/Lp 

visions of the 1920 Transportation Act."^ The Emergency 

"^A prominent New Dealer explained the purpose of 
the coordinator plan: "After conferences with the railroads 
themselves, the law creating a railroad coordinator was 
passed, with the object of setting up a nucleus of organi
zation and at the same time providing sufficient 'punch,' 
so that the results of cooperation in railroading could be 
made available and could be passed on to the public either 
in the form of wages or in the form of lower rates or in 
the form of a solvent railroad; and preferably through the 
medium of all three," Adolph A, Berle, Jr,, "The Social 
Economics of the New Deal," New York Times Magazine, 
October 29, 1933, P. 5. 

^%ew York Times, May 5, 1933, PP. 1, 5. 

^ h e recapture clause required that income in excess 
of six per cent of the value of the railway property "shall 
be held in trust, one half of such excess to be placed by 
the carrier in a reserve fund and the other half to be pay
able to the Interstate Commerce Commission for deposit in 
a revolving fund," 



Railroad Transportation Act, as signed by Roosevelt on 

June 16, 1933, furnished protection for labor by prohibi

ting the railroads from discharging any employees in ser

vice during May, 1933, through consolidations or elimina

tions of service or terminal facilities."3 

A railroad retirement program was one of Roosevelt's 

legislative goals, and Rayburn conducted the House hearings 

on the measure submitted. The plan called for carriers to 

make compulsory contributions, twice the amount paid by em

ployees, into a separate retirement and pension fund in the 

United States Treasury. A railroad retirement board was to 

be established to administer the fund. The law was enacted, 

but in 1935 was invalidated by the Supreme Court,^^ The 

act was held to deprive the railroads of property without 

due process of law. Further, the Court ruled that the 

measure was not a legitimate exercise of the power to regu

late interstate commerce. The Court's actions led to the 

passage, in August, 1935, of two laws which produced the 

desired results while removing the features objected to 

by the Court.^5 

One additional railroad measure enacted was the 

amended Railway Labor Act of 19314-. Sam Rayburn supported 

^^Shanks, "Rayburn and New Deal," p. 89. 

^^Railroad Retirement Board v. Alton Railroad 
Company, 295 U. S, 330 (1935). 

^^Shanks, "Rayburn and New Deal," p. 95* 
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the bill wholeheartedly and urged the House to approve it. 

The act abolished the mediation board of the Interstate 

Commerce Commission and substituted a new, more flexible 

national adjustment board composed of representatives of 

the carriers and labor. It prohibited company unions and 

guaranteed all railway employees the right to organize and 

bargain collectively.06 

In I93I4- Rayburn introduced a measure that was even

tually enacted as the Federal Communications Act. The 

bill's main purpose was to bring an end to the ineffective, 

disjointed regulation of the communications industry by 

different agencies of the government. Congress, during the 

Taft administration, had granted the Interstate Commerce 

Commission jurisdiction over common carriers engaged in 

communications by wire or wireless. The ICC had not, how

ever, established any bureau within its organization to 

concentrate on that field. The Federal Power Commission, 

established later, had been given jurisdiction over the 

development, transmission, and distribution of power. The 

Rayburn bill provided for one commission to regulate all 

forms of the communications industry."' The measure, as 

enacted, established a seven man commission, allowing the 

commission to fix its own divisions, not over three in 

^%ew York Times, June 22, I93I4., P. 1. 

67 
Shanks, "Rayburn and New Deal," p. 139. 
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number, and to make its own assignment of work.^® 

Of all the New Deal legislation with which Rayburn 

was associated, none brought him more personal satisfaction 

than the bill putting the rural electrification program on 

a permanent basis. The Rural Electrification Administra

tion was created by executive order in May, 1935, under 

authority granted to Roosevelt by the 1935 Emergency Relief 

Appropriation Act. The original allotment was for the sum 

of $100,000,000, although only $75,000 was made available 

for the REA*s immediate administrative needs. At the time, 

it was estimated that nearly ninety per cent of the farms 

in the nation were without electricity. Morris L. Cooke, 

who was instrumental in the formulation of the program 

and who became the head of the REA, predicted a "new era" 

for American agriculture—"one in which life on the farm 

will be relieved of much of its drudgery." ^ 

The Norris-Rayburn bill in 1936 was designed to put 

the REA on a permanent basis. The Reconstruction Finance 

Corporation was authorized to lend up to $50,000,000 to the 

REA in its first year of operation and $14.0,000,000 annually 

for the next nine years. One half of the fund was to be 

used for loans to persons and associations to build trans

mission lines and buy generators. The other half was to 

^^New York Times, June 10, 19314-, P. 38. 

"̂̂ Ibid., May 12, 1935, P. 8. 
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be lent to individuals for the installation of wiring and 

electrical fixtures in their homes and farm buildings. 

Opponents of the measure, primarily the utility 

companies, charged that the REA was socialistic, Rayburn 

answered the critics by reminding them that the government 

had been lending money to industry. If that was permis

sible, what was wrong when "we seek to make lighter the bur

den of rural residents?" He continued his defense of the 

agency by stating that the bill was not written to punish 

power companies by paralleling their lines. The objective 

was to carry electricity to those areas without it--just 

"a little more comfort and little more happiness for the 

people out there on the farms."'^ In later years, Rayburn 

considered his role in establishing the Rural Electrifica

tion Administration to be one of the highlights of his 

career. 

As chairman of the Interstate and Foreign Commerce 

Committee, Sam Rayburn participated directly and continu

ously in the New Deal legislative program. His ambition, 

however, was to join the Democratic leadership team in 

the House. He already had twenty years experience in Con

gress at the time of Franklin Roosevelt's first inaugura

tion. The elevation of Speaker John Nance Garner to the 

vice presidency provided the opportiinity for advancement 

70 Ibid., April 10, 1936, p. 1. 



68 

for ambitious Democrats. 

Rayburn did not actively seek a leadership posi

tion in the 1933 organization of the House. He, along with 

other Garner lieutenants, pushed the unsuccessful candidacy 

of John McDuffie of Alabama for Speaker. Instead, Henry T. 

Rainey of Illinois was chosen for the position, and Ten

nessee's Joseph W. Byrns became Majority Leader. Less than 

two years later Rainey died, and Byrns was elevated to the 

Speakership. William B, Bankhead of Alabama was chosen 

as Majority Leader.'1 

Rayburn made a brief bid for the Speakership fol

lowing Rainey's death, but he quickly realized the futility 

of such a move. Byrns was in the logical spot for promo

tion, and, through his service as chairman of the 193̂ 4-

congressional campaign committee, he had helped many mem

bers. They felt obligated to support him. Rayburn bowed 

out of the contest with the terse statement: "I sun no 

longer a candidate for Speaker. There are no alibis. 

Under the circumstances I cannot be elected."'^ 

Byrns' tenure as Speaker was also brief. He died 

in June, 1936. Majority Leader Bankhead was chosen as his 

replacement, but, since Congress was nearing adjournment, 

the number-two position remained vacant. The chairman of 

"^^Timmons, "Mr, Sam," Memorial Services, pp. 305-06. 

'^Quoted in Dorough, Mr. Sam, p. 253. 
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the Rules Committee, John J. O'Connor of New York, filled 

in temporarily. O'Connor conducted an extensive campaign 

for the permanent position. Rayburn, viewing this as his 

best chance for advancement, likewise announced his candi

dacy for the leadership post. The stage was set for a 

bitter fight. 

Rayburn entered the race for Majority Leader as the 

underdog, O'Connor was the brother of President Roosevelt's 

former law partner, and Rayburn backers feared that the 

White House would possibly support him. The Rules chair

man's actions on some New Deal measures had antagonized the 

President, however, and he did not become involved in the 

matter.'3 Vice President Garner, on the other hand, ac

tively worked for Rayburn's election. That action brought 

charges from some congressmen as bordering too much on 

"dictation from the executive branch of the government."'^ 

Garner answered the criticism by declaring that he was for 

his fellow Texan two hundred per cent and that he intended 

'•̂ Concerning the impending contest between Rayburn 
and O'Connor, Secretary of the Interior Ickes wrote on No
vember 25, 1936: "We had a long and friendly talk , . . , 
He seems to me to be a straight shooter. According to my 
view, he would be a much better Majority Leader than 
O'Connor , , . , Rayburn seems quite hopeful of success, 
and I suspect that the President would not be sorry if he 
were chosen as leader." Harold Ickes, The Secret Diary 
of Harold Ickes, Vol. II (New York: Simon and Schuster, 
1953), p. 10. 

'̂ N̂ew York Times, December 3, 1936, p. 10. 
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to keep working for his selection.'^ On January I4., 1937, 

the House Democratic caucus elected Rayburn Majority Leader 

by a vote of I8I4. to \21 J^ 

Rayburn assumed his leadership position at a time 

when his party was overwhelmingly dominant in the national 

government. The President had just been re-elected by a 

landslide, carrying forty-six of the forty-eight states. 

The Democratic majority in the House was better than three-

to-one over the Republicans, Such a comfortable margin in 

numbers, however, created problems for the leaders as there 

was little incentive for party solidarity. President Roose

velt's political miscalculations, also, led to frustration 

for party officials and defeat for several administration 

measures. Rayburn's first year as Majority Leader was 

77 indeed turbulent.'' 

The most controversial administration proposals 

submitted to the 1937 Congress were the executive reorgani

zation bill and the court reform bill. Although both were 

7fi 

destined to fail, Rayburn expressed support for them.' In 

a radio speech in February, the new Majority Leader advocated 

"̂ T̂iramons, "Mr. Sam," Memorial Services, p. 307. 

"^^ew York Times, January 5, 1937, p. 1. 

Timmons, "Mr. Sam," Memorial Services, p. 307. 

'̂ N̂ew York Times, February 6, 1937, p. 9. 
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passage of the reorganization measure, averring that the 

executive branch was "as out of date, as unsuited for mod

ern use, as the stage coach or pony express. ""̂ 9 rpĵg regu

lar session of Congress ended without taking affirmative 

action on the proposal, but it was brought up again later. 

The court reform recommendation was little short of 

a disaster for the Democratic Party and its leaders. Roose

velt sought to enlarge the Supreme Court, ostensibly in the 

interest of efficiency. The Court's conservative majority 

had invalidated several New Deal programs, notably the NRA 

and the AAA.80 After four years in office, Roosevelt had 

not yet had an opportunity to appoint a new justice. His 

irritation with the Court and its "horse and buggy" rulings 

was well known. It was not difficult for opponents to see 

this, therefore, as a power grab by the President, an at

tempt to solidify his control over another branch of the 

government. Criticism was immediate, and it came not just 

from the Republican minority. Denouncing it as a "court 

packing" plan. Chairman Hatton W. Sumners of the House 

79 
Quoted in Dorough, Mr, Sam, p, 266. 

Rayburn expressed exasperation with the Court's 
invalidation of the AAA in United States v, Butler on Janu
ary 6, 1936, The AAA program "was working and then the 
Supreme Court came along and said it was unconstitutional 
and threw it out," Rayburn declared. Quoted in Edward L. 
and Frederick H. Schapsmeier, Henry A. Wallace of Iowa: 
The Agrarian Years, I9IO-I9I4.O (Ames, Iowa: Iowa State 
tJniversity Press, 1965), p. 215. 
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Judiciary Committee refused even to introduce the bill. 

Another Texan, San Antonio's Maury Maverick, introduced 

it, and Rayburn declared publicly that he supported the 

measure and was determined to see it enacted. He did not, 

however, exert pressure privately for its adoption. The 

"court packing" plan died in committee. 1 

Of great significance, especially for the future, 

was the formation of a coalition of Republicans and con

servative Democrats to oppose domestic reform proposals. 

This coalition appeared first in the controversy over the 

Supreme Court bill. V/hile but a loose and nebulous bloc 

at that time, it was to continue to exist, to grow in power 

and influence, and to frustrate many administration pro-
Op 

grams for years to come. 

Considered to be the most important measure adopted 

by the 1937 Congress was the WPA Relief Appropriation bill, 

Rayburn played an instrumental part in obtaining its pas

sage. The act was designed by the administration to offset 

the effects of the recession of that year by providing 

Timmons, "Mr, Sam," Memorial Services, p, 307. 
See also Lionel V, Patenaude, "Garner, Sumners, and Gon-
Tially: The Defeat of the Roosevelt Court Bill in 1937," 
Southwestern Historical Quarterly, LXXIV (July, 1970), 
PP* 36-51. 

Op 
For a discussion of the conservative coalition in 

Congress, see James T, Patterson, "A Conservative Coalition 
Perms in Congress, 1933-1939," Journal of American History, 
LII (March, 1966), pp. 757-72, 
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$1,500,000,000 for the WPA.^3 Many Democrats were against 

the large grant, and they expressed their opposition by 

adding amendments which earmarked pet projects. In other 

words, they could go against the administration proposal 

and, at the same time, enjoy a "pork-barrel" feast. 

The Majority Leader then made a personal and par

tisan appeal to his Democratic colleagues in an effort to 

salvage the bill and avert another humiliating defeat for 

the administration. Acknowledging that the Democrats were 

badly split on the WPA measure, Rayburn suggested a cooling-

off period to give time for conferences to work out com

promises. He declared: 

I believe that within a few hours we can get to
gether with the man who must administer this law and 
with the members of his own party in the Congress of 
the United States and adjust this whole thing so that 
we can all win a victory, , , , I pledge you , , , that 
between now and the time this bill is taken up for con
sideration again everything that is humanly possible 
to be done to bring about an adjustment fair to every 
man, to every section, and to every project in this 
country will be done by me.^ 

Rayburn's appeal was successful, as the House voted 

to go along with his suggestion. Within a few days, con

gressional leaders reached a compromise agreement with 

President Roosevelt. When the agreement was taken back 

to Congress for consideration, the relief measure was 

^^New York Times, May 15, 1937, p. 1. 

"Congressional Record, 75th Cong., 1st Sess., Vol, 
LXXXI, Part 5, P. 50^2. 
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adopted.^5 

The regular session of Congress ended in August 

with little having been accomplished, Roosevelt blamed 

the House leadership for many of his legislative setbacks. 

He privately stated that he wished he had Henry Rainey 

back as Speaker, or even Joe Byrns.86 Bankhead was not 

in good health and had not been able to control the Demo

crats, Sam Rayburn was viewed as being so anxious to be 

elected Speaker that he did not want to offend anyone,87 

Even Vice President Garner was concerned about Rayburn's 

apparent mildness. His advice was: "You've got to get 

your knuckles bloody once in a while, Sam."88 

With so few of his legislative proposals adopted, 

Roosevelt decided to call the legislators back to Washing

ton for a special session in November, The President's 

requests for passage of a wages and hours bill, the execu

tive reorganization bill, and a new farm bill were all de

nied by Congress, The issues remained unsolved when the 

December adjournment came. 

^%ew York Times, May 31, 1937, p. 8. 

°^Ickes, Secret Diary, II, p. 151. 

'̂̂ Harold Ickes reiterated this view in July: "The 
Majority Leader, Sam Rayburn, is not a strong, effective 
leader, in addition to which he doesn't want to offend any
one because he hopes some day to be Speaker." Ibid., p. I7I4.. 

®°Timmons, "Mr. Sam," Memorial Services, p. 307. 
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The 1938 session proved to be an explosive one for 

Congress. As it was an election year, the legislative 

leaders informed President Roosevelt that they hoped to 

get the necessary bills passed and have an early adjourn

ment. The President seemed to agree, assuring them that 

he would not try to pressure Congress into adopting measures 

"unwelcome to a majority of the members of his party in 

each House."°9 Then, surprising and confounding the leaders, 

Roosevelt called for a showdown on his executive reorgani

zation bill.90 

Due to the large number of new federal agencies 

created during the thirties, reorganization of the execu

tive branch of the government appeared to be required in 

order to eliminate overlapping authority and duplication 

of services. But opponents of the measure called it the 

"dictator bill" because it would increase the President's 

powers. Since it was so controversial within Democratic 

ranks, the Majority Leader's job was extremely difficult. 

The partisan appeal had worked concerning the 1937 WPA 

bill, so once again Rayburn tried that approach. To his 

Democratic colleagues he pleaded: 

Let us not by our votes on this bill allow the 
country to interpret that we have cast a vote of lack 
of confidence in the great leader of our party. . . • , 

^^New York Times, March 3, 1938, p, 2. 

90 Ibid., April 2, 1938, p. 1. 
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May I say that as long as that great humanitarian, as 
long as that great statesman, as long as that man who 
in season and out is trying to bring relief to the 
struggling American citizen is our leader I am going 
to walk with him if I must walk alone.91 

Rayburn's appeal fell on deaf ears this time. 

Amendments seriously altering the bill were approved by the 

House, and the issue became simply one of whether or not to 

protect the President from embarrassment.92 Rayburn tried 

desperately to re-establish administration prestige by 

urging passage of the weakened measure. In his final at

tempt to sway Democratic votes, Rayburn declared: 

The President of the United States is the voice 
of America, if America has any voice at all. He is 
the leader in America, if America has any leader at 
all. Do we want to send to the people of America 
tonight the message that Democrats, joining with Re
publicans, have in effect voted a lack of confidence 
in that leader and have by their message said that 
he is no longer the leader of this country?93 

Although Rayburn exaggerated the meaning of the vote. 

Democrats, joining with Republicans, did reject the reorgan

ization bill. On another issue, however, the administration 

triiamphed. That was the passage of the Fair Labor Standards 

Act, or the Wages and Hours bill that had been debated in 

the special session. Roosevelt then suggested reconsidera

tion of the reorganization proposal, but Rayburn and others 

^^Congressional Record, 75th Cong., 3rd Sess., Vol. 
LXXXIV, Part 5, p. 5121. 

^^New York Times, April 9, 1938, p. 1. 

"-^Congressional Record, 75th Cong,, 3rd Sess., Vol. 
LXXXIV, Part 5, p. 5121. 
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persuaded him to "let it die, "914-

Congress, in 1938, enacted a flood control bill of 

particular importance to Rayburn, He had been trying for 

years to get approval of the so-called Red River project, 

which would provide funds for the construction of a dam on 

the Red River at Denison, in the Texas Fourth District. 

Rayburn had enlisted the aid of the Interior Secretary as 

early as 1935, and Vice President Garner also used his in

fluence to urge support for the project. They feared that 

the utilities would make a tremendous effort to defeat 

Rayburn in 1936 and that something should be done about 

the Red River project on his behalf.95 

Not until 1938 was the project approved, however. 

In the measure adopted at that time were several other sim

ilar projects. Once passage of the flood control bill was 

accomplished, there was talk of a presidential veto, which 

proved to be unfounded, Rayburn wired the President to 

urge his signing of the bill. Not mentioning his own 

special interest in the act, Rayburn said: 

When flood control bill was passed I thought it 
was what you wanted. Have been called and telegraphed 
from many sections of the country saying that National 
Resources Board is seeking disapproval of the bill by 
you, I think no greater disappointment could come to 
the country at this time than would the disapproval of 
a flood authorization bill, I fear the result politi
cally on some of our friends in the Ohio and some of 

914-New York Times. June 1, 1938, p. 1. 

95ickes, Secret Diary, I, p, I4.9I. 
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the other valleys that have been flooded in recent 
years. As earnest appeal as I have ever made or can, 
make is made to you now that you approve this bill."6 

At the end of the session in June, the Majority 

Leader sent out letters to all Democratic members of the 

House, praising them for their.work and cooperation. He 

did make one distinction in the letters. Those Rayburn 

considered to be "problem" Democrats received thanks for 

their "fine spirit of cooperation with the House leader

ship," "Loyal" Democrats were commended for their "loyalty 

not only to the House organization but also to the Admin

istration. "97 

Rayburn favored the re-election of all House Demo

crats, asserting that the party could tolerate a few "frac

tious" members.98 jje did not, therefore, support Roose

velt's efforts to purge uncooperative Democrats in the 

local primaries in 1938. Since the "Roosevelt purge" suc

ceeded in ousting only one House member, John J. O'Connor, 

Rayburn benefitted from his opposition to the tactic. He 

gained in the estimation of his House colleagues, who came 

to realize that, no matter how much disagreement on issues 

there was among the party members in Congress, Rayburn 

^"Telegram, Rayburn to Franklin D. Roosevelt, 
June 28, 1938. Roosevelt Library Microfilm, Roll 1, 
Rayburn Library. 

"̂̂ New York Times, June 21, 1938, p. 6. 

^ Timmons, "Mr. Sam," Memorial Services, p. 308. 
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would not intervene in their re-election campaigns back 

home. 

The two Democratic leaders of the House felt that 

the session had not been a failure at all. Following ad

journment, Speaker Bankhead wrote to Rayburn that: 

you and I had a rather heavy load to carry in the last 
session, but in looking back upon the record we made, 
I feel fully satisfied that the leadership in the House 
did a good job and I am looking forward to the next 
session with great interest when you and I will get 
back into the harness for another rather tough job,99 

The Majority Leader replied: 

I agree with you that looking back over the 75th 
Congress that you and I have a rin;ht to be proud of 
the job we did. It was a hard one and everybody 
knows it.100 

The Democratic majority in the House dropped in 

1939 as a result of Republican gains in the 1938 elections. 

The Republicans reversed a trend which had begiin in 1930. 

Rayburn felt that a smaller margin was not in itself bad. 

In fact, he came to believe that narrow majorities, with 

effective leadership, could produce results more easily 

than large, unwieldy groups. When the majority is large, 

many members will think their vote is unnecessary and will 

be off campaigning or on vacation much of the time. V/ith a 

thin majority, a leader is able to develop a strong sense 

^^Letter, William B. Bankhead to Rayburn, August 10, 
1938, Rayburn Papers. 

Letter, Rayburn to V/illiam B. Bankhead, Au
gust 18, 1938, Rayburn Papers. 
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of party discipline and can rely on everyone's presence 

on the floor for a crucial vote,101 

Domestic issues receded into the background in 1939 

as tensions mounted on the international scene. The most 

controversial topics in Congress involved foreign policy, 

Rayburn strongly supported all national defense measures 

Roosevelt requested. There were many isolationists in the 

House who opposed defense spending on the grounds that it 

would lead the nation into another world war. The Majority 

Leader defended the defense program as "insurance against 

trouble." Ruthless leaders in control in Germany, Italy, 

and Japan had demonstrated complete disregard for human 

and property rights. The United States, and all the world's 

democracies, needed to show that they were not weak and 

that they could defend themselves, A policy leading to 

military preparedness was the greatest insurance of peace, 

Rayburn maintained,102 

While more defense spending was approved in 1939, 

Congress hesitated to repeal the existing neutrality laws. 

Roosevelt requested such a repeal, but not until after the 

war officially started in Europe did Congress comply. Af

ter Hitler's invasion of Poland and the declarations of 

^^ Lyndon B. Johnson, The Vantage Point; Perspectives 
of the Presidency, 1963-1969 (New York: Holt, Rinehart and 
Winston, 1971), p. 35. 

•^^^Letter, Rayburn to Dr. Clyde Pharr, February 7, 
1939, Rayburn Papers. 
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war on Germany by Great Britain and Prance, Roosevelt 

called a special session of Congress and the embargo on 

trade with belligerents was repealed. 

Not all time and effort was taken up by considera

tion of world problems, however. The inevitable question 

of who would succeed Roosevelt as President was raised. 

Roosevelt boosters advocated a third term for FDR, but 

there was no indication of interest or disapproval from the 

White House in 1939 or early I9I4-O. Vice President Garner 

let it be known to intimates that he would oppose Roose

velt's nomination every way he could. He indicated that it 

was the principle of a third term that he primarily op

posed. 103 

Sam Rayburn decided early to announce his preference 

He declared, in August, 1939, that he was supporting Garner 

for President in I9I4-O.IOI4- The following spring the state 

Democratic convention of Texas instructed its delegates to 

vote for Garner and named Rayburn chairmaji of the Garner 

delegation. The Vice President made it clear to his sup

porters that, under no circumstances, would he accept 

second place on the ticket again.105 

^^^Timmons, "Mr, Sam," Memorial Services, p. 309. 

lOi^ ew York Times, August I3, 1939, p. 2. 

^^Timmons, "Mr, Sam," Memorial Services, p. 309. 
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Some political observers speculated that Rayburn 

might be an ideal choice to replace Garner on the ticket. 

Columnists Joseph Alsop and Robert Kintner, writing on 

Rayburn and the vice presidency, declared: 

The New Dealers , , . hope to use it as the blue 
chip of their third-term movement. House Majority 
Leader Sam Rayburn is their choice for the office. 
They want him because they imagine that, with Rayburn 
second on the ticket, Rayburn's friend and patron. 
Garner might be induced to accept renewed top billing 
for the President, , , , Rayburn is a wise, tolerant 
fellow who has managed to get on with all factions in 
the party feuds. The New Dealers have a great liking 
for him, remembering how well he worked hand in hand 
with the team of Corcoran and Cohen, to put over the 
Securities and Exchange Acts and the Public Utilities 
Holding Company Act. At the same time, he is Garner's 
particular protege, served as Garner floor-leader in 
the 1932 convention and will serve again in the same 
capacity in 1914-0. Being from Texas, he would give 
representation on the ticket to the South, where the 
conservative Democrats are strongest.106 

Rayburn possibly desired the nomination, but it 

never materialized. After re-nominating Roosevelt for 

President on the first ballot, the national convention 

delegates turned their attention to the vice presidency. 

The Texas delegation voted to back Rayburn for the posi-

t;ion, Rayburn had actively sought the endorsement, but 

Roosevelt had already decided on someone else. The Presi

dent telephoned Rayburn, telling him that he wanted the 

Secretary of Agriculture, Henry A. Wallace, as his run

ning mate and asking Rayburn to second Wallace's 

^^^Newspaper article, December 29, 1939, Bascom N. 
Timmons Scrapbook No. 1, Rayburn Library. 
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nomination.107 That request put an end to Rayburn's hopes 

for the nomination. He withdrew his candidacy and agreed 

to support the President's choice. The Texas delegation 

refused to follow Rayburn's lead, though, and the state's 

votes were cast for Speaker Bankhead,108 The nomination 

went to Wallace, 

After the convention ended, Rayburn and the other 

congressmen returned to Washington to resume their duties. 

The Texan had missed the vice presidency, but his long

standing ambition was soon to be realized. William B. 

Bankhead, Speaker of the House, had less than two months 

to live. 

-̂ "̂̂ Timmons, "Mr. Sam," Memorial Services, p, 310. 

^^^Dorough, Mr. Sam, p. 293. 



CHAPTER III 

MR. SPEAKER, 1914-0-19144 

Sam Rayburn became the forty-third Speaker of the 

House of Representatives on September 16, I9I4-O. During the 

solemn ceremony, the body of his predecessor, William B. 

Bankhead, lay in state in front of the Speaker's dais, 

Bankhead's death was not unexpected, as he had been in poor 

health for several years. He had frequently been absent 

from the House, and Majority Leader Rayburn had served as 

acting Speaker. It was, then, with mixed emotions that 

Rayburn assumed this important position. He had lost a 

good friend and amiable co-worker, but, at the same time, 

he had achieved his ambition of becoming presiding officer 

of the House of Representatives, Rayburn, under the cir

cumstances, chose not to make an acceptance speech. The 

new Speaker simply announced: "The Chaplain will offer 

prayer,"^ 

Congressional Record, 76th Cong., 3rd Sess., Vol. 
LXXXVI, Part 11, September 16, 191̂ -0, p, 12231. During the 
services held for Mr, Bankhead, Rayburn remarked: "The con
ditions under which I appear before you today make the situ
ation more pointed to me because I stand here in great hu
mility with a knowledge of my poor limitations, trying to 
follow in the footsteps of one so great and fine as the 
late Speaker Bankhead," Ibid,, p, 12233. 

81+ 
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The fifty-eight-year-old Texan's elevation to the 

Speakership received favorable comment in many newspapers 

around the country. Concerning Rayburn, the New York 

Times editorialized: 

Nobody will deny that he deserves the promotion 
that has come to him. 

A friend of Mr, Garner and a conductor of the lat
ter' s boom in 1932, he has that intense partisan ortho
doxy, that follow-my-leader spirit that political pru
dence dictates. He happens to have had a hand in New 
Deal legislation that is wormwood to many in these 
parts, but he is respected as a man of ability, integ
rity and experience.2 

A New Orleans paper agreed that Rayburn possessed 

all the qualifications for his new position. His long ten

ure in office was proof that he knew his "political onions" 

in his home district and his way around national legisla

tive halls. The administration's program in Congress 

"ought to fare well at his hands," the editorial concluded.3 

To the folks back home in Bonham, Rayburn's pro

motion was something of which to be proud, but really no 

source of surprise. They had expected it since 1906 and 

Rayburn's first election to the Texas legislature, a Bon

ham coliimnist maintained. Since that time, Fannin County 

had been "one up on the rest of the world." It had known 

that three things were certain--death, taxes, and Sam 

%ew York Times, September l8, I9I4.O, p. 22. 

-^Newspaper article, undated, Timmons Scrapbook 
No. 1, Rayburn Library. Numerous articles expressing simi 
lar opinions are included in the Timmons Scrapbook. 
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Rayburn's election', Rayburn's attainment of the highest 

position in the House was only another well-deserved honor 

for the congressman from the Fourth District,^ 

Rayburn had previously demonstrated his effective

ness as a leader in Congress, a Washington, D. C , columnist 

pointed out, with his knack for summing up a complex situa

tion in a few words that were to the point. He seldom 

spoke, especially when legislation was flowing smoothly, 

but when bills appeared to be in danger he went into action. 

His usual method was to attempt to persuade House members 

to see the issue his way, using a low-key, no-nonsense ap

proach. Rayburn's speeches had not always produced the 

desired results, the newsman wrote, but his success in the 

past had been impressive.5 

When the new Congress met in I9I4-I, the Democrats 

were still solidly in control of the national government. 

Roosevelt, in winning his third term as President, had 

defeated the Republican candidate, Wendell Willkie of 

^Bonham Daily Favorite, September 17, I9I4-O. A few 
months earlier, another district newspaper had lavishly 
praised Rayburn, declaring: "The people of the Fourth Texas 
Congressional District have a right to be proud of their 
Congressman, By sending Sam Rayburn to Congress all these 
years they have given the nation a great leader and them
selves the best possible representation in Washington." 
Denison Herald, June 23, 1911-0. Reprinted in Congressional 
Record, 76th Cong.. 3rcL Sess., Vol. LXXXVI, Part 17, 
pp. A5786-87. 

"^Washington Post, September 22, I9I4.O. 
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Indiana. The President's party retained a majority in both 

houses of Congress. Rayburn was assured election as Speaker 

for his first full term, 

Rayburn, on that occasion, did make a short accept

ance speech. After thanking his colleagues for their sup

port, he referred to the grave world problems then existing. 

While he expected House members to divide according to 

party affiliation on the partisan, domestic issues that 

would arise, Rayburn stated that he hoped for unanimity on 

issues involving the safety, security, and defense of Amer

ica. He recalled that during the great world war of the 

Wilson years the center aisle had not divided the patriotism 

of the membership. He hoped to see that attitude prevail 

in the coming session. The new Speaker, in concluding, 

remarked: 

You have elevated me to a position, I must con
fess, that has been one of the ambitions of my life
time. Today I will take the oath of office as a 
Representative from the Fourth Congressional District 
of the State of Texas for the fifteenth time. The 
House of Representatives has been my life and my love 
for this more than a quarter of a century, I love 
its traditions; I love its precedents; I love its 
dignity; I glory in the power of the House of Repre
sentatives. 

We come fresh from the people each two years. We 
have a right to think that we are more nearly the voice 
of the average citizen than any other legislative body 
upon the face of the earth. Democracy today through
out the length and breadth of the earth is on the de
fensive. It is going to take all of the patriotism, 
all of the fine common sense of every inhabitant of 
every democracy upon the face of this earth in the 
months that lie ahead of us to see that democracy 
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survives and that tyranny does not take its place,^ 

The Speakership attained, Rayburn was destined to 

hold the office longer than any other person in American 

history. He reached the post after serving in the House 

over twenty-seven years, and he held it for all but four of 

the remaining twenty-one years of his life. During the two 

terms that the Republicans controlled the House, Rayburn 

served as minority, or as he would have it. Democratic 

leader. His tenure as Speaker gained for him a reputation 

as one of the most skilled parliamentarians ever and as 

one of the most influential congressional leaders of all 

time. 

Prom what sources does the power of the Speakership 

come? First, there are formal powers exercised by the 

chief officer in the House. He determines whom to recog

nize on the floor and whether or not what a member wishes 

to say is in order. Of crucial significance is his power 

to assign bills to committees, an action which often decides 

the fate of a measure.' The Speaker appoints House members 

to conference committees and the various special committees 

created from time to time. He rules on all points of 

Congressional Record, 77th Cong,, 1st Sess,, Vol, 
LXXXVII, Part 1, January 3, 1914-1, p. 7. 

'See Lewis A, Proman, The Congressional Process; 
Strategies, Rules, and Procedures (Boston: Little, Brown, 
and Company, 1967), pp. 36-37. 
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parliamentary order and can refuse to entertain motions he 

thinks are designed merely to impede House action. Through 

his formal powers a Speaker is capable of either expediting 

or delaying matters, and very little takes place in the 

House without prior consultation with him. He has, as pre

siding officer and parliamentarian, the ability to grant or 

withhold favors, and all congressmen are aware of this. 

Cooperation with the Speaker works to the benefit of the 

individual member and, in turn, adds power to the Speaker's 

position." 

A second source of power for the Speakership is the 

man himself who holds the position. He can exert tremen

dous influence on the activities of the House, but the 

actual amount of influence wielded varies with the indi

vidual, flowing from his personality and inclinations, the 

length of time he has held the post, and the esteem in 

which he is regarded by the other members. A Speaker's 

success or failure, therefore, results not only from his 

exercise of formal powers but also from the personal re

lationships built up over the years. 

The Speaker's position is discussed in Richard 
Boiling, Power in the House; A History of the Leadership of 
the House of Representatives (New York; E. P. Dutton & Co., 
196b); Neil MacNeil, Forge of Democracy; The House of 
Representatives (New York: David McKay Co., Inc., 1963), 
pp. 61-b6; Randall B. Ripley, Party Leaders in the House of 
Representatives (Washington, D. C : The Brookings Institu-
tion, 1967); and David B. Truman, The Congressional Party; 
A Case Study (New York: John Wiley & Sons, Inc., 1959), 
pp. 197-201. 
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On both sources of power, Sam Rayburn was well-

prepared. He understood clearly the formal powers of a 

Speaker. For years he had been laying the groundwork in 

his personal relationships for the time when he would as

sume the leadership role,9 His willingness to compromise, 

to see and understand varying viewpoints, stood him in 

good stead with most of the members of the House, There 

is, however, a third factor to consider in looking at the 

Speaker's role and position, and that is his relationship 

with the President of the United States, 

When the White House and Congress are both held by 

the same political party, congressional leaders normally 

follow the lead of the Chief Executive. The Speaker is the 

head of his party in the House, but the President, of 

course, outranks him as party leader and policy formulator. 

It was Rayburn's task to establish an acceptable working re

lationship with the President. As Speaker, Rayburn's goal 

was for the House of Representatives to assert a positive 

role in the national government and not function as part 

of a branch subordinate to the executive,10 

9Rayburn is described as a "personal" and "inno
vative" leader because he was able to expand on the formal 
powers he inherited in Ripley, Party Leaders in the House, 
pp. 16-17. 

News analyst Arthur Krock maintained in 1939 that 
the Democratic leaders in Congress were very weak and could 
be considered "mere spokesmen of the President." New York 
Times, August 1, 1939, p. l8. 
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President Roosevelt, as mentioned earlier, had be

come disillusioned with the House leadership team of Bank-

head and Rayburn. Interior Secretary Harold Ickes felt 

that Rayburn was much too weak, too willing to compromise 

in order to make friends to be an effective leader. With 

Rayburn's elevation to the Speakership, Roosevelt appar

ently still held that viewpoint. His concern was revealed 

in a lengthy letter to Rayburn in late I9I4.O. 

The President explained that he did not want the 

advice of "yes men," but he did want the counsel of fight

ing leadership, with "fighting" underscored. He stated 

that they—Rayburn, John McCormack, the Majority Leader, 

and the President—were facing a very difficult session in 

1914.1. The future reputation of the President, the Speaker, 

and the Majority Leader would depend on the success of that 

session; a series of defeats in the next Congress would not 

help any of the three. They should not, he emphasized, 

accept prospective defeat tamely. It was better to be de

feated while going down fighting than it was to accept de

feat without a fight. In closing, the President wrote: 

What I want to get across . . . is that good fel
lowship for the sake of good fellowship alone, an 
easy life to avoid criticism, and acceptance of de
feat before an issue has been joined, make, all of 
them, less for Party success and for national safety 
than a few drag-down and knock-out fights and an 
unwillingness to accept defeat without a fight. 

You and John have an opportunity to salvage much 
that would otherwise be lost in the coming session, 
and you know and I know that this means day and night 
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work, taking it on the chin, getting knocked down 
occasionally, but making a comeback before you are 
counted out. 

I am saying this for the sake of the Party. I 
am saying this more greatly for the sake of the Na
tion.H 

Lyndon Johnson, in I9I4-I a member of Congress, once 

described the early relationship between Rayburn and Roose

velt. Johnson recalled that following the reading of an 

important new administration message by the clerk, Rayburn 

was besieged by complaints from Democratic congressmen. 

Many felt that the action suggested in the ill-advised 

message could not be taken. They asked the Speaker why 

they had not been warned, and why he had allowed the Presi

dent to send a message like that in the first place. Ray

burn could only listen to the criticisms and answer weakly, 

"We'll just have to look at it more carefully. That's all 

I can say now, fellows. We'll have to look at it more 

carefully." 

Rayburn later informed Johnson that he was as 

much surprised at the President's message as anyone. "If 

only the President would let me know ahead of time when 

these controversial messages are coming up," Rayburn la

mented, he could have paved the way for him, created a 

base of support for the proposal, and prepared himself 

for responding to the critics. But, the Speaker added. 

^^Letter, Franklin D. Roosevelt to Rayburn, 
December 23, I9I4-O, Rayburn Papers. 
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"I never know when the damned messages are coming."12 

Although this was the way Roosevelt, as a matter 

of course, had dealt with earlier congressional leaders, 

Bruce Catton predicted in 19l|.l that the Speaker of the 

House was to be a more important man in the government 

than had been the case for a long time. The post would 

be returned to its old importance, newspaper columnist 

Catton prophesied. Two factors brought him to that con

clusion. First, Rayburn was a different type of man from 

the late William Bankhead and second, Roosevelt had adopted 

a new attitude toward the party leaders in Congress, Cat-

ton related two "true stories" which illustrated the change 

in the administration's relationship with Congress, 

The first example was similar to that Johnson re

called regarding Rayburn, but Catton's story showed the 

lack of communication between Roosevelt and Speaker Bank-

head. The previous year, Catton reported, someone at a 

press conference asked the Speaker if he expected a presi

dential message on taxation. Bankhead's answer was that 

as far as he knew no such message was coming. Within the 

hour, the Speaker had on his desk a presidential message 

on taxation to be read to the House. 

The other anecdote indicated the new importance 

held by Rayburn as a presidential adviser. Roosevelt called 

12 Johnson, Vantage Point, pp. 1414.7-14-8. 
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the Speaker in to see him, and they discussed the nation's 

defense program and the President's upcoming radio address. 

After the discussion, the President asked Rayburn what he 

should tell the people about the defense program. The 

Texan replied that he should tell them the truth—the bad 

aspects as well as the good. "Tell the people just what 

you have told me," Rayburn counseled, Roosevelt followed 

the advice, and Catton concluded that it meant the Presi

dent would be talking with the Speaker of the House before 

a speech or a bill was drafted, not afterward.13 

Rayburn and McCormack, along with Senate leaders, 

met regularly with the President to discuss legislative 

matters. Regarding his participation in these planning 

sessions, Rayburn declared, "I expect to tell the President 

my convictions and at times may argue with him, but when he 

and the leaders of Congress have agreed upon a definite 

program, I will be for it one hundred per cent."^^ Rayburn 

thus revealed a predisposition which came to be one of his 

•trademarks as a Democratic leader. While zealously guarding 

his right to speak out in disagreement in party circles, he 

^Newspaper article, January 17, I9I4.I, Timmons 
Scrapbook No, 1, Rayburn Library, 

^^Quoted in Timmons, "Mr, Sam," Memorial Services, 
p. 315. The Speaker's relationship with President Roose
velt is treated in detail in Booth Mooney, Roosevelt and 
Rayburn; A Political Partnership (Philadelphia; J. B, 
Lippincott Company, 1971). 
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could be relied on to strive for party unity in public. 

Intra-party differences, Rayburn believed, should never be 

aired publicly. Such publicity only led to further divis

ion and a weakening of the party. 

Speaker Rayburn occasionally publicly supported 

measures distasteful to many of his constituents in the 

Fourth District. It was his conviction, however, that a 

congressman should mold opinion, not blindly follow it. 

He felt that one should not be oblivious to public senti

ment, but he had only contempt and pity for a House mem

ber who was "afraid" of his district. Any congressman 

worth his salt should be able to lead his district, Ray

burn once intimated to a colleague.15 

The assertion that a congressman can lead his dis

trict is obviously an overstatement, as Rayburn's own ac

tions at times revealed. He once said that he had never 

asked a member of the House to cast a vote which would 

violate his conscience or wreck him politically. He often 

appealed to the common sense, or the party loyalty, or the 

patriotism, of the congressmen. The result, he felt, was 

that most House members voted for what they thought was in 

the best interest of the country.1^ 

I5ji]n Wright, You and Your Congressman (New York: 
Coward-McCann, Inc,, 1965), p, 77. 

l^Raymond Moley, Twenty-seven Masters of Politics; 
In a Personal Perspective (New York: Punk & Wagnalls 
Company, 1914-9), p. 2I4.7. 
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Rayburn's use of personal persuasion to get needed 

votes is illustrated by the following story told by a mem

ber of the House. Just prior to a national election, the 

House was slated to vote on a particular bill, supported by 

the Democratic party but opposed by a majority of the people 

in the congressman's district. Speaker Rayburn telephoned 

the representative, explained that the issue was vital to 

the party in view of the coming election, and asked for 

his support. The member replied that he had a strongly 

Democratic district and that if it would make the differ

ence he would vote for the bill. He wanted to wait until 

the second round on the roll call, if possible, and if his 

vote was not needed, he would vote his district, Rayburn 

agreed, saying that was all the assurance he wanted. Others 

received similar calls from the Speaker, and a favorable 

vote on the measure was assured.l^ 

Rayburn assumed the Speakership at a time when war 

raged both in Europe and in Asia, The United States was not 

yet involved in the fighting, but questions of maintaining 

I'Charles L. Clapp, The Congressman: His Work as He 
Sees It (Washington, D. C ; The Brookings Institution, 
^963), pp. 288-89. Clapp does not identify by name the con
gressman in the incident related. For an analysis of the 
problem of maintaining a substantive majority on votes in 
the House, see Richard P, Penno, Jr,, "The Internal Distri
bution of Influence; The House," in The Congress and 
America's Future, ed. by David B. Truman (Englewood Cliffs, 
New Jersey; Prentice-Hall, Inc., 1965), PP- 70-76. 
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neutrality while aiding friendly nations and achieving 

military preparedness were the urgent issues of the time. 

Speaker Rayburn, in the period before Pearl Harbor, joined 

forces with those who called for increased aid for Great 

Britain in her struggle to withstand the German onslaught. 

He played an instrumental role in I9I4-I in securing approval 

of measures requested by President Roosevelt, thereby 

aligning himself with the interventionists. He became a 

spokesman for the cause of aid for the Allies and pre

paredness measures, such as additional defense spending 

and extension of the military draft. In his first year as 

Speaker, Rayburn's major influence, therefore, was exerted 

on behalf of these measures, 

A pressing issue in early I9I4-I was aid to Great 

Britain, By various means President Roosevelt had given 

the British aid after the fall of Prance in June, I9I4.O. 

The administration contended that the amendments to the 

Neutrality Act in I9I4-O, however, had not gone far enough. 

Payment in cash for all supplies was still required, and 

the British were nearing the end of their ability to pay. 

The President and Treasury officials knew that the entire 

system of American aid would collapse within a short time 

unless some new solution were found. President Roosevelt, 

viewing his re-election in 1914-0 as approval of his policy 

of giving aid to the British, looked with sympathy upon 

the repeated request for additional aid from Winston 
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Churchill, British Prime Minister, 

Roosevelt's plan for increased aid for the British 

was revealed to Congress in his annual message on January 6, 

1914.1. After referring to the grave danger to the security 

of the United States posed by Germany, the President ex

plained his proposal. He asked Congress for authority and 

for necessary funds to order the manufacture of additional 

munitions and war supplies. These were to be turned.over 

to nations which were then in actual war with aggressor 

nations. The materials so ordered and disposed of were not 

to be paid for in dollars, but in goods and services at the 

end of the war.18 Thus was born the Lend-Lease program. 

The Lend-Lease bill was introduced in Congress on 

January 10. It had the full support of Speaker Sam Rayburn 

and the other congressional leaders, all of whom had been 

involved in conferences on the measure before its intro

duction. Isolationists immediately denounced Lend-Lease 

as a plot to take the nation into war. Its supporters were 

successful in countering the opposition and, with public 

opinion in favor of the program, Lend-Lease received final 

ifl 
New York Times, January 7, I9I4.I, p. 1. Roose

velt, in December, had hinted at the nature of the program 
on his return from the Caribbean, He told reporters the 
story of a man who lent his neighbor a garden hose to help 
put out the fire in the neighbor's house. The man did so, 
Roosevelt said, without first demanding payment for it. 
See Robert E, Sherwood, Roosevelt and Hopkins; An Intimate 
History, rev. ed. (New York; Grosset & Dunlap, 1950), 
pp. 221-29. 
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approval of Congress on March 11, I9I4.I. The vote in the 

House was 317-71."^^ 

Within a few weeks, acting on the President's re

quest. Congress voted an appropriation of seven billion 

dollars for Lend-Lease production and export. The Lend-

Lease program, in Roosevelt's view, demonstrated that the 

United States was going to do its full share in creating 

an adequate "arsenal of democracy,"20 Enactment of the bill 

actually meant a great deal more than that. It committed 

the United States to the British cause and increased the 

risk of American involvement in war with Germany. Govern

ment leaders did not speak of that danger publicly, and 

many, Rayburn included, appear to have believed firmly that 

it would be possible to give all-out aid to the British and 

still remain out of the war. That line of thinking was il

lustrated in a radio address by Rayburn on February 9, 

while the Lend-Lease proposal was still under consideration 

by the Senate. Describing Lend-Lease as "a bill to keep 

war from America," Rayburn pleaded, "Let us awake. Let us 

defend America now." The Speaker argued: 

There is no real alternative. There is not time 
to debate endlessly the relative merits of much-disputed 
substitute bills or amendments. Either we give the 
President the flexible powers necessary to help Britain 
or, by our inaction, we strengthen Hitler's power to 

•'•̂ ew York Times, March 12, I9I4-I, P. 3-

2^Ibid,, March I3, I9I4.I, p. 1. 
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conquer Britain and attack us,21 

Rayburn, on March 1̂., went to New York City to ad

dress the Bond Club, a businessmen's organization. Speak

ing on goverranental defense spending, he urged cooperation 

from all segments of the nation's economy in the present 

crisis and stressed the need for additional taxation in 

order to pay the costs of the stepped-up defense spend

ing. ̂ ^ He was convinced that Americans had rather pay 

cash for those expenditures than to incur deficits, 

thereby increasing the national debt. 

The Speaker's remarks were apparently well-received 

by the business community. The president of the Investment 

Bankers Association informed Rayburn that his talk was 

"just right." The financial official felt it had struck a 

very responsive note, and he wholeheartedly concurred in 

the belief that it was "time for unity and the elimination 

of partisan lines." 3 Another Bond Club member considered 

the talk straight-forward and "one which made it quite 

plain to those present that there are men in Washington 

PI 
Congressional Record, 77th Cong., 1st Sess., Vol. 

LXXXVII, Part 10, February 10, I9I4-I, PP. A569-70. 

^^That was a familiar theme for Rayburn. Over a 
year earlier, as Majority Leader, he had argued for increased 
taxation in support of the President's recommendation of 
$14.60,000,000 in new taxes for national defense purposes. 
New York Times, January 7, I9I4.O, p. 38. 

^^Letter, Emmett P. Connely to Rayburn, March 6, 
1914.1, Rayburn Papers. 
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who are understanding."^ Another expressed pleasure with 

the "frank, sincere talk" which had made a profound and 

very valuable impression.^5 To one member, Rayburn's talk 

was "the most wholesome and constructive thing of its kind" 

that had been done in a long time.^8 Rayburn thus continued 

his campaign to give administration viewpoints wide circu

lation. 2*7 

The passage of Lend-Lease greatly increased Ameri

can participation in the British, or Allied, cause in the 

war, but it did not end the continuing debate concerning 

America's role. By mid-May, Sam Rayburn had become con

vinced of the need for even stronger measures to aid the 

British. He publicly indicated that he favored the use of 

American convoys, if necessary, to ass\ire delivery of 

^Letter, Marshall W. Pack to Rayburn, March 5, 
I9I4.I, Rayburn Papers. 

2^ '̂ Letter, Gordon S. Rentschler to Rayburn, March 5, 
I9I4-I, Rayburn Papers. 

^^Letter, John C. Polger to Rayburn, March 6, I9I4-I, 
Rayburn Papers. 

'Rayburn, in making his appeal for unity and co
operation, had requested suggestions from those present at 
the New York meeting. One man, reflecting the businessman's 
point of view on taxation for national defense, suggested 
the enactment of a national sales tax. Its advantages were 
that a person would be taxed on the basis of his standard 
of living, the tax was easy and inexpensive to administer, 
and it was the least likely of evasion. Letter, Russell 
Hartranft to Rayburn, March 6, 19l;l, Rayburn Papers. 
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supplies to Great Britain, Not specifically mentioning 

convoys, he declared that he was for all-out aid to Britain, 

If the United States could get the supplies to the British 

in their own ships, that was fine, Rayburn asserted, but 

the important point was that the British get them. Rayburn 

had accepted the arguments of the interventionists. The 

American people must be willing, he said, to do everything 

necessary to keep the war on the other side of the Atlantic, 

The alternative. Speaker Rayburn reiterated, was to have 

the battle transferred to North America,^8 

Perhaps Rayburn's statements were planned to ascer

tain public opinion on the subject. Isolationists were 

charging that Roosevelt had already begun an undeclared 

naval war against Germany, and every new move to aid the 

British brought renewed outbursts of criticism from the 

non-interventionists, Rayburn repeated his already familiar 

appeal to patriotism in a speech in observance of "I Am an 

American Day" in I9I4.I. He called on every American, whether 

native-born or naturalized, to stand for the United States 

government without reservation and regardless of ties with 

any other government in the world. No people can remain 

free, Rayburn declared, who are not willing to make the 

sacrifices the occasion demands.^9 

^^New York Times, May 17, I9I4-I, p. I4-. 

29 Ibid., May 19, I9I4-I, p. I4-. 
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One momentous occasion came in August, I9I4.I, and 

many congressmen, under considerable pressure from their 

constituents, were either unaware, or unwilling to admit, 

that such sacrifices were demanded. The issue was the ex

tension of the Selective Service Act, The I9I4.O law had 

been for one year only, but General George C, Marshall, 

Army Chief of Staff, warned that to disband the fledgling 

army would be catastrophic, Marshall requested an exten

sion of the law, and President Roosevelt concurred. The 

Senate approved a six-month extension on August 7. The 

debate in the House was heated and the outcome in doubt 

until the very last. 

The House vote came on August 12. Among those 

seated in the packed galleries that day were soldiers from 

nearby camps who wanted to leave the army and a delegation 

of mothers, clutching little American flags, who opposed 

extension. When the roll call was completed, the Speaker 

announced that 203 members had voted for the bill and 202 

had voted against. The bill was passed. Under House rules, 

no member can change his vote once the result of a roll 

call is announced. 

There was, however, a request for a recapitulation, 

and It was so ordered due to the closeness of the vote. Af

ter the second roll call, Rayburn announced there was no 

correction in the vote, the vote stood, and the bill was 

passed. Without objection, he added, a motion to reconsider 
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was laid on the table. In the confusion of the moment, no 

member of the opposition objected to the motion, and the 

issue was settled. Although there were attempts made to 

bring the bill up again for consideration, Rayburn over

ruled them all, repeating that such a motion had, without 

objection, been tabled. When Representative H. Carl Ander

sen of Minnesota questioned whether or not the Speaker had 

actually made that announcement, Rayburn ended the contro

versy with the curt statement, "The Chair does not intend 

to have his word questioned by the gentleman from Minnesota 

or anybody else."^0 

Pour days following that hectic session, Rayburn 

left Washington for a few weeks of vacation. He remarked 

in the House that he was homesick and desirous of "sniffing 

another atmosphere." His destination was the usual one 

when he wanted to rest and relax and get away from it all— 

his farm at Bonham, "The road gets narrower and narrower 

every mile I go," Rayburn mused, and at the end of the nar

rowest road he knew, "there's the gate, and there's no 

telephone out there."^1 

30congressional Record, 77th Cong., 1st Sess., Vol. 
LXXXVII, Part 7, August 12, 191+1, p. 7076. The incident was 
reported in the New York Times, August 13, 19l|.l, p. 1, and 
is related in most articles on Rayburn. See Dorough, Mr, Sam, 
pp, 313-ll|., or Booth Mooney, Mr. Speaker; Pour Men Who Shaped 
the United States House of Representatives (Chicago; Pol-
lett Publishing Company, 19614.), pp. 151-52. 

^%ew York Times, August 16, 19l|.l, p. 8. 
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When the House reconvened in September, the con

gressmen once again tackled the thorny problems of aid for 

the Allies and amendments to the Neutrality Act, The Presi

dent asked for a new appropriation of almost six billion 

dollars for the Lend-Lease program. In the congressional 

debates on the proposal, much opposition surfaced against 

extending such aid to the Soviet Union, The Germans had 

launched an invasion of that country on June 22, I9I4.I, 

bringing the Russians into the war as an ally of the Brit

ish, At first, American military advisers warned against 

aiding the Russians. Their opposition was based on the 

fear that the Germans would conquer Russia very quickly 

and any military aid from the United States would fall into 

the Germans' hands. V/hen the predictions of Soviet defeat 

within three months proved untrue, it was necessary for 

Roosevelt to make a decision concerning aid for them. 

