
In Wake of  Watergate, 
Reformers Charged Hill 
But Class of 74 Now Draws Some Fire 

By John E. Yang 
Washington Post Staff Writer 

The Class of '74—the army of 
reform-minded lawmakers swept 
into the House of Representa-
tives in the aftermath of the Wa-
tergate scandal—still is re-
garded with reverence by many 
on Capitol Hill. They were 92 
strong, the largest number of 
House freshmen since 1948. 
They were relatively young and 
inexperienced, and they were 
sent to Washington to change 
things. 

Change things they did. Chal-
lenging the strict seniority rules 
of the House, they toppled once-
powerful southern Democratic 
committee chairmen. They 
spread power more broadly 
through a proliferation of new 
subcommittees and a dramatic 
enlargement of congressional 
staffs. They helped enact sweep-
ing campaign contribution and fi-
nancial disclosure changes. 

The changes, and the sense of 
achievement they felt, are - 
among the most enduring lega-
cies of the discovery of the Wa-
tergate burglary 20 years ago 
this week. 

"It was a glory time," said 
class member Sen. Timothy E. 
Wirth (D-Colo.), who is retiring 
this year. "There was a tremen- - 
dous sense of mutual mission. 
You really had a sense of why 
you were there and what you 
were doing. . . . Not at all like _ 
now." 

Now, nearly two decades lat-
er, the accomplishments of the 
Class of '74 are seen by critics as 
having contributed significant-
ly—if unintentionally—to gov 
ernmental gridlock in Washing- :- 
ton. And voter discontent with 
Congress and the way it works 
promises to produce another 
generational turnover on Capitol 
Hill. 

"All they did was screw it up," 
See CLASS, A6, Col. 1 



CLASS, From Al 

former president Gerald R. Ford, a former House 
minority leader, said in a recent speech about the 
impact of the Class of '74 on Congress. "They took 
away the benefits of seniority, which [had] created 
stability. . . . They undercut the capability of the 
leadership, both Democrat and Republican. . . 
The net result is the House, in my judgment, has 
last its capability to effectively handle the prob-
lems that are on its doorstep." 

Fewer than half of the new lawmakers that year 
had legislative experience, the lowest percentage 
in a quarter-century. They brought the average 
age of House members below 50 for the first time 
since World War II. Seventy-five of them were 
Democrats, almost two-thirds holding seats that 
had been Republican. • 

Many of the freshmen Democrats were social 
activists who transferred their activism to Con-
gress. Christopher J. Dodd (Conn.), now in the 
Senate, was a 30-year-old former Peace Corps 
volunteer in the Dominican Republic. Connecticut 
colleague Toby Moffett, now a Washington lobby-
ist, was also 30 and had run a grass-roots citizens 
action group for Ralph Nader. Tom Harkin, also 
now in the Senate, was a 34-year-old legal aid at-
torney in Iowa. 

The class included some of today's most influ-
ential lawmakers: Interior Committee Chairman 
George Miller (D-Calif.); Rep. Willis D. Gradison 
Jr. (Ohio), the ranking Republican on the Budget 
Committee and a senior member of the Ways and 
Means Committee, and Rep. Henry A. Waxman 
(D-Calif), chairman of the Energy and Commerce 
subcommittee on health and the environment. 

"We were such a large class," Waxman said, 
"and so determined to be independent and to make 
a:difference." 

The new House Democrats first met as a group 
one bone-chilling December day in 1974 in the old 
Congressional Hotel in the shadow of the House 
office buildings. One by one, each told how he—
there were just four women—had gotten there ; 
and what each wanted to do. They spoke of ending 
the war in Vietnam and overhauling the House, 
which, because of the seniority system, was dom-
inated by conservative southerners, most of whom 
occupied safe seats. 

They had the voting strength to do most of 
what they wanted. They represented more than a 
quarter of House Democrats and nearly a fifth of 
the entire House. They supplied the troops that 
veteran reformers needed to push through some 
of the broadest changes in House procedures in 
nearly three decades. 

"We became the cannon fodder for these more= 
senior members," Rep. Norman Y. Mineta (D• 
Calif.) said.  