The Russians were desperately in need of war ma

terials, a condition that Stalin made clear to Harry Hop

kins, Lend-Lease co-ordinator, when Hopkins visited Moscow 

in August, I9I4.I. President Roosevelt cabled the Soviet 

leader that he was confident that ways would be found to 

provide the aid to the Allies necessary to fight Hitler on 

all fronts, including the Russian,32 in September, due to 

the intense opposition from anti-communist groups in the 

32 
Sherwood, Roosevelt and Hopkins, p. 386. 
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United States, administration leaders disavowed any inten

tion of using Lend-Lease funds in assisting Russia. The 

disavowal apparently was an attempt to avoid restrictive 

amendments to the Lend-Lease bill then under consideration 

by Congress. 

Speaker Rayburn threw his weight against any such 

restrictions. He stated that it would be most unfortunate 

if the new appropriation were so limited. It would weaken 

Russian morale at a time when Russia had achieved more suc

cess against Hitler's armies than any other nation that had 

met the Germans on land.-̂ -̂  Administration and congressional 

leaders working to keep a ban against aid to Russia from 

the act were successful. On October 1, Edward R. Stettin-

ius, who had succeeded Hopkins as Lend-Lease co-ordinator, 

sent word to Roosevelt that he had talked with Sam Rayburn 

and other leaders and the situation seemed well in hand. 

The Lend-Lease measure would definitely be a general ap

propriations bill, he related.31j- Once the bill passed, 

Roosevelt extended aid to the Soviet Union, cabling Stalin 

on October 30, I9I4-I, of his decision to finance one bil

lion dollars worth of shipments to his country under the 

3%ew York Times, September 20, I9I4-I, p. 3. 

^^emorandum, Edward R. Stettinius to Franklin D 
Roosevelt, October 1, I9I4-I, Roosevelt Library Microfilm, 
Roll 1, Rayburn Library. 
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Lend-Lease program.35 

Revision of the Neutrality Act of 1939 was another 

issue of importance in the fall of 19l;l. Although the Pres

ident did not formally request the revision until October 9, 

Rayburn predicted two weeks earlier that action on the 

measure was forthcoming. The House would enact a revised 

neutrality policy after "some fighting and scratching 

arovmd." Rayburn expected the elimination of the ban 

against arming merchant vessels, which would leave little 

of the Neutrality Act intact,36 

Over a month was taken up in debate on Roosevelt's 

request. Action was speeded up when the Germans attacked 

two American ships. In mid-October, the destroyer Kearny 

was torpedoed by a German submarine with the loss of 

eleven lives. Another destroyer, the Reuben James, was 

sunk on October 31, killing one hundred and fifteen. The 

neutrality revisions were approved by the Senate on Novem

ber 7 and by the House six days later. With the new pro

visions, merchant ships were allowed to arm and to pass 

through the war zone to British ports. It was only after 

urgent appeals from the President and the Speaker that 

the House concurred with the Senate version by the narrow 

margin of 212-19i|.. The President wrote to several House 

-̂ ''Sherwood, Roosevelt and Hopkins, p. 396, 

3%ew York Times, September 25, I9I4.I, p. 1. 
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members who had requested his opinion on the consequences 

of a House rejection of the measure. This tactic was planned 

in advance by Roosevelt, Rayburn, and McCormack, Before the 

final vote was taken, Rayburn read to the House the letter 

from Roosevelt which predicted dire consequences if the bill 

were rejected.37 Aware of the closeness of the division of 

opinion, the Speaker added a few remarks of his own: 

Let us not cast a vote today that will mean re
joicing in Germany, or Italy, or Japan, Let me say 
that I believe with all my heart, this moment, that the 
failure to enact these amendments will have repercus
sions too frightful to contemplate, and might break up 
the most serious conferences that have ever been held, 
that are being held at this moment between the repre
sentatives of Japan and the representatives of the 
United States of America, Let us show the world by our 
vote, at least a majority vote, where we stand. Let me 
appeal to you, whether you love one man or hate another, 
to stand up today for civilization as it is typified 
by the United States of America,38 

With the enactment of that measure, American neu

trality was dead. The United States had pursued a policy 

that put the nation at war with Germany in every way except 

in nsime. Administration officials professed to believe that 

with increased American aid the Allies would be able to con

tain the Germans without United States entry into the actual 

fighting. The Japanese attack on Pearl Harbor brought the 

illusion of peace to an end on December 7, I9I4-I. 

37 Ibid,, November II4., I9I4.I, pp. Hj., 19. 

38cong3?es3ional Record, 77th Cong,, 1st Sess,, Vol. 
LXXXVII, Part b, November I3, I9I4.I, p. 889I. 
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The President called a conference shortly after the 

Pearl Harbor attack to discuss the matter. Those present 

were Vice President Wallace, Senators Alben Barkley, Charles 

McNary, Tom Connally, Warren Austin, Hiram Johnson, and 

Congressmen Rayburn, Solomon Bloom, and Charles Eaton. 

Roosevelt outlined the situation concerning the Japanese 

attack on Hawaii and the negotiations with Japan which had 

been in progress at the time of the attack. Although it 

was not specified, the impression given by the President 

was that a declaration of war would be called for the fol

lowing day.39 Rayburn, in answer to reporters' questions 

as he left the conference, replied that the President did 

not say that there would be a war declaration, but he 

stated that if a declaration were requested. Congress would 

be united in support of it.^O 

The request was made and, on December 8, Congress 

declared war on Japan with only one dissenting vote. The 

following day. President Roosevelt addressed the nation, de

claring that the United States was in a war neither for con

quest nor for vengeance, but for "a world in which this na

tion, and all that this nation represents, will be safe for 

our children,"^^ He warned that Germany and Italy were. 

3"sherwood, Roosevelt and Hopkins, p. 14-33. 

^O^ew York Times, December 8, I9I4-I, P. 1. 

^^Ibid,, December 10, I9I4.I, p. 1. 
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for all practical purposes, at war with the United States 

at that moment. The two nations made an official declara

tion of war on December 11, and the United States recipro

cated the same day.l̂ -̂  

Congress remained in session for two weeks follow

ing the outbreak of war, acting on emergency measures. By 

the twentieth. Speaker Rayburn announced that it would be 

safe for members to go home for the holidays because they 

had approved every measure the President had requested in 

connection with national defense,^3 After the Christmas 

recess the congressmen returned to Washington, with ad

journment of the first session of the Seventy-seventh 

Congress coming on January 2, Reconvening three days 

later. Congress remained in almost continuous session for 

the duration of the war. 

Congress in 191̂-2 was concerned with the enactment 

of various war-related measures. There was, in general, 

bipartisan support for those acts the administration deemed 

necessary for the conduct of the military aspects of the 

war effort. Domestic policies, however, enjoyed no such 

unified support, with great diversity of opinion existing 

within the Democratic ranks. Probably the most important 

problem on the home front was the prevention of runaway 

li2 
Ibid., December 12, I9I4.I, p. 1. 

^3ibid,, December 21, I9I4.I, p. 14-3. 
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inflation. With the war came increased production, a ris

ing cost of living, and myriad conflicts between industry, 

labor, and the public interest. 

The national government's goal was to prevent work 

stoppages, or strikes, and at the same time reconcile la

bor's desires for economic advancement and union security 

with the overall objective of winning the war without a 

disastrous rate of inflation. In January Roosevelt estab

lished the War Labor Board, consisting of representatives 

from management, labor and the general public,IW- Its pur

pose was to settle labor disputes, and it emerged as a 

powerful policy-making body during the war. The WLB worked 

to hold the line on wage increases, maintaining that la

borers should not try to improve their standard of living 

during wartime. Cost of living adjustments were permitted 

by the WLB, but often labor leaders and the board disagreed 

on the allowable increases in wages. There were, therefore, 

work stoppages during the war, and these inevitably brought 

floods of correspondence to elected officials, criticizing 

the government and demanding action. 

Sam Rayburn's role during the war years included 

answering these critics and urging cooperation in winning 

the war on the home front. Not even the United States 

could fight a civil war and a foreign war at the same time. 

kk Ibid., January 13, I9I4.2, pp. 1, ll|. 
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Raybiirn remarked.1̂ -5 As public furor over the alleged labor 

actions increased, the House began work on restrictive la

bor legislation in disregard of the President's opposition 

to such a measure. Rayburn was in a difficult spot because 

public opinion in his district definitely favored restric

tions on labor and the administration did not. In a press 

conference on March l8, 1914-2, Rayburn warned that the war 

effort was being harmed by the criticism of labor, manage

ment, and government. If Americans were as divided as the 

recent deluge of mail on Congress indicated, Rayburn de

clared: 

Hitler, Mussolini, and the Emperor of Japan would have 
paid a lot of money for what they are getting free. 

Meetings have been called in various sections of the 
country, and others are proposed for next Sunday and 
some days after, which usually turn into indignation 
meetings. I hope in the future resolutions are not 
passed that will make headlines in Berlin and Tokyo.1̂ -̂  

In answer to the demands that Congress ban strikes 

in war industries, Rayburn asserted in his press conference 

that production stoppages had been reduced to almost zero, 

no matter what some people were saying. Out of some seven 

million war workers, fewer than one hundred were on strike 

at the time, Rayburn continued. One radio report a few days 

^^avid L. Cohn, "Mr. Speaker," Atlantic Monthly, 
CLXX (October, 1914-2), p. 73-

^Congressional Record, 77th Cong., 2nd Sess., Vol, 
LXXXVIII, Part b, p. A1079. 
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earlier had charged that war industries in one state were 

operating at only forty per cent capacity, inferring that 

labor disputes were to blame. The truth of the matter, 

Rayburn explained, was that shortages of material, not 

shortages of either management or labor, were responsible. 

The Speaker concluded by calling for more "flag-waving," 

suggesting that the indignation meetings be turned into 

"unity parades."l̂ -'7 

The first of the "unity rallies" was held in April 

at Sulphur Springs, when Rayburn returned to Texas to answer 

some of the critics in his own district. To the charge that 

the war effort had broken down, Rayburn revealed some infor

mation that had been until then a closely-guarded secret. 

Within the previous month the United States had produced 

thirty-three hundred planes. They were made by men, he de

clared, not by mirrors. The President's quota for 1914-2, 

which the Axis powers had called fantastic, would be met if 

not exceeded, Rayburn asserted.^" 

Labor, obviously, was not lying down. Knowing well 

the prejudices of his audience, however, Rayburn did not 

give unstinted praise to labor. He stated that he favored 

a forty-eight hour week in war industries, without payment 

for overtime at time and one-half. Furthermore, the one 

"̂7 Ibid. 

^^Cohn, "Mr. Speaker," p. 73-
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hundred workers out on strikes in war plants were just one 

hundred too manyl 

Since critics had maintained that the reverses ex

perienced by the United States in the war in the Pacific 

were due largely to labor and governmental problems, Ray

burn addressed himself to that issue as well. The losses 

in the Pacific, Rayburn suggested, could be blamed on the 

isolationists. They had joined forces to wreck the Presi

dent's and the navy's plan to fortify Guam, arguing that 

the United States could not afford to offend the friendly 

Japanese. The defense measure was defeated in 1939, and 

in I9I4.2 that "priceless, strategic island" had been lost 

to an unscrupulous enemy. Lack of unity and confidence in 

the nation's leaders had hampered the war effort, costing 

priceless time and valuable ground. The time could not be 

regained, but the ground could be re-won, Rayburn assured 

his audience at Sulphur Springs. What was needed, he said, 

was for all to work together, "to build and build and build 

and fight and fight and fight."^^ 

Rayburn was the principal speaker in May, I9I4.2, at 

a bicentennial celebration at Muhlenburg College, a Penn

sylvania school named after the first Speaker of the United 

States House of Representatives. In his address Rayburn 

again lashed out at the critics of Congress; 

i;9 Fort Worth Star Telegram. April 10, 191t.2. 
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In every great crisis in any nation's history, the 
men who are doing the world's great work have been at
tacked. The Members of Congress are today under attack, 
and it seems that in some quarters there is a studied 
effort to destroy the faith and confidence of the Ameri
can people in their elected representatives. The pres
ent Congress cannot run this war but it has done its 
duty. It has given the administration every law and 
every dollar it has asked for to prepare the country 
for defense.50 

Many of Rayburn's constituents were critics of the 

government's policies toward farmers, industry, and labor. 

One couple from Roxton, Texas, expressed alarm at President 

Roosevelt's actions, which they interpreted as pro-labor. 

"We of the rural districts have long felt that labor has a 

stranglehold on the president," they wrote. They believed 

that the entire burden of curbing inflation was falling on 

the farmers, and in closing, they predicted that Roose

velt's policies, if continued, would lead to a return of the 

Republican party to power in the national government.51 

Another indignant constituent, in a seven-page 

letter to her congressman, detailed the problems faced by 

farmers and appealed for help from Rayburn. The Royce 

City, Texas, woman was particularly alarmed at labor's de

mand for a forty-hour week with overtime pay at time and 

one-half. Farmers worked from twelve to fourteen hours. 

^Congressional Record, 77th Cong., 2nd Sess,, Vol 
LXXXVIII, Part 9, June 1, I9I4.2, p. A2000, 

^^Letter, Dr, and Mrs, M. H, Maness to Rayburn, 
April 29, I9I4-2, Rayburn Papers, 
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six days a week, with no overtime and no paid vacations. 

The demands of organized labor were unfair, she contended, 

urging Rayburn and "other honest, conscientious law makers" 

to act to protect the farmers' interests and control the 

irresponsible actions of the labor unions,52 

Rayburn realized that much of the adverse farm 

opinion stemmed from the farmers' lack of valid information 

on the issues and from inflammatory articles printed in 

newspapers like the anti-Rayburn, anti-Roosevelt Dallas 

Morning News.53 in answering his correspondents, Rayburn 

assured them that the farm situation would not be greatly 

disturbed by the war crisis and they need not fear that the 

administration was anti-farmer and pro-labor. It just was 

not true, he asserted. The President and Congress were 

together trying to deal with the various problems confront

ing the nation, and they were endeavoring to treat all seg

ments of the economy fairly,514-

The administration's attempts to curtail the rapid 

rate of inflation was the source of much of the criticism 

^^Letter, Mrs, Grover C, Houser to Rayburn, May 14., 
I9I4.2, Rayburn Papers. 

^3Rayburn often referred to the Dallas paper as 
"the meanest newspaper in the country." Interview with 
H, G, Dulaney, June 20, 1971, Bonham, Texas, 

^^Letters, Rayburn to Dr, and Mrs, W, H, Maness, 
May 5, 1914-2; Rayburn to Mrs, Grover C, Houser, May 11, 
1914-2, Rayburn Papers. 
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not only from the farmers but also from various other in

terest groups. Early in 1914-2, in response to the Presi

dent's plea. Congress enacted the Emergency Price Control 

Act, Under its orovisions the Price Administrator, Leon 

Henderson at the time, was empowered to fix maximum prices 

and rents in special areas and to pay subsidies to produ

cers if necessary to prevent price increases. The Price 

Administrator could not control agricultural prices, how

ever, until they reached 110 per cent of parity. The 

powerful farm bloc in Congress managed to include that 

prohibition in the measure,55 The Office of Price Ad

ministration's campaign to stabilize prices was unsuc

cessful, for there were many loopholes in the program. 

The ban on a ceiling for food prices was an obvious one, 

and those prices continued to rise. As they did, organized 

labor's demands for pay hikes increased. Finally, President 

Roosevelt called for more stringent anti-inflation measures. 

The President's new request was sent to Congress on 

September 7, I9I4.2. Declaring that the inflationary spiral 

^^A provision of the 19lj-2 Emergency Price Control 
Act, the Steagall Amendment, required government support at 
ninety per cent of parity for two years following the of
ficial end of the war on all commodities for which produc
tion increases were requested by the Secretary of Agricul
ture. This stipulation created postwar problems for adjust
ment of agricultural production. See Allen J. Matusow, 
Farm Policies and Politics in the Truman Years (Cambridge; 
Harvard University Press, 1967), pp. 123-214.. 
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must somehow, somewhere be halted, he called for new farm 

ceiling legislation to prevent inflation. If Congress 

failed to act--and act adequately--by the first of October, 

the President warned that he would accept the responsibil

ity and would act himself. The message brought immediate 

hostile reaction from some legislators. Senators Robert M. 

LaFollette, Jr., of Wisconsin, and Charles L, McNary of 

Oregon, expressed doubt that the President had the power 

he threatened to use. Senator Robert Taft declared that 

if Roosevelt took such action, congressional elections 

might as well be suspended. Congress would have become 

only "a shell of a legislative body,"56 

Speaker Rayburn, in Texas for a brief vacation, 

announced that he was returning to Washington and urged 

other House members to return immediately so that they could 

begin work on the requested legislation. He pledged his 

support for the price control bill and predicted that Con

gress would comply before the deadline expired,57 Missing 

that date by only one day. Congress enacted the Anti-

Inflation Act on October 2. It empowered the President to 

stabilize wages, prices, and salaries at their September 15, 

1914.2, levels. To implement the act, Roosevelt established 

the Office of Economic Stabilization the following day and 

5 New York Times, September 8, I9I4.2, p, 1. 

'̂̂ Ibid,, September 10, 1914-2, p. 1. 
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and named James P. Byrnes as Stabilization Director. He 

also announced that agricultural prices were frozen at 

their level on September 15 and rent control was extended 

to all areas of the country,5" 

During the debates on the price control bill, the 

second anniversary of Rayburn's elevation to the Speakership 

occurred. There were several statements by members of the 

House in honor of Rayburn on September 16, and it became an 

established tradition to honor the Speaker each year on 

that date. President Roosevelt sent Rayburn the following 

message: 

Congratulations on the completion of two years of 
faithful and efficient service in the great office of 
Speaker, An important post always, the Speakership has 
assumed a special importance because of the gravity of 
the issues with which you have continually had to deal. 
Keep up the good work. The country has need of you,59 

Another request from the President in the fall of 

19lj.2 was for Congress to reduce the minimum draft age from 

twenty to eighteen, A storm of protest, mostly from min

isters and mothers, arose over this proposal. With election 

day only a few weeks off, many congressmen recommended that 

action be postponed until after the elections, Rayburn de

cided against delay. He asked Secretary of War Stimson and 

General George Marshall to come to the Capitol to brief 

^ Ibid,, October 14., I9I4.2, p. 1. 

^^Letter, Franklin D. Roosevelt to Rayburn, 
September 16, 191+2, Rayburn Papers, 
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Congress on the need for the legislation. Five days later 

the bill won House approval by a vote of 38I4.-I6, The suc

cessful passage of the controversial measure illustrated 

Rayburn's style of leadership, '.̂ en convinced of the neces

sity for an action, he would spare no effort in securing 

passage of the needed bill. Peeling that the congressmen 

would agree to the necessity if only they were apprised of 

the facts, he had two important and highly-respected mem

bers of the administration present the argument. The pro

cedure worked, surprising and impressing President Roosevelt 

with Rayburn's leadership in the House.^0 

Although his duties in the House required most of 

his time, Rayburn was actively involved in the congressional 

elections in 1914-2. In his own race for re-election in the 

Democratic primary, the opposition proved to be quite weak. 

George T, Balch, a preacher from Commerce, was defeated by 

better than three-to-one, Rayburn's involvement extended 

to races other than his own, however, as he endeavored to 

assure the return of a Democratic majority to Congress, 

Rayburn was active in fund-raising projects in order 

to help Democratic members of Congress in their re-election 

campaigns. To his brother-in-law, W, A. Thomas of Dallas, 

he wrote that the Congressional Campaign Committee had more 

money in 1914.2 than ever before to spend on needed races. 

^^Dorough, Mr. Sam, p, 329. 
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While he expected the Democrats to win the House, Rayburn 

watched the various contests as closely as he could and had 

funds sent to those members who most desperately needed 

them,^^ 

Rayburn also revealed to his brother-in-law his 

personal irritation with the President. In his September 7 

message requesting anti-inflation measures and in some of 

his press interviews following that, Roosevelt had been 

critical of Congress as a whole. It was unfair, Rayburn 

held, to indict the whole Congress when it would have been 

more correct for the President to have said that "some" 

members of Congress had been uncooperative. At any rate, 

the President's statements were certainly not helpful "to 

us," Rayburn wrote.^2 

His private convictions aside, Rayburn tried to dis

pel any rumors of disagreement between the Chief Executive 

and Congress as the November elections neared. In a radio 

address at that time, he stated that such a policy of com

petition between the governmental branches would be destruc

tive of the cooperative attitude essential to the achieve

ment of their common purpose. It would destroy the teamwork 

so vitally necessary between the Commander-in-Chief and 

^•^Letter. Rayburn to W. A. Thomas, October 19, 1914-2, 
Rayburn Papers. 

62 Ibid. 
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Congress in wartime. Rayburn included in his pre-election 

address the following appeal: 

In my many years as a Representative in Congress, 
it is my observation that the district that is the best 
represented is wise enough to select a man of energy, 
intelligence, and integrity, and re-elects him year 
after year. A man of this type and character serves 
more efficiently and effectively the longer he is re
turned by his people.63 

The results of the I9I4.2 elections were a disap

pointment to Rayburn. The resurgence of the Republicans 

that started in I9I4.O continued. Although the Democrats re

tained control of the House, their margin was reduced to 

fourteen. There were 222 Democrats, 208 Republicans, and 

five Independents in the new House. In the Senate, the 

Democrats lost ten seats. When Congress convened in Janu

ary the Democratic margin became the narrowest it had been 

since Roosevelt took office. There was speculation about 

the effect this would have on Sam Rayburn's role as Speaker 

as the Seventy-eighth Congress opened, 

Edward Jamieson, a news analyst with the Washington 

Bureau of the Chicago Sun, predicted that the close margin 

would move Rayburn into the limelight and importance that 

the Speaker's post demands in the American form of govern

ment. No longer would the administration be able to count 

on overwhelming numbers alone to bring about legislative 

victories. Measures would have to be carefully worked through 

^3congressional Record, 77th Cong,, 2nd Sess,, Vol. 
LXXXVIII, Part 10, November 2, I9I4.2, p. A3866. 
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a closely divided House, and that task would be Rayburn's. 

It also meant that the President would have to rely on him 

more than he had any other Speaker or congressional leader 

in the past decade. With the tremendous increase in the 

responsibility and power of the Speaker, Rayburn probably 

faced the toughest assignment handed to a congressional 

leader in American history, Jamieson concluded,"^ 

Rayburn's re-election as Speaker for the Seventy-

eighth Congress came as expected on January 6, his sixty-

first birthday. In his acceptance speech he expressed the 

hope that the Seventy-eighth would be known as the "Victory 

Congress," To achieve that he once again emphasized the 

need for cooperation and teamwork between the V/hite House 

and Congress, He made it clear, however, that he was de

termined to protect and defend the rights, the prero^zatives, 

and the power of the House of Representatives.^5 in that, 

he was trying to avoid the continuation of criticism that 

Congress was a "rubber stamp" for the President, The 

Speaker was also aware that the membership of the House 

was definitely more conservative than had been the case 

^^Chicago Sun, December 28, I9I4.2, Another journal
ist, Robert Humphreys of the New York Journal-American, 
agreed with this appraisal, writing that "this quiet but 
tenacious Texan resumes his post under circumstances al
most certain to make or break his rank in history." See 
Mooney, Roosevelt and Rayburn, pp. I82-83. 

^^Congressional Record, 78th Cong., 1st Sess., Vol. 
LXXXIX, Part 1, January 6, I9I4.3, p. 7. 
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previously, and he was striking out on a middle course. 

He wanted to alienate neither the President nor the House 

membership. 

In the early months of 1914-3 there were several in

dications of strife within the Democratic ranks in the 

House, The Republican-conservative Democratic coalition 

was more in evidence as several administration proposals 

went down to defeat, A delegation of concerned Democrats 

met with Speaker Rayburn to recommend action against their 

uncooperative colleagues. They were especially agitated 

over the ploy used by some to defeat certain measures. The 

tactic was to refuse to answer roll calls, and the princi

pal culprits were southern Democrats, Rayburn listened to 

the delegation's recommendations, but he refused to carry 

them out,^^ 

Rayburn's expressed view was that the recalcitrant 

Democrats were still under the strain of the congressional 

elections and that all they needed was a little more time 

to recover. They had many ideas they wanted to test out 

and, in a sense, they were still campaigning. His advice 

was to give the troublesome members a little time and 

patience—and a little "quiet persuasion," Give them a 

little time to let off steam and they will come around. 

^^Robert DeVore, "Rayburn Rides Out Minor Storm, 
Keeps Same Mild Philosophy," Washington Post, March II4., 
1914.3. Reprinted in Congressional Record, J^th Cong,, 
1st Sess,, Vol. LXXXIX, March 15, I9I4.3, P. A1192. 
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he argued.̂ "7 Rayburn once again demonstrated his firm be

lief in preserving party harmony, if not unity. It was 

one of the major aspects of his successful leadership. He 

could work with, listen to, and at least in degree, pacify 

the divergent elements of the Democratic party. 

One issue dividing Democrats at that time was the 

House Committee on Un-American Activities, chaired by Martin 

Dies of the Second Congressional District of Texas. A Demo

cratic congressman, Sstmuel A. Weiss of Pennsylvania, pro

tested to the Speaker, charging that Dies was doing more 

than any other member to divide the House. Admitting that 

he had supported the establishment of the committee, Weiss 

maintained that it had outlived its usefulness. The Repub

licans were unanimously behind Chairman Dies, he continued, 

but those in the House who exercised a little common sense 

could see that Dies and his committee were doing irrepar

able harm not only to the war effort but also to the admin

istration. The Pennsylvanian declared: 

It is my belief that just two or three more speeches 
by Dies during this Congress--together with a few other 
circumstances--and we will find ourselves in the minor
ity in I9I4I1.. It seems to me the handwriting is on the 
wall,^8 

^7ibid, 

Letter, Samuel A, Weiss to Rayburn, February 9, 
I9I4.3, Rayburn Papers, The Dies committee and its activi
ties are discussed in George N, Green, "The Par Right Wing 
in Texas Politics, 1930's-1960's," (unpublished Ph.D, dis
sertation, Florida State University, 1966), pp. 119-38. 



126 

Rayburn's reply to Representative Weiss made no 

mention of the Dies controversy. He merely thanked him for 

the "very thoughtful" letter and the "kind things" he had 

said about him and his work."9 The Dies Committee was kept. 

Dies later charged that Rayburn, though remaining in the 

background, had worked to kill his committee. Rayburn, ac

cording to Dies: 

never ceased to maneuver behind the scenes to destroy 
the Committee, and to hamper it in every conceivable 
way. He was too clever a politician to oppose it pub
licly but without showing his hand he made our task 
extremely difficult.70 

During the turbulent year of 19l|.3, Rayburn's policy 

of quiet persuasion worked in some cases; in others it did 

not. He was able to influence the outcome of a bill con

cerning the Federal Communications Commission. That agency 

had come under severe criticism, and there was danger that 

a proposal to cut off all funds for the commission would win 

House approval. Rayburn, sponsor of the 19314- measure estab

lishing the agency, urged the House to continue the funding 

of the FCC. He described the chaos which existed in the 

"^Letter, Rayburn to Samuel A, Weiss, February 11, 
I9I4.3, Rayburn Papers, 

"^^artin Dies, Martin Dies' Story (New York: Book-
mailer, 1963), p, 78. For Dies' views on the need for his 
committee's activities, see Martin Dies, The Trojan Horse 
in America (New York; Dodd, Mead & Company, I9I4-O). Por 
a contemporary account extremely critical of the Dies com
mittee, see William Gellermann, Martin Dies (New York; The 
John Day Company, 19l4i4-). 
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communications field before the commission's establish

ment, ending his successful appeal with these remarks: 

A great war is on, the world is aflame and the air 
is full of propaganda from every conceivable portion 
of the earth. There is only one agency in the United 
States of America, let me say to you, that has any con
trol whatsoever over the air of the United States. Do 
you by your vote at this time want to strike down that 
only agency ?'̂1 

A major controversy erupted over labor actions in 

1914.3. The incident which particularly alarmed the American 

people was a coal strike, called by John L. Lewis of the 

United Mine V/orkers. Lewis refused to appear before the 

War Labor Board, and the miners struck on May 1. The mines 

were seized by the President, but another strike was called 

in June when the WLB refused to grant high wage increases, 

Roosevelt then threatened to ask Congress to draft the mi

ners, and they once again returned to work, A third strike 

was threatened, however, before Lewis and Secretary of the 

Interior Ickes. worked out an agreement. The miners received 

not only the wage increases allowed under the so-called 

"Little Steel formula" but also several fringe benefits,^^ 

'Congressional Record, 78th Cong,, 1st Sess., Vol, 
LXXXIX, Part 1, February 17, 1914-3, P. 1053. 

"̂ T̂he Little Steel formula had been determined by 
the War Labor Board in July, 1914-2. It allowed workers a fif
teen per cent increase in wages in order to offset the cor
responding cost of living increase since January 1, I9I4.I. 
Por a discussion of labor problems during the war, see 
Poster Rhea Dulles, Labor in America; A History, 3rd. ed. 
(New York: Thomas Y. Crowell Company, 1966), pp. 332-511-. 
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The miners' defiance of federal authority in that 

incident brought about the passage by Congress of the Smith-

Connally, or War Labor Disputes, Act in June,"73 The law em

powered the President to seize any struck war plant and re

quired unions to wait thirty days before striking, A secret 

vote by the workers was also required before a strike could 

be executed. Rayburn was in favor of the bill and, in fact, 

had indicated his support for such a measure over a year 

earlier.'^ The President had not favored anti-strike laws, 

however, and to Rayburn's dismay, he vetoed the Smith-

Connally Act.'5 Congress immediately overrode the veto, 

with Rayburn joining the House majority in support of enact

ment. "̂^ 

Rayburn spent much time in 1914-3 making speeches and 

writing letters defending the administration and Congress 

and appealing for patriotic support of the war effort at 

home. It was a fsimiliar theme for Rayburn, and the same 

^3New York Times, June 26, 1914-3, PP. 1, 2, 3- See 
also Rhoda D, Edwards, '̂ The Seventy-eighth Congress on the 
Home Front: Domestic Economic Legislation, 19113-19144" (un
published Ph,D. dissertation, Rutgers--The State Univer
sity, 1967). 

'''̂ Dorough, Mr, Sam, p. 321. 

' ^ L e t t e r , Rayburn t o S i l l i m a n Evans, June 25, 1914-3, 
Rayburn P a p e r s . 

"^^Letter , Rayburn t o D, Haro ld Byrd, June 28 , 1914-3, 
Rayburn P a p e r s , 
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sentiments were expressed time and time again. In April he 

appeared before the Texas legislature in Austin, where he 

was being honored as a former Speaker of the Texas House of 

Representatives. He took advantage of the opportunity to 

speak out in condemnation of the incessant domestic grumb

ling and complaining, \'/hen he heard complaints about short

ages in civilian goods, Rayburn asserted, his thoughts 

turned to the South Pacific where American boys were fight

ing to preserve American liberties. One should despise 

himself for complaining of minor inconveniences, he felt.77 

In defense of the President, Rayburn declared that a greater 

Commander-in-Chief could not have been found if a nation

wide search for one had been conducted. As long as he was 

the Commander-in-Chief he would have Rayburn's uncomplain

ing support. "̂8 

A "grumlin," Rayburn's term for complainers, from 

San Antonio charged that President Roosevelt was responsible 

for leading the United States into the war. Rayburn was 

pained to read such accusations against the President, he 

replied. No one with any sense or patriotism in Washington 

wanted to get into the war, and the United States did not 

get into it until attacked, the Speaker asserted.'9 

''Mooney, Roosevelt and Rayburn, p. 187. 

'78Dorough, Mr. Sam, p. 3I4.I, 

"^^Letter, Rayburn to Thurman Barrett, July 8, 1914-3, 
Rayburn Papers. 
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On December 9, 1914-3, Rayburn delivered a speech in 

the House of Representatives on what he considered to be 

"dangerous trends." The speech was basically a restatement 

of the ideas expressed repeatedly by him during the year. 

He began by referring to the many things he was hearing and 

reading which he felt were harmful to the unity of the na

tion. He was especially concerned about the suspicions 

being raised about the possible actions of the British and 

the Russians in the postwar world, Rayburn declared: 

That is dangerous talk. Anything calculated to 
bring about disunity and wrong thinking in our own 
country or disunity among us and those allied with us 
is dangerous talk; it is dangerous propaganda; it is a 
reflection upon the intelligence of American manhood 
and womanhood that we do not have patriotism enough 
and brains enough to sit around a peace table with any
body upon the face of the earth.80 

There was an alarming amount of criticism of the 

array, and that was dangerous talk, also. Rayburn defended 

the men of the army and the navy as earnest men using all 

their training, all their brains, and all their patriotism 

to do their job well, and as quickly as possible. If the 

military leaders could not conduct the war better than any 

civilian, then the United States should have done away with 

West Point and Annapolis long ago, he contended, 

Rayburn believed those who complained the most were 

the ones least justified in complaining. Many of the 

^Congressional Record, 78th Cong,, 1st Sess,, Vol 
LXXXIX, Part b, December 9, 1914-3, p. 10535. 
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complainers had actually improved their position during the 

war and, at the expense of unity in the war effort, were 

thinking more of their position after the war than they were 

of winning the war then, Rayburn lamented that this was a 

sad commentary upon human beings. He minimized his own sac

rifices as he appealed for unity: 

I am an average American citizen, no better, I know, 
no worse, I hope, than the average, I have no son to 
give to this war or to the reconstruction of a sad and 
stricken v/orld after it is over , , . . I am wondering 
what sacrifices I have made, and I cannot think of a 
single one. 

Unity in this war effort we must have, and I trust 
the brains and the patriotism of Americans after it is 
all over to look after our interests. It is going to 
take the work, the loyalty, and the love of every citi
zen throughout the length and breadth of the earth who 
loves liberty and who is willing to sacrifice to pre
serve liberty in this world and make it again a decent 
place in which to live. , . , If we do our job on this 
front in unity, not only here but with those who fight 
with us, God knows, and you know, that the boys who 
wear the uniform will do their part,81 

An outpouring of support followed Rayburn's speech 

on December 9. Averell Harriman, in Moscow, for example, 

cabled the Secretary of State and included a personal note 

for Speaker' Rayburn, Harriman congratulated Rayburn for 

Rp 
having said effectively exactly what needed to be said. 

In addition to the many messages of commendation 

for the Speaker, several newspapers used his remarks as the 

^^Ibid,, p, 10536. 

fip 
Cablegram, Averell Harriman to Cordell Hull, 

December 30, 19̂ 1.3, Rayburn Papers. 
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basis for editorial comment. The Christian Science Monitor 

called the speech a "timely appeal," Many American citi

zens did not realize the effect of negative thinking, and 

they needed to be awakened to the way in which discontent 

passed beyond supposedly harmless griping and found expres

sion in selfish resistance to necessary controls, chiseling 

on rations, patronizing black markets, loafing on the job, 

or strikes. It was an old theme, the writer agreed, but a 

welcomed one. The home front, if it were to come anywhere 

near matching the devotion and submergence of self of the 

men in battle in the common cause, needed to put an extra 

tax on its imagination and intelligence.^3 

By the end of I9I4.3, Rayburn' s role as a spokesman 

for unity on the home front was well-established. He had 

served as Speaker of the House for over three years, ac

tively involved in the crucial issues of that troubled 

period. Before Pearl Harbor, the Speaker was aligned with 

the interventionists, working for increased aid for the 

Allies and additional defense, or preparedness, measures 

for the United States. After the nation's formal entry 

into the war in I9I4-I, Speaker Rayburn was an administration 

stalwart, urging passage of the measures advocated by 

President Roosevelt for the conduct of the war. 

^3christian Science Monitor, December 10, 1914-3. 
Reprinted in Congressional Record7^78th Cong., 1st Sess., 
Vol. LXXXIX, Part 12, December II4., 19^3, P. A5I4.56. 
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The Democratic House majority was on the decline, 

and conservatives within the party often joined with Re

publicans on controversial issues. It was Rayburn's task 

to maintain party cohesion as much as possible, and that 

he tried to do by developing the art of quiet persuasion. 

A successful leader in Congress must be able to accommodate 

in some measure the various segments of his own party, as 

well as work harmoniously with the opposition. That Ray

burn was able to do so in his first years as Speaker gained 

him the respect of his colleagues for fairness. 

The Speaker's constant campaign of appealing to 

patriotism for support of the administration's policies 

added to his stature as a national leader. His utterances 

often, however, created problems for him in his state and 

congressional district. These problems Rayburn would have 

to contend with in 19l4i4., another election year, A suc

cessful end to the war and a rapid transition to peacetime 

living were the major goals of the nation as 19l\i\. began. 

These were Rayburn's goals, to be sure, and as he looked 

to those ends, he felt that retention of the Democrats in 

power would be the best means of assuring them. His activi

ties in the years ahead were designed to achieve these goals. 



CHAPTER IV 

YEARS OP TRANSITION, 191414.-1914-7 

In 191414. war still raged throughout the world with 

no end of hostilities in sight, Hopes soared in the United 

States, nevertheless, for an early Allied victory, and at

tention focused on bringing the war to a successful con

clusion, followed by a return to peacetime conditions as 

rapidly as possible. Though the war continued far into 

I9I4.5, great effort was expended by governmental leaders in 

discussing and planning solutions for anticipated postwar 

problems. Little of significance would be accomplished 

toward that end, however, as the major problems remained 

to be dealt with in the years following the cessation of 

hostilities. 

The national and local elections consumed much of 

the time and effort of political figures in 19l4i4.. The Demo

crats, overcoming a serious challenge by the Republicans, 

retained the presidency and increased their majority in 

Congress, Roosevelt, in winning an unprecedented fourth 

term, entered office in I9I4.5 with a new Vice President, 

Harry S. Truman of Missouri, Within three months, Roose

velt was dead and Truman was President, 
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In May, only weeks after Roosevelt's death, the war 

in Europe came to an end with the collapse of Germany, The 

Japanese surrender, coming in August, brought World War II 

to an end. The problems of reconversion only anticipated 

in 19l4i|. then became realities. 

It was Truman's fate to lead the government in an 

era replete with domestic and international issues of great 

magnitude. Congress cooperated with the President on some 

issues but did not on others. Elected officials came under 

intense pressures from their constituents to speed the pro

cess of demobilization and reconversion, and long-range 

considerations were often neglected. Dissatisfaction with 

the performance of the national government was revealed in 

the I9I4.6 elections, when the Republicans won control of both 

houses of Congress. 

The period from 19l\l\. to 191̂-7 was, therefore, one of 

transitions. A President was chosen who did not live to 

carry out his mandate. His successor presided over the 

turbulent change from wartime to peacetime conditions. And, 

finally, in I9I4-6 the voters effected another transition by 

bringing into power in Congress the party that had been in 

the minority for well over a decade. 

Sam Rayburn, in early 19l4i4., resumed his campaign of 

speaking out against "dangerous talk"--the complaining about 

minor inconveniences and apprehension concerning postwar re

lations with America's allies. His praise for President 
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Roosevelt as an outstanding leader intensified during the 

year. Disagreements between the Chief Executive and Con

gress were minimized as Rayburn spoke of the hoped-for end 

of the war, the need for planning for the attendant prob

lems, and the approaching political campaigns. 

Rayburn addressed a meeting of the United States 

Conference of Mayors in Chicago on January 20, He called 

for adequate planning so that "a peace of plenty" might be 

realized following the war. The nation must not bungle the 

postwar job, he warned; it must not allow the specter of 

depression to rise again. Should that happen, the American 

people would eventually turn to a strong centralized gov

ernment, and the "man on the horse" or the "man with the 

iron fist" might conceivably seize control. The nation 

might not be able to find another man as great and as 

democratic-minded as Franklin D. Roosevelt to lead them.l 

The problems of tomorrow, Rayburn continued, con

sisted of three component parts—men, material, and tools. 

If those three could be brought together at precisely the 

right moment, the great backlog of civilian needs and pub

lic works requirements, together with the gradual reopening 

of foreign markets, would stabilize the economy. As a step 

toward that goal, the Speaker announced his intention to ap' 

point a bipartisan House committee on postwar fact-finding 

%ew York Times, January 21, I9I4I4-, pp. 1, 10. 
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to gather information, recommend policy, and propose legis

lation. It was to serve as the people's planning board by 

drawing together facts on reconversion, re-employment, al

location of materials, public works, foreign trade, release 

of surplus war commodities, and the postwar effect of 

existing laws,^ 

The Democratic National Committee members met in 

Washington in January, and there was considerable specula

tion about the party's ticket in the coming election, Ray

burn, one of the principal speakers at a dinner on Janu

ary 22, described the kind of candidate the party would not 

nominate that s-ummer. He would not be an imitation liberal 

who "points a finger at Wall Street but points a gun at the 

Securities and Exchange Commission," Rayburn declared. In 

the difficult time ahead, when momentous international nego

tiations would be undertaken with the peace of the world 

hanging in the balance, the presidency of the United States 

would not be entrusted to one who had no proven ability in 

the foreign policy field,3 

The clear inference was that the Republicans would, 

in all probability, nominate just such a man. Governor 

Ibid, The committee of nine Democrats and nine 
Republicans was appointed on January 26 with William M, 
Colraer, Mississipni Democrat, as chairman. Ibid., Janu
ary 27, 191414-, p. 11. 

3congressional Record, 78th Cong., 2nd Sess., Vol. 
XC, Part b, January 2I4., I9I4I4-, pp. A362-63. 
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Thomas E. Dewey of New York. To make sure there was no 

mistaking the meaning, Rayburn explained that the Democrats 

offered no "doubting Thomas" in 1940; they would offer no 

"shouting Thomas" in I9I4J4-. Another clear inference was that 

Rayburn felt the party should stick with a proven leader, 

Franklin D, Roosevelt, He said the Democratic party was 

pledged to the creation of opportunities for jobs for re

turning servicemen, since there were "no calories in con

fetti," and to the preservation of individual opportunity 

and progressive programs.1̂ - That statement supported Roose

velt's requests in an earlier message to Congress.5 

Roosevelt, in his message to Congress on January 11, 

I9I4I4., in addition to proposing various programs for postwar 

readjustment, hinted at serious disagreement between him 

and Congress on the tax bill then under consideration. He 

called the congressional reductions in his original propo

sal unrealistic and urged enactment of the administration 

bill,6 The struggle over the tax bill is indicative of 

the election year problems between the two branches of the 

^Ibid, 

^President Roosevelt had called for the enactment of 
an "Economic Bill of Rights," Included would be jobs for 
all employable persons, fair wages, adequate farm prices, 
protection against monopolies for businessmen, decent hous
ing, proper medical care, education opportunities, and an 
expanded social security program. New York Times, Janu
ary 12, 19144, p. 12, 

^Ibid. 
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national government in 19144.*̂  Rayburn was involved in the 

controversy, but he did not play a decisive role. 

Disregarding the President's request. Congress in 

February passed a tax bill providing for $2,315,000,000 in 

new government revenue, whereas Roosevelt had called for 

$10,500,000,000. The measure also froze social security 

levies, scheduled to increase by one per cent, at their 

current levels. Roosevelt responded v/ith a stinging veto, 

charging that the measure provided "relief not for the 

needy but for the greedy."9 

The President's rebuke led to the immediate resigna

tion of Senate Majority Leader Alben Barkley, who had served 

as spokesman for the congressional viewpoint on the tax 

bill,10 The Senate re-elected the Kentuckian to the post, 

and he accepted after receiving a conciliatory message from 

Roosevelt. Two days later the controversial measure became 

^See Rhoda D. Edwards, "The Seventy-eighth Congress 
on the Home Front: Domestic Economic Legislation, 1914-3-
I9I4I4." (unpublished Ph.D. dissertation, Rutgers--The State 
University, 1967) and Roland Young, Congressional Politics 
in the Second World War (New York; Columbia University 
Press, 19^Ur. 

^New York Times, February 22, I9I4I4-, PP. 1, 20. 

^Ibid., February 23, 19l4i4-, p. 1. The complete text 
of the President's message is in ibid., p. II4-. 

^^Alben Barkley, That Reminds Me (Garden City, New 
York: Doubleday & Company, Inc., 19514-), PP. 170-71. Barkley 
contends that Rayburn and McCormack supported him but usual
ly remained silent in their discussions with the President. 
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law as both houses of Congress voted to override the presi

dential veto.^^ 

Rayburn had traditionally supported the tax propos

als of the administration, arguing that greater taxation to 

cover war expenses was the desirable route to follow. His 

influence was apparently insignificant in sustaining Roose

velt's veto on this occasion, however. Amid rumors that 

the President intended to reject the congressional bill, 

Rayburn predicted that the House would vote to sustain the 

veto. 12 On February 2I4., the House vote was 299-95 to over

ride. Only three from the Texas delegation in the House 

voted to sustain the veto, and Rayburn did not vote.13 The 

margin was not narrow, and his vote would not have affected 

the outcome. He preferred to maintain a low profile during 

the controversy, realizing congressional opinion was heavi

ly weighted against sustaining the veto. To have done 

otherwise would have been to stake his prestige on a losing 

cause. Such a stand, furthermore, would have given his op

ponents in the Fourth District additional ammunition against 

him in their efforts to portray the Speaker as a blind sup

porter of all administration measures and viewpoints. 

•^%ew York Times, February 25, 19144, P. 1. 

"^^Ibid,, February 22, I9UI4-, p. 20, 

•^3ibid., February 25, I9I4I4-, P. 12. 
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Throughout I9I4I1-, as problems arose between the 

President and a rebellious Congress, Rayburn continued to 

stress the need for national unity while involving himself 

actively in party matters. There was even a chance that 

Rayburn might be chosen as Roosevelt's running mate by the 

Democratic convention. The "boomlet" for his selection, 

however, proved illusory. 

The question of a Democratic presidential candidate 

was never really in doubt in 19144. Although Roosevelt did 

not announce his willingness to accept the nomination until 

the July convention, all indications were that he would be 

the nominee, and there were no other serious contenders for 

the position. Speculation, therefore, centered on the vice 

presidential spot, Henry A. Wallace had never had a large 

following within the party, and opposition to his retention 

on the ticket was increasing. In the early months of the 

year. Speaker Rayburn was frequently named by prominent 

Democrats as a possible replacement for Wallace, When re

porters polled the members of the party's National Committee 

in January, Rayburn received more preference votes than any

one else. Second on the list was Henry Wallace,14 

^Ibid., January 24, 19144, P. L Oscar Ewing, 
•ice chairman of the National Committee, informed Henry 
Wallace in March that "the Democratic organization people 
left to themselves would probably pick Sam Rayburn," See 
John M. Blum, ed,. The Price of Vision; The Diary of Henry .A. 
Wallace. 1914.2-1946 (Boston; Houghton Mifflin Company, 1973), 
p. 317. 



11;2 

Southern Democrats in the House began boosting Ray

burn for the vice presidency early in 19144* Many of them 

were vehemently opposed to Wallace, and they felt they 

should plan long in advance to keep him off the ticket. 

Some southerners did not want to be caught off guard, as 

they had been at the I9I4.O convention. At a luncheon of the 

Florida delegation in January, Rayburn was informally in

troduced as "the House Speaker and the next Vice President." 

Of twenty-five House members questioned by reporters about 

Rayburn's chances, only one expressed doubt. The cautious 

congressman was Lyndon B. Johnson who observed that the 

President "is going to select the Vice President, and that 

will be six months from now."15 

The doubt expressed by Johnson was well-justified. 

Rayburn was not destined to be the party's candidate for 

vice president, although his name continued to be mentioned 

as one of the leading contenders right up to convention 

time. Several factors accounted for his failure to secure 

the nomination. 

First and most importantly, he was not the choice of 

the President, Roosevelt told Lyndon Johnson that Rayburn 

was unacceptable for three reasons. Having never been 

abroad, Rayburn lacked a world viewpoint. Secondly, the 

Speaker would be unacceptable to labor leaders who exerted 

^^New York Times, January 26, I9I44, P* 13. 
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tremendous influence in the party. And, finally, Rayburn 

was needed as Speaker so that he could guide the President's 

postwar legislative program through the House.1^ 

Another handicap faced by Rayburn was a split Demo

cratic party in Texas. The conservative, anti-Roosevelt, 

and anti-Wallace forces, the Texas Regulars, were in con

trol of the state convention which met in Austin in May. 

The Roosevelt loyalists held a rump convention and chose a 

separate slate of delegates to the national convention in 

Chicago. Two rival delegations, therefore, appeared in 

Chicago in July. Both groups were seated, and the state's 

votes were divided between them. This failure to have a 

unified Texas bloc in favor of Rayburn definitely hurt his 

chances in the event the selection of a running mate was 

made by an open convention.17 The Speaker's brother-in-

law charged that the Regulars, which included some of 

their supposed close friends, had betrayed Rayburn. He 

wrote that he personally felt like "one who had stood 

helplessly by and seen a dagger thrown into the heart of 

Mooney, Roosevelt and Rayburn, p. 197. 

17 
'Margaret Truman, Harry S. Truman (New York: 

William Morrow & Company, Inc., 1973), PP. 169-70. Miss 
Truman maintains that Sam Rayburn was her father's choice 
for vice president. As early as March, Senator Truman 
publicly revealed the Texan as his favorite for the spot 
and repeated the proposal many times, always receiving 
favorable response. Miss Truman writes. 
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his brother."18 

The final factor in thwarting Rayburn's bid for the 

vice presidency was his all-important campaign for re-election 

in the Fourth District. A serious challenge appeared in the 

candidacy of State Senator G, C, Morris of Greenville, In 

addition to Morris, Rayburn's I9I4.2 opponent, George Balch, 

once again offered himself to the electorate, charging that 

Rayburn supported "creeping socialism" and should not be re

warded with a seventeenth term.19 But Morris was the major 

threat. He was young, popular, and had vast financial sup

port. Heavily financed by banking and utility interests 

outside the district, Morris's campaign cost was estimated 

by Rayburn at $200,000, approximately one dollar for every 

inhabitant in the entire district,20 Rayburn thus found it 

necessary to remain at home as the Democratic primary date 

fell on the fourth day of the national convention. He felt 

that he could not afford to leave at such a crucial time,21 

•^^Letter, W, A. Thomas to Rayburn, July 19, 19144, 
Rayburn Paners, The idea that the split delegations from 
Texas to the national convention possibly cost Rayburn the 
vice presidential nomination is expressed also in Green, 
"Far Right Wing in Texas Politics," p, 1̂-9. 

l9Dorough, Mr. Sam, pp. 3514--55. 

20Mooney, Roosevelt and Rayburn, p, 196, 

•̂'•Rayburn hoped until the last to attend the Chi
cago convention and work for the vice presidential nomina
tion. Letter, Rayburn to Eugene E, Cox, July 10, I9I44, 
Rayburn Papers, 
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The campaign against Rayburn in the congressional 

race was well under way before he could leave Washington,22 

One supporter wrote that most of his opposition was among 

farmers who had been told so often they were not getting a 

square deal that some were beginning to believe it. The 

feeling was that the administration had favored labor and 

had let the farmers down. The writer assured Rayburn that 

when he came home and made a few speeches and mixed and 

mingled with the people that he could "straighten most of 

them out,"23 

The civil rights issue received a great deal of at

tention during the campaigning. Since it was an emotional 

issue which might influence many votes in the district, 

Morris attempted to capitalize on it. The Supreme Court 

had recently ruled against the white primary in Texas, and 

Morris inferred that the Court had been forced to rule as 

it did because of legislation passed by Congress.2M- An 

administration policy which had provoked many, especially 

in the South, was the Fair Employment Practices Committee, 

A presidential executive order in 191+1 directed that Negroes 

Morris announced his candidacy on February 11. 
North Texas American (Commerce), February 11, 19l|4. 

^3Letter, Don 0. Davis to Rayburn, June 3, 19144, 
Rayburn Papers. 

^The decision striking down the white primary was 
Smith V. Allwright, 321 U. S, 649 (191+4). 
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be admitted to job training programs, forbade discrimina

tion in work on defense contracts, and established the PEPC 

to investigate charges of discrimination on account of race. 

Since then, the PEPC's role had been strengthened and its 

budget expanded, Rayburn was blamed for not speaking out 

against the agency's appropriation and blocking it.25 

The picture painted of Congressman Rayburn by his 

opponent was of one who had been away from his home district 

so long that he had ceased to represent his constituents' 

interests. He had become an administration tool, a rubber 

stamp for the liberal programs of President Roosevelt. 

And no better tactic could be used than to stir up racial 

prejudice and show Rayburn as out-of-step with southern 

mores.26 Although it is probable that most Negro voters 

did support Rayburn, he made no public overtures for their 

votes.27 His campaign lieutenants, moreover, exerted 

2^Dorough, Mr. Sgim, p. 355* 

A Morris campaign advertisement suggested that 
Rayburn had been away so long that he was "thinking like a 
northerner—appealing to negroes and the CIO." Greenville 
Evening Banner, July 17, 19144• 

27The chairman of the State Political Action Commit
tee wrote that Negro Democrats of the Fourth District were 
supporting Rayburn's candidacy. County, precinct, block, 
and community workers among Negro Democrats had been at work 
for more than three months before the primary. That was be
ing done without any request from Rayburn or any of his cam
paign workers and was being paid for by Negro Democrats. 
There is no reply to this letter in the Rayburn files. Let
ter, W. J. Durham to Rayburn, July 19, 19li4> Rayburn Papers. 
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intense effort to allay the fears of the white voters. 

In defense of Rayburn, A, P. Bolding, in a radio 

address, explained that the Supreme Court's ruling on the 

Texas primary was based on the Fifteenth Amendment to the 

Constitution. And that amendment, everyone knew, was placed 

in the Constitution by the Republicans just after the war 

between the states. At a time, in fact, when many southern

ers, like Congressman Rayburn's father, were returning from 

service in the Confederate army and were disfranchised. To 

say that the ruling resulted from legislation by Congress 

was totally incorrect because there was nothing any con

gressman could do about it. Having disposed of that point, 

the speaker then referred to the PEPC regulations. Those, 

he said, were simply wartime regulations which did not ap

ply to local citizens nor to institutions of any kind ex

cept factories or other agencies in direct war production. 

The fears that the South's segregation laws were being over

ruled were unfounded, he declared. These laws were being 

respected and enforced and were not in conflict with any 

federal government regulation.28 in other words, the voters 

had no cause to worry about Rayburn, He was not committed 

28speech by A. P. Bolding over Radio KRRV, Sher
man, Texas, July l8, I94I4-. Speech Polder No. 6I4., Rayburn 
Papers, Rayburn had expressed the same ideas in a major 
campaign address in Greenville on July 7. He declared that 
what he wanted was for "people who don't understand our ra
cial problems to stay out of the South," Bonham Daily 
Favorite, July 8, 194^. 
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to an enlightened policy on civil rights. 

Rayburn proved to be too entrenched for the young 

man from Greenville to unseat. He received over 22,000 

votes to Morris's 16,705 and Balch's 816.29 He won his 

seventeenth term in the House, but he had been forced to 

conduct one of his most strenuous campaigns. And it did 

keep him from going to the Chicago convention. 

Roosevelt was re-nominated for a fourth term with

out much opposition and, as expected, most of the excitement 

at the convention arose over the question of a running mate. 

Roosevelt had become convinced that Henry Wallace would not 

be acceptable to the Democratic convention. To push force

fully for his re-nomination would jeopardize the party's 

chances in November. Influential party leaders, such as 

Edwin Pauley, Robert Hannegan, and Edward Plynn, were sup

porting the candidacy of Senator Harry Truman of Missouri. 

Other names were frequently mentioned, but always quickly 

dismissed, Alben Barkley was "too old,"30 James F, Byrnes 

was "too conservative" and anathema to labor leaders, while 

William 0. Douglas of the Supreme Court, acceptable to the 

29Dorough, Mr, Sam, p, 355* 

30Barkley, Senate Majority Leader, felt that he had 
been eliminated by FDR from the list of possible candidates 
because of their clash over the 191+4 tax bill. The resultant 
bitterness over that incident had not completely faded by 
convention time, Barkley contended. See Barkley, That Re
minds Me, pp, 169-82, 
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President, had no real support within the party, Sam Ray

burn was a "good, solid man," but he was from the South and 

had no expertise in foreign affairs. The elimination proc

ess thus continued until there was only one--Harry Truman--

in the running. He was acceptable to all factions, and 

Roosevelt decided that he would be the party's choice,31 

Truman reluctantly agreed to be a candidate after 

telephoning both Rayburn and Roosevelt, Rayburn's advice 

to the Missouri Senator was that since the President wanted 

Truman, he too wanted him,32 Truman received the nomina

tion, and Rayburn sent him the following message: 

I would have wired you congratulations but you 
know that can't be done now, I take this first op
portunity to sincerely congratulate you and to say that 
I think you are a fine candidate for us.33 

3-̂ Harry Hopkins felt that Roosevelt had decided on 
Truman long before convention time in 19i+l+. See Sherwood, 
Roosevelt and Hopkins, pp. 881-82. Accounts of the selec
tion of Truman as FDR's running mate may be found in Bert 
Cochran, Harry Truman and the Crisis Presidency (New York: 
Funk and Wagnalls, 1973), PP. 1-21; Jonathan Daniels, "How 
Truman Got to be President," Look, XIV (August, 1950), 
pp. 29-33; and Norman D. Markowitz, The Rise and Fall of 
the People's Century: Henry A, Wallace and American Liber
alism, 191+l-19i+b (New York: The Free Press, 1973), PP- 81-
117. 

32Mooney, Roosevelt and Rayburn, pp. 199-200, Ray
burn' s supporters had been active in trying to win support 
for his candidacy. John McCormack telephoned him, urging 
him to come to Chicago. Rayburn, knowing that his efforts 
would be futile, declined. Oral History Interview with 
John W. McCormpck, July l8, 1969, Rayburn Library. 

33Letter, Rayburn to Harry Truman, July 24, 191+4, 
Rayburn Papers, 



150 

Having won nomination in the Democratic primary; 

Rayburn was assured of victory in the general election in 

November. He worked tirelessly in the intervening months 

for the national ticket and Democratic congressional candi

dates. In Texas he was perplexed at the attitude of state 

officials. He went to Wichita Palls in October for a po

litical rally in which he introduced Oklahoma Governor 

Robert Kerr. Coke Stevenson, Governor of Texas, had been 

asked to appear and make the introduction but he had de

clined, apparently wanting to avoid association with sup

porters of the national Democratic party. Stevenson was 

identified with the Texas Regulars. Rayburn expressed 

this opinion of that group: 

It is about time these Texas office holders, who 
did not have to run this year, and those who ran this 
year came out for the Party which elected them and 
which is going to elect them this year.3^ 

Rayburn repeatedly stated that he was working for 

a Democratic victory so that the President would not be 

handicapped by a Republican House and Senate as Wilson was 

following World War 1,35 The chairman of the Democratic 

State Executive Committee wrote that Rayburn, Wright Patman, 

3^Letter, Rayburn to Robert Lee Bobbitt, October 16, 
191+1+, Rayburn Papers, See also Seth S, McKay, Texas Poli
tics, 1906-191+4 (Lubbock: Texas Tech Press, 1952), p. 1+56. 

3^Letters, Rayburn to J. R, Parten, October 16, 
191+1+; Rayburn to Gus P, Taylor, November 11, 19l|4; and Hay-
burn to Gus M. Hodges, November 11, 191+14-, Rayburn Papers, 
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and Lyndon Johnson were the only congressmen who really got 

out and worked and "you are going to carry with you the 

gratitude of all of us that were in the thick of the 

fight."36 

The efforts paid off. Texas, along with the nation, 

remained in the Democratic column in November, The Roose

velt and Truman ticket received 432 electoral votes to 

Dewey's 99. The Democrats gained twenty-one seats in the 

House and, while losing two seats, still maintained a com

fortable margin in the Senate, Roosevelt would not have to 

face an opposition Congress, 

When the first session of the Seventy-ninth Congress 

convened on January 3, 191+5, Sam Rayburn once again was 

chosen as the Speaker of the House, It was by then a fa

miliar ritual--Rayburn's election followed by a short ac

ceptance speech. He pledged anew to preserve, protect, and 

defend the rights, the privileges, the honor, and the power 

of the House of Representatives, He exclaimed: 

I love this life. It has been my life for nearly 
thirty-two years. Next to home and family and friends, 
it is my love. If any action of mine at any time should 
lower the standards of those who have served here or re
flect in any fashion upon this great institution, I 
would to my dying day hang my head in shame. It is â  
great thing; it is a great honor. Let me repeat, it is 
a great privilege to be elected by a constituency to be 
a Member of the popular branch of the legislative body 
of a great government like yours and mine. As long as 

38Letter, Harry L. Seay to Rayburn, November 16, 
191+1+, Rayburn Papers. 
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people are vigilant to preserve their liberty, there 
will always be a House of Representatives.37 

Rayburn, in anticipation of the end of the war, re

ferred to the necessity of worldwide cooperation to prevent 

the recurrence of such a war. The United States had failed 

to recognize its international responsibilities after the 

first world war, Rayburn declared, as he urged support for 

the "greatest parliament of men and women ever assembled" 

which would be created by the peace-loving nations of the 

world following the present conflict. He asserted: 

Upon the action of these men and women in this 
great parliament will depend the fate of civilization. 
If we do not win that battle as our fighting forces are 
winning the battle now, we shall have failed. We are 
using force now, we are using force to the limit. Some 
people may be content. I am not, when I talk or think 
about what we should do after this war is over. We are 
using force now, let me repeat, and if it is necessary 
to preserve the peace of the world, and never let man 
witness the carnage and the death that we witness to
day, I am willing to join with the democracies of the 
earth and other peace-loving people and use all the 
force that is necessary to bring about an ordered 
world.38 

Speaker Rayburn thus expressed his intense desire 

for cooperation in a postwar international peace-keeping 

organization. As a congressional leader in the years fol

lowing the war, Rayburn's role was consistently to support 

the administration's initiatives in foreign policy matters. 

3'^Congressional Record, 79th Cong,, 1st Sess,, Vol. 
XCI, Part 1, January 3, 191+5, PP. 8-9. 

^ Ibid., p. 9. 
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He was not only in full accord with the formation of the 

United Nations but also in favor of the various programs of 

relief and aid for foreign nations in the ensuing years. 

While domestic programs often foundered in Congress, with 

Rayburn unable or unwilling to effect their adoption, his 

support for the administration's foreign policies was both 

influential and consistent. He, above all, did not want 

the United States to assume a position of complacent iso

lationism, and in the postwar era, Rayburn worked arduously 

to prevent such a course of action. 

As the first session of the Seventy-ninth Congress 

began, the Speaker demonstrated an aspect of his leadership 

ability in the House when a controversy arose over the ap

pointment of Vito Marcantonio, of the American Labor party, 

to the Interstate and Foreign Commerce Committee, Some 

House conservatives, led by Democrat Lyle Boren of Okla

homa, threatened a fight against the appointment, Boren 

had led an effort two years earlier, successfully blocking 

Marcantonio's appointment to the Judiciary Committee, The 

Oklahoman's charge was that Marcantonio had been against 

the American war effort prior to Russia's entry into the 

war. 

Rayburn came to the congressman's defense. He first 

pointed out that for twenty years it had been customary for 

the majority party to assign members of minority parties, 

such as the American Laborite, to committee seats. Then, 
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on behalf of Marcantonio personally, Rayburn declared that 

he could not question the patriotism of any elected member 

of the House. If any member felt otherwise, Rayburn con

tinued as he looked directly at Boren, he should stand up 

and demand that the member so charged be expelled. Boren 

remained silent and seated; Marcantonio was named to the 

committee.39 

By April, the President's health was one of the main 

topics of conversation and speculation in Washing ton, 1̂-0 At 

dinner with friends on Wednesday, April 11, Speaker Rayburn 

referred to the President's poor health. The nation was in 

for a great tragedy and, he felt, it was coming very soon. 

Roosevelt was not a well man, Rayburn continued, ajid he did 

not think the President "would be with us much longer." 

Then, after a long, reflective pause, Rayburn said, "I 

think I'll have a talk with Harry tomorrow. He's got to 

be prepared to carry a tremendous burden. He's got to get 

himself ready for this."l4-l 

•^Austin American, January 21, 191+5. 

^^Roosevelt had met with British Prime Minister 
Winston Churchill and Soviet Premier Joseph Stalin at Yalta 
in February, 19l|.5. He delivered a report to Congress on the 
historic conference on March 2, In late March, an exhausted 
and weary President Roosevelt left Washington for a vacation 
at Warm Springs, Georgia, Sherwood, Roosevelt and Hopkins, 
pp. 875-80, and Mooney, Roosevelt and Rayburn, pp, 211-12. 

kl Quoted in Dorough, Mr, Sam, p, 363. 
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The next afternoon the Vice President was invited 

to join Rayburn and several others in the Speaker's office 

for "a little meeting." Truman accepted the invitation 

and, after the Senate adjourned for the day, started for the 

Rayburn office. When he arrived he was informed that Stephen 

Early had phoned from the White House, requesting that Tru

man return the call as quickly as possible. He called, 

spoke briefly with Mr, Early, and immediately left for the 

White House without revealing Early's message.^2 

Within a few minutes the news v/as out. President 

Roosevelt was dead, William S, White, newspaper columnist, 

was one of those present in Sam Rayburn's office that af

ternoon, and he later described Rayburn on that occasion: 

His heavy and very nearly immobile face was still 
in the shadows and the only movements upon it were the 
small and barely visible traces of the tears. He swept 
them away roughly. Por a long time no one said any
thing at all. Then Mr. Rayburn hunched his shoulders 
and, looking out unseeingly into the dusk, he spoke 
slovily in short, hard phrases as though talking to 
himself. 

There, before friends, , . .Mr. Rayburn took an 
oath for the future. Its substance was that Sam Ray-
burn--Southern Democrat and all--had followed Franklin 
Roosevelt in life, and that Sam Rayburn would follow 
Franklin Roosevelt in death.43 

Harry Truman was sworn in as President later that 

afternoon. Rayburn was called to the White House to witness 

^2Harry S. Truman, Memoirs, Vol. I: Year of De
cisions, 191+5 (New York: New American Library, 19551, P* 11+ 

^3william S. White, "Sam Rayburn--The Untalkative 
Speaker," New York Times Magazine, February 27, 191+9, p. 10, 
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the ceremony. Assuming office at one of the most crucial 

times in United States history, Truman faced the unsolved 

problems troubling Roosevelt at the time of his death. Al

lied victory had not yet come in Europe or Asia, and rela

tions with the Soviet Union were strained as the organiza

tional meeting for the United Nations fast approached, 

Harry Truman, totally unprepared at the time for such awe

some burdens, pledged to carry out Roosevelt's policies and 

asked all officials to remain in their places,!^ 

In Speaker Rayburn, President Truman had both a 

close personal friend and loyal supporter, Rayburn's state

ment to the press expressed his shock on hearing of Roose

velt's death. He referred to the former President as "one 

of the great leaders of all time," stating that the Ameri

can nation had been well led in every crisis. Ending his 

statement, Rayburn declared, "In Harry Truman we have a 

leader in whom I have complete confidence. "1̂-5 A few months 

later, Rayburn wrote to one of his staunch supporters in 

the Fourth District: 

I think Harry Truman is making a fine start and 
with proper counsel and advice I think he is going to 
make a good sound President of the United States. He 
is honest and intelligent and is a patriot.4-6 

^^ruman. Memoirs, I, p. 19. 

^^New York Times, April 13, 191+5, P. 1̂--

^^Letter, Rayburn to Edward P. Mangum, August 8, 
191+5, Rayburn Papers. 
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Rayburn went to the White House three days after 

Truman assumed the presidency to offer advice, to talk about 

some of the hazards Truman faced as President, The biggest 

problem in the White House Rayburn described this way; 

You have a lot of people around you here. Some of 
them are going to be men of outstanding ability and 
character, and some of them are not going to have too 
much ability. That is natural when you have a big 
group around you. And some of them are not going to 
be able to stand up and battle it out with men of more 
ability than they've got, and they are going to try to 
do to you x̂ hat they have tried to do to every President 
since I have been here. They are going to try to build 
a fence around you and in building that fence around 
you they will be keeping the very people away from see
ing you that you should see. That is my first bit of 
advice.H-' 

Another type of hazard to avoid, Rayburn said, was 

the "special interest fellow and the sycophant," Like the 

emperor of old, kneeling in the snow in order to see the 

Pope, the special interest man would wait for a month to 

see the President, Then, he would come in "sliding on his 

vest and, sycophantic, will say you are the greatest man 

that ever lived in order to make time with you . . ."^ 

The points the Speaker made were valid, but Truman, no new

comer to politics, was already aware of those particular 

hazards. 

On April 16, President Truman addressed, for the 

first time, a joint session of Congress. Rayburn appointed 

^Quoted in Dorough, Mr. Sam, p. 367. 

^^Ibid., pp. 367-68. 
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a delegation from the House to greet Truman, and a similar 

group was appointed by the presiding officer of the Senate. 

The President waited in the Speaker's office for over thirty 

minutes before entering the House chamber. On entering, he 

walked down the aisle, mounted the Speaker's rostrum, and 

when the applause subsided he started to speak. At that 

point, Rayburn leaned over and whispered, "Just a moment; 

let me present you, will you, Harry?" Rayburn then intro

duced the President, and Truman delivered his speech.^9 

The radio microphones were on, and the Speaker's 

comment was broadcast nationwide. Several persons wrote to 

Rayburn, declaring that his remark was one of the highlights 

of the address, A Connecticut correspondent said he felt 

the incident was "indicative of the close relationship that 

existed between the Speaker and the Chief Executive,"50 

Rayburn replied: 

A real close relationship has existed between me 
and President Truman practically ever since he came to 
Washington as a Senator, He is a fine man and I think 
he will make us a real President because we all want 
him to and arê ĝoing to get behind him and help him 
to do the job.51 

^^New York Times, April 17, 1945, PP. 1, 12. See 
also Truman, Memoirs, I, pp, 51+"55. 

^^Letter, James A. Shanley to Rayburn, April 23, 
191+5, Rayburn Papers, 

^•^Letter, Rayburn to James A, Shanley, April 25, 
191+5, Rayburn Papers, 
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The actual working relationship between the Presi

dent and the Speaker which evolved after Truman assumed the 

presidency has been described by Truman aides, Truman had 

great respect for Rayburn's position and influence in the 

House and worked closely with him. According to Truman 

aide Joseph G, Peeney: 

Sara Rayburn was not only Speaker, but he was 
director-in-chief of the House, He would decide what 
bills were going to go through and what were not go
ing to go through. He ran the House with an iron 
hand. It was a very unusual situation and it v/ill 
probably never happen again. But most House members 
were not even able to talk with Sam Rayburn. He only 
saw the people he wanted to see. And he had a few key 
people--most of them chairmen--who would be admitted 
to the throne. So for legislative purposes, Mr. Truman 
would send for Mr. Rayburn, and they were both very 
friendly, and they'd go over the bills that were to go 
through and those that would be sidetracked.52 

Peeney contended, furthermore, that "all House mem

bers knew that whatever Mr. Rayburn decided, that was it, 

and anyone who disagreed with him didn't last long."53 An

other Truman aide, John E, Barriere, agreed with the Peeney 

analysis of liaison between the President and the House. He 

asserted that there had been no "organized, sophisticated 

type of liaison" such as that carried on by Lawrence P. 

O'Brien under Presidents Kennedy and Johnson in the 1960's. 

"Everything was sort of done on an ad hoc basis," Barriere 

^Transcript, Joseph G, Peeney Oral History Inter
view, September 20, 1966, p, 53, Truman Library, 

^^Ibid., p. 51+. 
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recalled, with the lining up of votes for the passage of a 

measure "pretty much left up to Sam Rayburn, "51+ 

The relationship thus described took several years 

to evolve. The pressing problems arising from the termina

tion of the war were of immediate concern to both the new 

President and Speaker Rayburn in 191+5* The war in Europe 

ended on May 8, 19l|.5., with Germany's unconditional surrender 

to the Allies, Rayburn, in paying tribute to all who had 

helped bring about victory, declared that it should be not 

only a day of celebration but also one of dedication to 

liberty and victory. The nation's goal was now victory 

over the Japanese to bring peace in that quarter of the 

world,53 ^g ^Q ^Y^Q î ind of settlement that should be made 

with Germany, Rayburn vowed that it should be "a stiff 

peace." The Germans must be kept under control so that 

they "cannot disturb the peace of the world again by bring

ing about another world war."5o 

With the end of war in Europe, Rayburn's problems 

multiplied in the House. Important bills were pending, but 

many members were contemplating tours of war areas. Two 

^^ranscript, John E. Barriere Oral History Inter
view, December 20, 1966, pp. 16-17, Truman Library. 

^^Congressional Record, 79th Cong., 1st Sess., Vol. 
XCI, Part i+. May b, 191+5, p. 1+301+. 

^^Letter, Rayburn to P. J. Rubino, May 28, 191+5, 
Rayburn Papers, 
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separate groups planned to conduct immediate investigations 

of battle areas until the Speaker intervened. He let it be 

known that all trips should be postponed until vital bills 

were enacted. He specifically referred to the measure ex

tending the Reciprocal Trade Agreements Act and the Bretton 

Woods international monetary agreement.57 The trips were 

postponed, and the measures were enacted. 

Rayburn led the fight in the House on both bills. 

President Truman requested that the authority then contained 

in the trade agreements bill be kept. The original law had 

been enacted in 1931+, giving the President power to adjust 

tariff rates without requiring congressional approval. The 

tariff issue was thus freed from much of its traditional 

political divisiveness. Truman, as a Senator had supported 

the measure, and as President, referring to it as of ex

treme importance to the success of the administration, 

called for its extension.58 Rayburn exerted great influ

ence and was successful in blocking proposed curbs on the 

bill. 

The Bretton Woods measure created a multi-billion 

dollar International Monetary Fund for currency stabiliza

tion and expansion of world trade. Following its passage. 

'̂̂ New York Times, May 21;, 191+5, PP. 1, 10. 

^ Ibid., May 27, 1945, P. L See also Truman, 
Memoirs, I, p, 175* 
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Secretary of the Treasury Morgenthau wrote: 

The House vote on the Bretton VJoods bill is a great 
victory for the cause of international cooperation. I 
believe that it will do a great deal to facilitate 
America's participation in all of the pending proposals 
to establish a peaceful and prosperous world. 

I am extremely gratified to you for all the v/ork 
that you have done to achieve this result which is the 
source of great personal satisfaction to me.59 

Extensive Democratic absenteeism continued to plague 

Rayburn in his attempts to secure passage of administration 

bills. The Office of Price Administration had authority to 

control prices only through June 30, 1945, and a measure 

providing a one-year extension was proposed in early June. 

Serious efforts were made to limit price control authority, 

as opponents offered various amendments to the bill. The 

major maneuver in the House was an attempt to change the 

requested extension to only six months. Rayburn, during 

the House deliberation on the bill, strongly urged extend

ing the OPA's authority for one year. Expressing amazement 

that such weakening amendments could have been offered, Ray

burn declared, "Killing OPA by little, friendly, innocent 

amendments is just as bad on the public as killing it in 

any other way," In referring to the problem of absenteeism, 

the Speaker announced that no House committees would be 

expected to meet at any time while the OPA bill was on the 

^^Letter, Henry Morgenthau, Jr., to Rayburn, 
June 8, 191+5, Rayburn Papers. 
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floor.^0 Rayburn's efforts were successful; the one-year 

extension was approved. 

When Truman became President in April, the vice 

presidency, of course, became vacant. According to exist

ing law. Cabinet members, beginning with the Secretary of 

State, were next in the line of succession. That procedure 

was unacceptable to Truman. In a request sent to both 

houses of Congress in June, he recommended that the Speaker 

of the House, then the President pro tempore of the Senate, 

followed by Cabinet officials, be the new order of succes

sion. 61 The Speaker and his counterpart in the Senate, 

Truman reasoned, were elected officials in positions of 

trust and authority, whereas Cabinet members were appointees 

of the President. Some had never run for an elective office, 

Por such individuals to be next in line for the presidency, 

Truman maintained, was a weakness, an undemocratic aspect, 

in the system. The measure passed the House within a few 

days and, after a lengthy delay, was approved by the Sen

ate. It was signed into law by Truman in 191+7.̂ 2 By that 

time, however, the Republicans controlled the House, and 

Joseph Martin of Massachusetts was Speaker. 

^^New York Times, June 23, 191+5, PP. 1, ^k-

^•^Ib id . , June 20, 191+5, P. 1 . 

AP 
""^Truman, Memoirs, I , p p . 536-37 . See a l s o Dorough, Mr. Sam, pp . 370-7T7 
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The question of House adjournment received consider

able attention by July, 19l|-5. Rayburn resisted the efforts 

being made for an early adjournment because the Senate was 

debating the charter of the United Nations drawn up in San 

Francisco. Although that was a measure to be approved or 

rejected by the Senate only, the Speaker believed that the 

congressmen should not be "back home" while the Senate con

sidered the important matter. He declared that the House 

would remain in session simply to sustain morally the Senate 

in its deliberations on the "great instrument that President 

Truman is bringing from San Francisco.""3 

Congress did recess in August, however, and Rayburn 

was able to go to Bonham for a much-needed rest, ^^ile he 

was there, the war against Japan came to an end, after the 

dropping of atomic bombs on Hiroshima and Nagasaki. Imme

diately following the August 5 bombing of Hiroshima, the 

Soviet Union honored its earlier pledge to enter the war 

against Japan. At that time, Rayburn issued a statement to 

the press from Bonham, saying that he saw no need for call

ing Congress back into session as a result of Russia's en

try into the war. He referred to the events as the end of 

the war with Japan because no nation could stand up to the 

atomic bomb and the Russians.^^ After the attack on the 

^3New York Times, July 2, 191+5, P. 28. 

^^Ibid., August 10, 1945, p. 10. 
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city of Nagasaki a few days later, the Japanese sued for 

peace, and the articles of surrender were signed on Septem

ber 1, 19l|-5. 

Rayburn had been involved in getting the necessary 

authorization for funds for the atomic project during the 

war and had helped to provide the necessary secrecy for the 

project, John McCormack recalled that there was a meeting 

of House officials with administration leaders over a year 

before the end of the war. Included in the meeting with 

President Roosevelt, General George C. Marshall, Secretary 

of War Henry Stimson, and Dr, Vannevar Bush were Speaker 

Rayburn, Republican leader Joseph Martin, and McCormack, 

A large sum of money was needed for the project, but the 

purpose of the huge appropriation could not be revealed pub

licly. The German government was working on a similar proj

ect, and utmost secrecy was required. The amount discussed 

was approximately two billion dollars for the next two 

years,65 The House leaders were convinced. Rayburn re

ceived Appropriations Committee and House approval with 

only minimal discussion, explaining in confidence that the 

money was necessary and would result in the saving of many 

American lives.^^ 

^^Oral History Interview with John W. McCormack, 
July 18, 1969, Rayburn Library. 

Dorough, Mr. Sam, p, 372 
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As the war ended, the issue of demobilization as

sumed great importance. Those in the armed forces wanted 

immediate release, and they and their families clearly made 

their desires known. Pressures intensified on the govern

ment to bring about rapid demobilization. Rayburn had sup

ported earlier the plan put forward by the War Department 

for an orderly demobilization based on an evaluation of the 

service of each individual.^' Now he had to reassess his 

position on the subject. 

After Japan's surrender, Rayburn announced that he 

agreed fully with President Truman's position. The Presi

dent, he explained, was in favor of getting as many dis

charged from the army as was possible at the earliest pos

sible date.^ Rayburn assured his brother-in-law that he 

was doing his best to get every eligible man out of the army 

and navy at the earliest possible moment,69 Later, when 

world tensions increased, Rayburn came to feel that rapid 

demobilization had been a grave error. At the time, how

ever, it seemed to be the only course to follow. 

67 
Congressional Record, 79th Cong,, 1st Sess,, Vol, 

XCI, Part i+. May 1/+, 191+5, p. 1+51+8. 

Letter, Rayburn to Joe C, Humphrey, September 10, 
191+5, Rayburn Papers. 

Letter, Rayburn to W, A. Thomas, October 3, 191+5, 
Rayburn Papers. 
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With the end of the war came the demand for a con

gressional investigation into the Pearl Harbor disaster of 

I9I4.I. Many were clamoring for the probe in order to assess 

blame for America's lack of preparedness for the attack. 

Rayburn personally opposed the idea of an investigation, 

wishing that "we could forget about Pearl Harbor, but we 

can't."'̂ 0 Rayburn's dissatisfaction with the number of 

congressional investigations being authorized in 191+5 was 

already widely known.'1 

The Speaker's opposition notwithstanding, the Pearl 

Harbor investigation was authorized in September, When 

House Republicans attempted to circumscribe the Speaker's 

power to appoint the members to the special committee, Ray

burn was successful in getting all restrictive amendments 

voted down,"̂ 2 His irritation showed during the debate when 

he declared: 

We might just as well settle this question now as 
later, as to who is going to be Speaker and who is going 
to name committees, I have never named a committee 

'̂ N̂ew York Times, September 6, 191+5, P* L 

'In the first months of the session over forty in
quiries were proposed in the House, and many were approved. 
Ibid., April 22, 19i|-5, Sec. 1+, p. 10. 

'̂ 2The committee was made up of five members from 
each house with the Democrats having majority representation 
from each. To Republican suggestions that they be allowed 
equal representation on the committee, Rayburn declared 
such an arrangement to be "out of the question." Ibid., 
September 11, 19lj.5, P. 6. 
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without consulting the minority leader about the mi
nority membership; but if resolutions are going to be 
passed in this House when investigations come up, and 
if the Speaker is going to be told whom to appoint, 
then the Speaker is going to avoid any responsibility 
about the appointment of investigating committees ."73 

Rayburn believed that the Pearl Harbor investiga

tion was supported primarily by the Republicans, with help 

from anti-Roosevelt Democrats, and was intended to discredit 

191+1 government leaders. He felt that those persons most 

opposed to the preparedness measures sought by President 

Roosevelt were now trying to blame the administration for 

the disaster. As Speaker of the House, Rayburn viewed the 

probe as an attempt to cast doubt on his own role. 

In January, 191+6, after hearings had been in prog

ress for two months, Rayburn declared that the investiga

tion had brought out few, if any, facts not already known 

to the War and Navy Departments and to the people in gen

eral. He opposed extending the investigation, declaring 

that there was nothing to be gained by prolonging it. The 

investigation would not bring back a single man who had died 

there. The main effect of the committee's work, he main

tained, was "to bring about more bickering, more hate and 

less Christian spirit, "'714-

^-^Congressional Record, 79th Cong., 1st Sess., Vol. 
XCI, Part 7, September 11, 191+5, P. 8509. 

'^^Letter, Rayburn to Joseph I, Patterson, Janu
ary 28, I9I1-6, Rayburn Papers, 
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Rayburn was diligent in establishing and maintain

ing an influential position in recommending persons for 

appointment by President Truman. The President decided, in 

May, I9I+5, to name a new Attorney General, replacing Fran

cis Biddle. His choice was Tom C. Clark, a Texan then head

ing the Criminal Division in the Justice Department, On 

learning of Clark's appointment, Biddle was reportedly 

aghast. He felt that Clark had been promoted less because 

of his legal talents than because of the insistent pressures 

of the powerful Texas bloc in Congress led by Speaker Ray

burn and Senator Connally,'5 Rayburn acknowledged that he 

had worked for the designation of Clark as Attorney General, 

"I recommended him good and strong, I know that," he de

clared.''̂ " 

In another incident Rayburn's advice did not pre

vail. He was, in fact, not even consulted on the matter, 

an appointment for the chief of the American section of the 

Anglo-American Palestine Commission, Secretary of State 

Byrnes telephoned Jesse Jones, former Secretary of Commerce, 

^^Cabell Phillips, The Truman Presidency; The His
tory of a Triumphant Succession (New York: The Macmillan 
Company, 1966), p, 11(.6, According to Truman, Biddle had 
been a "good Attorney General" who was dissatisfied, how
ever, with the new President because he felt he was not as 
liberal as Roosevelt, Biddle recommended Tom Clark as his 
replacement, Truman contended. See Truman, Memoirs, I, 
pp. 360-61. 

"''̂ Letter, Rayburn to Houston Harte, June 11, 191+5, 
Rayburn Papers. 
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and asked for a recommendation. Jones suggested one of his 

Republican friends from Texas, Judge Joseph C. Hutcheson, a 

Herbert Hoover appointee to the federal circuit court in 

Houston, Byrnes accepted the recommendation, and Hutcheson 

received the post. 

When the appointment was announced, Texas Democrats 

were furious, with Sam Rayburn described as the "hottest of 

them all," He went immediately to the White House to regis

ter his protest. Confronting the President, Rayburn de

manded, "Don't you think you can call the Speaker of the 

House of Representatives when you've got an appointment to 

make from Texas? I think we've got a right to be consulted, 

haven't we?" Truman was surprised at the outburst, and^he 

apologized to the Speaker for the oversight. He blamed the 

Secretary of State, saying that he thought Byrnes had 

cleared the matter with Rayburn and Senator Connally. Tru-

77 man assured the Speaker that it would not happen again. 

When a vacancy occurred on the Supreme Court in the 

summer of 19l;5, Rayburn did not try to influence the naming 

of a new Justice. Several friends urged the Speaker to sup

port the appointment of certain Democrats, but to no avail. 

He believed Truman would name a Republican to the position 

and, since there were seven Democrats and only one Republi

can then on the Court, Rayburn felt any other action would 

'̂ 'Austin American, December 30, 19l|.5. 
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be unwise,"78 He did not p ress for a Democrat appointee to 

the Court, t h e r e f o r e , because he r e a l i z e d i t would be of 

no value. 

Rayburn's influence was demonstrated in a tangible 

way for his home district in 191+5 when authorization was 

made for the establishment of a veterans hospital in Bonham, 

The Speaker was responsible for the Bonham site's inclusion 

on the list, and he appealed directly to President Truman 

for his approval, "This is my home town," Rayburn informed 

the President, as he pleaded: 

I do trust that when it reaches your desk you may 
approve it. This is a spot on the earth where we have 
fine, clean people and good climate. It will be a good 
place for the old fellows to rest,'''9 

The Seventy-ninth Congress did not convene for its 

second session until January 11+, 191+6, giving the congress

men an extended holiday recess, which Rayburn used to ex

press his concern with current international problems. In 

a series of speeches he called for cooperation with "other 

good people" of the world to provide enlightened control 

over "the force of atomic energy."80 Referring to the in

anity of talk of war with Russia, Rayburn discounted the 

'^^Letters, Rayburn to Roy C. Scott, July 2k, 191+5; 
Rayburn to James A, Shanley, August 9, 191+5, Rayburn Papers 

"^^Letter, Rayburn to Harry S. Truman, July 2l+, 
I9I4.5, Official Pile, Folder 6-B, Truman Library, 

80 Port Worth Star Telegram, January 5, 191+6, 
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likelihood. Although he was opposed to the type of govern

ment currently in the Soviet Union, Rayburn felt that Sta

linist communism was better for the common man there than 

the czarist regimes had been in the past.8l 

Rayburn's major concern in international affairs at 

the time was approval of a proposed loan to Great Britain. 

He felt that continued close relations between the United 

States and Great Britain were essential in the postwar 

era.82 The British request for financial aid had been under 

consideration for months, and President Truman, on Janu

ary 30, 191+6, urged Congress to approve the loan,83 it was 

July, however, before the measure reached the floor of the 

House, Rayburn made a lengthy appeal for its adoption. 

81 

82 

Dorough, Mr, Sam, pp, 379-80, 

"Rayburn had consistently anticipated and supported 
an active role for the United States in international af
fairs following the war. In 191+1+ ̂ e indicated this support 
when he asserted that the nation could not isolate itself 
from the rest of the world and that "I will do everything I 
can to help see that the United States does a man's part in 
the world's great work of peace," Letter, Rayburn to 
Richard S, Klein, May 23, 19l|4, Rayburn Papers. In June 
Rayburn expressed the same point of view in a speech before 
the Foreign Policy Association of New York City. "I be
lieve that no one would deny that we must assist in reha
bilitating the occupied countries, feed and clothe those 
impoverished by war, and assist those countries to begin 
a normal operation of their economy," he declared. Speech 
reprinted in Congressional Record, 78th Cong., 2nd Sess., 
Vol, XC, Part 10, June I3, 191+lj-, pp. A2979-80. 

ft o 
•^See Truman, Memoirs, I , p p . 526-29 . 
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The Speaker contended that it would be "a great 

tragedy" if the loan were not approved. He objected to the 

tactic of adding amendments to the bill before the House. 

"If we are going to kill this resolution, let us do it di

rectly by voting it down," he said, "and not by killing it 

off with amendments or motions to recommit." He continued: 

World leadership is offered us today. The world 
around, good people want the United States of America, 
this great democracy, to lead. Will we seize that lead
ership, or will we allow someone else to seize it? If 
we are not allied with the great British democracy, I 
fear somebody else will be, and God pity us when we have 
no ally across the Atlantic Ocean, and God pity them, 
too. 

America has the challenge, she has the ability, and 
I know the patriotism to listen to the voices throughout 
the world, those inarticulate longings of people, hope
ful and hopeless, looking to us. Will we lead? I speak 
not because I love or hate some other country in the 
world; I speak because I love America and hate nobody.ol+ 

The House responded by approving the loan, and the bill was 

signed by the President on July 15, 191+6.̂ 5 

Domestic issues consumed much of Rayburn's time in 

191+6. Farm matters, as usual, were extremely important to 

many of Rayburn's constituents. Farmers were concerned 

about current proposals to extend wage and hour controls to 

"^Congressional Record, 79th Cong,, 2nd Sess,, Vol, 
XCII, Part 7, July 13, 191+6, p, 8915. 

^^Truman felt that the loan served American inter
ests "by helping to restore world trade" and enabling "Great 
Britain to cooperate in creating a pattern of mutually bene
ficial economic relations among the nations of the world." 
Truman, Memoirs, I, p. 529. 
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the farms and to place price ceilings on agricultural prod

ucts. It was commonly believed that extending wage and hour 

regulations to agriculture would seriously handicap produc

tion.^^ 

The Texas Fourth District produced a great deal of 

cotton, and the farmers were especially concerned about 

price controls anticipated for the I9I4-6 crop. To one dis

gruntled farmer, Rayburn said that everything the farmer had 

to sell was at a reasonable price. If labor prices could be 

kept where they were, he continued, the farming community 

would be in "pretty good shape." NAs far as the main crop 

was concerned, Rayburn promised, "I am doing what I can to 

prevent placing a ceiling on cotton.""7 

When one farmer informed Rayburn that President Tru

man had said that cotton was too high, Rayburn replied that 

he did not agree with the President. Since costs for the 

farmers were rising, it was only natural that the farmers' 

income, through price increases, should also go up. Men

tioning his personal interest in the farm situation and ex

pressing his deep concern, Rayburn continued: 

I think in this Congress there are enough friends 
of the farmer to hold the line and see that the gains 
that the farmer made in the last several years are not 

^^Telegram, C, H. Beseda, J, Umphress, J, B. Moore, 
and Henry Hynds to Rayburn, March 21, 191+6, Rayburn Papers, 

^"^Letter, Rayburn to R. K. Hill, January 28, 191+6, 
Rayburn Papers. 
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taken away from him. If I were not interested in the 
farmer from his standpoint alone, I would be from a 
selfish standpoint because all the property I own is 
land and the things I grow out of the land and on the 
land. Of course, as you know, I realize that cotton 
presents one of the poorest prospects of any agriculture 
production. Competition from Brazil and other countries 
that are raising cotton and competition from things be
ing made now that are a substitute for cotton make, let 
me repeat, a serious problem for our cotton people. It 
must be worked out some way so that we in this country 
can raise a reasonable amount of cotton at a profitable 
price,88 

Rayburn, therefore, found himself in a difficult 

position when the question of extending price control au

thority arose in 1946. President Truman requested that the 

authority be retained with another one-year extension for 

the Office of Price Administration,^9 Rayburn realized that 

keeping the price control agency in operation would be the 

most effective means of preventing inflation, yet such con

trols were highly unpopular with his constituents. He had 

played a major role in securing enactment of the extension 

in 191+5, but, at that time, the war had not ended, V/ith 

peace came demands for the abandonment of wartime controls, 

Rayburn could not save the administration bill. It is 

doubtful, in fact, that he tried to exert much ̂ influence on 

its behalf. Speaking in the House in May, Rayburn declared 

DO 

"Letter, Rayburn to J, W, McKee, February 22, 
191+6, Rayburn Papers. 

89 
For a discussion of the controversy over price 

controls for agriculture, see Matusow, Farm Policies and 
Politics, pp. 38-62. 
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that he thought price controls on cattle should be removed. 

He did, however, urge the House to approve the requested ex

tension without crippling amendments,90 Apparently some 

amendments, such as exemption of cattle from control, would 

not in Rayburn's view cripple the measure. 

In late June an amended and weakened bill, extending 

price controls for another year, was passed and sent to the 

President, Rayburn and other congressional leaders urged 

Truman to sign it since they felt it would be impossible to 

get a stronger bill,^-^ Ignoring their advice, the President 

vetoed the measure, thereby ending price controls in the 

United States,92 

With the end of controls came spectacular increases 

in prices. Congress enacted a new price control bill, and 

^^Congressional Record, 79th Cong,, 2nd Sess., Vol. 
XCII, Part 4, May 3, 1914-6, p, i+i+l8. 

^Chester Bowles, former Price Administrator and 
head of the Office of Economic Stabilization, opposed the 
191+6 measure and recommended that Truman veto it. Bowles 
acknowledged Rayburn's past role in the fight against in
flation, however, when he wrote: "I did want you to know 
how much I appreciated the support that you have given the 
stabilization program. It's been a long, tough, difficult 
period for all of us. And if it hadn't been for a few 
people like yourself, we would have been in hot water long 
ago," Letter, Chester Bowles to Rayburn, July 2, 191+6, 
Rayburn Papers, 

^%ew York Times, June 30, 191+6, p, 1. Truman ex
plained that he vetoed the measure because "it was not a 
choice between continued price stability and inflation, but 
a choice between inflation with a statute and inflation 
without one," Truman, Memoirs, I, p, 539. 



177 

Truman signed it on July 25. By that time, however, infla

tion was out-of-hand, and the measure had glaring deficien

cies and peculiarities.93 High prices and scarcity of meat 

at the market counter only added to the Democrats' problems 

as the 191+6 elections approached. Following the Democrats' 

defeat in November, President Truman announced an end of all 

wage and most price controls,91+ Inflation, therefore, con

tinued unabated. 

Providing conveniences for those living in rural 

areas was a career-long goal of Sam Rayburn, and in 191+6, 

he worked on behalf of two of his favorite projects, farm-

to-market roads and rural electrification.95 in February 

a new road bill was approved by the House. Rayburn insisted 

•Matusow, Farm Policies and Politics, pp. 56-61. 

oil 

^See Public Papers of the Presidents: Harry S. 
Truman, I9I1.6 (Washington, D, C, : Government Printing Of-
rice, 1962), pp. 475-77. 

95 
'^Congressman Wright Patman, Texas Democrat, has re

called the Speaker's early interest in federal aid for all-
weather roads. He was in Rayburn's office, Patman stated, 
in 1941+ when the chairman of the House committee dealing with 
roads and highways came in to ask the Speaker to allow him 
to take up the highways bill. Rayburn asked the congressman 
how much there was in the bill for country roads. None 
specifically so designated was the reply, although it was 
expected that part of the authorized funds would be spent on 
secondary roads, Rayburn countered with a suggestion that 
the committee agree to an amendment earmarking thirty per 
cent of the funds for farm-to-market roads. The chairman 
agreed, the committee adopted the amendment, and the bill 
was soon taken up and passed by the House, The Leadership 
of Speaker Sam Rayburn (Washington, D, C : Government Printing Office, 1961), p, 35, , 1 
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that a certain percentage of the authorized funds be ear

marked for rural areas, and such a clause was included in 

the bill. He believed farm-to-market roads to be one of the 

greatest programs ever inaugurated, and he asserted that it 

was his goal that eventually every farm house in the nation 

would be located on an all-weather road.96 

Rayburn's interest in the rural electrification 

program dated back to the 1930's when the Rural Electrifi

cation Administration was first established.^' He pointed 

with pride to his early efforts, boasting that he had "car

ried the rural electrification program through the House 

in I93I+." In I9I+6 many utility company officials pre

pared to lobby against proposed appropriations for the ex

pansion of public power projects. The controversy was 

described by opponents of public power as "a showdown that 

may determine whether public power can be reined up short 

of complete nationalization of the power industry."99 Ray

burn became actively involved in the House debates on the 

96LQ^ter, Rayburn to Prank McCollum, February 19, 
19l;6, Rayburn Papers. 

^'See Deward C, Brown, "Rural Electrification in the 
South, 1920-1955" (unpublished Ph.D. dissertation, Univer
sity of California at Los Angeles, 1970). 

^Congressional Record, 79th Cong,, 2nd Sess,, Vol, 
XCII, Part 2, March 11, 191+6, p. 2115. 

99 
Business Week, March 16, 19l|-6, p. 15. 
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subject. 

Believing that utility lobbyists were exerting tre

mendous pressure on the subcommittee considering appropria

tions for public power projects, Rayburn promised to fight 

the lobbyists as he had in the past.-̂ 00 j ^ May, when the 

recommendations were presented to the House, Rayburn was 

dismayed. Whereas the budget estimate for the Southwestern 

Power Administration was $23,000,000, the committee proposed 

authorization of only $3,198,000, Rayburn offered an amend

ment raising the amount to $7,500,000, which was still less 

than one-third the budget estimate. He argued that his pro

posal was necessary to enable the Southwestern Power Admin

istration to connect by transmission line three government-

owned dams, "What we are seeking to do by this amendment is 

not to parallel anybody's lines, not to put anybody out of 

business, but simply to tie this government property to

gether," he explained,-^01 The Rayburn amendment was adopted 

by the House, 

Labor problems loomed large on the domestic scene 

in 191+6. Following V-J Day, serious controversies over wage 

increases for labor resulted in an alarming number of 

strikes. Public opinion was greatly weighted acainst the 

^^^Congressional Record, 79th Cong., 2nd Sess., Vol. 
XCII, Part 2, March 11, 191+6, p, 2115. See also Business 
Week, March 16, 191+6, pp. 15-17. 

•̂ •̂̂ Congressional Record, 79th Cong,, 2nd Sess., Vol. 
XCII, Part 1+, May 16, 191+6, pp. 5131-32. 
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strikers, and Senators and Representatives were quickly ap

prised of that fact. Rayburn, aware of the public uproar 

over labor problems, indicated his distress about them when 

he wrote: 

I think that both Management and Labor should un
derstand that the millions that neither belong to in
dustry nor labor groups are the ones who are most hurt 
by the labor stoppages. The people of the United States 
have a great deal of money to buy things with and some 
of these things they need badly. Therefore, we must do 
the things that will put people to work making these 
things the people need and v/ant to buy. 

I think that before long the strikes now existing 
will subside and that we can go about our business in 
the regular way; if not, we in Congress have got to do 
all that we can legally to stop this bad situation that 
exists between Management and Labor and get the job 
done.102 

Rayburn's apparent optimism concerning an early end 

to the labor problems proved unfounded. 103 v/ithin a few 

months two major conflicts involving wages ended in strikes. 

The first involved the bituminous coal miners, while the 

other involved railroad engineers arid trainmen. The coal 

miners, led by John L. Lewis, President of the United Mine 

Workers of America, struck on April 1, 191̂ -6, after failing 

to reach an agreement with the coal operators before the 

102Le^^QP^ Rayburn to Joe Nemec, January 26, 191+6, 
Rayburn Papers. 

-̂ Por a discussion of the labor problems in the 
months immediately following the end of the war, see 
Arthur P. McClure, The Truman Administration and the Prob
lems of Postwar Labor, 1945-191+5~1 Rutherford, New Jersey; 
Pairleigh Dickinson University Press, 1969), PP. 1+5-71. 
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expiration of their contract on March 31. The work stop

page involved some 3lj.0,000 union miners and lasted for al

most two months. Following rejection by both the union and 

the operators of President Truman's proposal for arbitration 

of the dispute, Trî man ordered the mines seized and operated 

under the direction of the Secretary of the Interior, A 

settlement was negotiated in May, however, and by the end 

of the month the miners were back on the job.lOl̂ -

The miners' strike was followed by the threat of an 

even more paralyzing action--a total railroad stoppage. The 

conflict arose when, in early 191+6, two railroad unions re

fused to submit their wage issues to arbitration, while 

eighteen other rail unions did so. The Brotherhood of Loco

motive Engineers, headed by Alvanley Johnston, and the 

Brotherhood of Railway Trainmen, led by Alexander P. Whit

ney, were the recalcitrant groups. They refused to accept 

the first settlement offered, and when a compromise was pro

posed by Truman, Johnston and Whitney remained adamant. A 

strike was called on May 23, resulting in the first complete 

nationwide collapse of rail transportation in the history 

of the industry.^05 

The strike lasted only two days, with a settlement 

being reached on May 25 as President Truman appealed to 

•"•̂ Îbid,, pp, 72-73. 

^^^Ibid., pp, 73-74. 
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Congress for emergency legislation to prevent such strikes, 

Truman also requested the power to draft into the armed 

forces all strikers against the government.106 Announce

ment of the settlement came as a great relief to Rayburn, 

as well as to most other members of Congress,107 

Rayburn earlier had expressed the opinion that Con

gress would be required to act if work stoppages continued, 

but he was not in favor of the passage of any anti-labor 

laws. The Sv3venty-ninth Congress did pass a bill intro

duced by South Dakota Republican Francis Case. After ap

proval by the Senate, the Case bill was vetoed by President 

Truman, and the House sustained the veto,10^ Another labor 

bill, sponsored in the House by Alabama Democrat Samuel 

Hobbs, was passed later in the session and signed into law 

by the President, The Hobbs Act, an anti-racketeering bill, 

was the first labor measure to be enacted during the Truman 

^8rpruman had announced that the railroads had been 
taken over by the government, and those refusing to work 
were, therefore, on strike against the government. See 
Cochran, Harry Truman, pp, 205-07. 

'Rayburn was in close contact with the developments 
in the strike controversy. Clark Clifford, a presidential 
aide who had helped draft the President's messages on the 
crisis, waited in the Speaker's office while Truman spoke, 
and it was there that he received word that the strike was 
over, Eric F, Goldman, The Crucial Decade—and After; 
America, 191+5-1960 (New York: Vintage Books, 1961), p. 2i+. 

•^^^Truman described the Case bill as "repressive" 
and "designed to strip labor of its rights," Truman, 
Memoirs, II, p. 1+1+. 
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administration,109 The major struggle over labor legisla

tion, however, remained to be fought by the Eightieth Con

gress in 191+7. 

The congressional elections, disastrous for the 

Democrats nationally, were the climactic end of 191+6, a 

year of turmoil. The complex problems of price controls, 

inflation, commodity shortages, strikes, and governmental 

seizures all worked against the party in power, Truman's 

policies, or his lack of a consistent policy, had alienated 

most of the special interest groups in the nation. The 

Democratic coalition, held together so tenuously during the 

Roosevelt years, broke down completely,HO 

On the international scene problems also continued 

to mount. In April, 19l|-6, Winston Churchill, while speaking 

to a college audience at Pulton, Missouri, used the term 

"iron curtain" to describe the domination of the Soviet 

Union in eastern Europe, By the end of the year, the 

American people were ready to register their discontent with 

the Democratic administration. Eric Goldman summarized the 

prevailing public sentiment: 

•̂ ^̂ Por descriptions of the Case bill and the Hobbs 
Act, see McClure, Truman and Labor, pp. 124-37. 

Markowitz, Wallace and Liberalism, pp. 11+8-51+. 
See also Kenneth W. Street, "Harry S, Truman: His Role as 
Legislative Leader, 191+5-191+8" (unpublished Ph,D, disserta
tion. University of Texas, 1963). 
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'Had enough?' the Republicans asked the country, 
A nation which had quite enough of inflation and the 
Russians, of strikes, shortages, and the atom bomb, of 
everlasting maybe's about peace and prosperity, rose 
up in a hiss of exasperation and elected the first Re
publican Congress since the far-distant days of Herbert 
Hoover,111 

Rayburn himself was lucky. One of the few times he 

had no opposition in the Democratic primary was 191+6, Not 

having to campaign in the primaries saved him time and 

money, and thanks to the one-party area he represented, his 

nomination meant re-election. Rayburn's efforts, therefore, 

were expended in trying to elect or re-elect other Demo

crats in hotly-contested races. His re-election assured in 

the Fourth District, his position as Speaker was nonetheless 

at stake. 

One political device Rayburn used in the campaign 

was to send to the Democrats in certain "trouble" districts, 

those where there was some chance of a Republican victory, 

a recorded message. In the carefully prepared message, 

which went to fifty-nine districts, the Speaker described 

the calamity that would befall the country should the people 

withdraw their support from President Truman,112 To Cali-

fornian Jerry Voorhis, running for re-election against Re

publican challenger Richard M, Nixon, Rayburn wrote that 

it would be "little short of a national calamity if the 

Goldman, Crucial Decade, p, 1+5. 

112 
Dorough, Mr. Sam, p, 386, 
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President did not have a House and Senate of his party and 

who would sustain him and his policies for the next two 

years."1^3 

The calamity Rayburn feared did occur with the Demo

crats losing control of both houses of Congress, It was the 

first time since the "far-distant days of Herbert Hoover" 

that the Republicans would control Congress. To Sam Ray

burn, though himself re-elected without opposition, the 

Republican victory meant the loss of the Speakership. 

Rayburn was, of course, disappointed with the elec

tion results. He had done as much as he possibly could to 

avert the Democratic defeat. He repeatedly compared the de

feat with the 1918 elections, when his party had been 

beaten, an occurrence he believed had severely hampered 

Wilson's postwar efforts. In I9I+6 he openly predicted simi

lar results, Rayburn maintained, however, that the election 

had been no personal defeat for him. The many telegrams, 

letters, and telephone calls he received from all over the 

country, including a message from President Truman, con

vinced him of that, "I did my best for the American people 

all during the terrible times through which we have passed," 

Rayburn asserted,-^1^ 

^^3Letter, Rayburn to Jerry Voorhis, September 11+, 
191+6, Rayburn Papers. 

•̂ •̂ L̂etter, Rayburn to Marvin F, Love, November I3, 
191+6, Rayburn Papers. 
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Rayburn's loss of the Speakership was certain, but 

the pressing question for the Democrats was whether or not 

he would agree to serve as Minority Leader. Rayburn's posi

tion was made clear as soon as the votes had been counted on 

November ^--he would not be Minority Leader in the Eightieth 

Congress. His choice for the post was John W, McCormack, 

his close associate and Majority Leader since 19i;0. After 

releasing a statement to the press, Rayburn wired his in

tentions to McCormack, referring to him as "the best man in 

the party" for the minority leadership post,115 

McCormack, by no means anxious to assiome the posi

tion, urged Rayburn to reconsider,116 At the same time, 

other congressmen were also urging the Speaker to recon

sider and agree to accept the new post in the interest of 

party unity. Wright Patman of Texarkana, representing the 

neighboring Texas First District, pleaded with Rayburn to 

accept for that reason. He felt that if Rayburn declined 

the post, someone else from the South would be elected and 

that would divide party ranks during the upcoming session of 

Congress when "unity will be so essential. "11*7 

^Telegram, Rayburn to John W, McCormack, Novem
ber 6, 191+6, Rayburn Papers. 

•̂^ Telegram, John W. McCormack to Rayburn, Novem
ber 9, 19l|.6, Rayburn Papers, 

•'••̂ '̂ Letter, Wright Patman to Rayburn, November 6, 
191+6, Rayburn Papers, 
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For weeks Rayburn remained firm in his determina

tion, "I will not change my mind about being available for 

the minority leadership," he reiterated to McCormack, He 

then gave the Massachusetts congressman some advice about 

how to round up support from other Deiaocrats. McCormack 

should write letters of congratulations to all the newly-

elected Democrats, stating tactfully that he would be will

ing to be the party's leader in the House. Rayburn men

tioned that he was aware of talk by some very partisan 

southerners in favor of Eugene E. Cox of Georgia. Such a 

move would be a terrible injustice to Cox, Rayburn main

tained, as he feared that to be Minority Leader would ruin 

him politically. On McCormack, therefore, lay the responsi

bility of keeping the party united in the new Congress. 