"'My God," Moffett recalled then-Rep. Bella 
Abzug (D-N.Y.) declaring at one meeting of House 
Democrats. " 'The reinforcements have arrived.' " 

"There was a robust feeling of democracy in the 
group," said former representative Floyd J. Fithian 
(D-Ind.), a member of the Class of '74 who is now 

Al t was a glory time. . . . You 
really had a mnse of why 

you were there and 
what you were doing. . . . 
Not at all like now., 

--SEN. TIMOTHY E. WIRTH (D-Colo.), 
a member of the 1974 House class 

A 	ll they did was screw it 
up. . .[The House today 

is] 435 prima donnas who have 
no allegiance to their party or 
their leaders. 

--- FORMER PRESIDENT GERALD R. FORD, 
a member of the House for 25 years 



. 
a top aide to his House classmate, Sen. Paul Simon 

Sometimes, their early overhaul attempts dis- , 
tnayed them. 

The freshmen Democrats, for example, decided 
to have a rotating chairmanship of the class select-
ed by lot rather than by votes. The first winner: 
Rep. Carroll Hubbard Jr. (D-Ky.), a lackluster law-
maker—defeated on May 26 in a bid for renom-
ination—who was more conservative and more 
out of the old-fashioned, "go-along-to-get-along" 
mold than his classmates. "The rules were rapidly 
changed," Wirth said. 

They turned their sights to the House power 
Structure. "We wanted to keep the chairmen from 
having as much power as they did," Waxman said. 
"We wanted to make sure the seniority' system 
wasn't absolute and that more power could be put 
in the hands of the Democratic caucus and the 
leaders, so important, progressive legislation 
could move." 

"We could be forgiven for not knowing that you 
didn't do certain things—like take on the leader-
ship," said Fithian, who was a 46-year-old tenured 
associate professor of history at Purdue Univer-
Sky inspired by Robert F. Kennedy's 1968 pres-
idential campaign. "We went ahead and did these 
things not knowing they were impossible." 

House Democratic Caucus rules were changed 
to require that committee chairmen be elected by 
Secret ballot at the beginning of each new Con-
gress. Previously, one-fifth of the caucus was 
needed to force a vote on a chairman. 

The Democratic Class of '74 asked all the chair-
men to address it in preparation for the vote. Most  

refused. Then, the freshmen announced they 
would not vote for any chairman who did not com-
ply. One by one, these proud, powerful lords of 
Congress, relented. 

"It was a very heady experience," said Waxman, 
"to, have these old guys who had been ruling their 
committees with an iron hand coming to us with 
hat in hand." , 

The late House Armed Services Committee 
Chairman F. Edward Hebert (D-La.) probably 
sealed his fate when he finally grew impatient with 
the grilling he was getting, rose from his seat and, 
leaning forward with his knuckles resting on the 
table before him, growled: "All right, boys and 
girls, let me tell you what it's really like here." 

House Democrats ousted him, 144 to 141. 
The Class of '74's numbers helped topple two 

other sitting chairmen. "That sent a thundershock 
through this institution," said House Speaker 
Thomas S. Foley (D-Wash.), at the time a reform-
minded, middle-ranking lawmaker. His colleagues 
tapped him to replace ousted House Agriculture 
Committee Chairman W.R. Poage (D-Tex.), No. 3 
in House seniority. 

In another attack on the power of committee 
chairmen, the caucus gave the full membership of 
each committee the power to determine the num-
ber of its subcommittees. And the subcommittee 
chairmen and ranking minority members were 
given the power to hire staff and control their own 
budgets, giving the subcommittees more indepen-
dence from committee chairmen. 

"They were very important changes," Wirth 
said, "decentralizing power in the House, democ-
ratizing the House—all very appropriate things at 
that time." 

In 1975, there were 151 subcommittees of 
standing committees where there had been 120 in 
1972; today there are 135. 

It was also the beginning of the tremendous 



growth in lawmakers' staffs, spurred in part by 
other changes that allowed the larger number of 
subcommittee chairmen and ranking Republican 
members to hire their own staffs. House commit-
tee and subcommittee staff went from 702 in 1970 
to 1,917 in 1980. 

Today, Congress is the most heavily staffed leg-
islature in the world, with more than 31,000 em- 
ployees—more than either the State, Labor or 
Housing and Urban Development departments—
compared with about 19,000 in 1972. By contrast, 
the 650 members of the British House of Com-
mons get by with about 1,000 employees, albeit in 
a parliamentary system with a relatively small and 
powerless committee structure. 