Asserting that "my decision is final" regarding the post, 

Rayburn urged McCormack to lose no time in seeking votes 

for himself.^^^ 

Pressure on Rayburn to rescind his "final" decision 

came from many sources within the party, and by the end of 

December he was showing some signs of weakening. Cox in

formed him that he had talked with McCormack, and they had 

concluded that Rayburn would have to yield to popular de

mand. "You know I love John, but the southern membership 

lift 
Letber, Rayburn to John W, McCormack, Novem

ber 13, 191+6, Rayburn Papers, 
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will not follow him," Cox advised,^^9 

In early January, Rayburn in V7ashington was still 

proclaiming his intention of serving only as the congress

man from the Fourth District, When McCormack informed the 

Texan that he planned to nominate him for Minority Leader, 

Rayburn agreed that if elected, he would serve. In the 

Democratic caucus, McCormack placed Rayburn's name before 

the group, and seconding speeches were made by Cox of 

Georgia and John Rankin of Mississippi. Chosen unanimously, 

Rayburn accepted.120 

Rayburn, convinced that his acceptance of the post 

was necessary to maintain party unity and no doubt flattered 

that he commanded such broad-based support within his party, 

thus stepped down from the Speakership and served as Demo

cratic leader in the Eightieth Congress.121 The Democrats 

faced a great challenge in the coming session, Rayburn 

felt, and their conduct during the next two years would un

doubtedly be a crucial factor in the next elections. The 

^Letter, Eugene E. Cox to Rayburn, December 30, 
I9I4.6, Rayburn Papers, 

Dorough, Mr, Sam, pp. 388-89. 

•'•2lHayburn disliked the designation "minority lead
er," never referring to himself by that name. He preferred, 
instead, to be known as Democratic leader during the years 
his party was in the minority, and that was the title he 
had printed on his stationery. Oral History Interview with 
Alia Clary, October 3I, 1968, Rayburn Library. 
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Texan's goal was to have his party capitalize on antici

pated Republican blunders and make a comeback at the polls 

in November, 191+8. With that in mind, Rayburn prepared for 

the opening of the Eightieth Congress. 

fl'f-*:: iMi*:t''' 



CHAPTER V 

PROM MINORITY LEADER TO SPEAKER, 191+7-191̂ .9 

The Republican-controlled Eightieth Congress was 

one of the most controversial in United States history. 

Denounced as a "do-nothing" Congress by President Truman in 

his campaign for the presidency in 191+8, it nonetheless had 

enacted major foreign policy programs requested by Truman. 

On domestic issues the do-nothing label was more aptly ap

plied, with practically all the reform measures proposed 

by the President going down to defeat, A major piece of 

labor legislation, furthermore, became law over Truman's 

veto. After the second session of Congress adjourned in 

191+8 and the national nominating conventions were held, 

Truman called the Eightieth into special session. Lack of 

accomplishment in that short session provided Truman and 

the Democrats with a major campaign issue"in November. 

Throughout the period Rayburn served as the Demo

cratic leader in the House, lending his unqualified sup

port to the President's initiatives in foreign affairs. 

The domestic programs posed definite problems for the Texas 

congressman, especially in the field of civil rights, since 

he faced strong opposition in his own bid for re-election. 

190 
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Other measures advocated by the administration, for the most 

part, had the former Speaker's support. His role in the 

Eightieth Congress consisted largely of trying to maintain 

Democratic unity with a view of recapturing congressional 

control in 19l|-8. With increasing restiveness within Demo

cratic ranks, the task was not an easy one, and Rayburn was 

not able to keep the congressional party together in support 

of the national ticket. The Democratic victories of 191+8, 

surprising many Democrats and confounding most Republicans, 

led to serious questions concerning party discipline for 

those who had defected. Rayburn played a decisive role in 

the post-election struggle. 

When Congress convened on January 3, 191+7, the House 

of Representatives went through the traditional process of 

selecting its Speaker. As determined in the party caucuses, 

the Republicans' choice was Joseph Martin of Massachusetts, 

and the Democrats' nominee was Rayburn. The result, on a 

strict party vote, was Martin for Speaker, 2l|l|-l82. Rayburn 

then escorted the newly-elected officer to the rostrum and 

presented him to the House: 

Today I have the high privilege and great personal 
pleasure, if it had to come, of presenting to you your 
Speaker, my friend, your friend, the friend of mankind, 
a man of unquestioned character, of demonstrated abil
ity, with a great, fine heart and with fairness; and I 
predict for him a career such that history will record 
him as one of the great presiding officers who have 
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occupied this position, 

Rayburn assumed the position of Minority, or as he 

would have it. Democratic Leader in the new Congress, Demo

cratic partisans were quick to praise the Texan for his de

cision to serve in that capacity, A future Supreme Court 

Justice, Abe Fortas, congratulated him on his service as 

Speaker, remarking that he had performed "one of the truly 

great jobs during a period when many difficult things were 

accomplished in the interests of this country," It was his 

feeling, Fortas said, that the American people owed Rayburn 

a debt of gratitude which could never be paid, Fortas was 

pleased that, although the Democrats were then in the mi-

nority in Congress, Rayburn was still their leader, 

Rayburn viewed his new position as one of great 

responsibility. Minority Leader would not be such a com

plicated and responsible post, he contended, if the Presi

dent were also in the opposite party. But, with a minority 

in the House and the President in the minority party also, 

it would "complicate things a great bit," The problem, he 

explained succinctly, was that "no one can take a minority 

•^Congressional Record, 80th Cong,, 1st Sess., Vol. 
XCIII, Part i, January 3, 191+7, p. 35. See also Robert 
Coughlan, "Proprietors of the House," Life, XXXVIII (Feb
ruary 14, 1955), p. 89. 

2Letter, Abe Fortas to Rayburn, January 8, 191+7, 
Rayburn Papers, 



193 

and make a majority out of it."3 

One tangible loss Rayburn sustained with his reduced 

status was the use of a limousine, complete with the ser

vices of a chauffeur. Speaker Martin would now take posses

sion of the I9I+4 Cadillac. House Democrats decided to make 

that loss up to the former Speaker, and donations were so

licited in order to buy Rayburn his own limousine.4- Averse 

to the suggestion at first, Rayburn finally agreed provided 

that the car be a gift from the House Democrats only and 

that no individual give more than tv;enty-five dollars on 

the gift.5 It was so agreed, and Prank V/. Boykin, Alabama 

Democrat, served as chairman of the committee to collect 

funds and purchase the car. 

The ebullient Boykin was enthusiastic in his role as 

chairman. He announced that since the Republicans had "our 

Sam" walking, the Democrats "would see that Sam would ride 

in the best car we could possibly buy." The task of sub

scribing the money was no trouble at all, Boykin reported. 

"I just passed the word down the line in a little whisper," 

he declared, and the checks came rolling in like autumn 

leaves from the trees in Alabama. The Alabaman gushed to 

3Letter, Rayburn to A. J. Wirtz, January 13, 191+7, 
Rayburn Papers. 

^New York Times, January 19, 191+7, p. 2. 

^Dorough, Mr. Sam, p. 392. 
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Attorney General Clark: 

There is nothing we can say or do to repay him in 
this world for the many wonderful things he has done 
for us and this Nation. He has been honored like few 
men have, and, of course, you and I know, had he not 
been from the South, he would have been President of 
the United States long, long ago.6 

Shortly after receiving the 191+7 Cadillac, Rayburn 

was honored in yet another way. On the last day of the 

month, he was guest of honor at the meeting of the Texas 

State Society in Washington, Tom Clark was the master of 

ceremonies, and Fred Vinson delivered the principal address, 

Vinson, former Secretary of the Treasury, was the newly-

appointed Chief Justice of the Supreme Court, President 

Truman, who had been suffering from laryngitis and was sup

posedly confined to the White House, surprised the gather

ing with his appearance. He explained that he wanted to 

come to the dinner to affirm his love and admiration for 

Rayburn,'7 

Rayburn, as Minority Leader, was involved in many 

controversial matters during the year, and one of the most 

important concerned labor legislation. The I9I4-6 congres

sional election results were interpreted by many, especially 

Republicans, as revealing public concern about the power of 

labor unions and the actions of union officials. As the 

^Letter, Frank W, Boykin to Tom Clark, February 5, 
I9I4.7, Rayburn Papers. 

^New York Times, February 1, 1914-7, p. 7. 
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Eightieth Congress got under way, numerous proposals to curb 

union power were introduced. The labor bill which emerged 

during the session and was enacted into law over Truman's 

veto was known as the Taft-Hartley Act,° 

Resulting from measures proposed in the House by 

New Jersey Republican Fred Hartley and in the Senate by Ohio 

Republican Robert Taft, the Taft-Hartley Act outlawed the 

closed shop and certain union practices considered to be un

fair. Included in that category were refusal to bargain in 

good faith, secondary boycotts, jurisdictional strikes, and 

exaction of pay for work not performed. Employers were per

mitted by the law to sue unions for breach of contract, to 

petition the National Labor Relations Board for elections 

to determine the bargaining agents, and to speak out during 

organizational campaigns. The measure provided for "cool-

ing-off" periods, and the President was authorized to use 

the injunction in strikes endangering the national health 

or safety. Unions were required to register with and sub

mit yearly financial reports to the Secretary of Labor, 

union contributions to political parties were forbidden, 

and union officials were required to file affidavits that 

they were not Communists before their unions could be 

rlcClure, Truman and Labor, pp. 162-65. For an 
analysis of the issues involved, see R. Alton Lee, Truman 
and Taft-Hartley: A Question of Mandate (Lexington: Uni-
versity of Kentucky Press, 1966). 
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ertified,^ Taft-Hartley was, in reality, a compromise 

between what enemies of organized labor wanted and what 

friends of labor were willing to concede.-^0 

Rayburn opposed the Hartley measure when it was con

sidered by the House, In doing so, ho ignored the advice of 

many of his constituents who urged him to support the legis

lation, H While conceding that there were some "rough 

places in our labor statutes that need ironing out," Ray

burn did not want Congress to negate all that had been ac

complished earlier in the labor field. Legislation to deal 

with the existing problems should not be passed in heat and 

anger, he declared, but only after long and sensible con

sideration. 12 He believed that Congress should not punish 

the entire labor movement because a few labor leaders had 

^McClure, Truman and Labor, pp. 175-76. 

lOpor opposing views on the significance and impact 
of Taft-Hartley, see George Meany, "A Slave Labor Measure," 
Vital Speeches, XIV (December 1, 191+7), PP. 119-23, and 
William J, Walker, "Preserves Freedom of the Worker," ibid., 
pp, 123-28, 

•'•̂ One irate citizen charged that the Truman admin
istration was a "labor communist regime." Rayburn denounced 
the accusation as "very unfair to President Truman and all 
of us who are trying to do a good job for the American 
people." Letter, Rayburn to Lydia Griffith Best, March 22, 
191+7, Rayburn Papers, 

•^2Letter, Rayburn to W, H. Bacon, February 22, 
191+7, Rayburn Papers. 
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acted irresponsibly the previous year.13 

The Hartley bill, which Rayburn described as puni

tive and unfair, passed the House in April. "I cannot sup

port this bill," the Minority Leader declared in a speech 

preceding the House vote.l^ The bill went too far and 

sought revenge on some people, Rayburn believed. He could 

not support punitive legislation, and if the measure emerg

ing from the Senate-House conference continued to be of 

that nature, Rayburn vowed he would vote against it.15 

Such was the case, and he registered his disapproval by 

voting against Taft-Hartley in final form.l^ The bill was 

approved by both houses, nevertheless, and was sent to the 

President in June. 

Truman, in vetoing Taft-Hartley, charged that it 

contained "seeds of discord" which would plague the United 

•'-3some of the leaders of organized labor contributed 
to the public's hostile attitude toward unions, Arthur P. 
McClure contends, because the "arrogance and stubbornness 
of a few labor leaders had clouded the honorable actions of 
many unions and their leaders." McClure, Truman and Labor, 
p. 163. See also Suraner H. Slichter, "The Great Question 
in Industrial Relations," New York Times Magazine, April 27, 
191+7, p. 59. 

•^^Congressional Record, 80th Cong,, 1st Sess,, Vol, 
XCIII, Part 3V April 17, 191̂ .7, p. 3665. 

•^^Letter, Rayburn to H, P, Gates, May 20, 191+7, 
Rayburn Papers, 

•̂ N̂ew York Times, June 5, 191+7, p. 2. 
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States for years to come, 1*7 Both houses of Congress then 

voted to override the presidential action, and the measure 

went into effect. In the House, Rayburn cast his vote to 

sustain the veto, explaining later that he "just could not 

vote for any bill I did not think was fair to any large 

group of people and I didn't think this one was so I voted 

to sustain the President's veto."18 

The administration's stand in opposition to the 

Taft-Hartley Act helped heal the breach between labor and 

the Democratic party. The act, considered a "slave labor" 

measure by labor leaders, bore the name of two Republicans 

and was passed by a Republican Congress, Truman's veto of 

the law and his repeated demand for its repeal not only 

helped the Democrats as opposed to Republicans but also 

aided in blunting the appeal of the Progressives in 191+8,19 

Rayburn, as the Democratic leader in the House, took a 

strong public stand in support of the administration's labor 

policy even though it was unpopular with a large segment of 

•̂ ''̂ Ibid., June 21, 191+7, p. 2. See also Truman, 
Memoirs. II, pp. [+4-1+6. 

1 ft 
Letter, Rayburn to John Ray, July 3, 191+7, 

Rayburn Papers. 

•^^Pormer Vice President Henry A. Wallace entered the 
presidential race in 191+8 as the candidate of the Progres
sive- Party. Wallace was unable to attract substantial labor 
support on which he had heavily counted. See Markowitz, 
Wallace and Liberalism, pp. 21+3, 269. 
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his constituency. Indeed, his Taft-Hartley vote was an 

issue in his re-election campaign in 19^.8, He overcame 

whatever damage his vote may have cost him in his district, 

however, and in taking the stand he did, helped immeasurably 

the Democrats' chances for success in 19l|.8. 

Defense spending and foreign aid were two issues 

debated in Congress and throughout the country in 191+7, Ray

burn's leadership was exercized in urging high levels of 

spending in both areas. He argued against any reductions in 

President Triiman's budget requests for defense purposes. 

Every defense dollar in the budget submitted by the Presi

dent was needed, Rayburn declared, or else national defense 

would be impaired.20 

On the issue of universal military training, Rayburn 

gave unqualified support. His position actually represented 

a change in opinion from the previous year. International 

developments had influenced his re-evaluation. As we have 

seen, at the end of the war Rayburn had been in favor of 

rapid demobilization, as were most Americans. However, he 

came to view that as a mistake after tensions increased in 

the world and leaders began to speak of a "cold war." Ray

burn now felt that the army and navy had been dismantled 

too soon. The nation was weak in both branches at one of 

the "most serious times through which this world has ever 

^^New York Times, February 21, 191+7, p. 1 
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passed." There was only one answer, and that was for the 

United States to remain the strongest nation in the world. 

That was the only hope for any semblance of peace and de

cency in the world. It was vitally necessary, therefore, to 

the welfare and safety of the country that some form of uni

versal military training be authorized.21 

A major program for American aid to foreign coun

tries, following the pronouncement of the Truman Doctrine, 

was begun in 191+7, providing aid to Greece and Turkey. 

Early in the year the British informed President Truman 

that they could no longer furnish financial aid to the Greek 

government. Without such aid, Greece would almost certainly 

come under domination by the Soviet Union.22 The situation 

in Turkey was different. While not threatened by civil war 

as in Greece, Turkey feared the Soviet Union which borders 

her. The Russians wanted to protect their interests re

garding use of the Dardanelles, the straits leading from 

the Black Sea to the Mediterranean Sea. Preventing Soviet 

moves to gain a dominant position there required Turkey to 

keep a large army mobilized at tremendous expense. The 

' 2lLetter, Rayburn to Robert J, Smith, July 11+, 
191+7, Rayburn Papers. See also Louis W. Koenig, ed.. The 
Truman Administration; Its Principles and Practice (Wash-
ington Square, New York: New York University Press, 1956), 
pp. 222-31. 

^^Life, XXII (March 17, 191+7), PP. 32-33; U. S. News 
& World Report. XXII (March 28, 191+7), PP. 11+-15; and News
week. XXIX (March 31, 19lj-7), pp. 21+-25. 
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country required financial assistance to maintain and 

strengthen its military position.23 Truman and his ad

visers were convinced that the United States must fill the 

breach and supply needed funds to the hard-pressed govern

ments of Greece and Turkey to keep the Communists out.24 

The President's problem was to get approval for the 

program from a Republican Congress. His chances were en

hanced greatly when Senator Arthur Vandenberg, Michigan Re

publican, announced his support for the aid.25 Vandenberg, 

one of the most outspoken and influential of isolationists 

in earlier years, had reversed his position. After a meet

ing in which Truman explained to congressional leaders the 

problem in Greece and Turkey, Vandenberg gave the President 

a bit of advice. The only way he could achieve congres

sional support, Vandenberg told Truman, was for Truman to 

make a personal appearance before Congress and "scare hell 

out of the country."26 

The President took Vandenberg's advice, appeared be

fore Congress, and, after "scaring hell out of the country," 

^3Raymond Daniell, "Turkey--Uneasy Buffer Between 
East and West," New York Times Magazine, April 27, 191+7, 
pp. 9, 24, 

2^Time, XLIX (April 21, 19l|-7), p. 30. 

^^See Arthur H, Vandenberg, Jr., and Joe Alex Mor
ris, eds.. The Private Papers of Senator Vandenberg (Boston: 
Houghton Mifflin Company, 1952), pp. 338-1+4. 

26Goldman, Crucial Decade, p, 59. 
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asked for $1|.00,000,000 to combat the Communist menace in 

Greece and Turkey. The money was to be for military and 

economic aid, and the President also requested authority 

to send United States military and civilian personnel to 

those countries to supervise the use of the aid. Congress 

approved the President's request, thereby inaugurating the 

Truman Doctrine.27 

Sam Rayburn provided complete support for the Truman 

request for aid to Greece and Turkey, He spoke in favor of 

the program on May 7, when the bill was under consideration 

by the House, Rayburn compared the situation then existing 

with an earlier time he personally remembered--the post-

World War I era. "I saw us win a glorious victory in 1918," 

he exclaimed, but the fruits of that victory were tragi

cally thrown away. To blame for that was isolationism. "I 

trust that in our considerations here . . . this thing called 

isolationism may not again crawl out of the shadows and de

feat the hopes of men and again break the heart of the 

world," Rayburn implored,28 

The Minority Leader denounced those House members 

who planned to disguise their opposition to the foreign aid 

program by voting for negating amendments. He knew that an 

'Koenig, Truman Administration, pp. 295-302. 

Congressional Record, 80th Cong., 1st Sess., Vol. 
XCIII, Part i\., May 7, 191+7, p. li-71+1. 
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amendment was to be offered to refer the matter of aid to 

the countries in question to the United Nations. Rayburn 

asserted that the U, N. simply could not provide the neces

sary aid. It did not have the money, the power, or the or

ganization to do the job. The more honest approach for 

those who intended to support such an amendment would be to 

rise in the House and move to strike the enacting clause 

from the bill. The result would be the same,29 

Rayburn reiterated that Greece and Turkey were in 

need of help immediately, not sixty days, or ninety days, 

or a year later. To hesitate might bring disaster for 

those countries and others. He ended his address with this 

appeal: 

Leadership has been offered us. People who love 
liberty and cry for a fair chance want us to assume that 
leadership and lead the world and not follow in this 
challenging hour, on this fateful day and in these fate
ful times. If we do not accept our responsibility, if 
we do not move forward and extend a helping hand to 
people who need and want help, who are democracies or 
want to be, who do not want to be smothered by commun
ism, if we do not, I repeat, assume our place, God help 
us; God help this world.30 

Triiman's foreign policy proposals were enacted with 

bipartisan support in Congress, The broad issue of foreign 

aid was not a divisive one between the national political 

parties at the time. However, unanimity on the question 

^^Ibid., p. 471+2, 

30ibid, Rayburn's address is reprinted in Vital 
Speeches, Xlll (May 15, 191+7), pp. 1+71-72, 
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among the general public did not exist. Many people, espe

cially from the rural South, could not understand why mil

lions of dollars were being sent overseas, no matter what 

the reason. A woman in the Texas Fourth District informed 

her congressman that there were countless people who op

posed aid for Europe. She believed that it was merely a 

plot by wealthy businessmen who wanted to protect their in

terests there.31 Rayburn disagreed with her conclusions 

and explained to her the benefits accruing from the gov

ernment's actions. 

In addition to the problems of Greece and Turkey, 

the disposal of American farm surpluses in European coun

tries was also an issue. Rayburn defended this kind of 

aid not only from a humanitarian but also from a political 

and defensive standpoint. If the European countries, such 

as France and Italy, were not helped they might go commun

istic and the Iron Curtain would advance to the Atlantic 

Ocean, Moreover, Rayburn explained that the United States 

had vast surpluses of wheat and other commodities, and the 

government's purchase of these from the farmers for ship

ment to starving people abroad would help keep prices up 

in this coimtry. Thus, everyone stood to benefit from the 

program, the American farmer being not the least, Rayburn's 

defense was an example of justifying a policy to a group of 

3lLetter, Mrs. C. Leslie Jones to Rayburn, Novem
ber 27, 19li-7, Rayburn Papers. 
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people inherently opposed by showing the benefits they them

selves would derive.32 

The American foreign aid program was greatly ex

panded with the adoption of the Marshall Plan in I9I+8. 

First proposed in 1947, the plan called for aid to bolster 

the economies of European countries.33 Although not ex

cluded from the assistance program, the Soviet Union re

fused to cooperate. The Russians pressured Czechoslovakia 

into withdrawing from the European conference called to dis

cuss the program. Poland, thought to be eager to partici

pate, was apparently dissuaded from doing so by the Soviets 

as well.34- After the needs of the European countries were 

calculated. President Truman called Congress back into ses

sion in late 19lj-7 to request approval of the Marshall Plan. 

In addition, the President asked for authority to re-estab

lish price controls to combat inflation at home.3i5 

32Letter, Rayburn to Mrs. C. Leslie Jones, Decem
ber 12, I9I1.7, Rayburn Papers. 

33under Secretary of State Dean Acheson in May, 
I9I4.7, at Cleveland, Mississippi, "delivered what might be 
called the prologue to the Marshall Plan." Truman, Memoirs, 
II, p. 137. In June, Secretary of State George C. Marshall 
outlined the aid program in a commencement address at Har
vard. Marshall's speech received wide publicity and was 
greeted by enthusiastic response from most European nations. 
Ibid., pp. I37-I+I. See also Koenig, Truman Administration, 
pp. 302-23. 

-^^Truman, Memoirs, II, p. ll+O. 

35New York Times, December 20, 191+7, p. 1. 
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The dual request was considered a mistake by many, 

including some of Truman's advisers. They feared that by 

combining domestic policies with the foreign aid request, 

the Marshall Plan would be jeopardized.36 The special ses

sion enacted neither request, but the Marshall Plan sur

vived. After fears increased that Communist influence was 

running rampant in Europe, the European aid program was 

adopted overwhelmingly during the second session of the 

Eightieth Congress.37 The legislation established a Euro

pean Recovery Program to be administered by an Economic 

Cooperation Administration. Senator Vandenberg's influ

ence on the passage of the massive aid program was acknowl

edged when President Truman appointed Republican Paul 

Hoffman to head the EGA.38 

Rayburn, as usual, followed the administration lead 

on foreign policy and supported the European Recovery Act. 

He believed the Marshall Plan to be one of the greatest 

forces for peace in the world. His justification for this 

massive aid program was the same he had given when defending 

the government's disposal of American farm surpluses a few 

^Richard E. Neustadt, Presidential Power; the Poli
tics of Leadership (Nev; York: John Wiley & Sons, Inc., 
1960), pp. 53-51+. 

3'7The Communist coup in Czechoslovakia in March, by 
which they seized control of the government, assured its 
passage. Ibid., p. 1+9. 

38 Ibid., p. 53. 
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months earlier. It was for humanity's sake, as well as for 

"our own protection and self-defense" that the countries of 

Europe should be helped to their feet, "If not," Rayburn 

warned, "they will in all probability, go communistic and 

then the iron curtain comes down at the Atlantic Ocean in

stead of the Near East."39 in calling for passage of the 

Marshall Plan in the House, Rayburn declared: 

Strip this measure of its humanitarian features. 
Strip it of the defense feature which to me is the main 
thing, I am casting a vote today that I believe is in 
the defense of the United States of America and in de
fense of our civilization. Strip it of such things as 
the defense of our country and humanity. Get down to 
the economy of the thing--the dollars and cents. It 
is as important to the cotton farmers of the Fourth 
Congressional District of the State of Texas that west
ern Europe be rehabilitated as it is for western Europe 
itself.40 

Rayburn assumed a stance of "big spender" during the 

debates, a position he frequently held on defense and for

eign aid measures. Although Truman's proposals were ap

proved by a Republican Congress, Rayburn could not refrain 

from characterizing members of the majority party as having 

"more desire to have their taxes reduced than they do to 

-^^Letters, Rayburn to W. P. Etheridge, March 19, 
191+8; Rayburn to Mrs. H. 0. Pordward, March 10, 191+8, 
Rayburn Papers. 

^^Congressional Record, 60th Cong., 2nd Sess., Vol. 
XCIV, Part 3, March 3I, 191+«, p. 3818. The anti-Soviet na
ture of the appeals made for the Marshall Plan in Congress 
distressed many administration officials, but fear of Com
munist expansionism, nonetheless, "clinched the argument 
for many segments of American opinion." Neustadt, Presi
dential Power, p, 50, 
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have their country prepared to defend itself," He expressed 

his conviction that the nation should have the greatest air 

force in the world "with all of the instruments and bombs 

that go with it," Such things cost money, however, and it 

was a constant struggle to get adequate appropriations. The 

Republicans, Rayburn charged, were just a little too isola

tionist to meet "these problems face to face and have the 

courage to do what should be done, "1̂ 1 This was partisan 

rhetoric, to be sure, but it also fitted into Rayburn's 

pattern of consistent support for large defense appropria

tions. 

The second session of the Eightieth Congress was one 

of little accomplishment in domestic affairs, as far as the 

President and the Democratic party were concerned, Truman 

proposed the enactment of several programs of social reform, 

including highly-controversial and divisive civil rights 

measures. With the Democrats divided on domestic issues and 

the Republicans in the majority in Congress, the conditions 

were certainly not right for the enactment of an ambitious 

program of reform submitted by a Democratic President. Com

plicating the matter further was the fact that 191+8 was an 

election year, and inevitably, elected officials viewed 

their actions in the light of what effect there would likely 

be on the coming elections. 

^iLetter, Rayburn to Ben P. Stollenwerck, March 6, 
191+8, Rayburn Papers. 
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During the first months of the year Congress debated 

a new tax bill. Rayburn denounced the House-passed version 

because he felt it was unfair and would lead to deficit 

spending. He continued to press for a high level of spend

ing for defense and certain domestic pet projects,14-2 but he 

advocated keeping taxes at a level to pay the costs. The 

Republican bill, Rayburn explained, would reduce government 

tax revenue by nearly five billion dollars, which was roughly 

the amount boing appropriated for bolstering the United 

States armed services. Since the tax reductions did not 

make sense to Rayburn, he found the measure especially dis

tasteful because thirty per cent of all reductions bene

fitted only four per cent of the people, those in the upper-

income brackets,^3 Re did not believe in that kind of tax 

legislation, offering instead a tax proposal of his own. 

Rayburn'3 proposal called for a reduction of taxes 

for the lower income group as well as the re-establishment 

of what he considered a reasonable excess profits tax. The 

new tax would recoup practically all that the government 

^2An example is the soil conservation program which 
was of interest to many of Rayburn's constituents. He as
sured those who contacted him that he was, and had always 
been, for adequate appropriations for the program. He con
sidered himself one of the leaders, at all times, in soil 
conservation and had voted for more and more money to carry 
on each year. Letters, Rayburn to Rayburn Bell, January II4., 
191+8; Rayburn to Joseph B, Johnson, March 3, 191̂ 8, Rayburn 
Papers, 

^3congressional Record, 80th Cong,, 2nd Sess,, Vol. 
XCIV, Part 1, February 2, 191+t3, pp, 915-16. 
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would lose in raising personal exemptions from five hundred 

to seven hundred dollars. The increased exemptions would 

make it unnecessary for about ten million taxpayers in the 

lower income brackets to file returns. As for the excess 

profits tax, each and every corporation was to be allowed a 

net income of $50,000 before being taxed. The tax levied on 

the excess would be about one-third less than it was under 

the original law repealed in 191+6, Rayburn maintained that 

his bill would make it possible to pay the interest on the 

national debt and also a large amount on the debt itself 

should it become law,41+ 

Rayburn's expectation that his proposal would be 

defeated proved correct.45 The measure was voted down, 

159 for to 258 against,^^ When the final version of the 

tax bill was approved in March, Rayburn was one of sixty-

seven who voted against it,^' 

The elections of 191+8 consumed a significant amount 

of time and effort of the members of Congress, including 

Rayburn, He was to face one of the most serious attempts 

^Ibid,, p, 916, 

^ ^ L e t t e r , Rayburn t o J , K, Roach, February 2, 191+8, 
Rayburn P a p e r s . 

^^Congre s s iona l Record, 80th Cong, , 2nd S e s s , , Vol , 
XCIV, P a r t 1, February 2, 191+t5, pp . 925-26 . 

^"^Ib id , , P a r t 3 , March 24, 191+8, pp . 31+13-11+. 
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to unseat him in many years. Of first importance to Ray

burn was his own re-election. Hopefully, in addition, the 

Democrats would regain control of Congress, and Rayburn 

would be Speaker again. And, of importance also, was the 

re-election of President Truman, 

The Democratic party in 191+8 was in seeming disar

ray. Southerners were restive, and sometimes openly rebel

lious, over President Truman's civil rights proposals. Some 

Democrats, led by former Vice President Henry A, Wallace, 

called for more cooperation with the Soviet Union and were 

highly critical of the Truman administration's foreign pol

icy as typified by the Marshall Plan. Still others in the 

party were becoming convinced that the Democratic leaders 

in the national government were "too soft" on Communism, 

and they were contemplating supporting a Republican for 

President in order to get the country back on v/hat they con

sidered to be the right track. The Republican Eightieth 

Congress was not aiding the President in establishing a 

record of accomplishment. The result was a stalemated gov

ernment.^8 With elections coming, few other than the to

tally dedicated gave the Democrats much chance of retain

ing the presidency or of capturing control of Congress. 

^ Susan M, Hartmann, in Truman and the Soth Con
gress (Columbia: University of Missouri Press, 1971), 
argues that the President succeeded in achieving his pri
mary goals--seeuring approval of his foreign policy objec
tives and enhancing his chances for re-election in 191+8. 
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Yet, that is what happened when the American people went to 

the polls in November, The Democratic sweep of 1914.8 still 

stands as one of the biggest upsets in the nation's politi

cal history, 

Sam Rayburn was one of the totally dedicated Demo

crats. He projected an image of complete confidence in his 

party's chances and kept whatever personal misgivings he may 

have had to himself. As early as February, 191+7, he dis

couraged the formation of a "Rayburn for President" club in 

Houston, asserting that the Democrats would have only one 

candidate in the convention the next year and "that will be 

Mr. Truman." The President was doing a creditable job and 

was gaining in the esteem of the people every day, Rayburn 

declared.^9 Several months later Rayburn predicted that the 

Republicans would have great difficulty unseating Truman the 

following year. Although their victories in the 191+6 con

gressional elections had led the Republicans to believe, in 

Rayburn's opinion, that they could elect anyone to the pres

idency, Truman's rapid rise in prestige and popularity had 

caused concern about whether or not the President could be 

defeated by any candidate.50 

^^Letter, Rayburn to Mrs. Corbet Bridges, February 7, 
I9I4.7, Rayburn Papers. 

^^Letter, Rayburn to Don L. Dyer, October 30, 191+7, 
Rayburn Papers, 
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When a long-time Democrat from Michigan asked Ray

burn what the Democratic leadership had done for the nation, 

Rayburn responded at length. In his answer can be seen the 

thrust of his appeal to the voters in 191+8, He intended to 

emphasize the terrible situation which existed in 1933 when 

the Democrats assumed leadership and explain the great ad

vances made since that time. In 1933, Rayburn related, 

there were fourteen million unemployed in the United States, 

none of whom had any buying power. If each unemployed per

son had a wife and only one child, at least forty-two mil

lion had no buying power at that time. Now, Rayburn as

serted, practically everyone who wanted a job could have 

51 one.-' 

Rayburn also described the improvement in farm con

ditions. In 1933 the more than thirty million people on the 

farms sold their products at a price so far below the cost 

of production that their buying power had been reduced "to 

the vanishing point." They now sold the products of their 

labor at a reasonable price, giving them buying power. His 

evaluation of the Democrats' fifteen-year performance ended 

with this observation; 

Those are some of the reasons why the banks are 
full of money, why interest has been lowered and why 
in 191+7 we had a national income of more than two 
hundred billion dollars whereas in 1933 our total 

•̂••Letter, Rayburn to A. Streiff, February 6, I9I4-8, 
Rayburn Papers. 
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national income was thirty-nine billion. I think a 
vast majority of American people are today eating bet
ter than they ever have in my lifetime.52 

President Truman's civil rights program definitely 

posed a problem for Rayburn and other southern Democrats. 

Truman had established, in late 19l|6, a Committee on Civil 

Rights to investigate the status of civil rights in the 

United States and report on its findings. The committee's 

report recommended that federal, state, and local govern

ments take steps to rid American society of racial segre

gation and discrimination.53 The President, in a message 

to Congress on February 2, 191+8, requested specific legis

lation dealing with civil rights. He called for strengthen

ing existing civil rights statutes, for federal protection 

of the right to vote, and for federal protection against 

lynching, A permanent Fair Employment Practices Commission 

and a Civil Rights Division in the Department of Justice 

were requested, as well as several other measures designed 

to protect the rights of all minorities in the nation.51|-

The strong stand taken by Triiman in favor of civil rights 

was to alienate many nominal Democrats in the South. 

^^Ibid. 

^3TO Secure These Rights; Report of the President's 
Committee on Civil Rights (Washington, D. C : Government 
Printing Office, 19i|-7). 

51+ 
-^^Truman, Memoirs, II, pp. 210-12. See also Koenig, 

Truman Administration, pp, 100-16, 



215 

When some southerners began to talk of bolting the 

party and perhaps forming a third party in 191+8, Rayburn 

decided to reject the scheme. He felt that the best course 

for Democrats in the South was to remain in the party, sup

port Truman for re-election, but withhold support from the 

civil rights measures. He had no intention of joining a 

movement to vote against the Democratic ticket just because 

he did not agree with President Truman on civil rights. As 

far as supporting the Republicans, Rayburn maintained that 

it would be futile because any candidate that party nomi

nated would stand for the same program that Truman had 

proposed. Opponents of civil rights, therefore, would gain 

nothing by having a Republican in the VJhite House. And fur

thermore, Rayburn explained to another Texas Democrat, the 

Democratic party was so much sounder than the Republicans 

were on other domestic and foreign issues that the Demo

cratic candidate "should be supported by people who live 

in the sections of the country such as yours and mine."-̂ -̂  

Many prominent Texas Democrats would not accept 

Rayburn's urgings to vote in the party. One Texan who be

came completely disenchanted with the national party was 

Jesse H, Jones of Houston, Shortly after Roosevelt's 

death in 191+5, Jones expressed great confidence in Harry 

^^Letter, Rayburn to Robert L. Holliday, Febru
ary ll\., 191̂ -8, Rayburn Papers. 
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Truman as President, To former Vice President Garner, Jones 

intimated that Roosevelt had stayed too long as President 

and that, judging from reports he was getting from various 

places, he believed the country was relieved at the change, 

Jones stated that he only recently talked with President 

Truman and he impressed him as "having confidence in being 

able to do the job,"^^ 

Jones's opinion of Truman changed, however, in the 

following months. After the Republican victories in the 

I9I+6 elections, Jones predicted Truman's defeat in I9I+8 un

less "something a little short of a miracle occurs," In 

Jones's opinion, "a Grover Cleveland or a man from Uvalde 

succeeding Roosevelt might have steered the ship of state," 

but compromising with socialism and communism would not 

succeed. He stated that he disagreed with the recent pro

posal of the Baruch committee that the atomic bomb be made 

available to any who did not have it. He felt that no trust 

could be put in Joseph Stalin, the Soviet leader.̂ ''' By I9I+8 

Jones was increasingly hostile to the Democratic President 

and his foreign policy. He came to feel that the Republican 

party had more to offer the nation than did the Democrats. 

^^Letter, Jesse H. Jones to John Nance Garner, 
June 11, 19l].5, Jones Papers, Library of Congress, Washing-
ton, D. C, 

^Letter, Jesse H, Jones to John Nance Garner, 
November 12, 191+6, Jones Papers, 
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While others were discussing the possibility, as 

well as desirability, of deserting the Democratic party, 

Rayburn turned his attention to a very urgent problem—his 

own campaign for re-election. Early indications were that 

he faced an extremely serious challenge from G. C. Morris, 

his 19l|4 opponent from Hunt County, David H, Brown, of 

Grayson County, also announced as a candidate for Rayburn's 

congressional seat, but Morris posed the greater threat. 

State Senator Morris made it clear in the early stages of 

the campaign that he would emphasize the crucial civil 

rights issue,5° 

G, C, Morris, in his formal announcement for office 

in March, attacked the incumbent congressman's failure to 

oppose Truman's civil rights program. Rayburn's failure to 

do so constituted "a repudiation of the best interests of 

the people of the South and the district he has represented 

for thirty-five years." As for his own stand, Morris de

clared, "I am opposed to any program which would tear down 

the segregation laws of the South."''" 

Rayburn realized the potential danger posed by the 

inflammatory issue of civil rights. Warnings he received 

5^0n February 12, 191+8, Morris denounced Truman's 
civil rights proposals in a radio speech. He had not yet 
announced his candidacy for Congress, however. Speech of 
G. C, Morris over Station KGVL (Greenville), Rayburn Papers 

^%orth Texas American (Commerce), March l6, 191+8, 
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from his friends in the district only reinforced his con

cern. He endeavored, therefore, to minimize the likelihood 

of enactment of the Trviman proposals and to publicize his 

voting record on civil rights, Rayburn assured one con

stituent that not much of the President's program was going 

to be enacted. The possibility of a filibuster in the Sen

ate would make it extremely difficult for civil rights ad

vocates to secure passage of the measures,oO His standard 

reply to alai'Tiied citizens who wrote for clarification on 

his stand was: 

I will say that I have voted in this Congress 
against federal repeal of the poll tax law. I am 
against the so-called federal anti-lynching law, I 
have been opposed to the Fair Employment Practices 
Commission and still am and shall vote against it and 
against any bill that has any tendency towards crip
pling our segregation laws or any other part of the 
program that has to do with, in what I consider, in
terference of our local rights. I have been too long 
voting on these matters to change,61 

Rayburn's statements received wide circulation in 

his district, as he made sure that newspaper publishers had 

an explanation of his stand on civil rights. As the cam

paign heated up, Rayburn sent an extended statement on his 

opposition to civil rights to the Greenville newspaper. He 

ended his report to the voters by declaring that if "the 

^^Letter, Rayburn to Ward C. Mayborn, February 28, 
191+8, Rayburn Papers. 

^•^Letter, Rayburn to W. L. Bagwell, March 26, 191+8, 
Rayburn Papers. 
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opposition desires to go on saying that I am for the civil 

rights program in the face of this record, then the people 

will know that they are deliberately distorting and falsi

fying my record."82 

Rayburn ĉ onsidered civil rights a question for the 

states to handle, but he favored state legislation to remedy 

inequities. He was for the repeal of the poll tax in Texas 

if approved by the voters of the state, but he did not sup

port federal repeal of the tax."3 Although basing his po

sition on constitutional principle, Rayburn was in fact 

upholding a discriminatory practice because the "voters" of 

Texas were not likely to repeal the state law, and he was 

undoubtedly aware of that. 

In addition to authorizing newspaper editors to pub

licize his stand on civil rights through editorials and the 

printing of a "personal" letter from him, Rayburn had other 

means of reaching the voters. He was determined to conduct 

the best campaign possible with more letter writing and lit

erature than he had ever used before. Specifically, he in

formed all of the rural mail carriers in his district of a 

recently-passed law containing an increase in equipment 

^2Greenville Evening Banner, May 31, 19lj-8. An al
most identical article appeared in Rayburn's hometown news 
paper a few weeks later. "Rayburn Opposed Civil Rights 
Program," Bonham Daily Favorite, June 20, 191+8, 

^^Letter, Rayburn to P, 0, Carris, February 12, 
191+8, Rayburn Papers, 
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allowance which meant about thirty dollars more per month 

to each carrier. He also requested from all "his" post

masters the names and addresses of all employees in each 

post office. He did that, he explained to his Sherman cam

paign director, because Congress would approve a bill in

creasing the pay of postal workers before adjournment, and 

he intended to write each employee telling him when the bill 

was passed and that it had his support, "These people touch 

a lot of folks," Rayburn added.^^ 

Rayburn sent to every farmer in the district a copy 

of a speech he made on the Agriculture Appropriation Act. 

In it, he emphasized his longstanding support for rural 

electrification, soil conservation, and farm price supports. 

Every family having rural electrification in the district 

received an additional letter from Rayburn. There were some 

fifteen thousand farm homes receiving electricity through 

the REA, and as Rayburn put it, if "there are two votes to 

the farm, that will add up to a lot of votes."o5 

In late April Rayburn stated that he was not hearing 

very much politically from his district, which he inter

preted as a sign of little interest in the campaign at that 

time. Things had quieted down after the initial excitement 

^Letter, Rayburn to Lee Simmons, March 26, 19l|-8, 
Rayburn Papers. 

^^Letter, Rayburn to Judge R. C Slagle, Jr., 
April 24, I9I1.8, Rayburn Papers. 
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caused by the announcements of Morris and Brown. Everyone 

would be busy with their crops and businesses for about six 

more weeks, Rayburn felt, but he requested Lee Simmons, his 

campaign director in Sherman, to keep him informed on de-

velopments,"'-̂  

With the campaign at home seemingly well in hand, 

Rayburn could devote some time to thoughts of the national 

ticket and the national convention to be held in Philadel

phia, Rayburn never wavered in his support for Truman. He 

admitted that the President was having difficulty, but he 

predicted a resurgence of popularity by election time. He 

felt that Truman would be renominated without a great deal 

of trouble. The Democrats were pretty low with the voters, 

but Rayburn expected the Republicans to slump around con

vention time when they would have to write a platform and 

settle on a candidate to oppose Mr. Truman. The President 

was having to run against many Republicans and none of 

them on a platform,"' 

Another matter that Rayburn displayed much interest 

in was the need for loyalty to the Democratic party on the 

part of delegates to the national convention. He wanted to 

keep the party from splitting if at all possible, and he 

^^Letter, Rayburn to Lee Simmons, April 29, 191+8, 
Rayburn Papers, 

""^Letter, Rayburn to Prank W. Hancock, Jr., 
April 2k, 191+8, Rayburn Papers, 
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wanted especially to keep Texas Democrats within the fold. 

With memory of the Texas Regulars of 191+1+ still fresh in his 

mind, he was most anxious that the situation would not recur. 

He reiterated his conviction that state party officials 

should support the national party nominees. "That is the 

only kind of Democrat that should be sent to the Philadel

phia Convention as a delegate and the only kind that should 

be named as electors," Rayburn asserted to a Bonham Demo

crat. ̂^ 

Sam Rayburn was selected by the Democratic National 

Committee as Permanent Chairman of the Philadelphia conven

tion."9 His selection was viewed by some as "a sop to the 

South." Journalist Tex Easley of the Greenville Evening 

Banner held that opinion, asserting that the National Com

mittee hoped that Rayburn could preserve party harmony 

while securing a quick nomination of Truman and getting 

"the northern big city Democrats to see eye-to-eye with 

the southerners. "'̂ 0 Whatever the reason behind his selec

tion, Rayburn gaveled the national convention to order in 

July, the first of three presided over by the Texan. 

The convention opened on July 12, only two weeks 

prior to the Democratic primary in Texas. Rayburn and 

^^Letter, Rayburn to Deets Dorough, April 2k, 191+8, 
Rayburn Papers. 

^%ew York Times, May 21, I9I4.8, p. 15. 

'^Opreenville Evening Banner, May 31, 191+8, 
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Kentuckian Alben Barkley, the temporary chairman and key

noter, worked together to give the convention some semblance 

of unity and professionalism,'1 It was not to be a harmon

ious gathering, for the party broke into factions, Ray-

burn's efforts were devoted to reminding the Democrats of 

all the good things for which they could claim credit and 

warning them of the dire consequences of a Republican vic

tory in November. 

One incident involving Rayburn occurred as he at

tempted to maintain propriety in the convention, A commit-

teewoman from Pennsylvania, Emma Guffey Miller, came up with 

the idea of having "doves of peace" released in the conven

tion hall. The birds were turned loose without Rayburn's 

knowledge, much less his permission. The chairman's bald 

head proved to be a perfect target, as many of the "doves 

of peace" zoomed in on it. Rayburn, caught off-guard, waved 

his arms wildly to protect himself. Then, he leaned over 

to the microphone and to a nationwide audience the chairman 

sputtered, in despair and disgust, "Get those goddamned 

pigeons out of here."'2 

The Democratic convention renominated Truman, choos

ing Alben Barkley of Kentucky as his running mate. The 

71 
Dorough, Mr. Sam, pp. 1+02-03. 

"^^Transcript, J. Leonard Reinsch Oral History In
terview, March li+, 1967, pp. 32-33, Truman Library. 
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choice of Barkley, a border-state Senator and popular party 

figure, resulted from the Democrats' desire to preserve the 

"precarious balance within the party," The same need--to 

keep the presidency from passing either to the northern or 

southern wing--had dictated the nomination of Truman, an

other border-state Senator, for Vice President in 191+1+ and 

his nomination for President in 19lf.8,'̂ 3 

The conflicts within the party x̂ êre too great, how

ever, for unity to prevail, I'/hen the convention adopted a 

strong civil rights plank, advocating the enactment of Tru

man's proposals made earlier in the year, a number of dele

gates from the South walked out, the first step toward the 

formation of a third party,'^H- Meeting in Birmingham, Ala

bama, on July 17, I9I1-8, the States' Rights Democrats, or 

"Dixiecrats," nominated South Carolina Governor J. Strom 

Thurmond for President and Mississippi Governor Fielding 

•^Samuel Lubell, The Future of American Politics 
(New York: Harper & Brothers, 1951), P« 21. For the Presi' 
dent's account of his and Barkley's nominations, see Tru
man, Memoirs, II, pp. 220-23, 238-39. 

'^^Truman's role in the platform fight is not clear. 
William C. Berman, in The Politics of Civil Rights in the 
Truman Administration (Columbus: Ohio State University 
Press, 1970), contends that the convention adopted the 
strong civil rights plank against the President's wishes. 
Truman has declared that he had his civil rights proposals 
incorporated into the I9I+8 platform. See Truman, Memoirs, 
II, p, 212. 
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Wright for Vice President."^^ 

Truman and the Democrats faced opposition from yet 

another source, the Progressives. Former Vice President 

Henry A. Wallace announced in December, 19l|-7, that he would 

be a candidate in the coming presidential election,'^^ The 

newly-formed Progressive Party met in Philadelphia shortly 

after the Democratic convention adjourned, naming Wallace 

as their standard bearer. Senator Glen H, Taylor of Idaho, 

like Wallace an outspoken critic of the Truman foreign pol

icy, received the nomination for Vice President, While the 

Progressives' attacks on Truman's policy of containment 

gained them the support of the Communists and their sym

pathizers, Wallace and Taylor failed in their objective 

of winning the support of liberal organizations such as the 

Americans for Democratic Action and the Political Action 

Committee of the CIO,'̂ '̂  The emergence of the left-wing 

party threatened to attract potential Democratic votes, 

^^For discussions of the split within the Democratic 
party over civil rights, see Robert A. Garson, "The Aliena
tion of the South: A Crisis for Harry S. Truman and the 
Democratic Party, 19l|.5-19li8," Missouri Historical Review, 
LXIV (July, 1970), pp. I448-7I, and Harvard Sitkoff, "Harry 
Truman and the Election of I9I+8: The Coming of Age of Civil 
Rights in American Politics," Journal of Southern History, 
XXXVII (November, 1971), PP. 597-616. 

'̂ Ĥenry A. Wallace, "I Shall Run in 191+8," Vital 
Speeches. XIV (January 1, 191+8), pp. 172-74* 

"̂ "̂ See Markowitz, Wallace and Liberalism, pp. 266-97. 
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nonetheless, and was a cause of concern for Truman and his 

party as the campaign got under way. 

A fragmented Democratic party, therefore, prepared 

to campaign against the increasingly confident Republican 

team of Thom.as E. Dewey, New York Governor, and Earl Warren, 

California Governor, The Republican convention had been 

held in June, also in Philadelphia. Rayburn, along with 

other staunch Democrats, feared the consequences of the 

split within the party's ranks, but an attitude of defeatism 

did not prevail among them. Confident that the American 

people would make the right choice if only they knew the 

facts, they set out to take the campaign to the people. But 

first, Rayburn returned to Bonham to wind up his own re

election race. 

There were very few days left before the primary, 

but Rayburn conducted a strenuous campaign in the time re

maining. His chief opponent, G. C, Morris, was depicted by 

Rayburn and his supporters as connected with big business 

interests. He had received a great amount of outside money 

in his bid to unseat the incumbent, they charged.'^8 \<jhen 

the votes were counted, it was once again apparent that Sam 

Rayburn was well-entrenched in his position. He received 

the nomination without a run-off."^^ Whether the national 

''̂ "Greenville Evening Banner, July 16, 191+8. 

'^^onham Daily Favorite, July 25, 191+8, 



227 

party won or lost in November, Rayburn would be back in 

Washington in January to continue as Democratic leader in 

the House. Hopefully he would be the new Speaker, but a 

tremendous amount of work awaited him and the Democrats be

fore that could occur, 

Rayburn returned to Washington for the special ses

sion of Congress called by President Triiman. The stated pur

pose of the special session was to give the Republicans a 

chance to enact the platform adopted at their June conven

tion. The short session, July 26 to August 7, failed to 

produce any important legislation. The President expected 

this outcome. It gave him and his party a campaign issue,80 

Although the Republicans were the majority party, they did 

not make good on any of their platform pledges. Throughout 

the campaign, the American voters would hear repeated refer

ences to the "do-nothing" Eightieth Congress,81 

Sam Rayburn, back at home following the special ses

sion, headed the Fannin County delegation to the Democratic 

state convention, which met in Port Worth in September. Ray

burn was determined that Texas have "another Democratic Con

vention," and he insisted on full and loyal support for the 

°^Truman, Memoirs, II, p. 2l|.2. 

For an analysis of the political reasoning behind 
the special session, see R. Alton Lee, "The Turnip Session 
of the Do-Nothing Congress; Presidential Campaign Strategy," 
Southwestern Social Science Quarterly, XLIV (December, 
'j-9b3), pp. 256-67. 
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Truraan-Barkley ticket from convention delegates,82 Aware of 

efforts being made to insure control by Democratic loyal

ists, Rayburn worked to achieve that end. The primary goal 

was to prohibit the seating of Dixiecrats, the supporters of 

Thurmond and Wright, If only staunch Democrats were seated, 

there would be no problem in selecting a loyal executive 

committee and in handling other matters in the interest of 

the national party,83 

The state convention did remain loyal to the na

tional ticket, for which Rayburn deserved at least some 

credit. Perhaps overstating the case, one Texas Democrat 

congratulated him on the "swell job" he did in Fort Worth. 

He had furnished the leadership and inspiration necessary 

to save the party in Texas.^^ Rayburn's warning to the con

vention delegates was his standard one that the nation faced 

certain depression and possible war if the Democrats were 

not returned to power in November, The Dixiecrat movement, 

he warned, might possibly result in the election going to 

the House of Representatives, In such an event. Republican 

Dewey would almost certainly win since each state would have 

^^Letter, Rayburn to Woodville J. Rogers, August 25, 
19l|.8, Rayburn Papers. 

°3Letter, Woodville J, Rogers to Tom Miller, Au
gust 11, 191+8, Rayburn Papers, 

^Letter, John Ben Shepperd to Rayburn, Septem
ber 22, I9I4-8, Rayburn Papers. 
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one vote.85 Thanks to Rayburn and others of like mind, the 

state organization remained loyal and the threatened take

over by states' righters was averted. 

The re-election campaign conducted by President Tru

man was one of the most personal in the nation's history. 

He traveled thousands of miles, speaking to great throngs of 

people who gathered at railway stations to hear the Presi

dent attack the do-nothing Republican Eightieth Congress.86 

Rayburn was aboard the presidential car much of the time it 

was in Texas, and he was able to get Bonham included on the 

itinerary. 

According to Truman's Administrative Assistant, 

George M, Elsey, the President appeared in Bonham at the 

personal request of Rayburn, and his speech was considered 

the most important one in Texas, Truman ended his address 

by saying, "And when I go down to the Capitol to address 

Congress next January, I expect to see Sam Rayburn sitting 

up there in the Speaker's chair where he belongs,"87 On 

the day following his Bonham appearance, Truman left Texas 

to carry his campaign to other states, Rayburn succinctly 

85 -^Dorough, Mr. Sam, p, l+Ol;, 

Por an account of Truman's campaign, see Irwin 
Ross, The Loneliest Campaign; The Truman Victory of 191+8 
(New York: New American Library, 196b), pp, lbl-2i|.3. 

Library. 

87 
'George M. Elsey Papers, Piles--19l+5-19l|.9, Truman 
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described the President's method of vote-getting when a few 

days earlier he informed a friend that he felt Truman would 

do "as I always do and that is defend what I have always 

done."^^ 

In late October Rayburn conducted a speaking tour 

on behalf of the national ticket. In a telegram to the 

chairman of the Democratic National Committee's Speakers 

Bureau, Rayburn stated that he would go wherever it was 

thought best for him to go--with one exception, James 

Roosevelt had invited him to California, but, without giv

ing a reason, Rayburn flatly refused, "You will have to 

tell James Roosevelt in California that you have scheduled 

me in such a fashion that I cannot get to California, I do 

not want to go to California," Rayburn declared.89 Among 

the states he did visit were Pennsylvania, Illinois, Ken

tucky, Ohio, Missouri, and South Carolina.90 

DO 

Letter, Rayburn to Augustus McCloskey, Septem
ber 21, 191+8, Rayburn Papers, 

^Telegram, Rayburn to Carl Hatch, October 5, 
I9I4.8, Rayburn Papers, 

^^Prior to his tour, he had crossed the Red River 
into Oklahoma Congressman Carl Albert's district and had 
spoken on Albert's behalf at several places where he re
ceived excellent newspaper and radio comment, Albert wrote 
to thank Rayburn for his kind words, stating that they would 
help him in his campaigns for years to come, "I feel quite 
confident now that we will carry the State for the entire 
ticket," the Oklahoman wrote. Letter, Carl Albert to 
Rayburn, October 15, 1948, Rayburn Papers, 
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Wherever he went, Rayburn called for support for the 

Democratic ticket, certain planks of the platform notwith

standing. In areas strongly opposing Truman's civil rights 

proposals, for example, the Texan admitted his opposition to 

civil rights legislation. But, he warned, it would be folly 

to desert the party just because of such disagreements. 