While these changes, all in the name of making 
the House more democratic, were widely lauded, 
there is now a feeling among many that they also 
contributed to make it more unwieldy and difficult 
to manage in a variety of ways. 

Some bills must run a gantlet of as many as 10 
committees and subcommittees. The multiplica- 
tion of committees and subcommittees produced a 
tangle of overlapping committee and subcommit-
tee jurisdictions. Nine different House panels, for 
instance, had to approve the sweeping energy 
bill—chiefly designed by Class of '74 member 
Rep, Philip R. Sharp (D-Ind.)—that the House 
passed three weeks ago. And, because panels' ju-
risdictions are vaguely defined, ambitious chair-
men—and ambitious staff—are eager to expand 
their purview. 

The members themselves—with much greater 
resources at their disposal and little incentive to 
"go along" with the leadership—became far more 
independent. With armies of aides to write 
speeches and press releases, research issues and 
draft amendments, almost any lawmaker today can 
and does try to affect legislation on almost any 
issue. 

"The long run effect has been to make it more 
difficult for the leadership in Congress . . . . No-
body wants to follow," said Richard F. Fenno Jr., a 
congressional scholar at the University of Roch-
ester. 

Gerald Ford, a member of the House fora quar-
ter-century before becoming Richard M. Nixon's 
vice president, said in his speech that "you can't 
run an institution . . if you don't have some pow-
er over the members of your party on critical and 
crucial issues." The House today, he said, is "435 
prima donnas up there who have no allegiance to 
their party or their leaders." 

Looking back on their work, some of the Class 
of '74 see the shortcomings of the changes. "It's 
made the House more difficult to administer, to 
govern, to lead," Fithian said. But, he said, "An 
open and more free, more democratic system is 
not efficient. Democracies are not efficient; they 
never were intended to be." 

The proliferation of subcommittees has "prob- 

ably contributed to the logjam that we have here," 
said Mineta, now chairman of the Public Works 
subcommittee on surface transportation. "You've 
got this dispersion of power and increased juris-
dictions. It has been part of the problem here." 

"It was appropriate for the time," Wirth said. 
"But what's good in one era - may not be good in 
another." 

Others say the criticisms are not justified. The 
breakdown of party discipline "was happening any-
way," Moffett said. "It may have exacerbated it, 
but it certainly didn't give rise to it." 

"The problems we have now are bigger than 
just structure," said Waxman, citing a government 
in which the executive and legislative branches are 
ruled by different parties and a campaign finance 
system that encourages lawmakers to pander for 
special-interest money. 

Nearly 20 years later, the Class of '74 is older, 
wiser and, in some cases, frustrated and angry. 
Twenty-eight have been defeated for reelection to 
the House, including two so far this year. Twenty-
four chose not to seek reelection to the House—
some to seek higher office—and three are retiring 
this year. Four were caught in scandal, including 
two who became ensnared in Abscam. (One other, 
former representative George V. Hansen (R-
Idaho), was convicted in 1984 of failing to report 
his wife's dealings with Texas billionaire Nelson 
Bunker Hunt on his House financial disclosure 
forms. (Hansen was the first person convicted un-
der the 1978 Ethics in Government Act—a post-
Watergate change for which he did not vote.) Nine 
of them had more than 100 overdrafts each from 
the House Bank between July 1, 1988, and Oct. 3, 
1991, this year's Capitol Hill scandal. _ 

Staff researcher Lucy Shackelford contributed to 
this report 



UPHEAVAL IN THE HOUSE 

ihe Watergate scandal brought about a momentous upheaval  in  
the House of Representatives. When the 94th Congress con- um,-4w  

vened in January 1975, 92 new members took seats in the Housesoit-
75 Democrats and 17 Republicans. The "Watergate class," as Mr—. 
freshmen were soon dubbed, pushed through major changes in the 
House seniority system, allowing some to rise quickly to positions of 
Power. But many found themselves out of office within a decade, • 
including a few caught up in scandals of their own.  

NOW IN THE SENATE 
Max Baucus (0-Mont., took office 1979), Christopher J. Dodd (D-Conn., 1981), 
Charles E. Grassley (R-Iowa, 1981), Tom Harkin (D-Iowa, 1985), James M. 

Jeffords (R-Vt., 1989), Robert W. Kasten Jr. (R-Wis., 1981), Larry Pressler (R--;.. 
S.D., 1979), Paul Simon (0-111.,1985), Timothy E. Wirth (D-Colo., 1987, and Igo". 

retiring). 

STILL IN THE HOUSE 
	 vim 

Les AuCoin (D-Ore., running for Senate), Bob Carr (0-Mich.), Butler C. Derrick 121' 
(D-S.C.), Thomas J. Downey (D-N.Y.), Joseph D. Early (D-Mass.), Glenn English 

(D-Okla.), Harold E. Ford (0-Tenn.), William F. Goodling (R-Pa.), Willis D. 
Gradison Jr. (R-Ohio), W.G. (Bill) Hefner (D-N.C.), Carroll Hubbard Jr. (D-Ky.... 

lost in primary), William J. Hughes (0-N.J.), Henry J. Hyde (R-III.), Andrew 
Jacobs Jr. (D-Ind.), John J. LaFalce (D-N.Y.), Marilyn Lloyd (D-Tenn.), Matthew 

F. McHugh (D-N.Y., retiring), George Miller (D-Cal if. ), Norman Y. Mineta (D-
Calif.), Stephen L. Neal (D-N.C.), Henry J. Nowak (D-N.Y.), James L. Oberstar- ---- 

(D-Minn.), Marty Russo (D-III., lost in primary), James H. Scheuer (D-N.Y.),-
Richard T. Schulze (R-Pa., retiring), Philip R. Sharp (D-Ind.), Stephen J. Solara.: , 
(D-N.Y.), Henry A. Waxman (D-Calif.). 	 • 

j;..• 

GRADISON: ranking 
Republican on Budget 
Committee; serves on 
Ways and Means 
Committee 

MILLER: chairman of 
Interior and Insular 
Affairs Committee 

MINETA: chairman ot_;,7 
Public Works and '"%" 
Transportation 
subcommittee on sur...-; 
face transportation 1;F  

WAXMAN: chairman---; 
of Energy and 	- 
Commerce subcomi 
tee on health and ther',1! 
enviroment 	ner,e, 

Pkin 

Years 
Name Served 

Jerome A. Ambros Jr. (D-N.Y.) '75-'81 

Alvin J. Baldus (D-Wis.) '75-'81 

Edward P. Beard (D-R.I.) '75281 

Berkley W. Bedell (D-lowa) '75287 

James J. Blanchard (D-Mich.) '75283 

Michael T. Blown (D-Iowa) '75-'79 

Don Banker (D-Wash.) '75-'89 

William M. Brodhead (D-Mich.) '75-'83 

Robert J. Cornell (D-Wis.) '75-'79 

Norman E. D'Amours (D-N.H.) '75-'85 

Robert Duncan (D-Ore.) '75-'81 

Robert W. Edgar (D-Pa.) '75-'87 

David F. Emery (R-Maine) '75-'83 

David W. Evans (D-Ind.) '75283 

Millicent Fenwick '75-'83 

What Happened Next: 	-77.1 

lost in primary 
ran for Senate, 
lost to Arlen Specter 
ran for Senate, 

lost to George J. Mitchell 
lost in primary 
ran for Senate, 	 7,0 

lost to Frank R. Lautenberr,a% 

_-.1b8l.1•4 

lost to Gregory W. Carman 	
41 

 
T.; 

lost to Steven Gunderson 	
;;; 

 
lost to Claudine Schneider 
retired 
elected governor of Michigan :74e; 

lost to Tom Tauke 
ran for Senate, lost in primary... 
retired 
lost to Tobias A. Roth 

ran for Senate, 
lost to Gordon J. Humphrey 



'75-'81 	lost to. Frank R. Wolf Joseph L. Fisher (D-Va.) 
Floyd J. Fithian (D-Ind.) 

James J. Florio (D-N.J.) 
Tom Hagedom (R-Minn.) 
Tim L. Hall (D-Ill.) 