Democrats must stay with Truman, Democratic leadership was 

required to continue the policies that had brought the great

est prosperity this or any other nation had ever known. 

Warnings of another disastrous depression if the Republicans 

won were standard fare in Rayburn's speeches and letters. 

To a constituent in the Fourth District, he explained, "We 

are trying to get the people to think of what is and what 

might be between now and election day."91 

Back in Texas by the first of November, Rayburn 

made his last appeal to the Bonham area voters in a radio 

address. He was greatly concerned over the Senate election 

in which Lyndon B, Johnson was the Democratic nominee, 

Johnson's extremely close--and legally contested--victory 

over former Governor Coke Stevenson in the primary had be

come a major issue.92 Rayburn pledged all-out support for 

Johnson and labeled Stevenson disloyal to the Democratic 

^•^Letter, Rayburn to George Inglish, September 28, 
191+8, Rayburn Papers. 

92seth S. McKay, Texas and the Fair Deal, 191+5-
1952 (San Antonio; The Naylor Company, 1951+), PP» 237-1+6. 
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party. Privately he had indicated his desire that Steven

son and others like him get out of the party altogether,93 

In his final campaign speech Rayburn emphasized the need to 

get out and vote. Voter apathy alone could defeat the Demo

crats, he warned. Rayburn predicted that if everyone made 

the effort required to vote, Truman and Johnson would carry 

the state overwhelmingly.94-

The election on November 2, 191+8, proved the poll

sters wrong. A Republican victory had been confidently pre

dicted, but it failed to materialize. Truman was returned 

to office with a convincing majority, both popular and elec

toral. The Eighty-first Congress would have the Democrats 

firmly in control of both houses. Sam Rayburn would have 

another term as Speaker, and that prospect elated him. He 

devoted the next two months to post-election analyses, 

receiving and sending messages of congratulations, and plan

ning for the coming session of Congress. 

The election indicated to Rayburn that a President 

could be elected without the support of either New York or 

Pennsylvania, two large states that had voted for Dewey. 

The deciding factor in the campaign, he believed, was that 

^3Letter, Rayburn to Robert L. Holliday, October 11+, 
I9I4.8, Rayburn Papers. Stevenson had publicly called for the 
election of Johnson's Republican challenger. Jack Porter, 
See McKay, Texas and Fair Deal, pp. 21+3-41+. 

^^Radio address, November 1, 1948, Speech File, 
Rayburn Papers, 
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the people did not wish to hazard a change from the most 

prosperous times they had ever known to the party that was 

in power when the worst depression started, "The 'wool 

hats' way out on the farms in the country really came in 

this time and made the difference," Rayburn thought,95 This 

analysis coincided exactly, of course, with his thinking 

prior to the election, 

Rayburn certainly knew, however, that the real 

credit for the election victory belonged to Harry Truman, 

While he and many others had done their part, it was Tru

man's unfailing courage and faith that had carried the 

people with him.96 Acknowledging doubts he had managed to 

suppress before the votes v/ere in, Rayburn revealed that the 

victory was so complete that it amazed "the whole lot of 

U3."97 

"-^Letter, Rayburn to Wright Morrow, November 11, 
191+8, Rayburn Papers. 

° Letter, Rayburn to Jed Johnson, November 11, 
I9I4.8, Rayburn Papers, 

"'Letter, Rayburn to Bernard F. Dickmann, Novem
ber 29, I9I+8, Rayburn Papers. Lubell, Future of American 
Politics, is considered the standard work on the 191+ti elec
tion. Por Truman's views on the election, see Truman, 
Memoirs. II, pp. 215-17, 240-41, 255-57. For an analysis 
of the agricultural issues in the election, see Matusow, 
Farm Policies and Politics, pp. 170-90. That black Ameri
cans and other minorities voted for Trum.an in I9I4-8 is 
treated in Donald R. McCoy and Richard T. Ruetten, Quest 
and Response; Minority Rights and the Truman Administra
tion (Lawrence: University Press of Kansas, 1973). 
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As Republicans tried to determine the causes of 

their defeat. Democrats, especially those in the House, 

turned their attention to the new Congress in January. They 

had regained control after two years in the unfamiliar role 

of minority party. Majority status meant new committee po

sitions to be filled, and House members wasted no time in 

getting their requests in to the man everyone expected to 

be the new Speaker, Rayburn's preferences for committee 

members were important, but a Speaker does not have absolute 

control over standing committee appointments. Approval by 

the Democratic caucus, then election by the entire House, 

was the procedure to be followed. Getting a favorable nod 

from the Speaker and the Majority Leader was, at any rate, 

the first step in a successful bid for a committee assign

ment, 

Rayburn was kept informed on the situation in Wash

ington during the interval between election day and the be

ginning of the new Congress, One of those providing infor

mation was Tommy Corcoran, a friend of Rayburn's since early 

New Deal days, "As you know," he wrote, 

I would never presume to give you advice but there is 
so damn much consulting and conspiring going on up here 
about the composition of the House Committees on the 
part of the groups who are sure they won the election 
for the Party that I didn't think that even a master 
who always waits to see the white of their eyes would 
completely defer strategizing,98 

^^Letter, Thomas G, Corcoran to Rayburn, Novem
ber 15, I9I4.8, Rayburn Papers, 



235 

The major source of dissatisfaction came from west

ern Democrats and labor groups. They were in revolt against 

the seniority system in Congress and against those congress

men who had deserted the party in the November elections. 

Another Washington informant, James Rowe, Jr., described in 

detail the planning that was afoot. He indicated that Mike 

Mansfield of Montana wanted to become Majority Whip in the 

new Congress and that he was already actively campaigning 

for the job. He had the support of other westerners, a 

group that saw themselves as treated inequitably. The West 

had voted straight Democratic for twenty-two years and had 

no representation at all in high councils. Rigid adherence 

to the seniority system was to blarae for that intolerable 

situation, and those opposed to it had devised a plan to 

bring about changes,99 

The first step in the plan, Rowe explained, was to 

be a wide publicity campaign to put heat on Rayburn and 

other leaders in the House, The point to be made was that 

pro-labor members and those from the West, although devoted 

to the principles of the Democratic party, had little in

fluence in the House because of the seniority rule. The 

second step was to be an educational campaign to point out 

that two powerful committees—Rules and Ways and Means--

^^Letter, James Rowe, Jr,, to Rayburn, November 20, 
191̂ .8, Rayburn Papers, 



236 

were responsible. It would be claimed that those commit

tees, dominated by conservative Democrats from the South 

and Republicans, had managed to block effective action by 

President Roosevelt, The same coalition must not be allowed 

to block Truman's program. 

The next phase would be to advance several solutions 

to cure the problem. The change most discussed at the time, 

according to Rowe, was to abolish both objectionable com

mittees and turn the power exercised by them back to the 

Speaker,100 Liberal congressmen trusted Rayburn, he con

tinued, and thought that if Rayburn were free to make the 

various decisions, a better balance in the organization of 

the House would result. The specific proposal, however, had 

not been decided upon, and several alternate suggestions 

were under consideration. Some favored limiting the power 

of the Rules Committee by requiring action within a speci

fied time; others were formulating slates to be recommended 

for appointment to Rules and V7ays and Means if all other 

proposals failed. Those recommended were to be liberals, 

of course, with several from the West. 

The fourth and last step in the plan was to be its 

actual implementation. Rowe believed that a time schedule 

Rowe mentioned the irony of this suggestion. It 
was "George Norris and his Liberals" who had stripped the 
Speaker of those same powers early in the twentieth century, 
The liberals were now advocating their return to the Speak
er. Ibid. 
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had already been worked out, saying that it was organized 

down to the day and the hour when Philip Murray was to tele

phone President Truman and demand his help in the desired 

reform of the House. The impetus for the reform measures 

came from the same ones who successfully sponsored the civil 

rights program at the Philadelphia convention. Newly-elected 

Senator Hubert Hiamphrey of Minnesota was a leader, and mem

bers of the Americans for Democratic Action and the politi

cal agencies of the labor organizations made up the group. 

They were convinced Truman's election had proved they were 

right at Philadelphia. The party could win without the 

South, and it was time to purge the dissident elements who 

had for years been a drag on the liberalism of the party. 

In short, the reformers wanted the Dixiecrats read out of 

the party completely.101 

Rayburn, therefore, was not unaware of the agitation 

in Washington and elsewhere among liberal groups. While re

maining non-committal on the proposed reforms, he expressed 

optimism that it would be possible to work things out in a 

satisfactory fashion for the western Democrats. "The boys 

like to talk a great deal after the election," Rayburn 

agreed, and he was glad they did because "it is our way." 

lOlibid. 

•^^^Letters, Rayburn to Thomas G. Corcoran, Novem
ber 30, 19l|.8; Rayburn to James Rowe, Jr., December 7, 191+8, 
Rayburn Papers. 
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In none of his correspondence at the time did Rayburn ad

dress himself to the specific problem of dealing with the 

Democrats who had refused to support the Truman-Barkley 

ticket. His efforts at conciliation definitely included 

giving some western Democrats positions of leadership, 

John McCormack, in line to be Majority Leader in 

January, expressed his concern about the Rules Committee 

to Rayburn. Serious consideration must be given to the 

problem, he asserted, so that important legislation reported 

out by other committees would not be blocked by the Rules 

Committee, as had been the case so often in previous years. 

McCormack made no specific recommendations, however.103 

Rayburn indicated no interest in breaking with the 

procedure of filling Rules vacancies with members of minor 

committees who had demonstrated their willingness to go 

along with the House leadership. Possibly he would have 

supported the removal of William Colmer of Mississippi 

from the Committee on Rules. Colmer received promise of 

support from McCormack before Rayburn disclosed his feelings 

on the matter, and the Mississippian was allowed to retain 

his seat, 101+ 

103^ 
Letter, John W. McCormack to Rayburn, Novem

ber 7, 1948, Rayburn Papers, 

^James A, Robinson, The House Rules Committee 
(Indianapolis; The Bobbs-Merrill Company, 1963), p. 105. 
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The decisions on committee assignments were made in 

the Democratic caucus the day before the opening of the 

Eighty-first Congress in January, It was a harmonious meet

ing, according to Congressman Richard Boiling, newly-elected 

representative from Missouri, Rayburn and McCormack were 

unanimous choices for Speaker and Majority Leader, There 

were no questions raised about some who might not be en

titled to be members of the caucus--those who had supported 

Republican Dswey or Progressive Wallace or Dixiecrat Thur

mond, Members of the Mississippi delegation, including 

William Colmer, took their places just as did those who 

supported Tr\itaan,105 

No attack on the sanctity of the iron rule of sen

iority was made in the caucus, Boiling reports, and it was 

his feeling that Rayburn did not want to rock the boat, Ray

burn justified his action, or inaction, by holding to the 

position that only the performance of a member in Washington 

mattered. It simply was not his business what a member did 

about politics in his home state or district. The signifi

cance of the failure to take action against the Dixiecrats 

in January, 191+9, was not foreseen by anyone at the time. 

^Colmer was a special target of the Democratic 
loyalists and liberals. He had been a delegate to the na
tional convention and had walked out in protest. Subse
quently he had refused to support in any way the national 
ticket. Yet he remained a Democrat in name and, because of 
seniority, retained his important committee assignment. See 
Boiling, Power in the House, pp. 166-79. 
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Boiling maintains, but the inaction would mean the thwart

ing of many of Truman's social programs. That proved to be 

tragic for the nation, in Boiling's opinion, because if Con

gress had gone along with Truman in domestic affairs as it 

had in foreign affairs, the terrible problems of the 1960's 

and 1970's would today be closer to resolution.106 

Little resulted, therefore, from all of the talking, 

consulting, and conspiring that had transpired since the 

election. Westerners did not gain any important leadership 

positions in the House,107 and there were no major reforms 

approved. The only measure adopted by the majority party 

was one designed to limit the power of the Rules Committee 

to bottle up legislation reported favorably by the committee 

which originally considered it. Known as the "twenty-one 

day rule," it provided an opportunity on the second and 

fourth Mondays in the month for consideration by the House 

of public bills which were tied up by the Committee on 

Rules. If such measures had been before Rules for at least 

twenty-one days, the chairman of the original committee 

could bring them before the entire House on the specified 

days of the month. This procedure, supported by Speaker 

Rayburn, was approved in the Democratic caucus and later 

^Q^ibid. 

•̂ "̂̂ Mansfield's bid for Majority Whip was unsuccess
ful. Percy Priest of Tennessee was chosen for the post by 
the Democrats. 
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by the entire House.108 

The opportunity for meaningful reform in the House, 

therefore, had passed by the time the new Congress convened 

in January, 191+9. While it is not clear what Rayburn could 

have done, nor what the consequences of any major reforms 

would have been, it is certain that without his considerable 

influence on behalf of change, given his standing with House 

members, there could be no significant changes. That Presi

dent Truman deferred to the Speaker in matters concerning 

the House has been attested to by his associates.109 

Following the election victory in November, Rayburn 

visited Truman in Key V/est, Florida, where the exuberant 

President and Speaker without doubt discussed the coming 

year and prospects for legislative achievement. Rayburn, 

in a press conference at the time, declared that "liaison 

between the TVhite House and Capitol Hill would leave nothing 

to be desired." Predicting that the Democratic "honeymoon" 

would last for four years, Rayburn discounted the possibil

ity of a coalition between Republicans and southern Demo

crats blocking the President's program. The Speaker felt 

•̂^ Truman, Congressional Party, p. l8. The rule 
was the source of much controversy in 191̂-9 and 1950. It 
was repealed in 1951 by the Eighty-second Congress. 

•^^^Transcripts, Joseph G. Peeney Oral History In
terview, September 20, 1966, pp. 53-51+, and John E. Barriere 
Oral History Interview, December 20, 1966, pp. 16-17, 
Truman Library. 
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that practically all the Democrats in the House were happy 

about Truman's election. Rayburn added that many southern

ers called reactionary were not really reactionary .HO 

Rayburn's optimism led the New York Times to edi

torialize : 

The Truman domestic program, as so far announced, 
is one of consolidating and extending New Deal gains 
and of undoing some things that the Eightieth Congress 
did. It is not, so far, a program of startling inno
vation, nor, in Mr. Rayburn's prediction of harmony 
among the Democrats, the Southerners included, was 
there a suggestion that he foresaw any such innova
tions.m 

The image projected by Rayburn of a harmonious Demo

cratic party in the Eighty-first Congress was only an illu

sion. More than anything else, it reflected his own convic

tions about the House and how it should operate. He antici

pated with delight his return to power as Speaker, feeling 

that through his personal technique of quiet persuasion he 

could control the dissident elements. He received with 

skepticism the suggestions for institutional reform in the 

House. 

His confidence in his leadership ability was Ray-

burn's strength, yet it was also his weakness. The develop

ments of the coming sessions of Congress would bear that 

out. Rayburn's personal power could not salvage much of 

•'••'•̂New York Times, November 20, 191+8, pp. 1, 6. 

•̂ •̂ •̂ Ibid., November 21, 191+8, Sec. IV, p. 8. 



21+3 

the Trviman legislative program in the House, even when he 

exerted great effort attempting to do so. While not opposed 

to the basic thrust of Truman's Pair Deal proposals, Rayburn 

must share some of the blame for the failure of Congress to 

enact some significant items. 

In late 191+8 Rayburn erred in not following through 

with the stand he had taken earlier in the state convention 

in Texas. Democrats should support the national ticket, he 

urged at that time, and if they did not, the party would be 

better without them. A bit of that resolve in support of 

disciplining errant Democrats in Congress would have been 

in order, but it was not forthcoming. The Pair Deal would 

suffer as a result. 



CHAPTER VI 

RAYBURN AND THE FAIR DEAL, 191+9-1953 

The Democratic victory of 191+8 was interpreted in 

various ways by various groups. All who had supported the 

national ticket were naturally elated, with many of the di

vergent elements of the party claiming credit for supplying 

the winning margin in November. Organized labor expected a 

repeal of the hated Taft-Hartley Act. Many farmers felt 

that Truman's victory meant governmental price supports 

would be kept at a high level. Civil rights advocates 

reasoned that the federal government would now move to im

plement Truman's comprehensive civil rights program. Pres

ident Truman had won the election on a liberal platform 

while overcoming a strong Republican challenge as well as 

a revolt of right-wing Dixiecrats and left-wing Progres

sives. Most liberals, therefore, felt that, for the first 

time since Franklin Roosevelt's death, they had an effective 

leader in the White House.^ There were to be many bitter 

disappointments for the various factions during the course 

•̂ Alonzo L, Hamby, "The Liberals, Truman, and FDR as 
Symbol and Myth," Journal of American History, LVI (March, 
1970), p, 867. 
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of the Eighty-first and Eighty-second Congresses, 

Sam Rayburn, in his post-election conferences with 

President Truman, had expressed great optimism on the pos

sibilities of accomplishment in the upcoming Congress. As 

we have seen, he foresaw close liaison between the White 

House and Congress, predicting that the Democratic "honey

moon" would last four years.2 Rayburn's task as Speaker in 

the Eighty-first Congress was to bring the various Democra

tic blocs in the House together into substantive majorities 

on the issues arising. Therefore, Rayburn sought to place 

pro-Truman members on key committees having Democratic va

cancies. In addition, Rayburn advised Truman to be moderate 

in his proposals to Congress, Extreme demands, Rayburn 

felt, would only bring about the divisiveness within the 

party he was seeking to avoid,3 

The new Congress in 191+9 and the one following in 

1951 were not to be ones of harmonious accomplishment, how

ever. Instead of four years of cooperation between Congress 

and the White House, the New York Times reported, that phase 

lasted less than two months, Truman's domestic program was 

in serious trouble by the end of February.H- This early 

^Newsweek, XXXII (November 29, I9I4-8), p. 21. 

•̂ U. S, News & V7orld Report, XXVI (January 7, 191+9), 
PP. 39-40. 

^New York Times, February 27, 191+9, Sec. IV, p, 1. 
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appraisal proved correct, as most of Truman's domestic pro

posals went down to defeat. Some programs were salvaged, at 

least partially, but the victories were meager. After 

June 27, 1950, the beginning of the Korean War, attention 

was diverted from domestic issues to international problems, 

resulting in Truman's Pair Deal receding into the back

ground. Finally, in the 1952 elections, the Democrats lost 

control not only of Congress but also of the presidency. 

The Democratic defeat at that time contrasted drastically 

with their 191+8 victory and the optimism with which Demo

crats entered office in January, 191+9, 

On January 3, 191+9, when the Eighty-first Congress 

convened, Sam Rayburn was officially elected to his fourth 

full terra as Speaker, Outgoing Speaker and new Minority 

Leader Joseph Martin remarked that he had been unaware two 

years earlier that Rayburn was presenting him with an "In

dian gift" to be recalled so quickly, Rayburn responded 

with a brief statement of acknowledgement, remarking that 

one of the great things about service in the House was that 

the center aisle did not separate personal friendships. 

Some of his "nearest and dearest" friends sat to the left 

of the Speaker's stand, Rayburn declared,5 With the open

ing formalities concluded, the House awaited recommendations 

from the President, 

^Congressional Record, 6lst Cong,, 1st Sess., Vol. 
XCV, Part"^., January 3, 191+9, p. 9. 
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The essential elements of Truman's Fair Deal were 

presented to Congress during the month of January in a 

series of messages. The State of the Union address, de

livered on January 5, included most of the administration's 

recommendations. Truman requested civil rights legisla

tion, repeal of the Taft-Hartley Act, an increase in the 

minimum wage, enactment of universal military training, and 

extension of the reciprocal trade agreements program. He 

called for an increase in taxes and for a program of con

trols over prices and production. Major proposals dealing 

with aid to education, social security extension, government 

sponsored medical insurance, and low-rent public housing 

were also made by the President." 

Truman's economic message on January 7 gave a de

tailed justification for his recommendations for a tax in

crease and anti-inflationary measures,"7 The budget pre

sented by the President on January 10 showed an anticipated 

deficit of almost one billion dollars without additional 

tsLxation.8 The fourth of Truman's principal messages was 

his January 20 Inaugural Address, which was devoted almost 

entirely to foreign affairs. He proposed a four-point 

New York Times, January 6, 1949, p. 1+. 

Ibid,, January 8, 191+9, pp. 8-9. 

Ibid., January 11, 1949, PP. 19-22. 
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program, calling first for continued support for the United 

Nations. Secondly, he urged renewal of the economic aid 

programs. Next, the President recommended the strengthening 

of free nations against aggression, a direct reference to 

the North Atlantic Treaty which was soon to be sent to the 

Senate for consideration. And finally, "Point Pour" as it 

came to be known, proposed that the United States make sci

entific and industrial advances available to underdeveloped 

areas of the world,9 

Repeal of the Taft-Hartley Act was high on the list 

of priorities for President Truman,10 Although the House 

did not begin its deliberations on the subject until late 

April, the matter had already received a great deal of Ray-

burn's attention. He had consistently opposed the Taft-

Hartley Act, and he continued to call for its revision or 

repeal. He had not voted for the bill in 191+7 because he 

considered it an unfair measure. He supported revision in 

191̂ -9, in order to make it a workable bill. The revised 

law, Rayburn believed, must retain enough strength so that 

neither big labor nor big capital would have such an advan

tage that it could dominate the country. He wanted a bill 

^Ibid., January 21, 1949, p. 1+. 

•^^Pollowing his re-election in 191+8, Truman held a 
Cabinet meeting and several conferences "to plan immediate 
repeal of the Taft-Hartley Act, as promised in the cam
paign." Truman, Memoirs, II, p. 258. 
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that would be fair to both labor and management, Rayburn 

explained, and he was working to achieve such a measure. 

He predicted in March that a workable, strong, and fair 

bill would be enacted.H 

The House battle on the labor measure took place in 

late April and early May, The administration's pro-labor 

version, known as the Lesinski bill, was reported by the 

Education and Labor Committee. 12 it provided for repeal of 

Taft-Hartley and the re-enactment of most of the earlier 

Wagner Act, The proposal differed in two major respects 

from Taft-Hartley. It withdrew authority to issue injunc

tions in strikes involving national emergencies and in un

fair labor practice cases. It would also have legitimized 

the closed shop and preferential hiring practices. 

A counterproposal was made by a coalition of Repub

licans and southern Democrats. Introduced by John V/ood, 

Democrat of Georgia, the measure sought to repeal Taft-

Hartley in name but put most of its provisions back into 

effect. President Truman looked to Rayburn to save the 

administration bill by swinging southern votes away from 

the Wood bill,^3 

^•^Letters, Rayburn to LeRoy M, Anderson, March 7, 
191+9; Rayburn to P. J, Speed, March 19, 191+9, Rayburn Papers 

^2john Lesinski, Democrat of Michigan, was chairman 
of the House Education and Labor Committee, 

^Dallas Morning News, May 2, 19lj-9. 
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Rayburn'3 efforts were largely devoted to persuading 

southerners to vote against the Wood bill by promising to 

secure changes in the Lesinski version. Since there was 

great opposition to the provision withdrawing presidential 

authority to halt strikes affecting the national health and 

safety, Rayburn advocated amending the Lesinski bill to in

clude such authority, thereby maintaining the "cooling-off" 

period of the Taft-Hartley Act. Leaders of organized labor 

did not want specific authority written into the bill, pre

ferring to fall back on Attorney General Clark's opinion 

that the President already possessed that power and legis

lation was not required. Truman announced, nonetheless, 

that he would not object to legislation specifically grant

ing him the authority. Another amendment favored by Ray

burn was a requirement for non-Communist affidavits from 

both labor and management in order to take advantage of 

National Labor Relations Board services. Under the Taft-

Hartley Act, only union labor had such a requirement,1^ 

This issue provided one of the instances when the 

Speaker was unable to save an administration measure. All 

the influence Rayburn could exert was not enough to salvage 

even a weakened version of the Lesinski bill. On the final 

day of debate on the labor measure, Rayburn took the floor 

to speak against the Wood bill and in favor of the Lesinski 

% b i d . 
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bill. He denounced those who argued that they were for far-

reaching amendments to Taft-Hartley, yet supported the Wood 

proposal. There was no difference whatever between the 

philosophy behind the Taft-Hartley Act and that behind the 

Wood amendment. Millions of people in the country were de

manding repeal or meaningful revision of the Taft-Hartley 

Act, the Speaker declared, and "I stand with them," Once 

again he enunciated his philosophy on the nature of legis

lation. Laws should never be passed to punish anyone, he 

admonished; they should be passed to bring about justice 

and fair play and equal opportunity between all classes in 

all sections of the country. Rayburn closed with this ap

peal: 

Let us be just, let us be fair, let us not move in 
an atmosphere of passion or of prejudice because some
body voted against us or because somebody voted for us. 
Let us move in such a way that the great House of "̂ epre-
sentatives will maintain its high standing as the repre
sentative body of the American people. Let us not have 
one sector of the millions of Americans known as labor, 
and their wives and their families, believe that we, for 
one moment, would press down upon their brow a crown of 
thorns.15 

Following Rayburn's plea for its defeat, the House 

proceeded to adopt the Wood bill. The measure was, however, 

sent back to committee the day after its adoption. Since 

nothing at all came from the committee, consideration of 

the measure ended in the House. A similar fate awaited the 

^^Congressional Record, 8lst Cong., 1st Sess., Vol, 
XCV, Part k. May 3, 191+9, p. 5512. 
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attempted repeal of Taft-Hartley in the Senate, 

Whereas the administration failed in securing repeal 

or revision of the Taft-Hartley Act, it achieved at least a 

partial victory on amendments to the Pair Labor Standards 

Act of 1938, President Truman requested an increase in the 

minimum wage, as well as an expanded coverage, A bill 

emerged from Congress increasing the minimum wage from forty 

cents to seventy-five cents an hour as recommended by the 

President, Instead of additional coverage, however, the 

bill, signed into law on October 26, reduced the number of 

affected employees by several thousand.16 

Many of Rayburn's constituents, especially small 

businessmen and farmers, were opposed to the legislation. 

The Speaker believed that minimum wage increases were justi

fied, although he supported limitation on coverage,-^' \^en 

the House voted down the administration bill and approved 

the much weaker version in August, Rayburn indicated that he 

had reservations about the enacted version. The substitute 

bill was one that practically all manufacturers supported.-̂  

In June the House debated the question of public 

housing. Rayburn deserves some credit for the passage of 

•'•̂ Truraan, Congressional Party, pp. 25-26. 

•'-'̂ Letter, Rayburn to W. A. Edward, February 2, 191+9, 
Rayburn Papers. 

^^Letter, Rayburn to Naud Burnett, August I8, 191+9, 
Rayburn Papers. 
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legislation for that purpose. This was an old issue, one 

that President Truman had advocated since 1946. At that 

time the House Rules Committee was blamed for killing a 

Senate-passed housing bill. Two years later a diluted ver

sion of the 1946 measure was passed. Then, after passage 

by the Senate in April, 1949, the House began consideration 

of the comprehensive housing program. The Rules Committee 

again attempted to block the bill, but this time Rayburn 

threatened to invoke the twenty-one day rule, and the com

mittee allowed the measure to reach the floor.^9 

Raybiirn was fully aware of the controversial nature 

of the bill and of the strong opposition to it of many of his 

constituents.20 Knowing that there had been a concerted ef

fort by opponents of the legislation to deluge him and other 

congressmen with requests to vote against the housing bill, 

the Speaker held firm in his support for the administration 

measure. He assured proponents of the bill that he was do

ing all he could to secure "successful and speedy" enactment 

of the measure.21 

^^Bolling, Power in the House, p, 173- See also 
Truman, Congressional Party, pp, 23-21+. 

^^Letters, Rayburn to J. S. Koenig, June 7, 1949; 
Rayburn to G. Melrose Tappan, June 9, 191+9, Rayburn Papers. 

Letter, Rayburn to Harry Glidden, June 24, 1949, 
Raybupn Papers. 
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On June 17, President Truman, in a letter to the 

Speaker, requested prompt House action on the housing bill, 

Truman denounced the "real estate lobby," charging that the 

lobbyists had overestimated the cost of the proposed pro

gram by about one hundred per cent. The plan to eliminate 

slums, construct low-rent public housing and low-rent farm 

housing, and a housing research program would cost about ten 

billion dollars over a thirty-year period, Truman declared, 

rather than the twenty billion dollar estimate of the op

ponents, 22 A fQ^ days later, following a meeting with the 

President and other congressional leaders. Speaker Rayburn 

predicted that, despite the strong opposition of groups 

such as the National Association of Home Builders, the House 

would soon approve the housing bill,23 

House passage came on June 29, and the Housing Act 

of 191+9 was signed into law by the President on July 15.^ 

Rayburn admitted to the chairman of the CIO National Hous

ing Committee that getting a housing bill of any sort . 

through the House of Representatives was a major operation. 

There were several narrow escapes, the Speaker added, but 

22New York Times, June l8, 191+9, p. 1. 

23ibid., June 21, 191+9, p. 26. 

^^For an account of the Rousing Act of 191+9, which 
the author describes as "the major Fair Deal legislative 
triumph," see Richard 0. Davies, Housing Reform during the 
Truman Administration (Columbia: University of Missouri 
Vress, 1966). 
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"our fellows stood up pretty well and I think without a 

doubt that we have a good Housing Bill,"25 

The i/ftiite House recognized Rayburn's role in the 

successful enactment of the housing law, and congratulations 

were immediately sent to him. Presidential adviser Clark 

Clifford wrote; 

I wanted to extend my sincerest congratulations 
for your magnificent work in getting the Housing Bill 
through^the House, We have been aware here of the many 
difficulties that you have encountered and the passage 
of the bill is a great tribute to your skill and 
loyalty,26 

Farm policy was another issue of great importance 

in 191+9. Truman's victory had sparked a movement among 

his major supporters in agriculture for a program of sup

port at ninety, or even one hundred, per cent of parity.28 

Whereas James Patton, president of the Farmers Union, had 

25Letter, Rayburn to V/alter P. Reuther, July 3, 
I9I4.9, Rayburn Papers. 

'̂ '̂ Letter, Clark M. Clifford to Rayburn, June 30, 
191+9, Rayburn Papers, 

The Eightieth Congress enacted the Agricultural 
Act of 191+6 which provided for governmental price supports 
for basic commodities at ninety per cent of parity until 
January 1, 1950, at which time a flexible, or sliding scale, 
system of supports would go into effect, Matusow, Farm 
Policies and Politics, pp. 143-1+1+. See also Murray R. 
benedict. Farm Policies of the United States, 1790-1950; 
A Study of Their Origins and Development (New York: Twen-
tieth Century Fund, 1953), PP. 1+72-78. 

28Matusow, Farm Policies and Politics, p, 191. 
Matusow contends that the issue of rigid versus flexible 
supports for farm commodities was not, however, an im
portant factor in the 191+6 campaign. 



256 

agreed with the flexible price supports in the 191+8 farm 

bill, the farm organization now demanded a new measure to 

provide for one hundred per cent of parity. The Secretary 

of Agriculture, Charles Brannan, met with leaders of the 

Farmers Union shortly after the 191+6 elections and indicated 

his interest in a revised farm program establishing rigid 

high level price supports and providing greater protection 

to small farmers and less to large-scale farmers. Not all 

farm organizations were in agreement on what was desirable 

policy. The Farm Bureau Federation, for example, officially 

endorsed flexible supports although there were strong ele

ments within the group advocating rigid ninety per cent 

supports.29 

Secretary Brannan presented his proposals to the 

appropriate committees of both houses of Congress in mid-

April. 30 tj^Yie Brannan Plan, as the farm recommendations came 

to be called, was an attempt to provide more food for con

sumers and higher incomes for farmers. The major proposal 

was the Income Support Standard, which placed emphasis on 

farm income rather than on farm prices. The Income Support 

Standard sought to establish a minimum income goal for 

farmers. It was to be calculated by determining the farm

ers' average annual purchasing power in the first ten of 

^^Ibid., pp. 192-93. 

30see Benedict, Farm Policies, pp. 1+81+-90. 
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the last twelve years,31 

Brannan also proposed the addition of several new 

basic commodities for which there would be mandatory price 

supports. Included on the list were perishable commodities--

eggs, chickens, hogs, lambs, and beef cattle. Prices would 

be established in the market place, and the government would 

make direct payments to producers vjhen the price dropped be

low support levels. Thus, the Brannan Plan, by allowing 

consumer prices to fall in times of abundance, would gener

ate political support outside agricultural areas. Brannan, 

in an effort to protect the small farmers, further proposed 

a limit on quantities for which farmers could receive sup

ports. The Brannan Plan stirred up immediate controversy.32 

Following announcement of the Brannan Plan, Rayburn 

took a neutral position on the program. He was studying the 

proposals and hoped to see something satisfactory to all 

elements emerge. Hopefully, members of the House could 

agree upon some kind of permanent farm program. Still, Ray

burn knew that deciding upon a permanent policy was ex

tremely difficult due to the uncertainty involved in farm 

production, marketing, and prices. He felt that a workable 

3^Matusow, Farm Policies and Politics, pp. 196-98. 

^^Ibid., pp. 198-99. See also Alonzo L. Hamby, 
"The Vital Center, the Fair Deal, and the Quest for a Lib
eral Political Economy," American Historical Review, LXXVII 
(June, 1972), pp. 665-71. 
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program would be enacted.33 

The farm measure considered by the House in July was 

called the Pace bill, which included provisions for a trial 

run of the subsidy plan for three perishable commodities.31+ 

By that time the Speaker had decided to support the pro

gram and, on July 21, he made a last-minute appeal for 

votes. He began his speech to the House by saying that he 

was afraid he was speaking to minds that were closed. He 

could not understand all the opposition to a program simply 

because it was something new and had not been tried. "I 

have not known any legislation of far-reaching consequence 

in all the years that I have been a Member of this House 

that was not a trial run," Rayburn asserted. As a measure 

of support for and confidence in the Democratic members of 

the Agriculture Committee, he declared that he would hesi

tate long and prayerfully before he would "fly in the face 

of those gentlemen," who, after six months of laborious and 

dedicated study, had brought the measure before the House. 

Rayburn then repeated a statement for which he had become 

famous that "in this House the people get along the best 

who go along the most." His appeal was definitely partisan 

as he urged all the Democrats to stand with him and the 

•^\etter, Rayburn to Charles W. Tune, May 6, 191+9, 
Rayburn Papers. 

3^Stephen Pace, Georgia Democrat, was chairman of a 
House subcommittee on agricultural policy. 
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committee members in favor of the Pace bill. "Let us have 

a trial run on this thing that, in my humble judgment, is 

much better than what is upon the statute books today and 

which you may extend today," Rayburn concluded.35 

Rayburn's appeal failed as many Democrats joined 

with the Republicans to defeat the Pace bill. A substitute 

measure was adopted which simply extended the existing pro

gram for one year.36 The Secretary of Agriculture, after 

the defeat of his proposals, wrote the Speaker: 

Please accept this expression of my deep apprecia
tion of your efforts yesterday on behalf of the Pace 
Bill. The fact that you saw fit to speak in behalf of 
the Department's proposals is a high compliment to us 
as well as to Mr. Pace, Mr. Cooley and the other mem
bers of the Agriculture Committee.37 

In June and July the administration's anti-poll tax 

bill was debated in the House. Delayed by the Rules Commit

tee, it was the first measure taken up under the twenty-one 

day rule.3" Rayburn was personally opposed to passage of 

3^Congressional Record, 8lst Cong., 1st Sess., Vol. 
XCV, Part b, July 21, 191+9, p. 9955-

"̂6 
Many liberals condemned the congressional action 

on the Brannan Plan, charging that Congress did not "want a 
farm program which favors small farmers any more than it 
wants a program which would favor small business or workers." 
See A. G. Mezerik, "The Brannan Plan," New Republic, CXXI 
(November 28, 191+9), pp. 11-13. 

37Letter, Charles Brannan to Rayburn, July 22, 191+9, 
Rayburn Papers. 

Triiraan, Congressional Party, p. 24. 
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the act because he felt it was a matter for the states to 

handle. He was an advocate of repeal of poll tax laws by 

the few states where they existed, including his own. He 

felt that the poll tax as a prerequisite to voting was de

fenseless. He was, therefore, urging repeal of the law in 

Texas, but he had never been able to bring himself to the 

point of voting for its repeal by the national government. 

The principle of states rights, he felt, was a wonderful 

thing even though it had been greatly abused many times in 

both the North and the South,39 

l̂Jhen the Texas legislature proposed a constitutional 

amendment abolishing the poll tax law, Rayburn congratulated 

one of the measure's sponsors in Austin for his good work.^ 

As it turned out, the constitutional amendment was not ap

proved, and Congress took no action. Although the House 

passed the repeal measure, the Senate allowed the proposal 

to die. 

Rayburn, in October, once again threatened use of 

the twenty-one day rule to dislodge a bill languishing in 

the Rules Committee, This time the measure dealt with in

creases in social security coverage and benefits. The 

social security measure did not go as far as the President 

3^Letter, Rayburn to Horace Marcus Coffey, Febru
ary 1, 1949, Rayburn Papers. 

^^Letter, Rayburn to Rogers Kelley, June 21, 1914-9, 
Rayburn Papers, 
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wanted, but once released by the Rules Committee, it was 

approved. Social security shared the same fate as the re

peal of the poll tax in 191+9. The Senate failed to take 

action,^^ 

Rayburn supported additional coverage of social se

curity as long as it was made voluntary for the affected 

groups. He felt that city and county employees should be 

given a chance to receive the benefits of the social secur

ity system,^2 Rayburn advocated extending the program to 

farmers, also on an optional basis,^3 

The long-smoldering tidelands issue erupted in the 

summer of 191+9, taking up much of the Speaker's time and ef

fort even though no settlement resulted. The argument was 

one between the federal government and the coastal states 

over ownership of offshore lands and natural resources. In 

191+5 Congress had passed a bill granting ownership to the 

states, but Truman vetoed it since a case was then pending 

before the Supreme Court,W+ The Court's decision in the 

California case announced the doctrine of paramount federal 

^ Truman, Congressional Party, p, 27. 

^^Letter, Rayburn to J. N, Dickson, February 1+, 
I9I4.9, Rayburn Papers, 

^3Letter, Rayburn to B, N. Parrish, May 6, 191+9, 
Rayburn Papers, 

^Vnited States v, California, 332 U, S, 19 (1914-7). 
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rights and domain over the tidelands and the natural re

sources beneath them. The ruling left a way out for the 

states, however, in that the Court stated that the ultimate 

determination of the ownership of the property was with 

Congress, the policy-making branch of the government. 

The coastal states then prepared to battle for own

ership of the tidelands. In Texas, leadership was provided 

by Governor Beauford Jester, Attorney General Price Daniel, 

and Land Commissioner Bascom Giles. Shortly after the 191+8 

elections. Governor Jester notified Rayburn that he, Daniel, 

and Giles were looking to him for leadership in upholding 

the state's ownership of the submerged lands. Jester said 

that he had not spoken to the President about the matter, 

deferring instead to the Speaker's judgment and strategy. 

It was hoped that Rayburn could persuade Truman to delete 

the~issue from his State of the Union address, leaving the 

decision up to Congress. If Congress should enact a state 

ownership law. Jester hoped that Truman could be persuaded 

to withhold his veto. Such a course. Jester thought, would 

be entirely consistent with the position previously taken 

by the President.^5 

In January Rayburn informed the Texas Attorney Gen

eral that he did not know how the tidelands legislation 

would fare in Concrress. He was keeping up with the progress 

^^Letter, Beauford H. Jester to Rayburn, Decem
ber 23, 1948, Rayburn Papers, 
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of the bill in committee, however, consulting with one of 

the members regularly. He assured Daniel that when the time 

came for appearances before the committee he would inform 

him so that he could be in Washington to present his case,^^ 

State officials from Texas, Louisiana, California, 

and Maryland, meeting with Speaker Rayburn in June, worked 

out a set of proposals to present to the United States At

torney General Tom Clark and Secretary of the Interior 

Julius A, Krug, They called for maintaining the federal 

government's paramount rights in the submerged coastal areas 

for navigation, defense, and international relations. The 

states would exercise control in the areas for oil develop

ment, taxes, and police power. A trade was suggested where

by the states would give the federal government 37^ per cent 

of the oil income from the tidelands in return for the same 

portion of continental shelf proceeds. State ratification 

of the legislation was to be required.^' 

Attorneys for the United States government drafted a 

plan with many similar features. There were points of dis

agreement between the two plans, and Rayburn found himself 

in the middle of an intense controversy. The Speaker was 

the main spokesman for the states in the negotiations. He 

^^Letter, Rayburn to Price Daniel, January 25, 191+9, 
Rayburn Papers. 

1̂7 Dallas Mornlnp; News, July 1, 19l).9. 
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held, at the same time, the key to any congressional action 

on the subject. The administration needed Rayburn's agree

ment on any bill on tidelands control before it could get 

out of committee,4" 

Rayburn did not enjoy his role as compromiser in the 

tidelands matter. After conferences with state officials and 

Clark and Krug, he grimly announced on June 30 that the 

states and the federal government were deadlocked and could 

not reach an agreement on legislation. While not admitting 

complete defeat in his efforts, Rayburn was pessimistic con

cerning an eventual agreement. The major disagreement was 

over management of the submerged coastal area. The Interior 

Secretary, representing the President's views, was unwilling 

to relinquish federal management,^9 

In his attempts to effect a compromise between the 

states and the federal government, Rayburn was severely 

criticized by partisans of the states' position. When his 

proposals were rejected by Texas officials, he tried to work 

out alternatives. The fact was that neither side had any 

real desire to compromise on certain points, such as manage

ment and state boundaries,^0 Rayburn felt that he had 

^ Ibid,, June 17, 191+9. 

^^Ibid,, July 1, 191+9. 

^^Letter, Rayburn to Edward Clark, August 13, 191+9, 
Rayburn Papers, 
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nothing to gain, personally or politically, from the issue, 

and he sought in his efforts simply to be helpful in bring

ing about a solution.^l His primary objective was to reach 

some settlement before the Supreme Court ruled against Texas 

as it had against California. His efforts were dedicated to 

bringing about justice to the states involved and getting 

them at least something.52 

In the interval between sessions of the Eighty-first 

Congress, Speaker Rayburn made a major effort to heal the 

differences between the national Democratic party and Texas 

Democrats. He wanted to show Democrats nationally, as well 

as Texas voters, that old disagreements were gone and unity 

prevailed.^3 The principal divisive issues between the 

state and national party organizations were the tidelands 

controversy. President Truman's civil rights program, and 

deficit spending brought about by the huge foreign aid ap

propriations. The Speaker's task was indeed formidable, and 

his goals were not to be realized. 

Rayburn appeared in Houston in November at a meeting 

billed as a "feast of reconciliation" for the Democrats of 

Texas. That all Texas Democrats were not in a conciliatory 

5lLetter, Rayburn to R. L. Lewis, July 29, 1949, 
Rayburn Papers. 

^^Letter, Rayburn to Z. E. Marvin, July 29, 1949, 
Rayburn Papers. 

53Dorough, Mr. Sam, p. 422. 
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mood was demonstrated by the attitude and actions of Jesse 

Jones, Jones had supported Republican Thomas E, Dewey for 

President in 191+8,-̂ ^ He was, nonetheless, still considered 

a Democrat and was included in the plans for honoring Ray

burn and demonstrating party unity, 

W, A, Combs, chairman of the Rayburn Program Com

mittee, informed Jones of the dinner in honor of Rayburn, 

taking the liberty of putting Jones's name on the Reception 

Committee to welcome the Speaker to Houston, Invitations to 

that committee were being extended. Combs explained, only to 

those "who have supported the Democratic Party, who cherish 

its ideals, and who we feel would be glad to honor Speaker 

Rayburn by their presence,"''^ 

Jones did not choose to participate in the various 

functions honoring his fellow Texan, His invitation to a 

luncheon at the Shamrock Hotel went unanswered, and he did 

not attend. Editorial comment in Jones's newspaper, the 

Houston Chronicle, indicated the intense hostility Jones 

held for Rayburn as a spokesman for the Truman administra

tion. 

5^That was the first time since, at the age of 
twenty-two, Jones had voted for a Republican for President. 
In 1896 he had supported Republican William McKinley against 
Democrat V/illiam J. Bryan. Bascom N. Timmons, Jesse H. 
Jones; The Man and the Statesman (New York: Henry Holt 
and Company, 195F), p.*3FIT 

^^Letter, W. A. Combs to Jesse H. Jones, Novem
ber 10, 191+9, Container 23, Jones Papers, 



267 

The Chronicle editorial, which appeared following 

the political rally at the Sam Houston Coliseum, began with 

a discussion of the disappointing attendance figures. Al

though fifteen thousand had been expected, less than four 

thousand appeared. That so few attended merited analysis, 

the writer of the editorial argued. 

Texans were fed up with excessive government spend

ing and high taxes, and they had shown it in multiple ways. 

The latest was in the defeat of several proposed state con

stitutional amendments which purportedly would have in

creased governmental expenditures. Rayburn, in obvious 

defiance of this prevailing public opinion, had not sug

gested any decrease in spending in his recent press confer

ence in Houston. He, on the other hand, had referred to 

the government's deficit spending and intimated that Con

gress would likely raise some taxes in its next session. 

He did not elaborate as to which taxes might be raised and 

which lowered. But, worst of all, he did not advocate re

duction of government spending. The editorial ended with 

these statements; 

The people are probably more concerned these 
days with excessive government spending and high 
taxes than just about anything else. They got little 
comfort from Mr. Rayburn's statement. His pronounce
ments at the rally dealt largely with foreign policy 
and party politics. 

He talked more about when cotton was 1+̂  cents a 
pound, wheat 30 cents a bushel, corn 15 cents and 
about the acknowledged great Mr. Roosevelt and the 
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good Mr. Truman,56 

Jesse Jones did contribute a nominal amount to help 

defray the expenses of the Democratic function. Mr. Combs 

acknowledged his "generous contribution of $250," describing 

the Speaker's visit to Houston as "a great success and a 

splendid influence for harmony and unity in the Party." 

Rayburn was highly pleased with everything, according to 

Combs, including the fine response of local Democrats.57 

Combs undoubtedly exaggerated, if not misrepresented, the 

Speaker's true feelings. Another person described Rayburn 

as unable to understand the actions of some party members, 

and the Houston Democrats were especially puzzling to him. 

"Those Democrats down there should either get on the horse 

or get off," he later remarked.58 

Although the Houston affair was a great disappoint

ment for Rayburn, earlier in the year he had received an 

^^Houston Chronicle, November 30, 191+9. A much 
harsher article on Rayburn is found in Jones's personal pa
pers. Apparently, Jones decided to print the milder ver
sion. The more critical editorial contends that Rayburn 
was being honored not because he was a statesman, but be
cause he occupied a prominent position in the national 
government. In his prominent position he had, for seventeen 
of the last nineteen years, "carried wood and water for the 
White House with no independence of judgment or effort to 
influence legislation except as proposed by the \>rhite 
House." Container 23, Jones Papers, 

5'^Letter, W, A. Combs to Jesse H, Jones, Decem
ber li+, 1949, Container 23, Jones Papers, 

58 Dorough, Mr, Sam, p, 1+23. 
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honor that definitely overshadowed the November debacle. In 

May he was given the Collier's magazine award for distin

guished service in Congress during the previous year. Be

sides Rayburn, Senator Arthur H. Vandenberg also received 

the recognition, which included a gift of $10,000. Rayburn 

was cited for his performance as Minority Leader in the 

Eightieth Congress,^9 Rayburn decided that he would begin 

a library fund with the award money. This was the begin

ning of the fulfillment of one of Rayburn's dream3--the 

establishment of a repository for his personal books and 

papers and a library for the continuing use of the people 

of Bonham and the entire Fourth District.^0 

When the second session of the Eighty-first Congress 

convened in January, 1950, one of the first major issues 

considered by the House of Representatives was the Presi

dent's controversial proposal for the establishment of a 

Pair Employment Practices Commission, The issue was com

plicated by an attempt in the House to repeal the twenty-

one day rule under which the measure was expected to reach 

the floor. The Republican leadership favored repeal of the 

rule but did not want to appear in opposition to the civil 

rights legislation. In the ensuing debates on repealing 

59 11 

'̂  J, C, Derieux, "Collier's Congressional Awards," 
Collier's. CXXIII (May 11;, 1949), pp. 17, 83, 

^^Bonham Daily Favorite, October 8, 1957. 
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the rule. Speaker Rayburn strongly advocated its retention. 

He argued that it was essential to the administration's 

legislative program,^^ The twenty-one day rule was retained 

for awhile, but its retention did not result in approval of 

the PEPC bill. 

Under the rule the first possible day for taking up 

the civil rights measure, sponsored by Chairman Lesinski of 

the Education and Labor Committee, was Monday, January 2i+, 

On the preceding Saturday Rayburn announced that some inter

national measures, pending since October, would take prece

dence. This was being done, Rayburn asserted, in the inter

est of orderly procedure in the House,^2 rpĵg ĵ ĝ ^ possible 

day under the twenty-one day rule was in late February and, 

at that time, other bills held by the Rules Committee could 

still take precedence, 

Lesinski was finally recognized on February 22, 

under the Calendar Wednesday rule, for the purpose of in

troducing the PEPC bill. On that day, dilatory tactics by 

opponents of the bill prevented Lesinski's recognition until 

Congressional Record, 8lst Cong,, 2nd Sess,, Vol, 
XCVI, Part 1, January 20, 1950, p. 708, 

^%ew York Times, January 23, 1950, p. 37. Ray-
burn's action brought praise from opponents of the Fair 
Employment bill. A Missourian congratulated the Speaker 
for "sidetracking" the Lesinski bill in favor of a minor 
foreign measure. He was pleased to know that Rayburn was 
"still a loyal Southerner and not lost to the socialist 
Truman forces." Letter, R. Lee Aston to Rayburn, Febru
ary 6, 1950, Rayburn Papers. 
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late in the day. Under the Calendar Wednesday procedure, 

bills must be decided in one day. The House measure, as 

passed at the end of the long Wednesday session, was a weak 

substitute for Lesinski's proposal. Even if discriminatory 

hiring practices were uncovered by the FEPC, the bill pro

vided no enforcement powers to require compliance. In the 

Senate, action on the FEPC bill was blocked by a fili

buster. A cloture proposal was backed by a majority, but 

did not receive the two-thirds required for ending debate. 

A later attempt in the Senate to stop the debate and vote on 

the measure also failed, thereby ending all efforts on the 

subject in 1950.^3 

As the civil rights furor raged in the South, from 

Texas came a not-too-gentle reminder of Rayburn's I9I4-8 prom

ise to the State Democratic Convention in Fort Worth. A 

member of the State Executive Committee informed Rayburn 

that she had not forgotten that "you promised us that if a 

Democratic President and a Democratic Congress were elected, 

that the civil rights bill would never pass." She ex

plained that, in her opinion, "us Texans who are using and 

have used Negroes," would make more progress toward the bet

terment of the Negro race without the civil rights bill. ^ 

3Truman, Congressional Party, pp. 30-33. 

^^Letter, Mrs. William P. Eckhardt to Rayburn, 
February 3, 1950, Rayburn Papers. 
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The Speaker assured the Texas Democratic official 

that he was still opposed to civil rights legislation. The 

measure under consideration might pass the House in some 

form, Rayburn said, but he did not think it would pass the 

Senate and become law "just as I said in 191+8,"^^ That, of 

course, is what happened to the civil rights bill in 1950. 

Rayburn's actions on the civil rights measure were not de

cisive, for even the weakened version failed in the Sen-

ate. He had sided with the opponents of the establish

ment of a permanent Pair Employment Practices Commission. 

Given the magnitude of his constituents' opposition and his 

public promises to oppose such civil rights measures, Ray

burn felt he could not do otherwise. 

Truman's recommendations for federal aid to educa

tion in 1950, as was the case the year before, did not fare 

well in Congress. Rayburn blamed religious fears and preju

dices for the defeat of the measure in 191+9, since much of 

the controversy had centered on whether or not parochial 

^^Letter, Rayburn to Mrs. William F, Eckhardt, 
February 11, 1950, Rayburn Papers. 

^^Congress repeatedly failed to enact the requested 
PEPC legislation. In December, 1951, Truman, by executive 
action, established a top-level interdepartmental committee 
in an effort to enforce compliance with the clauses in gov
ernment contracts forbidding discrimination. Since the 
Korean War was under way at that time, the contracts in
volved covered approximately one-fifth of the economy. 
See Koenig, Truman Administration, p, 121. 
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schools should receive government aid.̂ *̂  The race question, 

however, had a tremendous bearing on the attitudes of con

gressmen on the issue, and those two points remained unre

solved when the measure was again considered. 

Rayburn consistently opposed federal aid to educa

tion, declaring that federal aid would mean federal control 

of the schools. "Once you start giving federal funds you 

get federal control," he asserted in a letter to the editor 

of the South Carolina Magazine. He further declared: 

I know that the federal government contributes 
money to few things that it doesn't ultimately run in 
its entirety or is in a position to do so when it so 
desires. I can imagine our voting money in hundreds 
of millions, then somebody get up and offer an amend
ment providing that no part of these funds be used in 
any state where there is segregation in the schools 
among the races. If a Roll Call was had on that, it 
would certainly carry--then we would be paying for 
something we weren't getting.68 

Rayburn's fears of federal control, or guidelines, 

were not unfounded. The President's Committee on Civil 

Rights had issued its report. To Secure These Rights, in 

October, 191+7. The committee reported that discrimination 

was deeply entrenched in American society. Federal action 

was recommended to remedy the situation. In addition to 

calling for laws designed to end specific abuses, the 

^^Letter, Rayburn to Del C. Martin, July 29, 191+9, 
Rayburn Papers. See also New York Times, August 10, 191+9, 
P. 10. 

^°Letter, Rayburn to Mrs. George M. MacNabb, 
February 2l+, 1950, Rayburn Papers. 
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canmittee recommended that federal grants-in-aid to the 

states be made conditional on compliance with the spirit 

of the report.^9 

Although President Truman had not included the re

quest for making aid to states conditional on the elimina

tion of discrimination, Rayburn was aware of the committee's 

proposal. He realized that should such an amendment be 

proposed to any aid to education bill, it would be approved. 