'75-'83 

75290 
75-'83 
75-'77 

A .- 
ran for Senate, 	t; LAIL,* 

-;411 
lost. to Richard G. Lugar=cum, 
elected New Jersey govemorr"'", 
lost to Timothy J. Penny ::47r" 

lost to Tom Corcoran 

Mark W. Hannatord (D-Calif.) 
Herbert E. Harris (D-Va.) 
Philip H. Hayes (17-Ind.) 
John Hightower (D2Tex.) 
Kenneth L. Holland (D-S.C.) 

Allan T. Howe (D-Utah) 
Martha E. Keys (D-Kan.) 
Thomas N. Kindness (R-Ohio) 

John Krebs (D-Calif.) 

Robert Krueger (D-Tex.) 

75-'79 
'75-'81 
'75-77 
'75-'85 
75283 

'75-77 
'75-79 
'75287 

75-'79 

'75279 

lost to Daniel E. Lungren 
lost to Stanford Parris 
ran for Senate, lost in primary 
lost to Beau Boulter 
retired 

lost to Dan Marriott 
lost to Jim Jeffries 
ran for Senate, 
lost to John Glenn 
lost to Charles "Chip" 
Pashayan Jr, 
ran for Senate, 
lost to John G. Tower 

Elliott H. Levitas (D-Ga.) 
Jim Lloyd CD-Calif.) 
Andrew Maguire (D-N.J,) 
Lawrence P. McDonald (D-Ga.) 
Helen S. Meyner (D-N.J.) 

'75285 
'75281 
'75281 

'75-9/1/83 
'75-'79  

lost to Patrick Lynn Swindall 
lost to David Dreier 
lost to Marge Roukema 

lost to Jim Courter 

Abner J. Mikva (D-Ill.) 

Toby.). Moffett (D-Conn.) 

W. Henson Moore Ill (R-La.) 

Ronald M. Mottl (R-Ohio) 
Gary A. Myers (R-Pa.) 

'75-9/26/79 

'75-'83 

'75287 

75283 
'75279  

resigned, named 
federal appeals judge 
ran for Senate, 
lost to Lowell P. Weicker Jr. 
ran for Senate, 
lost to John a Breaux 
lost in primary 
retired 

Richard Nolan (D-Minn.) 
Richard L. Winger (D-N.Y.) 
Jerry M. Patterson (D-Calif.) 
Edward W. Pattison (D-N.Y.) 
Theodore M. Risenhoover (D-Okla.) 

'75-'81 
75-'85 
'75-'85 
75-79 
75-79 

retired 
retired 
lost to Robert K. Doman 
lost to Gerald B. Solomon 
lost in primary 

James Santini (D-Nev.) 
Virginia Smith (R-Neb.) 
Gladys N. Spellman (D-Md.) 
Paul E. Tsongas (D-Mass.) 
James Weaver (D-Ore.) 
Leo C. Zeferetti (D-N.Y.) 

'75283 
'75-'91 

'75-2a4181 
'75-79 
'75-'87 
'75283 

ran for Senate, lost in primary 
retired 
** 

won Senate seat, retired in '85 
retired 
lost to Guy V. Molinari 

*died Sept. 1, 1983, in office 
**died June 19, 1988. After suffering a heart attack in October 1980, the House, 
for the first time, in 1981 approved a resolution declaring a vacancy 
because of a member's disability. 



THE DISGRACED 

George V. 
Hansen 
(R-Idaho) was 
convicted in 
1984 of failing 
to list $334,000 
in loans and 
profits on his fi-

nancial disclosure statements, making 

him the first public official prosecuted 

under the 1978 Ethics in Government 

Act, enacted in the wake of the 

Watergate scandal. A few months later, 

Hansen lost his reelection bid by 170 

votes and later served 11 months in 

prison. 

Richard Kelly (R-
Ra.) fell prey to 
the Abscam in-
vestigation. He 
was convicted of 
accepting 
$25,000, but 
maintained that 

he was innocent and only took the 

money because he was conducting his 

own investigation. He did not report the 

payoff and spent some of the money 

because, he said, he did not want to 

"blow his cover." He was defeated in 

the 1980 Florida primary and served 

13 months in prison. 