Under the circiamstances, therefore, Rayburn felt the financ

ing of education should be left to the states, "I don't 

think there is a state in the Union, if they would tax the 

people that should be taxed, that would not be able to have 

a nine months school and pay their teachers decent sala

ries," he declared.'^^ 

Rayburn, as a representative from an oil and gas 

producing state, from time to time demonstrated his interest 

in measures affecting the industry. In 1950 the Kerr Natu

ral Gas Act, which provided for exemption of the independent 

gas producers from the Federal Power Commission's regulatory 

powers, was passed.^^ Introduced in the Senate by Robert S. 

^^Garson, "Alienation of the South," p. 1+61+. 

^^Letter, Rayburn to George J. Little, March 7, 
1950, Rayburn Papers. 

"̂ •̂ The HousQ passed a similar bill, also with Ray-
burn's support, in 1949. Conprressional Record, 8lst Cong., 
lat Sess., Vol. XCV, Part «, August 4, 191+9, PP. 10778-79. 
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Kerr, Oklahoma Democrat, the measure was designed to pro

vide the independent natural gas entrepreneur with more 

freedom to exploit gas fields without close regulation by 

the PPG. After passage by the Senate, the Kerr bill was 

sent to the House for consideration, 

Rayburn spoke in the House on behalf of passage of 

the Senate version. The Department of Defense, Rayburn 

said, had studied all elements of the bill and had concluded 

that its effect "should be to encourage the development of 

oil and gas resources and thus would be of benefit to the 

national security," In summing up the essence of the Kerr 

bill, Rayburn asserted; 

This bill simply says that the little fellow, who 
goes out and strikes some gas, is not going to be hauled 
up to Washington and tried before the Federal Power Com
mission, and that the independents in gathering, not in 
the transportation in interstate pipe lines or anything 
of the sort, shall not be placed under regulations that 
they would be in interstate commerce. 

In my opinion . . . this will not raise the price 
of natural gas to any consumer in the United States one 
red penny. I think this thing should be gotten out of 
the way. We should concur in this Senate amendment and 
then have this study and see where we go from there,'2 

By two votes the Kerr Natural Gas Act passed the 

House in the form enacted by the Senate, Rayburn, aware of 

the intense pressure on Truman to veto the bill, urged him 

to sign it. He explained in a letter to the President that 

72 
C o n g r e s s i o n a l R e c o r d , 8 l s t C o n g . , 2nd S e s s . , V o l . 

XCVI, P a r t 4 , March 3 1 , 1950 , p . 1+566. 
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there had been much misrepresentation of the bill and dis

tortion and falsification of the facts. The bill would not 

raise gas rates but would, in all probability, reduce them 

because of an increased volume of production. He reminded 

the President the bill as passed was, in its entirety, in 

the form and language approved by the President's aides, 

Charley Murphy and Clark Clifford. "I wanted you to know, 

Mr. President, that the bill enacted by both Houses is in 

the exact form in which you told us it would be acceptable 

to you," the Speaker concluded,'3 

President Truman, as Rayburn feared, vetoed the Kerr 

Act on April 15.^ The Speaker blamed the veto on a well-

organized campaign by the measure's opponents to convince 

the President that practically every housewife in the United 

States thought the Kerr bill would raise the price of gas."75 

Still, Rayburn believed it was the business of Congress to 

pass legislation "whether the President attaches his signa

ture or not."'̂ ^ He had exerted all the pressure he could 

to secure passage of the bill and to persuade the President 

'73Letter, Rayburn to Harry S. Truman, April 3, 1950, 
Rayburn Papers. 

'̂ N̂ew York Times, April 16, 1950, p. 1. 

"^^Letter, Rayburn to W, P. Z, German, Jr., May 1, 
1950, Rayburn Papers. 

'^^Letter, Rayburn to Clarence L, Dickerson, 
April 22, 1950, Rayburn Papers. 



277 

to sign it. After failing to convince Truman of the de

sirability of the act, Rayburn did not press for overriding 

the veto. Due to the closeness of the original vote, he 

knew such an effort would be futile. 

Another matter in v/hich Rayburn had long and abiding 

interest was that of the oil depletion allowance. For years 

the allowance had been 27^ per cent, but the administration 

proposed a reduction. Stirred to action by the proposal, 

Texas Governor Allan Shivers sent Rayburn a lengthy tele

gram to urge defeat of the administration proposal. "It 

is ray sincere belief that such action would work a great 

hardship on the oil industry in general and especially the 

smaller operators who have depended upon this allowance to 

finance them in the hazardous and expensive business of 

prospecting for new reserves," Governor Shivers stated. He 

acknowledged that the Speaker was undoubtedly aware of the 

tremendous importance of this constant search for and de

velopment of new sources of supply, "as oil is vital to our 

country in peace and doubly so in case of war." Shivers 

requested that Rayburn look into the situation himself and, 

if in agreement with him, call it to the attention of those 

on the House Ways and Means Committee.'' 

The Speaker's terse reply to Shivers conveyed an air 

of disdain for the Governor's impertinence. Rayburn resented 

'7'̂ Telegram, Allan Shivers to Rayburn, February 13, 
1950, Rayburn Papers, 
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"newcomer" Shivers's advising him on the depletion allow

ance, writing as if there were some reason to think he was 

not in full accord with the policy. He had received his 

telegram of February I3 about "this Depletion thing" was 

Rayburn's reply to Shivers, The Speaker then informed the 

Governor that "I have been sitting on this a long, long 

tirae,"'7̂  

Oil men were in frequent correspondence with Ray

burn concerring the depletion allowance. Any talk of a new 

tax bill always resulted in an outpouring of requests from 

such men for retention of the current rate. A Dallas oil 

man, after the major scare in 1950 had passed, congratulated 

the Speaker for the "superb job you did on depletion which 

literally saved the lives of us independents in the oil in

dustry," With imports already cutting down normal profits 

to seventy per cent of their usual net take, a cut in the 

depletion allowance would have ruined the independents in 

the industry, the oil man contended,"^^ 

The next year, 1951, the depletion allowance again 

came under congressional consideration, Rayburn assured one 

anxious oil operator that every raeraber of the Texas delega

tion was alert to the situation, and all would do their best 

"̂ L̂etter, Rayburn to Allan Shivers, February I8, 
1950, Rayburn Papers, 

*79Letter, Harold Byrd to Rayburn, February 19, 
1950, Rayburn Papers. 
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to keep the allowance like it is "when the time comes to 

write a tax bill.""^ Glenn McCarthy, the famous Houston 

oil entrepreneur, complained that a reduction in the allow

ance would be "most unjust and unfair and will destroy the 

Independent oil operators in the United States who are, and 

always have been, the backbone of our domestic oil produc

tion," The independent oil operator would perish, McCarthy 

said, without an incentive and a way to be reimbursed for 

drilling twenty dry holes in order to find one oil or gas 

well. The depletion allowance made it possible for oil 

men to take the required risks.81 

Rayburn had always supported retention of the 27^ 

per cent depletion allowance. He claimed he was not in 

favor of it just because it helped oil people, although 
Op 

some people tried to make that appear to be his reason. 

Instead, the Speaker said, he supported the depletion al

lowance because he thought it kept "many small people in 

the field and that the exploration for new sources of oil 

is much greater than if it were in the hands of only a few 

^^Letter, Rayburn to R. B, Sanders, February 10, 
1951, Rayburn Papers. 

"̂̂ •Letter, Glenn H. McCarthy to Rayburn, March 5, 
J.951, Rayburn Papers. 

For a harsh appraisal of Rayburn's connection with 
the oil and gas interests, see Robert S. Allen and William V. 
Shannon, The Truman Merry-Go-Round (New York: The Vanguard 
Press, Inc., 1950), pp. "lb2-b/+. 
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people,"^3 Not until years after Rayburn's death were the 

proponents of reduction of the depletion allowance success

ful in achieving their goal. 

The domestic issues of the Eighty-first Congress re

ceded into the background in the summer of 1950 with the be

ginning of the Korean War, On June 27, President Truman 

announced that he had pledged American arms to the defense 

of South'Korea.81+ Action by the United Nations made the war 

an authorized police action, so that Truman maintained that 

the United States was not officially at war. Large numbers 

of American troops were committed to the conflict. For the 

remainder of the Truman years, war matters took precedence. 

The most immediate impact of the Korean conflict was 

to reinforce an anti-Communist extremism that might have 

3Letter, Rayburn to Glenn H. McCarthy, March 16, 
1951, Rayburn Papers. Rayburn's importance to the main
tenance of the allowance was indicated in an article which 
claimed that "he is frankly conceded to be the chief reason 
why oil men are able to charge off 27^ per cent to deple
tion on their income tax." Paul P. Healy, "They're Just 
Crazy About Sara," Saturday Evening Post, CCIV (November 2l+, 
1951), p. 71. The Speaker did not challenge Healy's con
tention. Of the Post article, Rayburn said, "I thought it 
was one of the most generous I had ever known a special 
writer to get up." It was "all generous and no slander," 
he felt. Letter, Rayburn to Roy Scott, December 10, 1951, 
Rayburn Papers. 

8l4-Por analyses of the decisions leading up to the 
commitment of American troops in Korea, see Dean Acheson, 
Present at the Creation; My Years in the State Department 
Iwew York; W, W. Norton & Company, Inc, 1969), PP. 1+02-
13, and Glenn D, Paige, The Korean Decision; June 21+-30, 
1950 (New York; The Free Press, 196Cj, 



281 

otherwise died out. Republican Senator Joseph R. McCarthy 

of Wisconsin had begun his "crusade" against Communists and 

Communist influence in the government in February, 1950. 

An investigative committee chaired by Maryland Senator 

Millard Tydings, a Democrat, seemingly discredited McCarthy, 

who failed to prove any of his numerous allegations. McCar

thy's appeal would probably have subsided more quickly if 

the cold war with Communism had not developed into a fight

ing war.^5 There was in the United States an apparently 

growing feeling among the people that many in the Truman 

administration were, if not Communist, at least "soft on 

Communism." The conviction of Alger Hiss, an official in 

the State Department under Roosevelt, on perjury charges 

in January, 1950, had stoked the public's fears. President 

Truman had referred to the Hiss affair as a "red herring" 

on more than one occasion, and Secretary of State Dean 

Acheson announced that he would not turn his back on Alger 

Hiss.^^ 

Thus the loyalty issue loomed large in the 1950 

congressional elections. Rayburn did not have an opponent 

in his bid for re-election, a rare but welcomed development 

for him. During this time, he tried to dispel the fears 

^Hamby, "Vital Center," p. 672. 

^^Acheson, Present at the Creation, p. 360. See 
also Goldman, CrueisLT Decade, pp. 102-3^. 
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expressed to him that the government was infiltrated with 

subversives and the the American democracy was being un

dermined. To a sixteen-year-old high school student in 

the Fourth District who urged Rayburn to fight for a raore 

democratic government and to "lead us away from the terri

ble comraunistic future," the Speaker replied: 

I cannot agree with you that our Country is drift
ing into Communism, I do not know of any so-called 
liberties we have given up that have not been bene
ficial to the vast majority of our people. There are 
a few Communists in the United States, however, I have 
never seen one to know him. There is a great deal of 
talk about Communists in the Department of State, but 
a Republican Member of the House, last year, made the 
statement that the Department of State v/as entirely 
cleared of every type of subversive thinkers or ac
tors ,87 

The young Texan was especially concerned about the 

governmental policy of controls over agricultural crops 

which could be grown and how much each person could plant, 

Rayburn countered the criticism with an explanation of the 

farm situation existing in the early 1930's, quoting the low 

price levels for farm products. The depression conditions 

were then contrasted with the economic situation in 1950. 

"If having a condition under which everyone is reasonably 

prosperous and sixty million people are employed gainfully 

is Communism," Rayburn asserted, "then I am sure that there 

are many people in other Countries in the World who would 

^"^Letter, Rayburn to Joe Bill Foster, June 29, 
1950, Rayburn Papers, 
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like to have the same kind of Government, "88 

On Labor Day, September i+, 1950, Rayburn, back in 

the Fourth District, spoke in support of the Truman admin

istration, particularly its policy regarding Korea, At 

Princeton, Texas, the Speaker explained: 

The United Nations set up the Republic of Korea 
and promised to protect it against all enemies foreign 
and domestic. When it was attacked we had to go,89 

The United States was not prepared for war in June, 

1950, but democracies never are, Rayburn maintained. The 

nation was far better prepared in 1950, however, than it 

had been in 191+1 when the Japanese attacked Pearl Harbor. 

In acknowledging the widespread discouragement about the 

Korean situation, Rayburn admitted his own apprehension. 

But, he declared, "We are going to drive the enemy out of 

Korea."90 

The Speaker appealed for support for Truman, call

ing for an end to the "campaigns of knock and smear" which 

were designed to create lack of confidence in the American 

leadership. Since the Secretary of State had been severely 

criticized, Rayburn defended Dean Acheson as "one of the 

^^Ibid. 

^^Labor Day Speech, 1950 Speech Files, Rayburn 
Papers. Reprinted in Congressional Record, 8lst Cong., 
2nd Sess., Vol. XCVI, Part 11, September 13, 1950, 
pp, 11756-57. 

90 Ibid,, p, 11757. 
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ablest men that it has ever been my privilege to know, "91 

Rayburn, in defending the Truman administration, came 

to feel that a great majority of the news commentators in 

the nation were biased against Democrats, He singled out 

Pulton Lewis, Jr,, on several occasions, describing him as 

"approaching a menace." During World War II, Rayburn con

tended, Lewis had said nothing to help the war effort. The 

newsman's prejudices had made him, like many others in his 

field, desire a United States victory in the war, but a de

feat for Presidents Roosevelt and Truman and the Democratic 

party. Men of that ilk were in 1950 still trying to slander 

everyone who was trying to help the country, especially if 

he was a Democrat. "President Truman is a patriotic man," 

Rayburn declared, "who is doing everything in his power to 

make our country better and safer and make democracy work 

throughout the world."92 

^•^Acheson's loyalty to his old friend, Alger Hiss, 
had been the source of much of the criticism, and Rayburn 
admitted that he deeply regretted the Secretary's state
ment in support of Hiss. That did not, however, alter 
the fact that Acheson was a great man, a great American, and 
a great patriot. Ibid. The Speaker's remarks received much 
favorable editorial comment. Following the Labor Day speech 
at Princeton and a similar one the same day at McKinney, 
editorials praising the Speaker appeared in the Greenville 
Eveninp: Banner, the Dallas Times Herald, and the Nashville 
Tennessean, All are reprinted in Congressional Record, 
Blst Cong., 2nd Sess., Vol. XCVI, Part 11, September 13, 
1950, p. 11+758. 

^^Letter, Rayburn to C. H, Jackson, December 16, 
1950, Rayburn Papers. 
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In October the Speaker appealed for support of the 

increased military spending necessary for making the coun

try strong and secure. V/hereas weakness "lays us open to 

attack," Rayburn argued, "I don't think being strong tends 

toward aggression, especially on our part," His primary 

concern was that when the Korean War ended, many people 

would be advocating an immediate "retreat." The country 

must not let its defenses down, Rayburn declared, because 

"the best defense money we can spend is to get strong and 

stay strong, regardless of the cost." With the increased 

spending and need for additional revenue because of the 

Korean War causing intense criticism of the Truman govern

ment from some quarters, the Speaker tried to convince the 

public that such spending was necessary not only for the 

war crisis but also to maintain adequate strength once the 

war ended.93 

In the 1950 congressional elections Democratic 

strategists hoped for a mandate for Truman's Fair Deal, 

Truman made a whistle-stop tour of the West and Midwest, 

but his participation in the campaign was severely limited 

because of the war. The historical pattern of raid-terra 

elections is for the party in power to lose seats in Con

gress, and 1950 was no exception. The strength of the 

^3"what Influences Congress: An Interview with 
Sam Rayburn." U. S. News & World Report, XXIX (October 13, 
1950), p. 28. 
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conservative opposition to Truman's domestic programs was 

enhanced, although the Democrats managed to retain control 

of both houses of Congress. The incoming Eighty-second 

Congress was not to be reform-minded.91+ 

When the Eighty-second Congress convened on Janu

ary 3, 1951, the House of Representatives elected Sara Ray

burn as Speaker for his sixth terra. On the thirtieth of 

the raonth, Rayburn set a new raark for service in that posi

tion, ̂ ^ Henry Clay, intermittently from I8II to l825, had 

served 3057 days, and until January 30, 1951, that record 

had held. There were special events to commemorate the 

occasion, Eric Sevareid, a newsman for the Columbia Broad

casting System, paid the Speaker a special tribute on his 

radio newscast, Rayburn's accomplishments, Sevareid con

cluded, could be credited to his character: 

And so it comes down to the ultimate test, which 
politics, like all forms of social life, makes in the 
end—a test of character, A few men have learned to 
love Sam Rayburn, many to like him, all have learned 
to respect him. They respect him for his fairness, 
his patience, and his mastery of his job. But there 
is more to it than that--when they come to know him 
even a little, they sense in this horaespun raan a deep, 
inexpressible faith in other raen, an unarticulated love 
of his country, in its past and present and a natural, 
unquestioning belief in its future. Most men are a 
little bit lost, most men of present politics are con
fused in this time of high pressure techniques, of 

^^Hamby, "Vital Center," pp. 671-73. 

^^New York Times, January 31, 1951, P« 15. Ŝee also 
H, A. Cunningham, "A Tribute to Rayburn," Bonham Daily 
Favorite. February 25, 1951. 
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showmanship, of fear, and witty disbelief, and they 
sense in this man Rayburn something firm and clear, 
something that one can cling to.96 ' 

After the praise subsided, Rayburn and the Eighty-

second Congress settled down to a difficult session. Truman 

was to see his domestic reform program go down to defeat 

again, while his foreign policy proposals were, for the most 

part, approved. The President's handling of the war in Ko

rea was not without controversy, however. Indeed, bitter 

criticism arose when Triaman decided to remove General Doug

las MacArthur from his command.97 

Speaker Rayburn never wavered in his support of the 

President's action. To him it was simply a question of the 

supremacy of the civil over the military authority. There 

could be only one commander-in-chief. The general disagreed 

with President Truman, but more importantly, he publicized 

his disagreement. If MacArthur had had his way in Korea, 

Rayburn feared. World War III would have resulted. Under 

the circumstances, the President had no choice.^^ 

^^"A Tribute by Eric Sevareid," January 31, 1951. 
Reprinted in Bonham Daily Favorite, October 8, 1957. See 
also Eric Sevareid, In One Ear (New York: Alfred A. Knopf, 
1952), pp. 219-22. 

9'Por a study of this controversy, see John W. 
Spanier, The Truman-MacArthur Controversy and the Korean 
War (Cambridge: Harvard University Press, 1959). See 
also Acheson, Present at the Creation, pp. 521-28. 

9^Lettor, Rayburn to Thurse Jacks, May 10, 1951, 
Rayburn Papers. For the President's account, see Truman, 
Memoirs, II, pp. 413-20, 455-56, 499-510. 
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When General MacArthur toured the country following 

his dismissal, Rayburn's opinion of him plummeted even more. 

The campaign that MacArthur made in Texas, Rayburn remarked, 

"has been conducive to the old soldier fading away faster 

than he would have," The Speaker did not believe that a 

person who had been out of the country for fourteen years 

could be qualified to come back and lecture people on do

mestic political matters,99 

The furor over MacArthur's removal waned rather 

quickly, but concern over subversives in government con

tinued unabated, Rayburn's view was that Communists em

ployed by the government be fired immediately. The Loyalty 

Board, set up by Truman, had screened everyone in every de

partment, Rayburn assured a concerned constituent. Some 

had been asked to resign and they had; all the other thou

sands in the government departments in Washington had met 

the loyalty test. He was sure there were some Comraunist 

spies in the country, Rayburn said, and the FBI was check

ing on all that could be found. Washington officials were 

alert to the problem.^00 

99Letter, Rayburn to Prank M. Tatum, August 24, 
1951, Rayburn Papers, 

^^^Letter, Rayburn to E, G. Roberts, April 6, 1951, 
Rayburn Papers, Por a critical appraisal of the Truraan 
loyalty program, see Athan Theoharis, "The Escalation of 
the Loyalty Program," in Barton J. Bernstein, ed.. Politics 
_and Policies of the Truman Administration (Chicago: 
'̂ iuadrangle Books, 1970), pp. 21|.2-6b, 
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Rayburn's intense concern about the charges of dis

loyalty among members of the Democratic administration led 

him to support measures to remove all subversives from gov

ernment positions and to place severe restrictions on Com

raunist activities in general. In 1950, after the war in 

Korea had begun and charges of subversives in government 

intensified. Congress enacted the Internal Security Act. 

The law provided for the registration with the Attorney Gen

eral of all members of the Communist Party or front groups. 

Employment of Communists was prohibited in defense facili

ties, and passports could not be issued to Communists, 

Aliens who had ever belonged to the Communist Party were 

subject to deportation, and persons believed to be security 

risks could be placed in preventive detention in wartime. 

A Subversive Activities Control Board was established to 

enforce the registration provisions of the act,-̂ 01 

President Truman opposed the measure, issuing a 

strong and well-reasoned veto of the Internal Security 

Act, 02 Congressional leaders had advised the President to 

sign the bill, whereas most Cabinet merabers approved the 

veto. With congressional elections less than two months 

Phillips, Truman Presidency, pp. 371+-75. 

102 
New York Times, September 23, 1950, p. 1. See 

also Barton J, Bernstein and Allen J. Matusow, eds.. The 
Truman Administration: A Documentary History (New York; 
warper & Row, 1966), pp. 3b6-91. 
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away, the political value of a strong stand against sub

version and disloyalty could not be overlooked. The House 

vote to override Truman's veto was 286 to 1+8, and in the 

Senate the vote was 57 to 10,^03 

Speaker Rayburn, realizing the political necessity 

for congressional action on this bill, did not try to sus

tain the President's veto. However, some of his remarks 

illustrated that he was aware of the potential threat to 

civil liberties in such a law, Rayburn warned against the 

tactic of slander used by some against those who disagreed 

with them,10^ His overriding concern was that his party 

not be labeled as disloyal, however, and he supported a 

positive program to dispel such accusations and fears. 

The presidential election of 1952 and the Democratic 

party's strength in the South received Speaker Rayburn's at

tention when he spoke to the Southern Governors' Convention 

in Hot Springs, Arkansas, on November 12, 1951. Rayburn 

feared that there would be another break with the national 

party in 1952 and that the results might prove more dis

astrous than the South's partial defection of 191+8, 

Rayburn appealed to the Dixiecrats, those southern 

Democrats who were "out of line" with the national party. 

•'"̂ 3phillipĝ  Truman Presidency, pp. 376-77. 

•^^^Congressional Record, Slst Cong., 2nd Sess,, Vol. 
XCVI, Part 11, September 13, 1950, p. 11757. 
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to return to the Democratic fold in 1952, warning them of 

the consequences of a Republican victory. The results would 

be apparent, he said, when patronage and committee assign

ments were handed out if the Republicans won. He then 

launched into a strong defense of the New Deal and Fair Deal 

programs, especially regarding spending practices. On the 

politically-charged issue of civil rights, Rayburn warned 

that the South must give the Negro a better break or federal 

civil rights legislation, such as that establishing a Pair 

Employment Practices Commission, would be enacted. "You 

can't," he declared, "filibuster forever."105 

Rayburn's speech was denounced by some of the gov

ernors, who charged that the Speaker had injected politics 

into a non-political conference. Theodore R. McKeldin, 

Governor of Maryland, walked out in protest before Rayburn 

finished speaking. Texas Governor Allan Shivers, by this 

time an outspoken critic of President Truman and cool toward 

Rayburn because of his identification with the Democratic 

administration, commented caustically that "some fellow had 

once written, 'methinks thou protests thy virtue too loud

ly, m 106 

The sentiments of a majority of the governors was 

demonstrated when Shivers was selected as chairman of the 

^^^Dopough, Mr. Sam, pp. 431+-35. 

^^^Ibid., p. 434. 
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conference. Although he stated that he had always supported 

the Democratic candidate for President, Shivers only ex

pressed hope that he could continue to do so. The breach 

between Shivers and Rayburn widened as a result of the events 

at Hot Springs. Rayburn remarked shortly afterwards that 

"nobody knows just exactly what Governor Shivers is--whether 

he is a Dixiecrat, "̂ exas Regular, or just an old time Reac

tionary." He was sure of one thing, however; Shivers was 

"a poor quoter of Shakespeare. "107 AS for his speech at the 

Arkansas conference, Rayburn had no regrets. "I do not 

think I enjoyed making a speech in my life more than I did 

to the Southern Governors, especially to the Dixiecrat crowd 

of them," he declared.108 

Rayburn knew that dissatisfaction with the Demo

cratic platform of 191+8 still remained in the South. While 

he urged the errant southerners to return to the party, he 

tried to remove one major source of their opposition as time 

for the party's convention neared. On civil rights, he ad

vocated a return to the Democratic position of 19l+l|-, a 

rather innocuous statement, instead of the strongly-worded 

plank approved in 191+8, In Rayburn's view, to write a po

sition into the platform which would, by its inclusion. 

•̂ "̂̂ Letter, Rayburn to George Nokes, November 20, 
1951, Rayburn Papers. 

^^^Letter, Rayburn to William R, Thom, November 20, 
1951, Rayburn Papers. 
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result in the loss of several states was politically unwise. 

The 1948 debacle over civil rights, he believed, must be 

avoided in 1952.^09 

There was some speculation that Rayburn might be his 

party's choice for President in 1952 should Truman decide 

against running.^^0 JJQ remarked early in the year that many 

people were talking to him about the nomination, but he did 

not expect the convention to nominate him and, frankly, he 

did not wish to have the nomination. As for Truman's candi

dacy, Rayburn felt that the President was acting "more or 

less like a candidate."^^^ 

Two months later Rayburn expressed a somewhat dif

ferent attitude. President Truman's announcement of his in

tention to retire at the end of his current term opened up 

the field for other presidential aspirants. Rayburn told 

potential supporters that although he was not going to be 

an active candidate for the Democratic nomination, he would 

accept a convention draft. Many people had tried to convince 

•^^^Letter, Rayburn to Harry McCormick, February 23, 
1952, Rayburn Papers. Por a comparison of the civil rights 
planks in the 1948 and 1952 Democratic platforms, see 
McCoy and Ruetten, Quest and Response, pp. 311+-26. 

^^^Booth Mooney, The Politicians; 191+5-1960 
(Philadelphia: J. B. Lippincott Company, 1970J, p. 139. 

^^^Letter, Rayburn to Roy Scott, February 16, 1952, 
Rayburn Papers. 
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him that he could come nearer to bringing about party unity 

than anyone else in the country, Rayburn asserted, "This 

may or may not be true," he said, but if a deadlock occurred 

at the convention in Chicago and the delegates turned to 

him, he "would, of course, be a good soldier. " H ^ 

No deadlock occurred at the July meeting in Chicago, 

however, and no boom for Rayburn materialized. At the con

vention, Rayburn repeated his 191+8 role, serving as Permanent 

Chairman. He did so, he explained, at the urging of Presi

dent Truman and Democratic Chairman Frank McKinney. They 

appealed to him to undertake the task again because "the 

boys" had great respect for him, he had the ability to make 

decisions, and his presiding would guarantee an orderly 

convention.113 

Numerous quarrels erupted in the convention, and 

Rayburn was severely criticized for his handling of some of 

the controversial matters,^^^ The platform adopted was not 

•̂ •'•̂ Letter, Rayburn to Albert Nash, April 10, 1952, 
Rayburn Papers, The Rayburn for President movement in 1952 
was described by journalist Alan L, Otten as a "tenth-ballot 
proposition," with the Speaker emerging in the convention 
as the only candidate acceptable to all factions. Wall 
Street Journal, June 10, 1952. Article reprinted in Con-
gressional Record, 82nd Cong., 2nd Sess., Vol, XCVIII, 
Part 10, June 12, 1952, p. A3687. 

•'••̂ 3Letter, Rayburn to John H, Sharp, July 29, 1952, 
Rayburn Papers, 

^ ^Dorough, Mr, Sam, pp, 1+1+2-41+, 
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acceptable to many southerners because of the continued sup

port for civil rights legislation and the recognition of 

federal control of the tidelands, Adlai Stevenson, Governor 

of Illinois, was nominated for President, with Alabama Sen

ator John Sparkman as his running mate.-̂ -̂ ^ A difficult 

campaign lay ahead. 

The Republicans, after turning back a strong bid by 

Ohio Senator Robert A. Taft, nominated Dwight D. Eisenhower 

for the presidency, Por second place on the ticket, the nod 

went to Richard M, Nixon, Senator from California. The Re

publicans were favored with a popular World War II general 

heading their ticket, abundant financial resources, and 

widespread newspaper support.H" The Korean War, lingering 

charges of subversives in the government, the tidelands con

troversy, and an apparently widely-held belief that it was 

"time for a change" all worked to the benefit of the Repub

licans in 1952, 

Rayburn's optimism for a Democratic victory never 

wavered publicly. He described the candidates as constitut

ing a well-balanced, splendid ticket, "No matter what the 

"̂ •̂ Ŝee Phillips, Truman Presidency, pp. 1+20-21+, and 
Truman, Memoirs, II, pp. 551+-61, 

Rayburn siommed up the political situation in 
1952 this way: "Of course, all the big newspapers and money 
bags are against us and we will just have to depend on the 
little people," Letter, Rayburn to A, A, Reynand, Octo
ber 13, 1952, Rayburn Papers, 
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kickers down here in Texas say, we are going to carry this 

state by another big majority," he declared. The Democratic 

ticket would, he added, carry every southern state.I-'-"̂  

Such was not to be the case. The Eisenhower-Nixon 

ticket won easily. To Rayburn's dismay, even Texas voted 

Republican, In his post-election analysis, Rayburn de

clared, "We were up against millions in money and the Re

publican Party had a nationally advertised product to sell 

and the people bought it,"11" He considered it, further

more, an Eisenhower, rather than a Republican, victory, 

"If the Republican Party had been strong," Rayburn said, 

"I think that with the victory scored by Eisenhower they 

should have won the House by sixty-five to one hundred votes 

and the Senate by twelve or fifteen,"•^•^" 

The Republicans would outniomber the Democrats in 

the House during the Eighty-third Congress by approximately 

twenty. The Democratic strength would be sufficient, Ray

burn felt, in both the House and the Senate to build a 

strong party for the future. After initially stating his 

intention to step down from a leadership role in the new 

•'••̂ '̂ Letter, Rayburn to Rhea Howard, August 15, 1952, 
Rayburn Papers, 

•̂ ••̂ L̂etter, Rayburn to Truman Bradshaw, November 11, 
1952, Rayburn Papers, 

•^•^^etter, Rayburn to Hector P, Garcia, Novem
ber 17, 1952, Rayburn Papers, 
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Congress, he reversed his position, just as he had follow

ing the 191+6 elections. Numerous Democratic congressmen 

contacted him immediately after the election results were 

known, urging him for the sake of the party and the country 

to accept the minority leadership post,120 

Rayburn informed John VJ, McCormack that, because of 

the many requests from the members of Congress who had in 

the past been so generous to him, he could not justify de

nying their requests. He had decidea that "if the position 

is offered me in the Democratic caucus, I will accept." Ray

burn also expressed his desire that the Democratic opposi

tion in the Eighty-third Congress be constructive and not 

"criticism for criticism's sake only." The party leaders 

should receive the recommendations of the incoming Repub

lican administration in a friendly fashion and go along 

with those recommendations when "in our opinion they are 

to the interest of our country and looking towards a peace

ful and ordered world."1^1 

Rayburn therefore adopted a philosophical outlook 

as he anticipated the new year. His party's defeat had dis

appointed him. It would mean a readjustment for him, he 

Rayburn had easily won in his bid for re-election 
in 1952, defeating Reaean Brown in the Democratic primary. 
He faced no Republican opposition in November, New York 
Times, November 6, 1952, p. 23. 

•̂ "̂̂ Telegram, Rayburn to John W. McCormack, Novem
ber 20, 1952, Rayburn Papers. 
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admitted, but he planned to go "right along in an easy, 

straight-forward way and do the best job I can as the lead

er of the Minority." To a friend in Dallas, Rayburn wrote: 

I do trust that Ike will make a good President and 
be successful in keeping our country great and pros
perous, I trust that the average man and woman will 
not be called upon to give up the gains that they have 
achieved in the last twenty years, for they have more 
comforts and are living better today than they ever 
lived and things of that sort do not come about by 
accident. We planned and worked and our plans worked 
out in the interest of all the people,1^2 

Rayburn was convinced that the Democrats had achieved 

great things for the American people since coming to power 

in 1933. That many of Truman's Pair Deal programs had gone 

down to defeat did not alter his opinion. He himself had 

not been able to give wholehearted support to some of those 

proposals, as in the case of civil rights, aid to education, 

and federally-sponsored medical care. Indeed, on these 

issues, he was partly responsible for their defeat. But, 

it was a time when there was widespread public apathy about 

ambitious new reforms. The cold war, followed by the out

break of the Korean War, presented great obstacles for 

the Truman administration in focusing public attention on 

or creating new interest in its social welfare policies,^^3 

The conservative coalition in the House of Repre

sentatives delayed or rejected much of Truman's program. 

122Letter, Rayburn to William Soltes, December 19, 
1952, Rayburn Papers, 

"'•̂ 3Hamby, "Vital Center," pp. 671-78. 
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certainly, but the major stumbling-block to enactment of the 

measures was the Senate with its potential for filibusters 

against controversial bills, Rayburn, in contrast to his 

negative influence on some Pair Deal issues, exerted great 

influence on behalf of others. His work for repeal or 

meaningful revision of the Taft-Hartley Act and adoption of 

the Brannan Plan for agriculture had been to no avail, Ray

burn supported and was instrumental in the enactment of 

other measures, including the extension of social security, 

increase in the minimum wage, and public housing. The Tru

man administration, to be sure, ended with a mixed record. 

It was Sam Rayburn's firm intention to v/ork to as

sure the gains made in the preceding twenty years were not 

undone by the incoming Eisenhower administration. Even if 

the American public was ready for "a change," Rayburn did 

not think that the people wanted to return to pre-Roosevelt 

conditions. With those convictions, Rayburn prepared for 

the convening of the Eighty-third Congress. 



CHAPTER VII 

RAYBURN'S LAST YEARS 

Sam Rayburn was far from finished as a congressional 

leader when the Republicans returned to power in 1953. The 

Democrats' loss of the House meant a readjustment for him, 

but it was a change that he had experienced once. The Re

publican capture of the White House, however, created an 

entirely new situation for Rayburn, In 1953 the Republi

cans controlled the presidency and both houses of Congress 

for the first time since 1929-1931, during Herbert Hoover's 

administration, which was before Rayburn had held any lead

ership post. The minority status of the Democrats in 1953 

was to be of short duration, ending two years later, 

Por the next six years, the Democrats controlled 

Congress, and the Republicans, with President Eisenhower's 

re-election in 1956, retained the White House, Rayburn, in 

1961, resumed his favorite role as Speaker, working with a 

Democratic President, John P, Kennedy, During these last 

years, Rayburn added to his stature as a leader of the House 

and a spokesman for his party, "Mr, Sam" was indeed a power 

in Congress during the 1950's. 

300 
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When the Eighty-third Congress convened on Janu

ary 3, 1953, Joseph W. Martin of Massachusetts was elected 

Speaker of the House, and Rayburn assumed the post of Mi

nority Leader,-^ The Republican majority in the House was 

narrow, 221 seats to 210 for the Democrats and one Inde

pendent, In the Senate the division was even closer, with 

forty-eight Republicans, forty-seven Democrats, and one 

Independent,2 The clear implication of such narrow margins 

was that the Republican leadership would need help from Dem

ocratic merabers on many issues. Party leaders could not 

rely heavily on party discipline because a few defections 

from Republican ranks would erase their advantage, Rayburn 

in the House and his fellow Texan, Lyndon B, Johnson, the 

new Minority Leader in the Senate, would not let the Re

publicans forget the precariousness of their majorities, 

A brief account of President Eisenhower's philosophy 

on government and the relationship between the executive and 

legislative branches is necessary for an understanding of 

the conduct of the Eighty-third Congress, There were three 

major attitudes which determined Eisenhower's view of him

self as a legislative leader. The first was an aversion to 

^Congressional Record, 83rd Cong,, 1st Sess,, Vol. 
XCIX, Part 1, January 3, 1^53, PP- 12-11]-. 

^Dwight D, Eisenhower, Mandate for Change. 1953-1956 
(Garden City, New York: Doubleday & Company, inc., 1963), 
p. 192. 



302 

politics. That predisposition kept him from involvement in 

some aspects of congressional struggles.3 

Another Eisenhower belief was that the constitution

al balance between President and Congress should be restored 

Feeling that President Franklin Roosevelt had usurped con

gressional powers, Eisenhower wished to be known as a "Con

stitutional President," one who respected both the distinc

tiveness and the prerogatives of Congress, Although this 

attitude did not mean there would be no communication be

tween the V/hite House and Congress, it did mean that the 

President would refuse involvement in matters he considered 

to be within the realm of the congressional leaders. An 

example of this attitude can be seen when Robert A, Taft, 

Majority Leader in the Senate, died in 1953- Eisenhower 

announced emphatically to his Cabinet that the administra

tion had no personal choice in the selection of Taft's suc

cessor. He had no intention of getting into a matter that 

was strictly for Congress to decide, the President stated,^ 

Similarly, Eisenhower refused to assign priorities to pro

posed legislation,5 

3Randall B, Ripley, Ma.̂ ority Party 1-eadership in 
Congress (Boston: Little, Brown and Company, 1969), p. î J-

^Ibid. See also Eisenhower, Mandate for Change, 
pp. 298-99. 

^Ripley, Ma.jority Party Leadership, p. 121. 
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The President's third principle concerning his re

lationship with Congress was reliance on persuasion rather 

than "noisy, strong-armed tactics,"6 He sincerely desired 

harmony between himself and Congress and worked to conciliate 

congressional leaders and groups when they began making spe

cific legislative demands. He did not feel that the Presi

dent should try to punish anyone for voting in opposition 

to administration desires, Eisenhower, therefore, tried 

persuasion, conciliation, education, and patience in deal

ing with members of Congress on administration measures,"^ 

The President's predispositions meant that initiative in 

legislative matters was to be provided primarily by the Re

publican leaders on Capitol Hill, The Eighty-third Con

gress would end as a disappointment for both the President 

and congressional Republicans, 

Minority Leader Rayburn did not try to be an ob

structionist during the 1953-1951+ sessions of Congress, 

reiterating often his practice of supporting all legisla

tion he felt to be in the interest of the nation, regard

less of which party proposed it. That usually meant sup

port for defense measures, foreign aid, and reciprocal 

Eisenhower, Mandate for Change, p. 193. 

"^Ripley, Majority Party Leadership, pp. 121-22, See 
also Emmet John Hughes, The Ordeal of Power; A Political 
Memoir of the Eisenhower Years (New York:Atheneum Pub-
lishers, 1963), PP. 123-29. 
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trade, and criticism, if not outright opposition, on domes

tic proposals, Rayburn never lost sight of the 1951+ con

gressional elections, and his public utterances were all 

designed to convince the American people that their inter

ests would best be served by electing a Democratic Congress 

at that time. Even when commending the Eisenhower adminis

tration for some accomplishment, Rayburn had a penchant for 

downgrading the achievement. The end of fighting in Korea, 

brought about by the signing of an uneasy truce in July, 

1953, was an example. That kind of truce, Rayburn declared, 

could have been secured by President Truman and Secretary 

of State Acheson eighteen months earlier," The Minority 

Leader, on the other hand, gave unqualified support to the 

passage of a law giving the states control over the tide-

lands which was signed by President Eisenhower in 1953. The 

blame for the prolonging of that controversy was not laid 

to the Republicans by Rayburn, but to state officials like 

Texans Allan Shivers and Price Daniel who had balked at a 

reasonable compromise years before, 

Rayburn's standard tactic in his criticism of the 

Republican administration during the Eighty-third Congress 

was to cast doubts on Eisenhower's ability to handle his 

job, especially since he was relying on many advisers whom 

Rayburn considered unqualified. Back in 19l]-8, when some 

8Dorough, Mr. Sam, p. 1+57. 
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Democratic liberals advocated the nomination of Eisenhower 

as their party's candidate, Rayburn had strenuously ob

jected. President Triiman reported that Rayburn summed up 

the situation most effectively when he said, "No, won't do. 

Good man, but wrong business,"9 

Rayburn repeatedly emphasized Eisenhower's lack of 

expertise in governraent once the Republican President took 

office. The old statement, "every man to his bench," ap

plied "mighty well" to Eisenhower, the Minority Leader 

asserted. The President was a good man who wanted to do 

the right thing, but he was in an entirely new field for 

him. While needing more help than any President had in many 

years, Eisenhower had surrounded himself with men who had 

little, if any, political or government experience ,-̂ 0 T̂ e 

advisers closest to the President had, almost without ex

ception, never run for, nor held, public office, "Poor 

President Eisenhower needs a lot of counsel and advice," 

Rayburn lamented, "but he has very few around him capable 

of giving him the kind he needs, "-̂ ^ 

Truman, Memoirs, II, p. 2l8, 

lOsee Congressional Record, 83rd Cong,, 1st Sess., 
Vol. XCIX, Part 2, March 10, 1933, P- I8IO. 

^^Letter, Rayburn to Harry M, Ayers, December 8, 
1953, Rayburn Papers, 

^^Letter, Rayburn to Henri L, Warren, November 16, 
1953, Rayburn Papers. 
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When the first session of the Eighty-third Congress 

adjourned in August, Rayburn described the merabers as un

happy as they prepared to return home. His Republican col

leagues had his full sympathy, he said, because they had to 

face their constituents knowing that they had failed to keep 

their 1952 campaign pledges. The budget was more unbalanced 

than the Republicans found it. Instead of reducing taxes as 

they had promised, the excess profits tax had been extended 

another six months. Their goals of lowering taxes and bal

ancing the budget were quite formidable, Rayburn conceded, 

and he did not know how the administration intended to 

achieve them.-̂ 3 Rayburn feared that the Republicans might 

try to enact "that iniquitous thing called a sales tax," 

to which he was utterly opposed, in the next session. ^ 

Rayburn considered the President's speech on the 

record of the Eighty-third Congress's first session to be 

very weak. There was so little accomplishment, Rayburn 

said, that Eisenhower had been forced to talk about "the 

record of dead Republicans. "-̂ 5 The forthcoming session of 

Congress, Rayburn predicted, would not be any better. The 

3congressional Record, 83rd Cong., 1st Sess., Vol. 
XCIX, Part 12, August 3, 19557 P- A5093. 

^^Letter, Rayburn to G. W. Butler, August 13, 1953, 
Rayburn Papers. 

^^Letter, Rayburn to J. B, Zimmerman, September 28, 
1953, Rayburn Papers, 
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Republican members had not been particularly loyal to the 

President in the first session, and Rayburn thought they 

would be even less so in the second session,1^ 

The Democrats had indeed supported some administra

tion policies in 1953 which many Republicans opposed. 1*̂  

Democratic support for portions of Eisenhower's legislative 

program, Rayburn explained, was based on a consideration of 

the national interest. More Democrats than Republicans had 

supported the President on both the reciprocal trade program 

and defense spending. The clear implication to Rayburn was 

that the Republicans were not unified behind their Presi-
-1 o 

dent. This could only benef i t the Democrats, Rayburn 

f e l t , as he looked to 1951+ and his p a r t y ' s chance to regain 

control of Congress. 

In the month following the adjournment of Congress, 

the Democratic Executive Committee met in Chicago to discuss 

plans for the Democrats in the 1951+ e l e c t i o n s . Rayburn, who 

•'"^Letter, Rayburn to Harry M. Ayers, December 8, 
1953, Rayburn Papers . 

^"^Eisenhower admitted h i s own astonishment when he 
discovered t ha t many of h is pa r ty members disagreed with 
ce r ta in planks in the 1952 Republican platform. Eisenhower, 
Mandate for Change, pp. i9l+-95. 

The Minori ty Leader gave c r e d i t to the Eisenhower 
adminis t ra t ion on only two i s s u e s - - t h e submerged o i l land 
l e g i s l a t i o n and the a d m i n i s t r a t i o n ' s b i l l author iz ing ad
mission of 211t,000 a d d i t i o n a l immigrants to the United 
S t a t e s . Congressional Record, 83rd Cong., 1st S e s s . , Vol. 
XCIX, Par t 12, August 3, 1953, P. A5093. 
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attended the September meeting, described it as one of the 

finest Democratic "love-feasts" he had ever attended.^9 

Crediting Democratic Chairman Stephen Mitchell with fore

sight in calling the Chicago meeting, Rayburn declared that 

he could not remember ever seeing as many Democrats as there 

were in Chicago in as good humor with each other and as 

hopeful for the future. The Minority Leader felt that Demo

cratic chances the next year were extremely good because 

"the Republicans will make plenty of issues for us between 

now and 1951+."̂ ° 

The second session of the Eighty-third Congress 

opened on January 6, 1951+• Rayburn described many of the 

President's proposals during this session of Congress as 

quite similar to those made by Truman. If Truman had sent 

up the same message on health that Eisenhower had, he said, 

the outcry from Republicans would have been that it was 

"socialized medicine." Eisenhower's proposed public hous

ing program in 1951+ was characterized by the Minority Lead

er as "more liberal" than any that Congress had yet con

sidered.^^ 

^^etter, Rayburn to Jim P. White, September 17, 
1953, Rayburn Papers. 

^^Letter, Rayburn to W. G. Hall, September 22, 1953, 
Rayburn Papers. 

^^Letter, Rayburn to Robert L, Ramsay, January 20, 
I95I+, Rayburn Papers. 
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The dilemma of the Republicans, Rayburn said, was 

that they could not balance the budget while leaving taxes 

at their then level. If taxes were reduced, as many Repub

licans advocated, the budget would be thrown further out of 

balance unless they reduced spending. That would mean end

ing some necessary and popular programs, which Rayburn be

lieved the Republicans would not risk,^^ 

The issue of internal security was prominent in the 

Eisenhower administration. Republican charges against the 

loyalty and patriotism of Democrats brought angry rebuttals 

in early 1954 from Rayburn and others. The practice which 

had catapulted Senator Joseph McCarthy to prominence in 1950 

gained momentum in the following years. The Senator had 

demonstrated the political value of such accusations, and 

others were joining him now in attacking those considered 

"soft on Communism." McCarthy's charges, especially that 

the Roosevelt-Truman administrations were "twenty years of 

treason," stirred the Democratic partisans to action. 

Rayburn warned the President that the Democrats had 

taken just about all they could of that kind of slanderous 

insinuation and innuendo. "The backs of some of us are get

ting pretty sore," the Minority Leader declared. While Dem

ocrats were being called upon to cooperate, there were men 

high in the administration and high in the Republican party 

^^Ibid. 
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indicating that everybody connected with the Democratic 

party was at least tinged with Communism. Even Sherman 

Adams, one of the President's closest advisers, had re

cently slandered the Democrats, Rayburn fumed. "Of course, 

those statements are mean, they are untrue, they are das

tardly. They should be stopped by somebody," Rayburn sug

gested, "and there is one man in the United States who can 

stop that kind of talk."^3 

As McCarthy became bolder and went to new extremes 

in his attacks, the administration either ignored the Sena

tor or sidestepped the issue. Eisenhower, of course, wanted 

to avoid an outright denunciation of McCarthy or his meth

ods. Such a step would violate his conception of the con

stitutional division between the branches of government and 

it could, moreover, occasion a split in Republican ranks. 

Eisenhower, in choosing not to offend anyone in Congress, 

only warned against partisan extremism.^ 

While Rayburn denounced the Republican charges of 

disloyalty in the House, Stuart Symington of Missouri de

livered a similar rebuttal in the Senate. Following his re

marks in the House, Rayburn estimated that ninety per cent 

of his mail endorsed his position. Those critical of the 

^^Congressional Record, 83rd Cong., 2nd Sess., Vol. 
C, Part 2, February b, 1934-, P« 1514* 

^Goldman, Crucial Decade, pp. 250-52. 
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Minority Leader usually maintained that the Democrats could 

blast the other party when they were in power, but now that 

the tables were turned, they could not take it from the Re

publicans. Rayburn's refutation was that the Democrats had 

never accused the Republicans of being traitors and Com

munists. ̂ 5 The Democrats were not whining, he declared, 

but they were opposed to the Republicans' indictment of all 

Democrats. "We are tired of their saying those things," he 

emphasized.^" The charges against the Democrats did not 

end in early 1954, however, and the controversy became a 

major issue in the elections later in the year. 

The major controversies of 1951+ in Congress centered 

on the administration's tax proposals and its program for 

agriculture. When debates on the new tax bill began in 

February, Rayburn expressed strong opposition to the bill. 

He and other Democrats argued for an across-the-board in

crease in personal exemptions which would have increased 

mass purchasing power, but the 1951+ tax measure did not in

clude such a provision. 

Rayburn believed that the nation was experiencing a 

recession at the time, for which the Republicans were to 

blame. Money was tight due to the high interest policy of 

^^Letter, Rayburn to Thurse Jacks, February 27, 
1954, Rayburn Papers. 

^^etter, Rayburn to B. B. Ward, February 27, 1954, 
Rayburn Papers. 
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the Eisenhower administration that began in 1953, and now 

it was doing nothing to alleviate the situation.^"^ When 

charges were made that the Democratic "prophets of gloora and 

doom" were trying to talk the country into a depression, 

Rayburn retorted that no one could talk the country into a 

depression. When depression carae, furthermore, no one would 

be able to talk the country out of it. "It takes positive 

action, courage, and political leadership in situations like 

that>" Rayburn declared.^8 The Republicans clearly were not 

providing the leadership required. The party, in remaining 

true to the ideas of Alexander Hamilton, the Minority Leader 

asserted, believed that the way to make the country pros

perous was to make the rich very rich and the benefits would 

trickle down to all segments of society. "Frankly," Rayburn 

said, "I have not felt that trickle."^9 

^'Eisenhower's economic advisers, countering strong 
party opposition, argued against any tax reductions in 1953« 
The President had been convinced of the need for reducing 
governmental expenditures before reducing taxes. The Presi
dent's gradual approach to the Republican campaign promises 
to reduce both expenditures and taxes led to much bitter
ness among the Republicans. It also provided the Democrats 
with political ammunition to use against the administration 
in the congressional elections. See Herbert S. Parmet, 
_Eisenhower and the American Crusades (New York: The Mac-
miiian Corapany, 1972), pp. 217-22. 

28Letter, Rayburn to E, J. Lilley, February 27, 
I95I;, Rayburn Papers, 

^^Letter, Rayburn to Mrs, Paul Burmeister, Febru
ary 17, 195I+, Rayburn Papers, 
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The administration farm proposals in 1951̂ . reflected 

largely the viewpoint of the Secretary of Agriculture, Ezra 

Taft Benson, Benson, who felt that governraent price sup

ports for agricultural products should be tolerated only on 

a temporary basis, advocated a change from rigid to flexible 

supports. Although the 191+9 Agricultural Act had provided 

for a system of flexible supports, due to farm pressure to 

keep supports high, they had been kept at ninety per cent of 

parity, Benson proposed a sliding scale of from seventy-five 

to ninety per cent. 

The Benson program of flexible supports for basic 

farm commodities rested on the theory that surplus produc

tion would be curbed by reducing price support levels along 

the sliding scale. Production, on the other hand, could be 

stimulated if necessary by increasing supports.-^ Both 

Benson and President Eisenhower were concerned about the 

huge surpluses accumulated under the program existing in 

1953. With the ending of the Korean War, agricultural pro

duction and price supports remained high, and surpluses in

creased. The Republican administration hoped to restrict 

the government's subsidizing of farmers and return agri

culture to the field of "free enterprise." The party's 

1952 platform regarding agricultural policy expressed 

Mission (VJa 
pp. 17-18. 

30wesley McCune, Ezra Taft Benson: Man With a 
ashington, D. G.: Public Affairs rress, i^p8), 
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ambiguous support for "full parity prices for all farm 

products in the market place."31 

Rayburn was an admirer of neither Secretary Benson 

nor his sliding support scheme. The Democratic leader had 

declared in 1953 that Eisenhower's advisers were mediocre, 

•̂ especially Benson." He "scares the living daylights out of 

all the farmers every time he opens his mouth," Rayburn as

serted.32 The Texan believed that Benson's proposals, which 

received the backing of President Eisenhower, were very un

popular with the farmers in the United States and for good 

reason. The farmers "believe, as I do, that when you have 

a maximum of ninety per cent of support and a minimum of 

seventy-five per cent of support, that the minijraum will soon 

become the maximum," Rayburn explained, and they "will be 

losing again, as they usually do, under Republican admin

istrations. "33 The Agricultural Act of 1951+ provided for 

flexible supports for basic farm commodities. In 1956 the 

minimum would drop to seventy-five per cent of parity.34 

^^Ibid., p. 18. 

^^Letter, Raybxirn to Toby Morris, September 22, 
1953, Rayburn Papers. 

33Letter, Rayburn to 0. A. Griffey, January 16, 
I99+, Rayburn Papers. 

^ z r a Taft Benson, Cross Fire: The Eight Years 
yith Eisenhower (Garden City, New York: Doubleday & Com-
pany. Inc., 1962), p. 206. 
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An important project, the joint construction of the 

St. Lawrence Seaway by Canada and the United States, was 

finally approved in 1951+. It had been brought up for con

sideration periodically for over twenty years, but opposi

tion from several special interest groups had managed al

ways to block it. Rayburn had been aware of the proposal 

since his early years as Chairman of the Interstate and 

Foreign Commerce Committee. A New York group appealed to 

him in 1932 to work for the abandonment of the project be

cause it would hurt traffic at New York City and Albany and 

would be too costly.35 

In 1952 Rayburn assured one seaway booster that he 

had been for the project all the time.36 He could not un

derstand the opposition expressed by the people in the sea

ports of the Atlantic or Gulf of Mexico that the St. Law

rence Seaway would harm them, Rayburn explained to the 

opponents that the railroads had fought intensely against 

the construction of the Panama Canal because it was thought 

that the canal would cripple the railroads. The railroads 

were not crippled by the Panama Canal, and likewise, Ray

burn did not believe that the St. Lawrence Seaway would 

affect adversely the Gulf or Atlantic business interests. 

^^New York Times, February 1, 1932, p. 37. 

^^Letter, Rayburn to J. P. Ferguson, February 7, 
1952, Rayburn Papers. 



316 

It might, in fact, benefit them.37 

Rayburn's analogy of the Panama Canal and the pro

posed seaway did not convince the opponents, who praised 

Texas Senator Tom Connally for fighting the project while 

denouncing Rayburn for supporting it. When it became clear 

that Canada was planning to go ahead with it in 1951+ with 

or without American participation. Congress authorized 

United States support and President Eisenhower signed the 

bill-in May.3° it was an example of bipartisan cooperation 

in the Eighty-third Congress,39 

IHiere were not many examples of bipartisanship in 

I95I+. Although the Democratic leaders in Congress as a rule 

supported Eisenhower in the area of foreign affairs, they 

became highly critical of the administration's diplomacy, 

as well as its domestic progreuns, as the congressional cam

paign of 1954 neared. Though the Republicans bitterly de

nounced the T3?uman-Acheson foreign policy in 1952 and cried 

out for a change, Rayburn declared, since coming to power 

they had not improved it. They had changed it only by ad

ministering it in an inferior manner. "I am sad to say that 

3'̂ Letter, Rayburn to P. G. Robinson, February 11, 
1952, Rayb\irn Papers. 

^^isenhower. Mandate for Change, pp. 301-02. 

39see H. R. Mahood, "The St. Lawrence Seaway Bill of 
1954: A Case Study of Pressure Groups in Conflict, South
western Social Science Quarterly, XLVII (September, 1966), 
pp. 141-49. 
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it has been administered in such a blundering way," the 

Democratic leader asserted, "that we now have fewer friends 

in the world than we ever had in the history of the United 

States."'̂ •̂  Characterizing the Eisenhower administration as 

inept, Rayburn referred to the Republican legislative pro

gram as being "as dynamic as the dodo and as forward look

ing as yesterday." He specifically denounced the Benson 

farm program and the tax bill, which in his opinion favored 

the wealthy and ignored the poor.^1 

In October President Eisenhower became involved in 

the congressional campaign, delivering a speech which Ray

burn and Senate Minority Leader Johnson considered to be 

"bitter and partisan,"^^ The President praised the Repub

lican members of Congress and predicted the development of 

a "cold war" between the executive and legislative branches 

of government should the Democrats win control of the new 

Congress. Rayburn and Johnson replied immediately to the 

President's speech. By telegram they informed Eisenhower 

that they felt his political statement was "unwarranted and 

unjust." As far as the Democratic leaders were concerned, 

there would be no cold war against the Chief Executive when 

^^Letter, Rayburn to Robert M. Paver, August l8, 
1954, Rayburn Papers. 

•̂̂ New York Times, September 11, 1954, P« 32. 

^^Letter, Rayburn to Paul Brown, October 26, 1954, 
Rayburn Papers. 
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the Democrats regained control of both the House and Senate. 

It takes two belligerents to make war, they continued, and 

there will not be a war "unless you start it." While Ray

burn and Johnson offered to stand by the President on all 

matters they considered to be in the best interests of the 

country, they did not pledge rubber stamp support. "We 

will continue to oppose you when we believe you are wrong. 

To do any less," the Democrats concluded, "would be to be

tray ourselves and those who voted for us,"^3 

Rayburn felt that Eisenhower had been pressured into 

making that type of speech by influential Republicans, He 

specifically mentioned Joe Martin, Charles Halleck, Leonard 

Hall, William Knowland, and Richard Nixon. They must have 

convinced the President that the Republican party was doomed 

to defeat unless his "supposed popularity" with the people 

could pull them out. Rayburn predicted that Eisenhower 

would regret raaking the kind of speech he did raany tiraes 

in the future,^ 

The Democrats won the congressional elections of 

I95I+. In the Eighty-fourth Congress there were 232 Demo

crats and 203 Republicans in the House of Representatives, 

^3Telegram, Rayburn and Lyndon B, Johnson to Dwight 
D. Eisenhower, October 9, 1951+, Rayburn Papers, 

^Letter, Rayburn to Paul Brown, October 26, 1951+, 
Rayburn Papers, The President's account of the 1951+ off-
year elections is in Eisenhower, Mandate for Change, 
pp. 428-1+2. 
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The Democratic margin in the Senate was extremely narrow, 

forty-nine to forty-seven. For Rayburn, the Democratic 

victory meant a resumption of his post as Speaker. 

Journalist James Reston, in the New York Times, 

predicted that Sam Rayburn would be the most powerful man 

in the Eighty-fourth Congress. Rayburn would be the key to 

the question of how the government could operate half Repub

lican and half Democratic. If the "squire of Bonham" and 

President Eisenhower, both "middle-of-the-roaders," could 

agree, the chances were that an effective bipartisan coali

tion could overcome the exigencies of politics, Reston con

tended. As far as legislation was concerned, the President 

was not likely to introduce much that Rayburn strongly op

posed. Their political philosophies too nearly coincided 

for great controversies to develop, but Reston did point 

out one crucial issue that had to be settled before the pre

dicted cooperation could flourish. That issue was the or

ganized attack by the Republicans on the Democrats as the 

party of treason,^5 

Rayburn had spoken out against Senator McCarthy 

many times, referring to his methods as "sickening,"^ but 

he considered the Wisconsin Senator a problem primarily for 

^^New York Times, November 1+, 1951+, P* 25. 

^^Letter, Rayburn to G. R. Slaughter, May 21, 1951+; 
Rayburn Papers. 
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the Republican party to handle. The Republicans had pam

pered him so much, and he had become such a "big shot," 

Rayburn observed, that he was now hard to control,^"^ When 

the Senate voted to censure McCarthy in December, Rayburn 

was elated. He credited the Democrats, "under the splendid 

leadership of Lyndon Johnson," with the successful censure 

move,^" The effort was definitely bipartisan, however, for 

the vote to condemn the Senator was sixty-seven to twenty-

Rayburn's irritation with Republicans who attacked 

his party's loyalty did not end with Joseph McCarthy. Ray

burn became especially upset with Vice President Richard 

Nixon when he began making charges against the patriotism 

of Democrats during the 1951+ campaign. "I can stand charges 

of crime and corruption," Rayburn declared, "but charges 

suggesting treason are unforgivable,"5^ Rayburn called the 

Vice President's campaign "as low and dirty as any I have 

ever seen."^^ Nixon "violated all the rules of the political 

^"^Letter, Rayburn to Mr, and Mrs, W. B. Martin, 
June 1+, I95I+, Rayburn Papers. 

^^Letter, Rayburn to Judge Oscar Dancy, December 11, 
I95I+, Rayburn Papers, 

^9parmet, Eisenhower, p. 382, 

^^New York Times, November 1+, 1951+, P. 25. 

^iLetter, Rayburn to Harwood E. Park, November 10, 
1954, Rayburn Papers, 
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game and the rules of decency as well," the Texan said,^2 

Concerning the prospects of working with a Republican ad

ministration, Rayburn commented that if Eisenhower "listens 

to Nixon, and cattle like that, it will be almost impossible 

for us to cooperate with him,"53 

The Democratic majority in the House of Representa

tives elected Rayburn as Speaker when Congress convened in 

January, 1955. In the Senate, Lyndon B. Johnson assumed the 

Majority Leadership post, Por the seventh time since the 

Civil War, a President of one party faced a Congress con

trolled by the opposite party. President Eisenhower, in his 

State of the Union address, alluded to the dangers of a di

vided government and warned against "indecision approaching 

futility." Although the Democratic National Committee cir

culated an "almost obligatory attack on the President's 

address," it was reported that a climate of harmony for the 

nation's best interests was evident among both Republicans 

-''̂ Letter, Rayburn to George W, Moody, January 21, 
1955, Rayburn Papers, 

'̂ •̂ Letter, Rayburn to John W, Snyder, November 10, 
I95I+, Rayburn Papers, Rayburn's dislike of Richard Nixon 
was intense. He described him privately as having the 
crudest face of all the thousands of congressmen with 
whom he had served," William Gostello, The Facts about 
Nixon: An Unauthorized Biography (New York: The Viking 
Vress, I960), p. 7. A former Rayburn assistant corrobo
rated the story. Interview with H. G, Dulaney, .August I8, 
1968, Bonham, Texas, Lyndon Johnson felt that Rayburn had 
misunderstood the Vice President's remarks, but "the Speaker 
went to his grave believing that Nixon had impugned his pa
triotism," Johnson, Vantage Point, p, 90, 
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and Democrats as they "settled down to the two years of co-

governing,"^^ Speaker Rayburn summed up the Democrats' at

titude when he remarked, "We do not expect to tear up many 

stumps, but we do want to get this thing on a little better 

level and a little more interest to us plain people,"^^ 

An example of the spirit of cooperation which ex

isted in 1955, at least between the House leaders of the two 

parties, was the decision to forego the usual exchange of 

offices. The Speaker traditionally occupies a more spacious 

suite of offices in the Capitol than does the Minority Lead

er, In I9I+7 Rayburn had relinquished the Speaker's rooms to 

Joe Martin, Two years later Martin moved out, and Rayburn 

in again. In 1953 Martin as Speaker occupied the larger 

suite as Rayburn claimed the Minority Leader's office space. 

By 1955 the Texan decided there had been enough moving from 

office to office. He approached Martin with a proposition. 

"Ah'm tired of all this shiftin' around. What do you say, 

we keep the same room we got now?" Rayburn asked. Martin 

^^"'Mister Sam' Steps Up Again," Life, XXXVIII 
(January 17, 1955), P. 36. See also William S. White, "Then 
Martin, Now Rayburn, and So On," New York Times Magazine, 
February 6, 1955, P. 17. 

^^Letter, Rayburn to Kenneth E. Evans, Noveraber 22, 
I95I+, Rayburn Papers, See also "Forty-one Years of Experi
ence to Help, or Hinder, Ike," U. S. News & World Report, 
XXXVII (November 19, 1951+), P- tb; "Sam Rayburn: Using 
Forty-two Years of Savvy to Help the Democrats, Business 
Week (December k, 1951+), pp. 166-68; and "Mr. Speaker Sam, 
Newsweek, XLV (January 10, 1955), PP* 18-20. 
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replied, "You're the Speaker, Sam. Whatever you say."56 

Rayburn remained in the smaller office from that time on, 

even after Charles Halleck of Indiana replaced Martin as 

the Minority Leader.57 

A high point in Rayburn's career came in April, 

1955, when the Democrats gave a testimonial dinner in his 

honor. Over 3000 persons attended the $100-a-plate event, 

with former President Harry Truman and Adlai Stevenson the 

principal speakers, Rayburn also addressed the gathering, 

calling on all Democrats to continue their "unbroken record 

of bipartisanship toward the President in foreign policy." 

The speech reflected his moderation, his middle-of-the-road 

predisposition, allowing resentment to show only when he 

mentioned the right-wing Republicans who associated his 

party with treason. The Democrats had in the past and would 

continue in the future to maintain a loyal opposition to the 

Republican administration, Rayburn said. The controlling 

factor, as always, would be the nation's best interests,5^ 

The honor bestowed on Rayburn attested his promi

nence and the esteem in which he was held within the Demo

cratic party. The two sessions of the Eighty-fourth Congress 

^Sobert Coughlan, "Proprietors of the House," Life, 
XXXVIII (February 14, 1955), P. 73. 

^"^Dorough, Mr, Sam, p, 1+71+. 

^^New York Times, April 17, 1955, PP. 1, 61+. 
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gave the Speaker a chance to add to his reputation as he 

attempted to steer a moderate course between the adminis

tration and the various elements of his own party. In 

foreign affairs, Rayburn and the Democrats continued to 

support the President, The Speaker used his great influence 

with merabers of his party when the Forraosa Resolution came 

up for debate in January, 1955. 

The Porm.osan crisis resulted from the Chinese Com

munists' artillery attack on the island of Quemoy which be

gan in September, 1951+. The small island, situated near the 

Chinese mainland, was held by the Chinese Nationalist forces 

of Chiang Kai-shek, Quemoy, along with the small M̂ itsu is

land group, had long been a source of conflict between 

Chiang's forces and the Communists, The Nationalists viewed 

these islands as vital to their security on Formosa, as well 

as necessary stepping-stones for the hoped-for re-entry and 

"liberation" of the mainland. The Communists considered 

them as starting points for a conquest of Formosa.^^ 

Eisenhower requested a congressional resolution, 

granting him authority to use American armed forces to de

fend Formosa and the Pescadores, an island group in the 

Formosa Strait, against armed attack. Congress responded 

5*̂ Por the President's account of the Formosan 
crisis, see Eisenhower, Mandate for Change, pp. 1+59-83. 
See also Sherman Adams, Firsthand Report: The Story of 
the Eisenhower .Administration (New lorK: Harper & Brothers, 
l961), pp. 117-19. 
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with the Formosa Resolution which gave Eisenhower the re

quested authority.60 v/hen the measure was presented to 

Congress, Rayburn gave wholehearted support to it. The 

Speaker believed that the President did not need the resolu

tion because he already had the power it authorized, but he 

felt its passage v/ould show the world that the nation was 

united behind Eisenhower. Some Democrats protested when 

Rayburn demanded passage of the measure without debate. 

He remained adamant, though, saying that he did not want 

one word spoken against the resolution when it reached the 

floor of the House. Rayburn's views prevailed, with only 

one Democrat voting against the resolution.̂ •*-

In June, 1956, Rayburn once again tried to salvage 

a program favored by the administration, this time unsuc

cessfully. The foreign aid bill, when reported to the House 

by the Foreign Affairs Committee, provided for cuts amounting 

Eisenhower, Mandate for Change, pp. 1+67-69. 

^^Dorough, Mr. Sam, pp. 1+77-78. Similarly, Rayburn 
consistently opposed the Bricker Amendment, sponsored by 
Republican Senator John W, Bricker of Ohio, which sought to 
restrict the President's treaty-making powers by granting 
Congress authority to regulate international agreements, 
"I have always been opposed to the Bricker Amendraent as I 
think it is an encroachment of the prerogatives and the 
rights of the President of the United States who is the 
Commander-in-Chief in war or in peace, and is also the head 
of our foreign affairs," Rayburn declared. Letter, Rayburn 
to Pagan Dickson, August 3, 1955, Rayburn Papers. For a 
discussion of the Bricker Amendment, see Arthur H. Dean, ^̂  
"The Bricker Amendment and Authority over Foreign Affairs, 
Foreign Affairs, XXXII (October, 1953), PP- 1-19. 
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to over one billion dollars from the President's requests. 

The Speaker came to the administration's defense and argued 

for restoration of the items cut by the committee. He was 

convinced, as were the President, the Secretary of State, 

and the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, that more 

money was necessary for the country's security than that 

proposed by the committee. Rayburn ended his appeal with 

an argument he had used many times before: 

We just have one President of the United States at 
a tirae. He is the voice of America, or America has no 
voice. And, I have said that for thirty years in this 
House, it mattered not who was President of the United 
States.62 

Rayburn's appeal for restoration of the funds cut by 

the Foreign Affairs Committee notwithstanding, the House 

voted 192-112 to approve the reduced amount. Shortly after 

this defeat, Rayburn discussed the matter with President 

Eisenhower at a V/hite House conference. The Speaker ex

pressed the opinion that the administration had erred in its 

strategy on the foreign aid bill. He felt the President 

should have consulted with House leaders and members of the 

Foreign Affairs Committee before the measure was reported 

for consideration, Eisenhower's response that he had met 

with several congressraen, including the committee chairman, 

did not satisfy Rayburn, "That may be so, but it's not 

^^Goncrressional Record, 81+th Cong., 2nd Sess., Vol. 
CII, Part 9, June 7, 1956, p."9830. 
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what I'm talking about," Rayburn explained. The Speaker 

meant that the Democratic leaders of the House—McCormack 

and Rayb\irn himself--should have been consulted. "We 

weren't asked to this meeting you speak of," Rayburn pointed 

out."3 Hating to be defeated in crucial matters such as 

this one, Rayburn felt that it could have been avoided with 

prior planning and effective liaison between the administra

tion and congressional leaders. Above all, he wanted it 

known that he, the Speaker, was the one to be consulted, 

without fail, when crucial issues came before the House, 

Party differences were more apparent on domestic is

sues during the Eighty-fourth Congress, Early in the first 

session House Democrats sponsored and succeeded in passing 

a bill granting an annual income tax reduction of twenty 

dollars for each taxpayer and for each dependent. Although 

the measure was blocked in the Senate and was denounced as 

irresponsible by President Eisenhower, the Democrats had at 

least gone on record for a tax reduction that would benefit 

the low income group.^^ Rayburn was involved in the effort 

and was pleased with the Democratic victory in the House, 

He and John McCormack believed that the administration 

planned to propose a similar measure before the 1956 elec

tions. The Republicans were angry that the Democrats had 

^3Dorough, Mr, Sam, pp. 1+96-97. 

^^See Eisenhower, Mandate for Change, pp. 1+97-98, 
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stolen "this piece of thunder from them," Rayburn be

lieved.^5 The effort was lost in the Senate, but, as Ray

burn said, "we will live to fight another day,"^^ 

By the end of 1955 Rayburn had decided that tax re

duction should not be given high priority in the second 

session. Admitting that there were inequities in the na

tion's tax structure that needed to be removed, he refused, 

nevertheless, to support a tax reduction bill in 1956. The 

demands for additional expenditures "in the interest and 

defense of our country" would make any bill designed to re

duce Treasury revenue untenable, Rayburn felt.̂ "̂  There was 

no tax reduction bill enacted in 1956. 

Among the other major issues of the Eighty-fourth 

Congress were the farm program, a natural gas bill, public 

power, a federal highway program, social security extension, 

and an increase in the minimum wage. On several of these 

issues, the Democrats were able to make political gains by 

advocating more liberal, or generous, provisions than the 

administration desired. Compromises between the adminis

tration and Congress were effected on some programs, as in 

^Letter, Rayburn to Mrs. Kathleen Voigt, March 1+, 
1955, Rayburn Papers. 

^^Letter, Rayburn to Ralph W. Yarborough, March 25, 
1955, Rayburn Papers, 

'̂'̂ Letter, Rayburn to Senator Harry P. Byrd, Decem
ber 20, 1955, Rayburn Papers, 
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the case of the highway law. Some measures, such as the 

natural gas bill, were vetoed by President Eisenhower, 

Leaders of both the Democrats and the Republicans sought 

to improve their party's standing with the electorate as 

attention focused on the 1956 elections. 

Following the passage of the Agricultural Act of 

1951+ with its flexible price support feature, farm prices 

had fallen. Agriculture Secretary Benson received much of 

the blELrae for the declining farm prices because he had so 

strongly advocated flexible supports. In early 1956 con

gressional Democrats attempted to benefit from the unpopu

larity of the Republican prograra, and they succeeded in 

getting a measure approved. Speaker Rayburn informed one 

of his constituents that the Republicans planned to pass 

"some kind of high sounding legislation" that would hope

fully trick farmers into voting for them again but in re

ality would mean nothing for farmers. Rayburn explained 

that the Democrats, to thwart that scheme, were "going to 

try to come up with something with the Democratic brand on 

it,"^8 

The Democratic farm bill restored mandatory ninety 

per cent of parity price supports for basic farm commodi

ties, but President Eisenhower vetoed it in April, 1956. 

^^Letter, Rayburn to G. E. Hutcheson, January 20, 
1956, Rayburn Papers, 
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Unable to override the veto, Congress passed a new measure 

the following month which represented a compromise,^^ The 

mandatory ninety per cent of parity was deleted, but the 

controversial "soil bank" provision was retained. Under it, 

farmers were to receive payments for taking acreage out of 

cultivation,'^ In curtailing production, the soil bank con

cept was not too effective. With improved fertilizers the 

farmers could produce more on fewer acres and also receive 

government payments for restricting acreage in cultivation. 

The Democrats had shown, however, that they were willing to 

do more for the farmers than the Republicans were. 

Another natural gas bill came up for consideration 

in 1955 and 1956, Similar to the measure vetoed several 

years earlier by Truman, the new bill provided for the ex

emption of natural gas producers from federal regulation as 

a utility. The Federal Power Commission's authority was 

to be limited to interstate distribution. Because the 

^^See Benson, Gross Fire, pp. 21+4, 290-91, 312-20, 
and Eisenhower, Mandate for Change, pp. 557-62. 

'The Secretary of Agriculture first heard of the 
term soil bank, "a very interesting term," from an Illinois 
farmer. Although he had indicated opposition to that type 
of government program earlier, he apparently accepted its 
necessity, referring to it as "the heart of the program" 
in 1956. See Benson, Gross Fire, p, 291, and McCune, 
Benson, pp, 64-68. 

"̂ -̂ The measure was sponsored in the House by Oren 
Harris, Arkansas Democrat. The Senate sponsor was another 
Arkansas Democrat, J, William Pulbright. 
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Supreme Court had ruled that the Federal Power Commission 

had the right to control gas prices at the wellhead, legis

lation was required to bring about a change in policy. In 

July, 1955, the Harris bill passed the House with Rayburn's 

full support. The Senate passed the measure in 1956, but 

President Eisenhower stopped it with a veto,72 Questionable 

actions on the part of an oil company, which had contributed 

money to a Senator's campaign fund, was the principal reason 

for Eisenhower's disapproval. The President was sympathetic 

to the purpose of the bill, which was supposed to bring 

about increased production of gas and thus lower prices for 

gas, but the Senator's charges of bribery against the oil 

company left him no choice in the matter,"73 The veto was 

a disappointment to Speaker Rayburn, 

The Eisenhower administration's attitude toward pub

lic power also greatly distressed Rayburn. The Dixon-Yates 

controversy, beginning in 1954, continued for many years.'^ 

Eisenhower supported a private firm headed by two utility 

72 •New York Times, February l8, 1956, pp. 1, 6. 

'•^Eisenhower did not refer specifically to the oil 
company's campaign donation in his veto message, but he 
placed the blame for his disapproval on activities of an 
"arrogant lobby," Ibid,, p. 6, See also Eisenhower, 
Mandate for Change, pp, 551|--56, and Adams, Firsthand Report, 
pp, 301^-05, 

"̂ Ŝee David A. Frier, Conflict of Interest in the 
Eisenhower Adiainistration (Ames: Iowa State University 
Press, 1969), pp. 54-77. 
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executives, Edgar H, Dixon and Eugene A, Yates, when it 

proposed to furnish the city of Memphis, Tennessee, with 

electric power. The Tennessee Valley Authority, on the 

other hand, had proposed the construction of a new steam 

generating plant to meet the increased power needs in the 

Memphis area.'75 The Dixon-Yates proposal, if executed, 

would render TVA expansion unnecessary. The President's 

actions in the controversy alarmed Rayburn, He declared: 

I think, as many others do, that the President of 
the United States did the boldest thing I have ever 
known any president to do--and that was in taking this 
thing out of the hands of everybody and saying this is 
it--it will be Dixon-Yates and where they want it. My 
opinion is that this is the entering wedge to build a 
fence around TVA and never let it expand any more and 
utterly starve it down where private individuals can 
take it over at a very low price. This is a gruesome 
thing to sav, but I feel that is the road they are 
traveling.76 

The controversy abated when Memphis officials de

cided to build their own power plant, and the Dixon-Yates 

contract was canceled,^7 Rayburn's position as a staunch 

^^The issue was complicated by the fact that the 
contract had been negotiated between the private company and 
the Atomic Energy Commission. The power produced was to be 
used, however, to supply the needs of the Memphis area. 
This amount was referred to as "replacement power" for a 
corresponding amount "used by the AEG at its Paducah-Joppa 
installation some two hundred miles upstream. Thus, for the 
first time in its history, the AEG was to function as some
thing of a power broker," Ibid,, p, 56. 

7^Letter, Rayburn to Claude G. Bowers, January 21, 
1955, Rayburn Papers, 

^^Frier, Conflict of Interest, pp. 69-75. 
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friend of public power projects was never in doubt. He 

expressed support for various other programs in 1956, in

cluding the Hell's Canyon high dam on the Snake River be

tween Idaho and Oregon, the Passamaquoddy Tidal Power 

Project, the "Prying Pan" Project, and the Colorado River 

Storage Project.'^ 

A massive federal assistance highway program, hailed 

by some as the major domestic legislative accomplishment of 

the entire Eisenhower years, was enacted in 1956.'^ The 

proposal had been considered the previous year, but Ray-

burn's attempts to secure its passage by the House in 1955 

were unsuccessful. The Speaker's principal concern was that 

the program be properly financed, requiring those who used 

the roads to pay for them. "That is exactly what the truck-

ing industry does not want," Rayburn asserted. 

The highway measure enacted in 1956 resulted from a 

compromise between congressional Democrats and the White 

House.^^ The major feature of the Democratic version was 

78LQ^^gj,s^ Rayburn to Henry Carstensen, February 3, 
1956; Rayburn to Frank Coffin, January 13, 1956; Rayburn to 
Glen Martin, July 28, 1956; and Rayburn to Calvin Rawlings, 
August 3, 1956, Rayburn Papers. 

''̂ B̂olling, Power in the House, p. 193. 

^^Letter, Rayburn to Senator Albert Gore, Septem
ber 6, 1955, Rayburn Papers. 

^•^Eisenhower, Mandate for Change, p. 51+8. 
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retained. The greatest burden of financing the vast inter

state system fell on the users, especially the rubber and 

trucking industries. The federal government assumed ninety 

per cent of the costs of construction, while the states did 

the actual building from federal minimum specifications. 

On two other issues, social security and the miniraum 

wage, the Democratic Congress succeeded in doing a little 

more than requested by the administration. The 1956 social 

security amendments sponsored by the Democrats allowed women 

to retire and receive pensions at age sixty-two and disabled 

workers to do so at age fifty.^2 yĵ ^̂ ^ President Eisenhower, 

in 1956, requested an increase in the minim\am wage frora 

seventy-five to ninety cents an hour. Congress responded by 

raising it to one dollar.83 

Rayburn's involvement in party affairs, both state 

and national, was extensive in 1956. The problem in Texas, 

as usual, was a struggle between two factions for control of 

the state organization. The loyalist group was headed by 

Rayburn and Johnson, while Governor Shivers led the more 

conservative faction which had supported Eisenhower in 1952. 

^^Letter, Rayburn to" Ernest Smith, August 10, 1956, 
Rayburn Papers. 

^3Rayburn indicated in 1955 that he was favorable to 
a minimum of ninety cents. After some Democrats proposed 
raising it even higher than one dollar, Rayburn supported the 
raise to one dollar an hour. Letter, Rayburn to Miss Cor
delia Griffin, July 26, 1955, Rayburn Papers, 
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The Rayburn-Johnson forces sought to control the party, 

beginning with the precincts in May, so that a delegation 

loyal to the national ticket would be sent to the nominating 

convention that summer. 

Rayburn announced in March that he would like to see 

Lyndon Johnson designated as Texas' "favorite son" presi

dential candidate. Rayburn believed that Johnson should 

head the delegation to the party's convention in Chicago, 

Governor Shivers opposed the move, denouncing it as a cyni

cal and calculated effort to divide the conservative Demo

crats of Texas. Shivers carefully avoided harsh words 

against Johnson, but directed an angry denunciation di

rected at the House Speaker. Rayburn, in response, said he 

thought Shivers was "an angry, confused, frustrated man" 

who sensed that his ship was going down. "If we will all 

work like we should we will give Mr. Shivers a good beating 

in the May Convention," Rayburn wrote to a Texas Democrat.81+ 

The loyalist forces won in Texas. Johnson headed 

the Texas delegation to the national convention and was also 

endorsed as a favorite son candidate for the presidency. 

However, state matters were not settled with the Johnson 

^Letter, Rayburn to J. R, Parten, March 29, 1956, 
Rayburn Papers, Por views of a loyalist Texas Democratic 
newspaper editor on state and national political issues 
in 1956, see Eugene W, Jones, ed.. The Texas Country Edi
tor; H. M. Baggarly Takes a Grass-Roots Look at National 
Politics (Cleveland: The World Publishing Company, 1966), 
pp, 11«-1+1+, 
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victory in May, Indeed, another struggle developed for 

control of the party at the September state convention. 

With Shivers not running for re-election in 1956, Senator 

Price Daniel was elected as his successor, Daniel won over 

Ralph W, Yarborough, a liberal, in the run-off by only 3,171 

votes. The September contest was between Daniel and the 

liberals for control of the state Democratic organization. 

Daniel was a conservative who had become alienated from 

Shivers and who now indicated his willingness to support 

the national Democratic ticket. In that struggle, the 

Rayburn-Johnson forces joined with Price Daniel, thereby 

alienating the liberal faction.85 The alliance between 

Daniel and Rayburn and Johnson was in part engineered by 

John B, Connally, a young Wilson County Democrat, Price 

Daniel explained: 

So we joined forces and John Connally became the 
main "go-between" between Rayburn and Johnson and me. 
He spoke for Rayburn and Johnson at every convention 
from that time on. He was their representative on the 
working angle with me.^6 

On the national scene in 1956, Rayburn carried out 

his familiar role as Permanent Chairman of the national con

vention. At the time of his selection for that position by 

the Democratic National Committee, he was referred to in the 

^^Jimmy Banks, Money. Marbles and Chalk; The Won
drous World of Texas Politics (Austin:Texas Publishing 
Company, 1971), pp. ll+ti-50. 

®^Ibid., p. 150. 
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New York Times as the most elevated Democrat in national 

office and the undoubted patriarch of his party.87 Although 

a decidedly pro-Rayburn account, the newspaper article did 

emphasize correctly the Speaker's powerful position within 

the House of Representatives. Questions were soon to arise 

challenging his position as a dominant party leader. That 

challenge, however, did not materialize until after the No

vember elections. 

The Democratic convention in August nominated Adlai 

Stevenson of Illinois for President on the first ballot, 

Stevenson's noraination was expected, although former Presi

dent Truman created a bit of excitement by announcing that 

New York Governor Averell Harriman was his choice. Once 

nominated, Stevenson left the choice of a running mate to 

the convention, A heated contest developed between Sena

tors Estes Kefauver of Tennessee and John F, Kennedy of 

Massachusetts for the second spot, with Kefauver winning. 

The Republican convention in San Francisco renomi

nated Eisenhower, The President's health had been a major 

concern for the Republicans due to his heart attack in 1955. 

His doctors pronounced the President completely recovered in 

early 1956, and Eisenhower's willingness to accept the nomi

nation made his selection a foregone conclusion. Although 

a few Republicans had suggested "dumping" Vice President 

'̂̂ New York Times, April 21, 1956, p. 8, 
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Nixon, the principal advocate, Harold Stassen, ended his 

campaign by making one of the seconding speeches for Nixon 

in the convention.88 The campaign was to be a rematch, 

therefore, of 1952, with only one change: Kefauver replaced 

Senator John Sparkman of Alabama on the Democratic ticket, 

Rayburn campaigned for the election of a Democratic 

President and Congress in 1956, His tactics were the same 

as in the past. He emphasized the great accomplishments of 

the Democrats in the twenty-year period after 1932. While 

not denouncing President Eisenhower personally, he had no 

reservations about pointing out the ineptitude of the Re

publicans in Congress. Because so many of the congres

sional Republicans refused to follow the lead of the Presi

dent, Rayburn charged that Eisenhower was valued more by his 

own party as a candidate than as a leader. To support his 

contentions, Rayburn quoted columnist Walter Lippmann who 

had declared that Eisenhower's success as President began 

when the Republicans lost control of Congress, Democrat 

Stevenson should be elected, Rayburn concluded, 9 

^ For an account of Stassen's attempts to have Nixon 
replaced by Massachusetts Governor Christian Herter, see 
Parmet, Eisenhower, pp. 1+50-59. See also Richard M. Nixon, 
Six Crisis (Garden City, New York: Doubleday & Company, Inc., 
1962), p. 167, and Dwight D, Eisenhower, Waging Peace, 19^6-
1961 (Garden City, New York: Doubleday & Corapany, Inc., 
T5^), pp. 6-10, 

^^sam Rayburn, "The Case for the Deraocrats," Satur-
day Evening Post, CCXXIX (October 6, 1956), p. 103. 
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Eisenhower's margin of victory in November was even 

greater than in 1952, an indication of his immense popular

ity with the American people. His party, however, did not 

fare as well. The Democrats maintained control of both 

houses of Congress. Their two-seat margin in the Senate 

was retained, and the Democrats gained three additional 

places in the House to make the division 235 to 200. 

Rayburn viewed the election results as an endorse

ment of his and Lyndon Johnson's congressional leadership. 

It was not that the country went Republican, he said, but 

that the people "just voted for Ike."90 Rayburn felt that 

the tense international situation also had something to do 

with the voters' choice of Eisenhower,91 The Speaker did 

have one criticism of Stevenson's style of campaigning, 

"If Mr, Stevenson had run more on the record of the Congress 

and the Democratic Party," Rayburn declared, he would have 

made a better race. He then admitted that he doubted if 

92 
anybody could have defeated Eisenhower in 1952 or 1956. 

^^Letter, Rayburn to Clyde L. Jackson, November 21, 
1956, Rayburn Papers, 

^^Hungarian nationalists had, in October, revolted 
against the Russians and had been ruthlessly suppressed. 
Another crisis broke just a few days before the election 
when Israel, backed by France and Great Britain, invaded 
Egyptian territory. The outbreak of a full-scale war over 
the Middle East situation was feared. 

"^^Letter, Rayburn to Jared Y. Sanders, Jr., Janu
ary 11, 1957, Rayburn Papers, 
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Speaker Rayburn was involved in a post-election 

controversy concerning an action by the Executive Committee 

of the Democratic National Committee. On November 27, 1956, 

the Executive Comaiiittee, headed by Chairman Paul Butler, 

approved a resolution calling for the appointment of an ad

visory group to coordinate and advance efforts in behalf of 

Democratic programs and principles. Its merabers were to be 

chosen from the National Committee, Congress, and from among 

the nation's Democratic governors and mayors,93 

When Rayburn was notified of the resolution, his 

response was negative. Rayburn saw the move as an attempt 

to relieve congressional leaders of some of their power and 

influence. Its support came primarily from those who had 

been critical of the Rayburn-Johnson leadership as too co

operative with the Republican White House. Rayburn felt 

that the advisory committee would serve as a pressure group 

for liberal measures. His principal objection to it, though, 

was that it would infringe on the rights and the preroga

tives of congressional leaders, 

Rayburn explained to Butler that he had met with 

Majority Leader John McCormack, Democratic ^rJhip Carl Albert, 

and Chairman of the Democratic Congressional Campaign Com

mittee Michael J, Kirwan, and they had discussed the pro

posal. It was their collective opinion that it would be a 

^3New York Times, November 28, 1956, p. 1 
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declining to do so. Justifying their refusal, Rayburn ar

gued that the Democratic members of the House, or a great 

majority of them, at any rate, felt that they ought to con

sult formally only with other members of the House, "The 

leadership of the House always consults constantly among 

themselves, and with the chairmen of all the comraittees, 

with reference to legislative programs," the Speaker de

clared. 94 The House leaders would have no part of the Na

tional Committee's proposal because its purpose would clear

ly usurp the powers of the legislative leaders. The advi

sory group was constituted anyway, but Rayburn remained 

lukewarm in his attitude toward it. The group was one of 

the sources of conflict between Chairman Butler and the 

95 congressional leaders in the following years. 

Rayburn prepared for the opening of the Eighty-fifth 

Congress, therefore, realizing that his role would be in

creasingly difficult. The southern Democrats were being 

challenged by a growing number of liberals who were demand

ing changes. It was Rayburn's task to keep the warring 

factions from causing a definite split in the party. With 

Eisenhower barred by the Constitution from running again in 

"^^Telegram, Rayburn to Paul Butler, December 8, 
1956, Rayburn Papers. 

^^Dorough, Mr, Sam, p. 51+0. 
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1960, the Democrats would have a good chance to elect their 

own candidate if the party remained united, Rayburn already 

had a potential candidate in mind, and he worked to further 

that candidacy during the last four Eisenhower years, "Lyn

don Johnson would make a fine presidential candidate in 

1960," Rayburn asserted a month after the 1956 elections.96 

Legislative achievements in the first session of 

the Eighty-fifth Congress were few. A major issue in the 

early days of the session was the President's proposed budg

et, the largest ever offered by any President in peacetime. 

Attempts to reduce the budget involved defense and foreign 

aid expenditures, as well as domestic programs. Disagree

ments cut across party lines on proposed expenditures, and 

the budget proved to be one of the principal sources of 

legislative maneuvering in 1957. The other major issue was 

civil rights. Before adjournment. Congress succeeded in 

passing the first civil rights bill since the Reconstruction 

Era. These two topics—the budget and civil rights—provided 

much of the controversy during 1957. 

The President's budget totaled nearly seventy-two 

97 billion dollars when presented to Congress in January.^' 

George Humphrey, Secretary of the Treasury, announced at 

^^Letter, Rayburn to Ben Wacker, December l8, 1956, 
Rayburn Papers. 

'̂'̂ New York Times, January 17, 1957, p. 1. 
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a press conference that he felt the defense budget could be 

cut. If cuts were not made, and the nation continued spend

ing at the rate it was, Humphrey predicted a serious depres

sion, one that would "curl your hair'. "*̂ 8 Appearing before 

the House Appropriations Committee, Secretary Humphrey was 

asked how the budget might be cut. He answered that he did 

Q Q 

not know,^^ 

Rayburn felt that the Republicans were trying to out-

maneuver the Democratic Congress, Administration spokesmen 

maintained that they must have every dollar asked for in the 

budget in order to operate the various departments of gov

ernment. Afterwards, Rayburn feared, the Republicans would 

charge that the Democrats had acted with fiscal irresponsi

bility in not cutting funds from the budget. "This is the 

kind of play I do not like," the Speaker declared, 

Rayburn attempted to put the pressure back on the 

White House, He successfully pushed a resolution through 

the House requesting the President to indicate where cuts 

might be made in the budget. It was, of course, a politi

cal move which received the expected response. Eisenhower 

98ibid., p, 20. 

99Letter, Rayburn to E, R. ^f^^^^^/.^f 5:^^7.^^' t 
1957, Rayburn Papers, For a discussion of the 1957 budget 
cont^oversyrsee Neustadt, Presidential_Power, pp. 66-65, 

108-23. 

lOOLetter, Rayburn to William P. Neale, February 1, 
1957, Rayburn Papers. 
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had already p re sen ted h i s budget , which included only neces

sary items of e x p e n d i t u r e s . I f cu ts were to be made, the 

Democratic Congress must assume the blame. F ina l ly , the 

budget was cut by about four b i l l i o n d o l l a r s , mostly from 

defense and fo re ign a id programs,1^1 

In the a rea of c i v i l r i g h t s in 1957, a measure be

came law which was designed to guarantee voting r i g h t s . The 

act was s eve re ly l i m i t e d in scope, but i t s passage i s highly 

s igni f icant in the c i v i l r i g h t s movement. Civ i l r i g h t s 

l eg i s l a t i on had been p e r i o d i c a l l y debated, or a t l e a s t i n 

troduced, s ince Pres iden t Truman's comprehensive recommenda

tions were p resen ted to Congress in 191+8, Added to the com

plex and c o n t r o v e r s i a l i ssue was the Supreme Cour t ' s 1951+ 

landmark d e c i s i o n outlawing r a c i a l segregat ion in the pub

l i c s choo l s . ^^ The r a c i a l i s sue became i n e x t r i c a b l y en

twined with e f f o r t s to provide fede ra l a id to educat ion, as 

well as with many o ther f ede ra l aid programs. The argument 

tha t wi th f e d e r a l aid goes federa l con t ro l was ever p re sen t , 

and opponents of c i v i l r i g h t s laws customari ly j u s t i f i e d 

t h e i r oppos i t ion on the grounds t ha t f ede ra l ac t ions v i o 

l a t ed the r i g h t s of the s t a t e s , 

Rayburn, as noted e a r l i e r , had opposed the e s t a b 

lishment of a f ede ra l Pa i r Employment P r a c t i c e s Commission 

1+83 (1954)." 

^O^See Eisenhower, Waging Peace, pp, 127-47. 

•̂ -̂ B̂rown v. Board of Education of Topeka, 31+7 U, S. 
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in the Truman administration. He also had been against 

federal aid to education because of the restrictions which 

possibly would be placed on the schools participating in 

the program. In 1954, when the Supreme Court's decision was 

handed down, Rayburn assured his constituents that he always 

had been, and still was, for segregation in the schools. 

But the Supreme Court had spoken, Rayburn said, and "it is 

the last word. However, I think it will take a long time 

to work it out in the schools in the South, which I hope 

the Supreme Court in its next decision will give us, "^^3 

The Supreme Court specified that desegregation pro

ceed with all deliberate speed, although many southerners 

were determined to impede the Court's injunction. In 1956 

the Declaration of Constitutional Principles, or "Southern 

Manifesto," was drawn up. By mid-March of that year, at 

least one hundred southern members of Congress had signed 

the document which pledged to use "all lawful means" to 

overturn the Supreme Court decision of 1951+ banning racial 

segregation in the public schools. No course of action was 

specified in the manifesto. Neither Rayburn nor Lyndon 

Johnson signed the paper, ^ 

103Letter, Rayburn to J. R. Hodge, May 25, 1951+, 
Rayburn Papers. 

^O^New York Tiraes, March 13, 1956, PP. 1, 11̂ : 
u X. Z.i^.r n'n\T\rr7ed for his refusal to sign, but 
Rayburn was severely criticizea J.̂ X ̂ ^̂  r̂»n-4-T/»o w^ 
he did not bother justifying his stand to the critics. He 
felt the furor would soon subside. 
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The administration's moderate civil rights program, 

drawn up by Attorney General Herbert Brownell, called for a 

special commission to study civil rights, a special assist

ant attorney general for civil rights matters, and authority 

for the Attorney General to seek injunctions in the federal 

courts to protect citizens' civil rights. The Civil Rights 

Act of 1957, as passed, was a diluted version of the origi

nal proposals. It established the study commission and the 

special assistant attorney general for civil rights matters. 

Instead of granting the Department of Justice authority to 

apply for court injunctions on any civil rights issue, it 

empowered the Justice Department to seek an injunction only 

when a citizen had been denied the right to vote and had 

exhausted other remedies,^^5 

Rayburn believed that he and Lyndon Johnson were 

primarily responsible for the passage of the 1957 Civil 

Rights Act. 1^8 tpĵQ Speaker described the measure as one 

with practically all the bad features removed and was lim

ited to the right to vote. It, therefore, would not affect 

"anybody in Texas because everyone in Texas for many years. 

^Por discussions of the civil rights legislation 
in 1956-1957, see Richard Boiling, House Out of Order (New 
York; E. P, Dutton & Co,, Inc, 1965), PP. 171+-91+, and 
Douglass Cater, "How the Senate Passed the Civil Rights 
Bill," Reporter, XVII (September 5, 1957), pp. 9-13. 

1063^^ Robert L. Branyon and R. Alton Lee, "Lyn
don B. Johnson and the Art of the Possible," Southwestern 
Social Science Quarterly, XLV (December, 1961+), p, 220. 



31+7 

who were qualified to vote, have not been denied that privi

lege that I know anything about," Rayburn maintained.-̂ "̂̂  

The Democratic leaders' fear that Negroes were deserting 

their party undoubtedly had much to do with their work on 

behalf of the bill. Lyndon Johnson's presidential arabi-

tions also were involved in the congressional raaneuvering 

as he tried to break away frora his southern, anti-civil 

rights image and gain acceptance with other segments of 

the party. 

The Middle Eastern crisis occupied much of the at

tention of the Eighty-fifth Congress in early 1957. Eisen

hower, in his State of the Union message, placed emphasis 

on the international situation and called for additional 

funds for bolstering the economies of the nations in the 

Middle East, He also asked for authority from Congress to 

use American military forces, if necessary, to bar Comraunist 

aggression in that area of the world,1^8 Eisenhower's in

augural address, later in the raonth, also warned of broader 

and costlier action in foreign affairs. 

^^"^Letter, Rayburn to J. W. Madden, Jr., Septera-
ber 11+, 1957, Rayburn Papers. 

108 New York Times, January 11, 1957, PP. 1, 10. 

s 
in 

^^^Rayburn told the President privately that his 
inaugural address was "the finest speech" he had heard i 
his forty-six years in Washington, See Hughes, Ordeal of 
Power, pp. 231-32. 
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The Democrats, under the leadership of Rayburn and 

Johnson, supported the administration's foreign policies. 

In the House, Rayburn strongly urged granting the President 

the funds requested for bolstering the economies of the 

Mideast nations. When Eisenhower asked for authority to use 

military forces against Communist aggression, Rayburn again 

gave his wholehearted support,H^ "We cannot give up the 

Middle East," Rayburn asserted, "and therefore we must let 

our"enemies know now that we are not going to do so,"ill 

Rayburn believed that a resolution authorizing the 

use of force was unnecessary, the same position he had held 

on the earlier Formosan Resolution, But, Rayburn explained, 

he supported the resolution embracing and funding the Eisen

hower Doctrine because it would demonstrate the united 

stance of the American government and help to let "our ene

mies know exactly where we stand," The resolution would be 

a detriment to Russia in trying to take over the oil in the 

Middle East, he said, "which I know they covet very much be

cause of the vast oil resources of those countries," If the 

^^^New York Times, January 17, 1957, p. 1. All Dem
ocrats did not favor concurrence with the "Eisenhower Doc
trine." Former Secretary of State Dean Acheson assailed the 
plan for the Mideast as a "war threat" and urged Congress to 
deny the President's request for stand-by authority to 
fight overt Communist aggression in the Mideast, Ibid,, 
January 11, 1957, P* 1. 

•̂ ""••̂ Letter, Rayburn to Will Clayton, January 1+, 1957, 
Rayburn Papers. 
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oil in the Middle East fell into Russian hands, the United 

States' allies in Western Europe would be deprived of all 

oil except that which comes from the Western Hemisphere ,-̂ ^̂  

A revolt in Hungary occurred in the fall of 1956, 

After a nationalist uprising was quashed by the Russians, 

steps were taken to allow many of the Hungarian "freedom 

fighters" entry into the United States. Rayburn had reser

vations regarding emasculation of the nation's immigration 

laws to "let the hordes come in." His fear was that there 

would be an infl\ix of radicals, or at least persons who did 

not know or endorse "our way of life." While not opposed 

to the basic policy of allowing the Hungarians to enter, 

Rayburn did express hope that there would be a careful 

screening process by which "radicals" would be denied en-

try.113 

Trouble in Asia continued to plague the Eisenhower 

government in 1958. The United States was clearly committed 

to defend the Nationalist Chinese on Formosa, or Taiwan, but 

there was no definite policy relative to the offshore islands 

Letter, Rayburn to Howard A. Deaton, February 1, 
1957, Rayburn Papers. When the Eisenhower Doctrine was 
invoked in Lebanon in 1958, it had Rayburn's support. He 
did express concern that the United States might become in
volved in "something that was strictly a civil war," See 
Eisenhower, Waging Peace, pp, 262-91, and Parmet, Eisen
hower, pp. 531-33. 

^^\etter, Rayburn to H, Neill Mullins, February 23, 
1957, Rayburn Papers. 
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of Quemoy and Matsu,^^ The Republican leader in the Sen

ate, California's William S. Knowland, argued for complete 

support for Chiang Kai-shek, who wanted to retain control 

over the islands. The renewal of the Comraunist shelling of 

the islands in August, 1958, created a major war scare in 

the United States, with the Chinese, the Russians, and the 

Americans exchanging threats. Rayburn feared that Eisen

hower and Secretary of State Dulles had perhaps "overspoken" 

themselves during the crisis. -̂  

Rayburn wrote to Senator Margaret Chase Smith of 

Maine that the news releases on the situation in the Far 

East indicated that the Americans and the Russians and 

probably the Chinese Communists were bluffing in their 

threats and counterthreats. Admitting his lack of knowledge 

on the issues involved, Rayburn said that he doubted that 

"we would be justified in going to war about what I conceive 

to be some insignificant things."^^^ The United States sug

gested a demilitarization of Quemoy rather than promising 

full support for Chiang. In October, the Comraunist shelling 

"̂•'•̂The Formosa Resolution of 1955 was carefully 
worded "so that it did not specifically guarantee a defense 
of Quemoy and Matsu along with protection of Formosa and 
the Pescadores," Adams, Firsthand Report, p, 119. 

"̂ "̂ L̂etter, Rayburn to Victor L, Anguso, September 17, 
1958, Rayburn Papers. 

^•^^Letter, Rayburn to Margaret Chase Smith, Septem
ber 23, 1958, Rayburn Papers. 
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of Quemoy was lessened greatly, but Nationalist troops re

mained on the island. This was an uneasy settlement, but 

the United States had made no strong commitment to defend 

the offshore islands .̂•̂ '̂  

Throughout Eisenhower's second term, foreign affairs 

received major emphasis. Although no lasting solutions were 

devised for the international problems, at least the era was 

marked by the absence of full-scale war. Minor flare-ups 

threatened to accelerate into a feared World War III, but 

crisis after crisis ended with the opposing sides compro

mising enough to prevent such a holocaust. The conduct of 

foreign affairs by Eisenhower and Dulles was very seldom 

the object of partisan attacks. Speaker Rayburn's criti

cisms were mild and infrequent. His occasional barbs di

rected at foreign policy usually came just prior to elec

tion time, Rayburn could be relied on, as usual, to follow 

the President, All of the country's enemies, or supposed 

enemies, Rayburn believed, must know that the President 

speaks and acts for a united people when he conducts foreign 

affairs. 

The principal domestic issues in Congress in 1958 

were federal aid to education, the farm program, and a tax 

bill. Proposals for federal aid to education had always 

gone down to defeat because of controversies over racial 

^̂ '''Eisenhower, Waging Peace, pp. 292-301+, 
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segregation and aid to parochial schools.Il8 Following the 

successful launching by the Russians of an earth satellite 

in late 1957, the proponents of federal aid for schools re

ceived additional support. 

As the first wave of shock over Sputnik subsided, 

many pointed to alleged deficiencies in the educational 

system as the cause for America's "satellite gap." The in

creased concern over education aided the passage of the Na

tional Defense Education Act, signed into law on Septem

ber 2, 1958, ° Circumventing the race and church-state 

issues, the act focused on college and graduate education. 

Funds were provided for long-term, lovj-interest loans to 

college students, with half the loan to be canceled if the 

student taught in elementary or secondary school for at 

least five years after graduation. On a matching basis, 

grants were to be miade to public schools for laboratories, 

textbooks, and other facilities in the sciences, mathemat

ics, and foreign languages. Grants were also provided to 

state agencies for counseling, vocational education, and 

other piirposes. Finally, the bill authorized funds for 

5,550 fellowships for graduate students interested in 

^^^Por a discussion of the defeat of the education 
aid bill in 1957, see Sidney Hyman, "The Eisenhower Glow 
is Fading Away," Reporter, XVII (Septeraber 19, 1957), 
pp. 14-15. 

•̂•'•̂New York Times, September 3, 1958, p. 1. 
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college or university teaching,120 

The Agricultural Act of 1958 was the last major farm 

legislation of the Eisenhower years. Debates on the measure 

centered on the price support features, whether to be rigid 

or flexible. Eisenhower vetoed a bill passed by the Demo

cratic Congress in March which provided for freezing price 

supports at existing levels. The new act, signed in August, 

represented a compromise between Congress and the adminis-

121 tration. Supports were to be lowered gradually to a 

rainimum of sixty-five per cent on most basic crops in 1961-

1962, Rayburn approved of the farm bill although some con

cessions had been required on the issue of price supports,1^2 

Since 1958 was a congressional election year, the 

temptation to cut taxes, if only as a token gesture, was 

great, Rayburn was opposed to any politically motivated 

tax cut by the Deraocrats, yet he did not want the Republi

cans to upstage his party and gain an advantage in the elec

tions. When Vice President Nixon publicly referred to the 

possibility of a tax cut, Rayburn and Johnson were alarmed. 

They hurriedly met with Eisenhower's new Secretary of the 

Ibid. See also Eisenhower, Waging Peace, p. 21+3. 

1 PI 
Benson, Gross Fire, pp. 1+02-04. 

122 
Letter, Rayburn to David Winterman, August 22, 

1958, Rayburn Papers. 
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Treasury, Robert B. Anderson. Anderson, also from Texas, 

and Rayburn and Johnson reportedly worked out a "gentleman's 

agreement" that neither the administration nor congressional 

Deraocrats would propose tax cuts without first advising the 

other, Anderson told the Speaker to disregard anything the 

Vice President might say about lowering taxes because he 

was not speaking for the Treasury Department or the admin

istration on that subject.^23 There was, at any rate, no 

tax reduction measure enacted in 1958, 

Rayburn was a central figure in two controversies in 

Washington in 1958, One was the plan to extend the Capi

tol's east front; the other was a congressional investiga

tion of the Federal Communications Commission, The east 

front extension had been under consideration for several 

years. The House had approved an extension of 32ig feet in 

1955. Opposition to the plan developed, led by the Ameri

can Institute of Architects and the Daughters of the Ameri

can Revolution, who denounced the proposed project as "de

facing the Capitol," 

Rayburn was adamant. The east front had deterio

rated and was rapidly becoming a serious safety hazard. 

Additional space was needed inside the Capitol, Rayburn ar

gued, and both needs could be taken care of at the same 

time. He saw the Capitol not as a memorial, but as a 

"̂ ^̂ Texas Observer, L (April 1+, 1958), p. 1+. 
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workshop. 124 The opponents of the project had made him the 

"whipping boy," but Rayburn vowed in a speech in the House 

to continue pressing. "When I am right, as I think I am 

on this proposition, nobody is going to drive rae off it," 

he said, ^ When in August the Senate concurred in the 

House's action, Rayburn's project was approved. 

The Speaker was instrumental in securing House ap

proval for an investigation of the independent federal regu

latory agencies in early 1957. He explained that all but 

one of the major agencies had been created while he was 

serving in the House. The Interstate Commerce Commission 

of 1887, of course, predated him. Since 1913, when he first 

entered Congress, the Federal Trade Commission, the Federal 

Power Commission, the Securities and Exchange Commission, 

the Federal Communications Commission, and the Civil Aero

nautics Board had all been established. Rayburn felt that 

an investigation of these agencies should be undertaken 

to ascertain "whether or not the law as we intended it is 

being carried out or whether a great many of these laws 

are being repealed or revamped by those who administer 

them, "-̂ 26 punds were appropriated and the investigation 

•^^^Dorough, Mr, Sam, pp, 525-26. 

•^^^Congressional Record, e5 th Gong., 2nd S e s s , , Vol, 
CIV, P a r t 5 , March 3 I , 1958, p . 5851+. 