John W. 
Jenrette Jr. (D-
S.C.) was con-
victed in October 
1980 of conspir-
acy and bribery 
in an undercover 
investigation 

known as Abscam. He accepted a 

$50,000 bribe from an FBI agent pos-

ing as an Arab sheik and agreed in re-

turn to introduce an immigration bill. 

After losing in the 1980 general elec-

tion, he served 13 months in prison. 

Frederick W. 
Richmond 
(D-N.Y.) resigned 
from the House 
Aug. 25, 1982, 
and later pleaded 
guilty to income 
tax evasion, pos-

session of marijuana and making an il-

legal payment to a federal employee. 

He served nine months in prison. 



T
argeting Foreign Policy and C

am
paign Finances 

1  n the w
ake of W

atergate and V
ietnarn, C

on-
gress took various steps in hopes of prevent-
in

g su
ch

 execu
tive b

ran
ch

 excesses again
. 

B
u

t in
 th

e en
su

in
g years som

e of th
e id

eas th
at 

supporters originally hailed as reform
s have led 

the nation dow
n som

e strange and ironic paths to 
unintended consequences. 

:C
on

gress, for exam
p

le, flexed
 its n

ew
-fou

n
d

 
M

uscle after P
resident R

ichard M
. N

ixon's A
u-

gu
st 1974 resign

ation
 b

y ad
d

in
g p

rovision
s to 

spending bills that restricted P
resident G

erald R
. 

F
ord's ability to exercise his foreign policy pow

-
ers, particularly aid to anti-com

m
unist factions in 

foreign civil w
ars. 

In
 1975, th

e cou
n

try in
 q

u
estion

 w
as A

n
gola. 

In
, 1985, it w

as N
icaragu

a, an
d

 th
en

-R
ep

. E
d

-
w

ard
 P

. B
olan

d
 (D

-M
ass.) w

on
 in

clu
sion

 of h
is 

eponym
ous am

endm
ent that restricted m

ilitary 
aid to the contra rebels fighting N

icaragua's San-
d

in
ista govern

m
en

t; it w
as rep

ealed
 th

e n
ext 

year. 
:R

eagan adm
inistration attem

pts to get around 
the B

oland A
m

endm
ent led directly to the Iran-

cO
ntra affair, the effort by W

hite H
ouse aide O

l-
iver L

. N
orth

 an
d

 oth
ers to sell arm

s to Iran
 in

 
exchange for hostages, funneling the proceeds to 
the contras. 

C
on

ven
ien

tly, an
oth

er p
ost-W

atergate-era 
m

easu
re w

as w
aitin

g in
 th

e w
in

gs to d
eal w

ith
 

that m
atter: th

e in
stitu

tion
 of th

e in
d

ep
en

d
en

t 
cou

n
sel, w

h
ich

 w
as estab

lish
ed

 b
y th

e E
th

ics in
 

G
O

vernm
ent A

ct of 1978. T
he law

 w
as inspired 

b
y th

e "
sp

ecial p
rosecu

tors"
 of th

e W
atergate 

d
ays an

d
 b

ased
 on

 th
e n

otion
 th

at th
e execu

tive 
b

ran
ch

 can
n

ot alw
ays b

e tru
sted

 to in
vestigate 

itself. 
Independent counsel L

aw
rence E

. W
alsh has 

b
een

 at w
ork

 on
 th

e Iran
-con

tra case sin
ce D

e-
cem

b
er 1986. (T

h
e sam

e law
—

th
e E

th
ics in

 

G
overn

m
en

t A
ct—

req
u

ires p
erson

al fin
an

cial 
disclosure by high-ranking governm

ent officials.) 
' T

he finger-pointing over Iran-contra continues 
to th

is d
ay, w

ith
 som

e p
rofessin

g am
azem

en
t 

that such a thing could happen after the lessons 
learned in W

atergate. If only the R
eagan adinin-

istration
 h

id
' h

eed
ed

 th
e B

olan
d

 A
m

en
d

m
en

t, 
they say. If only there had never been a B

oland 
A

m
dendm

ent, others say, 
E

ven the independent counsel—
both the m

an 
an

d
 th

e institution—
has tak

en
 a sh

are of criti-
cism

 for prolonging the controversy. If only, they 
say, there had never been such a creature as an 
independent counsel. T

here is talk again of "re-
form

ing" the reform
. 