^ ^ ^ I b i d , , 85 th Cong, , 1 s t S e s s , , Vol . G U I , P a r t 2 , 
Februa ry S,~lsSl, p , 1556. 
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undertaken.127 

Of special interest to Rayburn was the Federal Com

munications Commission, His primary source of information 

concerning questionable activities of the FCC was his neph

ew, Robert Bartley, a member of the commission. Bartley 

had relayed information to his uncle concerning \'Jhite House' 

influence of which he was aware in the disposal of tele

vision licenses to large corporations, magazine chains, and 

newspapers,12o 

Oren Harris of Arkansas was chairman of the comrait-

tee responsible for the probe, Morgan Moulder of Missouri 

was the subcommittee chairman, and Dr. Bernard Schwartz, a 

Republican, was chosen as committee counsel. Dr. Schwartz, 

in reviewing the FGG's expense accounts, found an item of 

about $200 for travel expenses which had been paid to Bart

ley by the radio-television industry. When Rayburn heard 

of the item's discovery, he intervened, summoning Harris 

and Moulder to his office. There he explained to them 

that he was tired of the way their committee was searching 

for "flyspecks,"^29 

•̂ "̂̂ For a discussion of the investigatory committee's 
activities, see David A, Frier, Conflict of Interest in the 
Eisenhower Administration (Ames: Iowa State University 
Press, 1969), pp. 145-t''8, 

^^^Drew Pearson, "Rayburn's FCC Role," Texas 
Observer, XLIX (February 21, 1958), p. 2. 

129 Ibid. 
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Rayburn had intended for the investigators to con

centrate on the activities of the FCC, not investigate the 

individual commissioners. He did not want the comraisslon

ers' records subpoenaed, and they were not. Although the 

testimony of Comptroller General Joseph Campbell indicated 

that there had been law violations on the part of the com-

raissioners, the investigation was quashed. The staff raemo-

randum, which detailed the allegations against the FCC 

members, remained "confidential" at Rayburn's request. The 

Speaker's intervention was responsible for the closing off 

of the FCC phase of the investigation,130 

In the congressional elections of 1958, the Demo

crats made significant gains in both houses of Congress, 

They captured fifty additional seats in the House and fif

teen Senate seats. Rayburn, who had no opponent in either 

the primary or general election, fully expected his party 

to win by substantial margins, but he admitted that he had 

"no idea it would be as great as it was." He expressed 

concern about where "all of these Democrats" in the House 

would be seated. "They will certainly spill over to the 

Republican side of the aisle," he said,^31 Rayburn viewed 

the overwhelming victory as an endorsement of the record 

130i^id. 

•'•̂ •̂ Letter, Rayburn to Bill Vaughan, Noveraber 5, 
1958, Rayburn Papers, 
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the Deraocrats made in the Senate and the House in the two 

previous Congresses. Looking to the coming session, Ray

burn said, "I hope Democrats in the Eighty-sixth Congress 

can cooperate with each other in a way that the country will 

approve us in I960 as they did in 1958."132 TO the National 

Chairman of the Democratic Party, Rayburn wrote: 

I do not think I ever felt a greater responsibility 
than I feel is mine in the Eighty-sixth Congress. The 
best politics is to do the best thing for the American 
people. That, I trust, is vjhat we will be able to do.133 

At the beginning of the Eighty-sixth Congress in 

1959, Rayburn was faced with a major battle fomented by the 

growing number of liberals in the House, The perennial 

struggle over the Rules Committee erupted, with the liberals 

intensifying their demands for changes. The election re

sults convinced them that the committee's obstructionist 

powers must be reduced. The liberal proposals were for the 

re-adoption of the twenty-one day rule and a change in the 

party ratio on the committee, which was held to be in order 

because of the substantial Democratic gains. The Speaker 

opposed both changes .-̂ M̂-

•'•3̂ Letter, Rayburn to Minnesota Governor Orville 
Freeman, December 23, 1958, Rayburn Papers. 

•'•33Letter, Rayburn to Paul Butler, November li+, 
1958, Rayburn Papers. 

•'"Letter, Rayburn to John W. McCormack, Decem
ber 3, 1958, Rayburn Papers. 
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Rayburn worked out an agreement with Chet Holi-

field, a Democrat from California and a leader of the lib

erals, Rayburn assured Holifield that he would use his in

fluence to see that essential legislation was not side

tracked in the Rules Committee if the liberal group would 

abandon its plans to press for changes, Holifield agreed, 

and a showdown was avoided in the Democratic caucus, ̂'̂  

The Eighty-sixth was similar to the two previous 

Congresses, with the major difference being a more deter

mined approach by the President to block what he considered 

irresponsible spending by the activist Democrats. Eisen

hower's assessment of the 1958 election results was that 

the "spenders" had won. He promised to fight the spenders 

as hard as he could and to try to convince Americans that 

thrift was not a bad word.•'•3̂  Some compromises, and many 

deadlocks, resulted because of the differences of opinion 

held by the President and the Democrats in Congress. The 

President vetoed forty-four measures during the two years, 

with Congress overriding only two of them. Both vetoes 

overridden were on spending bills—a public works appro

priations act in 1959 and a federal pay bill in 1960.^37 

•^^^Dorough, Mr, Sam, p, 531. 

•^^^Eisenhower, Waging Peace, p, 385. 

'̂ 3'7Ripley, Majority Party Leadership, p, 158. 
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The two major legislative accomplishraents of the 

Eighty-sixth Congress were the Landrum-Griffin Labor-

Management Reporting and Disclosure Act of 1959 and the 

Civil Rights Act of I960, The first measure resulted from 

the exposure of power abuse and corruption in some labor 

unions. The Senate had established a Select Coramittee on 

Improper Activities in the Labor or Management Field, 

chaired by Arkansas Democrat John McGlellan, in 1957, The 

McClellan Committee, whose chief counsel was Robert F, Ken

nedy, conducted televised public hearings which revealed 

flagrant abuses by some labor leaders. 3o TJ-̂ Q investiga

tion's revelations of corruption, gangsterism, and racket

eering on the part of union officials led to a public de

mand for a law to curb such activities, ̂ ^ 

Congress failed to enact a labor measure in 1958, 

and labor legislation remained a major issue in the next 

^ The Teamsters Union was one of the principal tar
gets of the McClellan Committee's investigation. It was re
vealed that the Teamsters' President, David Beck, ran the 
union in a dictatorial way, diverting union funds to his own 
purposes and committing various other illegal actions. Af
ter Beck gave up the presidency of the Teamsters, he was 
succeeded by James Hoffa, whose actions were as unsavory as 
those of Beck. See Foster Rhea Dulles, Labor in America; 
A History, 3rd ed. (New York: Thomas Y. Crowell Company, 
1966), pp. 383-85. 

•̂ 39ipĵe McClellan Committee, in its hearings, re
vealed racketeering within manaperaent as well, but the pub
lic overlooked that fact, according to Congressman Richard 
Boiling. The public, he contended, had been misled by one
sided news reporting. Boiling, House Out of Order, p. 159. 
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session. The measure approved in 1959 was sponsored by 

Democrat Phil Landrum of Georgia and Republican Robert Grif

fin of Michigan, It had the support of President Eisen

hower, who signed it into law on September 11+,"̂ ^̂  Speaker 

Rayburn opposed the raeasure, describing it as "punitive 

legislation." Especially disappointing to Rayburn was the 

defection of a majority of the Texas members on the crucial 

vote. Only four of twenty in the Texas delegation voted 

against Landrum-Griff in.-̂ ^̂  

The second principal act of the Eighty-sixth Con

gress was the I960 civil rights measure. In 1959 Congress 

had considered civil rights legislation, but all that was 

approved was a two-year extension of the Civil Rights Cora-

mission authorized in the 1957 law, Rayburn's problem in 

guiding the legislation through the House was in securing 

its release from the Rules Committee, He expressed confi

dence, however, that a civil rights law would be enacted 

in early 1960.^^2 

^^^New York Times, Septeraber 15, 1959, p. 1. See 
also Eisenhower, Waging Peace, pp. 388-69. 

•̂ •̂̂ Bolling, House Out of Order, pp. 168-71. Por the 
provisions and significance of the Landrum-Griffin Act, see 
Dulles, Labor in America, pp. 387-89; Milton Derber, The 
American Idea of Industrial Democracy, 1865-1965 (Urbana: 
University of Illinois Press, 1970), pp. 1+35-36; and A, K. 
McAdams, Power and Politics in Labor Legislation (New York: 
Columbia University Press, 1961̂ .). 

•^^^Letter, Rayburn to Ray Cormier, December 23, 
1959, Rayburn Papers. 



r 362 

The bill was lodged in the Rules Committee, and the 

conservative majority, led by Democrat Howard Smith of Vir

ginia, refused to budge. A discharge petition was success

fully supported by the Speaker in order to get the measure 

to the floor. The Civil Rights Act passed the House, and 

the Senate concurred. The I960 measure strengthened the 

1957 voting law, authorizing federal judges to appoint ref

erees to assist Negroes in registering and voting. Irregu

larities or discrirainatory practices were to be reported to 

the courts. New penalties "against borabings and violence 

used to obstruct a federal court's order" were also included 

in what Eisenhower called an administration measure.-^^3 

Lyndon Johnson, however, was considered the chief architect 

of the I960 law.l^^ 

As time for the I960 national conventions neared, 

the leading contender for the Democratic noraination was 

Senator John P, Kennedy of Massachusetts, Kennedy had nar

rowly lost to Estes Kefauver in the 1956 balloting for the 

second place on the Stevenson ticket. In the intervening 

years, the Massachusetts Senator had earned the respect of 

his colleagues, especially with regard to his work on the 

compromise version of the 1959 labor legislation, Kennedy 

^^3Eisenhower, Waging Peace, p, 162, 

-^^Parmet, Eisenhower, p. 551+, and Ripley, Majority 
Party Leadership, p. 158. 
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also had organized an extremely effective campaign organi

zation to secure delegate votes in the convention. His cam

paign for delegates resulted in charges that he was fre

quently absent from Senate meetings because of personal po

litical reasons.1^5 

Lyndon Johnson's presidential ambitions were well 

known by I960, and Sam Rayburn's advocacy of the Senate 

Majority Leader's nomination occupied much of the Speaker's 

time during the year. Rayburn announced early in I960 that 

he would not consider serving again as Permanent Chairman 

at the party's national convention. He cited his desire to 

see one more convention from the sidelines, and he wanted 

to be free to work actively for his personal choice for the 

nomination. Another consideration was the Speaker's fail

ing eyesight, although he did not mention that problem when 

announcing his intentions.^^^ 

As Rayburn maneuvered to win support for Johnson, a 

source of constant irritation to him was the National Chair

man of the party, Paul Butler. Butler's identification with 

the liberal wing of the party and his criticism of the lead

ership in Congress had alienated the Speaker from the party's 

chairman by 1959* When Butler made it known that his choice 

•••̂ M̂ooney, The Politicians, p. 322. 

-'•̂ Înterview with H. G, Dulaney, June 21, 1971, 
Bonham, Texas, 
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for the Democratic presidential noraination was Senator Ken

nedy, the alienation became even greater, 1̂ 7 

The Johnson supporters, under Rayburn's leadership, 

without public encouragement from the Senator and with a 

national chairman allegedly hostile to his candidacy, con

tinued to work for his nomination. Not until July, just 

six days before the convention opened in Los Angeles, did 

Lyndon Johnson announce publicly that he would seek the 

Democratic nomination. The Kennedy forces had done their 

work methodically and well, however, and John F, Kennedy 

received the party's noraination on the first ballot. 

The choice of Kennedy's running raate then becarae 

the important issue in the convention. Johnson reported 

that Rayburn telephoned him following the Kennedy nomina

tion, alarmed over the possibility that Johnson might be 

asked to run with Kennedy. Under no circumstances, Rayburn 

advised, should Johnson accept the noraination if offered, 

Johnson assured him he had no intention of doing so. ̂  

The following morning Kennedy went to Johnson's 

hotel room and told him he would like him to be on the 

ticket. Kennedy felt that Johnson would attract support 

in southern states which he believed to be crucial. The 

•'•̂ '̂ Letters, Rayburn to Byron Skelton, June 12, 
1959; Rayburn to D, W, Gilraore, July 8, 1959; and Rayburn 
to Robert G, Byrd, July 17, 1959, Rayburn Papers. 

^^^Johnson, Vantage Point, pp. 90-91. 
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other candidates under consideration by Kennedy did not 

have great appeal in the South.1^9 Johnson declined the 

offer, reiterating that all he wanted was to be the party's 

Majority Leader in the Senate. And, besides, he had given 

his word to Speaker Rayburn.150 

After Kennedy talked with Rayburn, the Speaker 

changed his advice to Johnson. He informed Johnson that he 

thought he should go on the ticket with Kennedy. He had 

changed his mind, he said, because "I'm a damn sight wiser 

man this morning than I was last night." Johnson believed 

that Kennedy had convinced Rayburn that without Johnson on 

the ticket, the entire South would be lost and also the 

election. 151 Rayburn, of course, did not want to be a 

party to any maneuver that might result in the election of 

Richard Nixon as President.152 

There were rumors that the Texans applied pressure 

to get Johnson on the ticket. Rayburn telephoned Kennedy to 

complain when he heard about the rumor. Kennedy issued a 

•'•̂ T̂heodore G. Sorensen, Kennedy (New York: Harper 
& Row, 1965), pp. I63-6I+. 

•^^^Johnson, Vantage Point, p. 91. 

^^^Ibid., pp. 91-92. 

•••̂ Ŝee David Halberstam, The Best and the Brightest 
(New York; Random House, 1972), p. 1+50, and Pierre Saiin-
ger. With Kennedy (Garden City, New York; Doubleday & Com
pany, "lncT7'T^9^^> PP* 336-37. 
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strong denial, asserting that he had personally requested 

the Senator from Texas as his running mate.^^3 

The Kennedy-Johnson ticket defeated the Republi

cans, Richard M. Nixon for President and Henry C. Lodge for 

Vice President, in a very close election.-^^^ Rayburn played 

an active role in the campaign, A major effort was made to 

allay the fears of many of his constituents on the religious 

issue, Kennedy was Catholic, and Rayburn was aware of the 

latent prejudice and hostility in his home district and in 

other areas of the nation against the Democratic candidate 

solely on that issue. Only once before had a major party 

nominated a Catholic for the highest office, and Rayburn 

could remember vividly what happened to Democrat Al Smith, 

a Catholic, xvho lost in the 1928 landslide for Hoover. Ray

burn did not want that to happen again, feeling that a per

son's religious faith should not be an issue at all. ^^ 

•^^3johnson, Vantage Point, p. 92. On the choice 
of Johnson as Kennedy's running mate, see also Arthur M, 
Schlesinger, Jr,, A Thousand Days; John P. Kennedy in the 
White House (Boston: Houghton Mifflin Company, 19651, 
pp. 39-57. Lawrence Spivak of NBC News contends that John
son and Rayburn went to Los Angeles to work for the vice 
presidential nomination. They knew there was no chance 
for Johnson to secure the top spot, and their eyes were on 
the second place from the start. Interview with Lawrence 
Spivak, July l8, 1971, Washington, D, G. 

^5^See Theodore H, iVhite, The Making of the Presi
dent ; 1960 (New York: Atheneum Publishers, 1961), 

^^^Letter, Rayburn to Billy Graham, August 19, 
I960, Rayburn Papers, 
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The Kennedy-Johnson victory in November, I960, and 

the election of a Democratic Senate and House of Representa

tives meant that the Democrats would control both the execu

tive and legislative branches of the national government for 

the first time in eight years, Rayburn looked to the new 

Congress with both anticipation and anxiety. Confident of 

his re-election as Speaker and pleased with the prospect of 

having a fellow Democrat in the White House, Rayburn real

ized as well that he faced one of the biggest and most cru

cial battles of his entire career. The fight would be over 

the Rules Committee. The recurring problem, smoothed over 

so many times in the past by the Speaker, would have to be 

dealt with decisively. The committee's obstructionism could 

not be allowed to continue. Even before the I960 elections, 

Rayburn said that "we must have loyal Democrats in the stra

tegic positions in the House, who will give the House of 

Representatives the right to consider bills it wants to con

sider, and vote them up and down." 

The House in the Eighty-seventh Congress was made 

up of 261 Democrats and 171+ Republicans, a smaller majority 

than the Democrats had held in the Eighty-sixth. The en

tire House in 1961 was considered marginally conservative, 

with raany southern Democrats voting with the Republicans, 

•^^^Letter, Rayburn to Robert Hemphill, October 22, 
I960, Rayburn Papers. 
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whose House members were predominantly conservative. The 

outlook was not good for the enactment of programs favored 

by the incoming Kennedy administration. With the liberals 

facing a great task, their first target was the Rules Gom-

raittee, 

Of the twelve members on the comraittee, eight were 

Democrats and four were Republicans, On a breakdown between 

liberals and conservatives, the vote was usually a six-to-

six tie, with Chairman Hov/ard Smith of Virginia and William 

Colmer of Mississippi joining with the Republicans. Since 

the Rules Committee held broad discretionary power to decide 

what legislation would go to the House floor for a vote, 

Kennedy's entire legislative program was in jeopardy,!^' 

The liberals in the House prepared to reform the 

committee, but there was disagreement as to the method to 

use. And, of course, the cooperation of Speaker Rayburn 

was vital to any proposed action. Rayburn had come to the 

conclusion by I960 that something must be done to break the 

stranglehold Smith and his comraittee held. He had not been 

able to keep his 1958 promise to the liberals that major 

legislation would not be held up, Rayburn could, therefore, 

no longer rely on annual negotiations with Smith to clear 

bills for House action.•'•̂ ^ 

"̂ "̂̂ Bolling, House Out of Order, pp, 202-04. 

•'•̂ M̂acNeil, Forge of Democracy, p, 418. 
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Rayburn tried repeatedly to reach an accoraraodation 

with Smith, Smith made what he considered to be conces

sions, agreeing to relinquish some minor powers of the com

mittee and promising to report out five major Kennedy pro

posals, Rayburn would have nothing to do with Smith's some

what empty gestures, maintaining that the administration 

might have a great many more than five important proposals 

that would need to be considered by the House,-^^9 Rayburn 

decided that he would support an increase in the committee 

merabership, even though he knew it raeant a hard fight on 

the House floor. 

Originally set for January 26, the vote on the pro

posed increase in membership was postponed until January 31* 

There had been intense pressure applied and influence ex

erted by Rayburn and other proponents of change on the House 

membership, and many members were still wavering on the is

sue. The five-day delay convinced many that the Speaker did 

not have the necessary votes.160 That was not the case. 

•^^^Ibid., p, U40. See also Charles 0, Jones, "Jo
seph G, Cannon and Hovjard W, Smith: An Essay on the Limits 
of Leadership in the House of Representatives," Journal of 
Politics, XXX (August, 1968), pp, 617-1+6, 

•^Richard Boiling, a liberal leader, doubted that 
Rayburn was in danger of losing, but he admitted that the 
delay disturbed him. It was not customary for Rayburn to 
display such insecurity. Boiling afterwards viewed the 
Speaker's actions as a result of the cancer, undetected at 
the time, which caused his death later in the year. 
Boiling, House Out of Order, pp. 218-19. 



370 

On January 31, the motion to add three merabers to the Rules 

Coraraittee carried, 217-212. The two Deraocrats named were 

both liberals, Carl Elliott of Alabama and B. J. Sisk of 

California. The Republican addition was William Avery of 

Kansas, a moderate conservative. The liberals, therefore, 

enjoyed an eight-to-seven majority on the fifteen member 

comraittee,161 

Rayburn's role in the Rules Coraraittee controversy 

was decisive. The change, resisted so long by the Speaker, 

would not autoraatically result in the enactraent of the ex

tensive Kennedy proposals. Even the liberalization of the 

committee did not clear the way for some major programs. 

In the case of Kennedy's domestic measure of highest pri

ority, the school construction bill, one liberal member, 

James Delaney, joined with the conservatives to block it. 

Delaney, of New York, was a Catholic and regarded the bill 

162 as discriminatory against parochial schools. But, on 

the whole, Rayburn's success in early 1961 was beneficial 

to the efficient operation of the House and demonstrated 

an important facet of Rayburn's success as a leader. He 

was able to change with the times and make accommodations 

with the various factions within the House. In so doing. 

-"•̂ •̂ MacNeil, Forge of Democracy, p. lU+7. See also 
Dorough, Mr. Sam, pp. 3-15. 

^^%acNeil, Forge of Democracy, pp. 1+47-1+8. 



371 

he managed to keep the respect of almost all the members of 

all shades of the political spectrum. 

Rayburn developed great admiration for young Presi

dent Kennedy. The Cabinet members appointed by Kennedy, as 

well as his advisers outside the Cabinet, were regarded as 

brilliant men, and Rayburn had deep respect for them. But 

he did offer one criticism. V/hen Vice President Johnson 

described to Rayburn with enthusiasm the caliber of men 

surrounding the President, Rayburn reraarked, "V/ell, Lyndon, 

you raay be right and they may be every bit as intelligent 

as you say, but I'd feel a whole lot better about them if 

just one of them had run for sheriff once."-̂ 3̂ 

It was in 1961 that Rayburn set a new record for 

service as Speaker of the House, one that will not be easy 

for others to match. On June 12, his colleagues in the 

House honored him for having served twice as long as any 

of his predecessors in the history of the United States. 

The new raark was set when Rayburn's tenure reached 16 years 

and 273 days.^^^ 

The end was near, however, as Rayburn's health rap

idly deteriorated and he was forced to leave Washington and 

^^^Q,uoted in Halberstam, Best and Brightest, p. 1+1. 

^ A compilation of the tributes paid him in the 
House is found in The Leadership of Speaker Sam Rayburn; 
Collected Tributes of His Congressional Colleagues (Wash
ington, D, C,; Government Printing Office, 19^1). 
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the post he loved so dearly to return home to Bonham on 

August 31, Promising to be back for the re-opening of Con

gress in January, he referred to his ailment only as a bad 

case of lumbago. After extensive tests, Rayburn's illness 

was diagnosed as cancer. The Speaker had only a few months 

to live. During his last weeks, Rayburn received visits 

from the nation's leaders, both past and present. Presi

dents Truman, Eisenhower, and Kennedy and Vice President 

Johnson all came to visit him at either his Bonham home or 

the hospital in Dallas, On November 16, 1961, less than 

two months before his eightieth birthday, Sam Rayburn died. 

A political career spanning more than half a century had 

ended. 



CHAPTER VIII 

SAM RAYBURN: AN EVALUATION 

When the new session of Congress convened in Janu

ary, 1962, for the first time since 1913, Sam Rayburn was 

not in attendance. The former Speaker's absence was noted 

by President John P, Kennedy, in his State of the Union 

message, when he remarked: 

This week we begin anew our joint and separate ef
forts to build the American nation. But, sadly, we 
build without a man who linked a long past with the 
present and looked strongly to the future, "Mister 
Sam" Rayburn is gone. Neither this House nor the Na
tion is the same without him,l 

Rayburn's long career in the House was indeed a link 

with the past, Por over forty-eight years, from the begin

ning of Woodrow Wilson's administration to the first year of 

the Kennedy administration, the Representative from the 

Fourth District of Texas served in what he termed the "most 

deraocratic body in the world,"^ Coraing to Congress after 

six years service in the Texas legislature, he spent the 

Fred L. Israel, ed,. The State of the Union Mes
sages of the Presidents, 1790-1966, Vol. Ill (New York: 
Chelsea House Publishers, 1967), p. 3132. 

2pilra, "Ray Sherrer Interviews Speaker Rayburn and 
Others About Government and the Workings of the House of 
Representatives, 1957," Rayburn Library. 
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remainder of his life as a member of the House of Repre

sentatives, "renewing his contract" with the people every 

two years,3 His contract was renewed an impressive total 

of twenty-five times. 

Rayburn's early years in Congress were ones of 

studying, learning, and waiting. His association with in

fluential men, especially John Nance Garner, in Washington 

aided the young congressman in securing an assignment on 

the important Comraittee on Interstate and Foreign Goramerce. 

There he studied the matters with vjhich his committee was 

concerned and, for the most part, bided his tirae. As a 

young congressman, he disagreed with President Wilson once 

on the necessity for the passage of his railroad stock and 

bond bill. That open disagreement he afterwards regretted, 

describing it as an example of impatience and brashness on 

the part of a freshman congressman. Rayburn, after becora-

ing a leader in the House, often warned incoraing raerabers 

against such irapatience and brashness. He knew firsthand 

the temptation for independent actions, but he felt them 

unwise in the long run. 

During World War I, Rayburn was a staiinch supporter 

of the President in his handling of the nation's foreign 

relations. The failure of the Senate to accept the Treaty 

of Versailles and American merabership in the League of 

-̂ Ibid. 
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Nations undoubtedly had a profound effect on Rayburn. Sub

sequently, he referred repeatedly to the disastrous conse

quences of what he considered the Senate's repudiation of 

Wilson's leadership. Rayburn's influence was exerted con

sistently on behalf of support for the President, no raatter 

which political party he represented, in foreign policy. 
m 

The United States must always present a united front in in

ternational affairs, Rayburn believed, with party differ

ences limited primarily to domestic issues and policies. 

With the Democrats' return to power in the 1930's, 

Rayburn began his rise to prominence. When his party won 

control of the House in 1931, the Texan assumed the chair

manship of the Interstate and Foreign Commerce Committee, 

After Franklin Roosevelt's victory in 1932-and the incep

tion of the New Deal, Rayburn was involved in the enact

ment of rauch reforra legislation of far-reaching signifi

cance. Included in the list of legislation bearing Ray-

burn's influence were the Securities Act of 1933, the Fed

eral Coramunications Act of 1933, the Securities and Exchange 

Act of I93I+, and the Public Utilities Holding Company Act 

of 1935, The measure he professed to take most pride in 

was the bill establishing the Rural Electrification Admin

istration in 1936. During the period in which he chaired 

the Interstate and Foreign Gomraerce Committee, Rayburn 

firmly established himself as a dedicated friend of public 

power projects and a determined foe of the "selfish 
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interests" of the powerful private utilities companies. 

The chairmanship of a coraraittee, however, did not 

fulfill Rayburn's ambition in the House, He wanted to join 

the leadership team and, in 1937, was successful in his bid 

for the post of Majority Leader. During his three years in 

that position, William B, Bankhead of Alabama served as 

Speaker, In the late thirties, the Democrats enjoyed a 

large majority in the House, but divisiveness within the 

party destroyed rauch of their effectiveness as the majority 

party. Opposition to several of President Roosevelt's pro

posals, such as the court reform and executive reorganiza

tion bills, resulted in the development of a coalition of 

conservative Deraocrats and Republicans which harapered the 

programs of President Roosevelt and President Truman for 

years to come. 

Although Rayburn did not lend support to the de

velopment of the conservative bloc in the House, he was 

criticized during his tenure as Majority Leader for being 

too unconcerned with party discipline and too concerned with 

his own standing with Democratic factions within the House, 

The criticisra, not without sorae foundation, was best ex

pressed by Secretary of the Interior Harold Ickes when he 

said that Rayburn wished to offend no one because his eye 

was on the Speakership.^ 

^Ickes, Secret Diary, II, p. 171+. 
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Rayburn's ambition of serving as Speaker of the 

House was attained in September, 191+0, when William B. 

Bankhead died. Prom that time until his death in 1961, with 

the exception of the Eightieth Congress, 191+7-191+9, and the 

Eighty-third Congress, 1953-1955, Rayburn was Speaker of 

the House. During his lengthy tenure as top Democratic 

leader in the House, Rayburn achieved a reputation as a 

masterful presiding officer and a powerful figure within the 

Democratic party. 

Rayburn's elevation to the position of Speaker came 

during a critical period in international affairs, V/ar was 

raging in both Europe and Asia, while the United States en

deavored to follow a policy of neutrality, Rayburn, as 

House leader, aligned himself with the interventionist 

forces who called for increased American aid to friendly 

nations. He, like President Roosevelt, viewed American in

terests as being served best by helping the British in their 

struggle against the Germans, especially following Prance's 

collapse in June, 191+0, Rayburn thus exerted influence on 

behalf of repeal of the existing neutrality laws and for 

approval of additional aid for the Allies, such as the 

Lend-Lease program in 191+1. The Speaker's role was de

cisive in securing an extension of the military draft in 

1941, only a few months prior to the Japanese attack on 

Pearl Harbor which brought the United States into World 

War II, 
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Rayburn urged complete support for President Roose

velt in his efforts to lead the nation to victory in the 

conflict. The Speaker cooperated fully with the President 

and untiringly called on the American public to do likewise, 

Roosevelt's early concern that Rayburn might be weak as a 

congressional leader proved ungrounded. Relations between 

the two men were cordial, if not close, and Roosevelt soon 

learned that he could rely on Rayburn to support the admin

istration' s position on most issues. The occasional dis

agreements between the President and the Speaker were never 

serious, seldom publicized, and never disruptive. While 

opposition to Roosevelt increased in the Texas Fourth Dis

trict, the threat to Rayburn's re-election was not severe 

enough to require a break with the President on basic is

sues. 

At Roosevelt's death in 191+5, Vice President Harry 

Truman, a long-time friend of Rayburn's, assumed the presi

dency. While Truman's elevation changed somewhat the two 

men's relationship, they remained good friends, Rayburn's 

role in the House during the Truman years was troubled. 

Although the Democrats controlled the House for all but two 

of these years, Rayburn was faced with a divided party. 

Conservatives among the Deraocrats generally voted with the 

Republicans to defeat Truman's domestic proposals, Rayburn 

himself was in a precarious position. Much of Truman's 

Fair Deal prograra was anatheraa to the voters of the Fourth 
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District. All-out support by Rayburn for raany liberal 

measures might mean the end of his career. The campaign 

waged against him in the 191+8 Democratic primary convinced 

him of the need to oppose the administration on some is

sues, civil rights in particular, 

Rayburn was careful never to reveal his personal 

views on the racial question. That he had no desire to 

press for an end to racial segregation in the United States 

is clear, however, and it is apparent from his actions in 

Congress that he felt the "separate, but equal" doctrine 

was valid. Ostensibly in defense of states rights, Rayburn 

consistently opposed federal anti-poll tax laws, anti-

lynching laws, and aid to education bills. Without doubt, 

his fear of denial of federal funds to racially-segregated 

schools assured his opposition to the proposed school-aid 

bills. 

Political expediency dictated that Rayburn use his 

influence against the establishment of a permanent Fair Em

ployment Practices Commission as called for by Truraan, No 

evidence appears in the record to indicate that the Speaker 

was concerned about the inequities existing in the nation 

regarding racial minorities. While not demagogic on the 

racial issue, as were sorae southern politicians, he ap

parently shared the prevailing views of the white raajority 

in his district and elsewhere that blacks were inherently 

inferior to whites. Whether based priraarily on political 
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necessity or deeply-ingrained personal prejudice, Rayburn's 

record on civil rights remains a disappointing aspect of 

his congressional career, 

Dwight D, Eisenhower's election in 1952 placed Ray

burn in an unfamiliar role. The Democrats were in the rai-

nority during the Eighty-third Congress, but for the re-

raainder of the Eisenhower presidency the Deraocrats had a 

raajority in Congress. During the Eisenhower administra

tions, first as Minority Leader and then as Speaker, Rayb\irn 

cooperated fully on foreign policy, while challenging the 

Republicans on many domestic issues. The Texan's middle-

of-the-road political philosophy coincided quite often with 

that of President Eisenhower. 

In 1961 the Democrats retained control of Congress 

and regained the presidency. His party's success in I960 

elated Rayburn as it resulted in his return to the position 

of Speaker while a President of his own party occupied the 

White House. It was the role Rayburn enjoyed most. The 

1961 Rules Comraittee controversy, the culmination of a pro

longed struggle within the Deraocratic party, confirraed the 

power and influence of the Speaker and deraonstrated, at the 

same time, two significant aspects of Rayburn's style of 

leadership. 

Rayburn, since his assumption of power in the House, 

had relied on personal influence and "quiet persuasion" in 

working with House members. His policy had succeeded in 
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avoiding open rebellion among rival factions within the 

Democratic party. But even personal power and persuasion 

could not put off the inevitable. Another aspect of Ray-

burn's leadership ability, therefore, becarae apparent in 

the Rules Comraittee controversy. Once convinced that he 

could not, through his vast amount of personal influence 

and prestige, bring about the results he desired, he was 

amenable to change. Indeed, flexibility is a necessary in

gredient of any successful leader in the House, and when one 

fails to yield to pressures when conditions require it, the 

usual result has been a revolt by House members to effect 

the desired results.^ Rayburn, in recognizing the need for 

changes when he could no longer rely on the art of persua

sion, was merely confirming a basic principle of leader-

ship. 

The fact remains, however, that Speaker Rayburn had 

resisted practically all changes in the rules and operation 

of the House and its coraraittees for years. He consistently 

expressed his belief in the seniority systera as the desir

able raethod of proving one's ability and achieving promo

tion. It was the systera through which he had corae and, 

after long service, had reached the top in the House hier

archy. He felt that the systera had deraonstrated its worth, 

giving young raerabers a chance to learn and be tapped for 

^Jones, "Cannon and Sraith," p, 6l8. 
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more important roles if they proved themselves able and 

worthy. 

As early as 19l|.5, Rayburn attacked the accusation 

that the rules of the House of Representatives were "archa

ic," The criticisra was unjustified, Rayburn contended, be

cause rules of a legislative body should be such that a ma

jority be allowed to v/ork its will. "Under the rules of 

the House of Representatives," Rayburn stated, "this is 

true."D Twelve years later, the Speaker had not changed 

his opinion. He could see nothing wrong with the rules 

and procedures in use in the House at that time. "If I did, 

I'd try to change them," he declared,'̂  

Rayburn, at the beginning of each new Congress, 

met with incoming Democratic House members to explain to 

them the surest method of achieving a successful career in 

Congress. The Speaker's advice was always the same, with 

the newcomers encouraged to remain quiet at the beginning, 

while learning the rules of the House and the raethods of 

the older, raore experienced raerabers. The veteran congress

raen were knowledgeable in the conduct of coraraittee hear

ings and actions on the House floor. Support the leader

ship, Rayburn iraplied, and the leadership, in return, would 

Letter, Rayburn to Franklin L, Burdette, Decera-
her 17, 191+5, Rayburn Papers, 

'̂ Pilm, "Sherrer Interview, 1957." 



383 

aid the congressmen.8 Loyal support for the House leader

ship would lead to desirable committee assignments and 

"favorable action by the Appropriations Comraittee on re

quests for federal funds" for projects sponsored by the 
9 congressmen,^ 

To insure one's re-election, and therefore one's 

advancement in seniority, Rayburn advised the new raerabers 

to be particularly attentive to all correspondence from 

their constituents.^^ Answer all letters if possible, he 

counseled, but take special care to answer those written in 

long-hand and on ruled paper. Persons who write those let

ters really need help, Rayburn said, and assistance extended 

them would not be forgotten. Benefits to the congressman 

would be realized at election tirae.H 

Rayburn's adraonition to House raerabers was usually 

reduced to the stateraent, "if you want to get along, you go 

^Chester Bowles, Proraises to Keep; My Years in 
Public Life, 191+1-1969 (New York: Harper & Row, 1971), 
p. TfT. Bowles, a~6eraocrat, was a new raeraber of Congress 
from Connecticut's Second District in 1959. 

^Bowles, while disagreeing with the procedure, tes
tified to the wisdom of following Rayburn's advice. Those 
members who chose to follow an independent path were passed 
over when committee assignments were made, and their pet 
projects were usually omitted frora appropriations bills. 
Ibid., pp. 272-73. 

^^Ibid., p, 272. 

•̂̂ Oral History Interview with Carl Albert, August 8, 
1969, Rayburn Library. 
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along." And, in practice, those who went along the raost 

got along the best. Rayburn's power within the House was 

thus enhanced. The Speaker sought out, advised, and culti

vated the friendship and support of able young congressraen 

throughout his tenure as House leader. Through this prac

tice, Rayburn was able to keep abreast of the attitudes and 

opinions prevalent in the House.12 it was an important 

aspect of his successful leadership over the various ele

ments within his party. Often described as one with rare 

political insight and instinctiveness,13 Rayburn's total 

involvement and absorption with the workings of the House 

served this perhaps innate quality well. 

Rayburn's love was the House of Representatives. 

Only rarely did he entertain thoughts of leaving the House 

for another position. He considered seriously making a bid 

for a Senate seat in 1922, but that seeras to have been the 

extent of his desire for raoving to the "other," not the 

"upper," house of Congress. Undoubtedly, Rayburn would 

have accepted his party's presidential or vice presiden

tial noraination, but that long-shot possibility never raa-

terialized. The House early becarae, and to the end re-

raained, Rayburn's priraary interest. 

•'•̂ Truman, Gonpressional Party, pp, 197-98. 

'̂ 3oral History Interview with John W, McCormack, 
July 18, 1969, Rayburn Library. 
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Rayburn was dedicated to the Democratic party, and 

he frequently declared himself to be a Democrat--without 

prefix, suffix, or apology. While he could be devastating 

in his attacks on the Republicans during the heat of cara-

paigning or on divisive issues during House debates, Ray

burn earned in his official positions of leadership a repu

tation for complete fairness with raerabers of the opposition 

party. His close friendship and working relationship with 

Joseph Martin of Massachusetts and Charles Halleck of In

diana attest that fact, Rayburn often reraarked that the 

center aisle in the House did not separate his friends, 

Rayburn's base of power outside the House of Repre

sentatives, however, was extreraely narrow. His district 

was in a one-party area and, although he had to stand for 

re-election every two years, he did not have to worry about 

Republican opponents. His concern was liraited to the Demo

cratic primary, and only seldom did he face serious opposi

tion there, Rayburn lacked strong political influence in 

Texas and was never able to dominate the state Democratic 

organization, 

Rayburn's lack of power in the state resulted from 

various factors. Having never run for statewide office and 

periodically renouncing any desire to do so, he was little 

known by the voters in raany areas of Texas, Rayburn's po

litical organization efforts were liraited priraarily to 

his own district in order to safeguard his congressional 
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seat and consequently his position of leadership in the 

House of Representatives, His desire to raaintain his role 

in Washington overshadowed that of exerting dominant in

fluence in tho state. 

The differences between the state Democratic organi

zation, internally beset by factionalism, and the national 

party were often serious, as in the case of civil rights, 

the inflamraatory tidelands issue, and the raassive foreign 

aid programs begun in the Truman years, Rayburn's identi

fication with the national party, therefore, hurt him within 

the state organization, 

Lyndon Johnson felt that Rayburn became "one of the 

most maligned Texans in history," Rayburn, Johnson re

called: 

was identified in Texas as a liberal but in Washington 
as a conservative. That's what happens when you call 
'em like you see 'em, Mr, Rayburn was very moderate, 
temperate and fair; on occasion, he would be classified 
as highly conservative. But he was abused by the con
servative press in his own state--and not given any 
recognition by the liberal press, 11+ 

While the actions of Texas Democrats caused Rayburn consid

erable concern on occasions, it was a situation he could not 

alter appreciably, 

Rayburn took care of his political homework in the 

Fourth District without fail, keeping in touch constantly 

with friends and supporters and making frequent trips back 

11̂  Quoted in Banks, Money, Marbles and Chalk, p. 111, 
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home,^^ Tangible benefits to his constituents could be seen 

in the Denison Dam on Red River, the Veterans Hospital at 

Bonham, and other federal governraent projects. The voters 

of the Fourth District knew that "Mr. Sara" was a power in 

Washington, effectively looking after their interests. 

Rayburn, therefore, represented a safe district 

which returned hira to Washington, without interruption, for 

nearly half a century. In Washington, his flexible politi

cal views raade him acceptable to the various factions of 

the national Deraocratic party. Through a long career of 

cultivating friendships, extending favors and courtesies, 

and amassing a treraendous store of political credits, Ray

burn achieved a position of great power and influence within 

the House. His was the role of a power broker, of a raiddle-

raan, of one who had to be consulted concerning actions in 

the House, Those who failed to recognize and respect the 

central role Rayburn played as Speaker were, as a rule, 

thwarted in their atterapts to secure House action without 

prior approval from or, at least, consultation with him. 

In the period under primary consideration in this 

study, 1940-1952, Rayburn assumed the Speakership and con

solidated his position as the master of the House, During 

•'-̂ is trips to Bonham kept him in touch with his 
constituents, and from his visits there and his conversa
tions with his neighbors, he felt that he could "sense the 
mood of the country." Interview with Mrs, S, E. Bartley, 
Rayburn's sister, August 21, 1968, Bonham, Texas. 
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the Roosevelt years, the issues of neutrality, preparedness, 

and war dominated congressional concern and actions. After 

Truman's assumption of the presidency in April, 19l|.5, and 

the end of the war in August of that year, matters concern

ing reconversion and America's position and role in the 

postwar world were of top priority, 

Rayburn was in complete agreement with the policy 

of active participation in the United Nations, and he sup

ported the Truman initiatives in foreign policy and massive 

aid programs for nations in need. The foreign aid program 

of the Truman era was definitely bipartisan in character, 

however, and much of it was approved by the Republican-

dominated Eightieth Congress, 191+7-191+9. 

The Deraocratic party's failure carae, then, follow

ing its upset victory in 1948. With a raajority in both 

houses of Congress, a Deraocratic President, and a plat-

forra endorsing raany doraestic programs of reform, the 

achievements of the Eighty-first and Eighty-second Con

gresses were indeed meager. To blame Rayburn for this 

failure would be to exaggerate his power; to deny him any 

responsibility would be to underestimate his position. 

Perhaps his greatest failing as a Democratic leader in 

Congress was in refusing to take action on behalf of party 

loyalty following the 191+8 elections. Disciplinary action 

against those nominal Democrats who did not support the 

national ticket, but who retained their Democratic rank 
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and seniority in Congress, might not have resulted in any 

great achievements by the Deraocratic party, but it would 

have established a desirable precedent for party unity, 

Rayburn, without doubt, was a master politician. 

His success as presiding officer of the House of Repre

sentatives came from a combination of rare political acu

men and diligent, consistent work. His record of service 

as Speaker will, in all likelihood, remain unbroken for 

generations. He served his constituents, his party, and 

his nation according to his conceptions of their best in

terests, VJhile not a figure of heroic proportions, Sam 

Rayburn was a self-professed Jeffersonian "man of the 

soil," His basic honesty and devotion to public service 

serve as an inspiration and challenge to all who study 

his career. 
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ment î rinting Office, 1962, 

Proceedings at the Dedication of the Sam Rayburn Statue, 
Washington, D. C : Government Printing Office, 
1965. 

Public Papers of the Presidents: Dwight D, Eisenhower, 
1953-1961. ti vols. V/ashington, D. C. : Govern
ment Printing Office, 1960-1961. 

Public Papers of the Presidents: Harry S. Truman, 19l;5-
1953. t5 vols. Washington, W, C, ; ^vernment 
Printing Office, 1962-1966. 

Rayburn Medal: Hearing before the Committee on Banking and 
O^^^ency, United States Senate, Eighty-seventh Con
gress, Second Session, on S. J. Res, 133 to Provide 
for the Coinage of a Medal in Recognition of the 
Distinguished Services of Sam Rayburn, Speaker of 
the House of Representatives. August 21+, 1962. 
Washington, D. C : Government Printing Office, 
1962. 

Rosenman, Sarauel I,, corap. The Public Papers and Addresses 
of Franklin D, Roosevelt, 13 vols. New York; 
Pandora House, 193^3-1950. 

The Leadership of Speaker Sara Rayburn; Collected Tributes 
of his Congressional Colleagues, Washington, D. C.; 
Government Printing Office, 1961. 

To Secure These Rights; Report of the President's Comraittee 
on Civil Rights. Washington, D, C : Government 
Printing Office, 19lj.7. 



393 

Unpublished Works 

Brown, Deward C, "Rural Electrification in the South, 
1920-1955." Unpublished Ph.D, dissertation. Uni
versity of California at Los Angeles, 1970. 

Green, George N, "The Par Right V/ing in Texas Politics, 
I93O'3-1960's," Unpublished Ph,D. dissertation, 
Florida State University, 1966, 

Laney, Ray S, "Sam Rayburn, Legislator." Unpublished 
M.A. thesis. East Texas State University, 1962. 

Lapham, Lewis, "Party Leadership and the House Committee 
on Rules," Unpublished Ph.D. dissertation. Harvard 
University, 1953. 

Little, Dwayne L. "The Congressional Career of Sam Ray
burn, I9I3-I96I." Unpublished M.A. thesis. Uni
versity of Cincinnati, I963. 

. "The Political Leadership of Speaker Sam Ray
burn, I9I+O-I96I." Unpublished Ph.D. dissertation. 
University of Cincinnati, 1970. 

Lofgren, Charles A. "Congress and the Korean Conflict." 
Unpublished Ph.D. dissertation, Stanford Univer
sity, 1966. 

Nash, Walter G. "Sam Rayburn: The Congressman of the 
Fourth District of Texas." Unpublished M.A, 
thesis. East Texas State University, 1950. 

Patenaude, Lionel V, "The New Deal and Texas," Unpub
lished Ph,D, dissertation. University of Texas, 
1953. 

Robinson, James A, "Decision-Making in the Committee on 
Rules," Unpublished Ph.D, dissertation. North
western University, 1957. 

Shanks, Alexander G. "Sam Rayburn and the New Deal," 
Unpublished Ph.D, dissertation. University of 
North Carolina, 1965. 

Srayrl, Prank H. "Tom Connally and the New Deal," Un
published Ph.D. dissertation. University of 
Oklahoma, 1968, 



391+ 

Street, Kenneth W, 'Harry S, Truman: His Role as Legis 
lative Leader, 19l+5-19l}-8," Unpublished Ph,D, ' 
dissertation. University of Texas, I963. 

Tinsley, James A. "The Progressive Movement in Texas." 
Unpublished Ph.D. dissertation. University of 
Wisconsin, 1953. 

Magazines 

Business Week. 191̂ .5-1961. 

Life. 191+5-1961. 

Look. 191+5-1961. 

New Republic. 1931-1961. 

Newsweek. 191+0-1961. 

Texas Observer. 1955-1961. 

Time. 191+0-1961, 

U, S, News & World Report. I9I+O-I96I. 

Newspapers 

Austin American. January 21, December 30, 191+5. 

Bonham Daily Favorite. 1906-1961. 

Boston Post. December 10, 191+3. 

Chicago Sun. December 28, 191̂ 2. 

Christian Science Monitor, December 10, 191+3. 

Dallas Morning News, 19l|.0-1953. 

Denison Herald, June 23, 191+0; July 25, 191+8, 

Port Worth Star Telegram, April 10, 191+2; January 5, 191+6; 
October b, 1961, 

Greenville Evening Banner, July 17, 19U45 May 31, July 16, 
19Wr 



395 

Houston Chronicle, November 30, 19l|-9; October 11-18, 1961, 

Nashville Tennessean, February 25, 191+9, 

New York Times, 1913-1961, 

North Texas American (Commerce). Februarv 11. 19lili* 
March 18, 191+8. 

Wall Street Journal, June 10, 1952, 

Washington Post, September 22, 191+0; March 11;, 191+3, 

Articles in Periodicals 

Alsop, Joseph, and Kintner, Robert E, "Never Leave Them 
Angry; Sam Rayburn Tackles His Bigrest Job, the 
Speakership," Saturday Evening Post, CCXIII 
(January l8, 191+1), pp. 22-23. 

Amlund, Curtis Arthur. "Executive-Legislative Imbalance: 
Truman to Kennedy." Western Political Quarterly, 
XVIII (September, 1965), pp. bkO-kT* 

Berle, Adolph A., Jr. "The Social Economics of the New 
Deal." New York Times Magazine, October 29, 1933, 
pp. k'B, 19. 

Branyon, Robert L., and Lee, R. Alton. "Lyndon B. Johnson 
and the Art of the Possible." Southwestern Social 
Science Quarterly, XLV (December, 1961+), pp. 213-25. 

Bullock, Charles S. III. "Freshman Comraittee Assignments 
and Re-election in the United States House of Repre
sentatives." American Political Science Review, 
LXVI (September, 1972), pp. 996-1007. 

, "House Careerists: Changing Patterns of 
Longevity and Attrition." American Political Sci
ence Review, LXVI (December, 1972), pp. 1295-1300, 

Cater, Douglass, "How the Senate Passed the Civil Rights 
Bill." Reporter, XVII (Septeraber 5, 1957), pp. 9-
13. 

. "Stalemate on Capitol Hill." Reporter, XXIII 
(September 15, I960), pp. 31-32. 



396 

Cohn, David L, "Mr, Speaker," Atlantic Monthly, CLXX 
(October, 191+2), pp, 73.7B: ^^^ ^' 

Coughlin, Robert, "Proprietors of the House," Life 

S-K'89!;r93-9l^ '̂^̂ '̂ ''''' ^^'^^' ̂ ^'' 
Daniell, Raymond, "Turkey--Uneasy Buffer Between East and 

West, New York Times Magazine. April 27, 191+7, 
pp. 9, 2I+T ~~ 

Daniels, Jonathan. "How Trioman Got to be President." 
Look, XIV (August 1, 1950), pp. 29-33. 

Davis, G. Gullom, "The Transformation of the Federal Trade 
Commission, 1911|-1929." Mississippi Valley His
torical Review, XLIX (December, 1962), pp, i+37-55. 

Dean, Arthur H. "The Bricker Amendment and Authority over 
Foreign Affairs." Foreign Affairs, XXXII (October, 
1953), PP. 1-19. 

Derieux, J, G, "Collier's Congressional Awards." Col
lier^, CXTIII (May 11+, I9I1.9), pp. 17, 83. 

Divine, Robert A, "The Cold War and the Election of I9I+8," 
Journal of American History, LIX (June, 1972), 
pp, 90-110, 

Dulles, John Poster, "Policy for Security and Peace," 
Foreign Affairs, XXXII (April, 1951+), PP. 353-61+. 

Pite, Gilbert C, "Parmer Opinion and the Agricultural 
Adjustment Act, 1933." Mississippi Valley His
torical Review, XLVIII (Marchrri9b2), pp. 656-73. 

, "The Agricultural Issue in the Presidential 
Campaign of 1928," Mississippi Valley Historical 
Review, XXXVII (June, 1950), pp. 653-72; 

Proman, Lewis A,, Jr,, and Ripley, Randall B, "Conditions 
for Party Leadership: The Case for the House Demo
crats," American Political Science Review, LIX 
(March, 1965), PP. 52-63. 

Galloway, George B, "Development of the Comraittee System 
in the House of Representatives," American His
torical Review. LXV (October, 1959), PP. 17-30. 



397 

s 
Garson, Robert A, "The Alienation of the South: A Crisi 

nSiTcr ?Sr^ M- ^r^™^^ ^^^ ^he Democratic Party, 

Gazell, James A, ''Arthur H. Vandenberg, Internationalism, 
and the United Nations," Political Science Quar
terly, LXXXVIII (September, 1973), PP. 375-9^! 

Hamby, Alonzo L. "The Liberals, Truman, and FDR as Sym
bol and Myth." Journal of American History, LVI 
(March, 1970), pp. fc59-67. ^ 

. "The Vital Center, the Fair Deal, and the Quest 
for a Liberal Political Economy." American His-
torical Review. LXXVII (June, 1972)7 pp. 653-78, 

Hardeman, D. B. "Unseen Side of the Man They Called Mr. 
Speaker." Life, LI (December 1, 1961), p. 21, 

Healy, Paul P. "They're Just Crazy About Sam," Saturday 
Evening Post, GCXXIV (November 2l+, 1951),"pp. 22-
23,67-71. 

Hinga, Donald. "Sara Rayburn: Texas Squire." Southwest 
Review, XXIX (Summer, 19lj.l|), pp. 1+71-80": 

Hyman, Sidney, "The Eisenhower Glow is Fading Away," 
Reporter, XVII (September 19, 1957), pp. 11-15. 

Ickes, Harold L. "Generous Texas I" New Republic, CXXII 
(May 15, 1950), p. 17. 

Jones, Charles 0. "Joseph G, Cannon and Howard W, Smith: 
An Essay on the Limits of Leadership in the House 
of Representatives," Journal of Politics, XXX 
(August, 1968), pp, 617-1+6, 

Lawrence, V̂ illiam H, "Texan Who Rides Herd on Congress," 
New York Tiraes Magazine, March 11+, 191+3, p. l8. 

Lee, R, Alton, "The Turnip Session of the Do-Nothing Con
gress; Presidential Campaign Strategy." South
western Social Science Quarterly, XLIV (December, 
1963), pp. 256-67. 

Lindley, Ernest K, "The Seniority Rule." Newsweek, 
XXXII (November 29, 191+8), p, 25. 



398 

Mahood, H. R. "The St. Lawrence Seaway Bill of 1951+• A 
Case Study of Pressure Groups in Conflict," 
Southwestern Social Science Quarterly, XLVII 
(September, 1966), pp, 11+1-1+9. 

Meany, George. "A Slave Labor Measure." Vital Speeches, 
XIV (December 1, 191+7), pp. 119-23. 

Mezerik, A, G, "The Brannan Plan." New Republic, CXXI 
(November 28, 191+9), pp. 11-13. 

Moe, Ronald C , and Teel, Steven C, "Congress as Policy-
Maker: A Necessary Reappraisal," Political 
Science Quarterly, LXXXV (September, 1970), 
pp, 4+3-70, 

Patenaude, Lionel V, "Garner, Sumners, and Connally: The 
Defeat of the Roosevelt Court Bill in 1937." 
Southwestern Historical Quarterly, LXXIV (July, 
1970), pp. 3b-5i. 

Patterson, James T, "A Conservative Coalition Forms in 
Congress, 1933-1939." Journal of American History, 
LII (March, 1966), pp. 757-72. 

Patterson, Samuel C "Legislative Leadership ^nd Political 
Ideology." Public Opinion Quarterly, XXVII (Fall, 
1963), pp. 399-1+10. 

Pearson, Drew. "Rayburn's FCC Role." Texas Observer, 
XLIX (February 21, 1958), P. 2. 

Penniman, Howard R. "Speaker Sam Rayburn: Just a Demo
crat." American, CVI (December 2, 1961), p. 320. 

r> J T« ^T n "An Old Friend Writes of Sara Rayburn." Ragsdale.^W.^B.^^^^A^jld^Ft^xe^^^ LI (October 23, 1961). 

p. Y O . 

Ravburn Sam. "Appraisal of Administration's Work." 
Rayburn,^bam^^^^.PP^^ Dit^est, XXXIII (September 3. 1951;). 

p. 70. 

. "Last Congress: Impressive Aocoraplistoents." 
Vital speeches. IV (July 15, 1938), PP- 592-95-

. "Leadership Has Been Offered Us." Vital 
•Speeches. XIII (May 15, 19U7), PP- î 71-72. 
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