T
he on

ly certain
 lesson

 m
ay b

e th
at govern

-
m

ent, described by Jam
es M

adison as the great-
est of all reflection

s on
 h

u
m

an
 n

atu
re,"

 is also 
hopelessly and forever victim

 to it. 
T

h
at n

otion
 receives even

 greater su
p

p
ort 

from
 tw

o oth
er p

ost-W
atergate attem

p
ts at 

ch
an

ge: th
e 1974 fed

eral cam
p

aign
 fin

an
ce re-

visions and the C
ongressional B

udget A
ct of the 

sam
e year. 

T
he cam

paign finance m
easure—

officially the 
F

ed
eral E

lection
 C

am
p

aign
 

A
m

endm
ents 

of 
1974—

also w
as enacted by a supercharged C

on-
gress in

 reaction
 to th

e secret cam
p

aign
 fu

n
d

s 
and outsized individual contributions of N

ixon's 
1972 reelection

 effort. T
h

e law
 estab

lish
ed

 lim
-

its on
 d

on
ation

s to fed
eral election

 cam
p

aign
s, 

broad disclosure of the sources of contributions 
and public financing of presidential cam

paigns. 
T

h
e statu

te d
id

 give th
e cam

p
aign

 p
rocess .a 

new
 degree of transparency. B

ut cam
paign finan-

ciers an
d

 th
eir law

yers q
u

ick
ly learn

ed
 h

ow
 to 

get around the contribution lim
its by having the 

m
on

ey d
irected

 to p
arty organ

ization
s—

rath
er 

than individual cam
paigns—

for purposes not ex-
plicitly covered by the law

. Individuals restricted  

to donations of $1,000 for each cam
paign under 

the federal law
 now

 are giving hundreds of thou-
san

d
s of d

ollars in
 "soft m

oney" for th
e u

se of 
both parties. 

M
oreover, th

e 1974 law
, b

y allow
in

g corp
o-

rations, unions and other organized forces to cre-
ate sep

arate cam
p

aign
 con

trib
u

tion
 fu

n
d

s, en
-. 

couraged the grow
th of political action com

m
it-

tees. P
A

C
s, gen

erally form
ed

 b
y grou

p
s w

ith
 

p
articu

lar in
terest in

 sp
ecific legislation

, 
R

C
M

 
pum

p tens of m
illions of dollars into congression-

al cam
p

aign
s an

d
 are w

id
ely vilified

—
fairly or 

unfairly—
as a cause of C

ongress's unresponsive-
ness to the needs of the nation. 

T
he m

ost battered "reform
" of the N

ixon-era 
backw

ash undoubtedly is the federal budget pro-
cess set u

p
 in

 1974. It w
as in

sp
ired

 b
y N

ixon
's 

refusal to spend billions of dollars appropriated 
by C

ongress (it w
as called "im

poundm
ent" and 

w
as h

is version
 of th

e lin
e-item

 veto). D
esign

ed
 

to reassert con
gression

al con
trol over fed

eral 
spending, the bill ended im

poundm
ent and cre-

ated
 th

e H
ou

se an
d

 S
en

ate B
u

d
get com

m
ittees, • 

th
e C

on
gression

al B
u

d
get O

ffice an
d

 th
e p

ro:- 
cm

—
still m

ysteriou
s to m

u
ch

 of A
m

erica—
b

y 
w

h
ich

 C
on

gress excercises its con
stitu

tion
al 

pow
er of the purse. 

Since then, various schem
es to tam

e the crea- ' 
ture have been attem

pted: the autom
atic seques-

tration
 of th

e 1985 G
ram

m
-R

u
d

m
an

-H
ollin

gs 
deficit reduction law

 and the "ceilings" and "fi-
rew

alls"
 of th

e 1990 con
gression

al-execu
tive 

b
u

d
get agreem

en
t. In

 th
e p

rocess, m
u

ch
 of th

e 
au

th
ority th

at C
on

gress sou
gh

t to reclaim
 w

ith
 

the 1974 m
easure has returned to the executive 

branch. 
M

ean
w

h
ile, th

e p
rojected

 d
eficit th

is year is 
m

ore than 65 tim
es w

hat it w
as in 1

9
7

4
. 

—
John E

. Y
ang 


