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In late March of 1995, Speaker Newt Gingrich proclaimed that tax cut legislation would be "the crowning jewel in the Contract with America."(1) The tax cuts in the House Republicans' "Contract" also proved to be a serious early test of Newt Gingrich's leadership of the new Republican majority in the 104th Congress. However, by the time the Contract's "crown jewel" passed the House in April 1995, tax politics had become inseparably linked with a second objective Speaker Gingrich had proclaimed on behalf of the Republican majority: enacting a balanced budget. The fate of the Contract's "crown jewel" thus became one chapter of a larger story, the epic budget battle between the Republican Congress and the Clinton White House that would not be resolved until August 1997. Understanding Newt Gingrich's personal influence on the tax politics set in motion by the Republican Contract requires looking not only at Gingrich's role in developing and passing the Contract tax measures, but also at his role in the budget politics that overshadowed the Contract as the 104th Congress progressed. 
In keeping with the theme of this seminar, "Tax Reform and the Politics of Personality," this paper will consider Newt Gingrich's influence on tax politics over this period, and how his leadership of the House on tax and budget issues reflects the distinctive personal qualities he brought to the speakership. The paper will address the "politics of personality" in terms of Newt Gingrich's personal views on leadership, and tax and budget policies, rather than analyzing personality from a more formal, psychological approach. While it might seem only common sense to consider Speaker Gingrich's personality and approach to leadership as important factors in the tax politics of the 104th and 105th Congresses, a focus on personalities of individual members or leaders is in fact somewhat unusual in contemporary political science. In the first section of the paper I take up the question of personality and politics in the study of Congress and congressional leadership. I explain why political scientists justifiably tend to emphasize institutions over personalities, but also raise questions about some new developments in political science that may cause scholars to pay too little attention to congressional leaders and their personal characteristics. An alternative perspective on congressional leadership is outlined, the institutional time approach, which assigns greater weight to leaders' political goals and personal qualities-especially under circumstances such as those that marked the early period of the Gingrich speakership. Next, I consider some of the personal qualities that made Newt Gingrich stand out from his colleagues and from others who have held the office of speaker. In the final section of the paper, I explore briefly how these personal qualities were reflected in Gingrich's leadership on tax policy issues, first in the Contract with America, and then in the larger budget battle that followed. I will argue that Newt Gingrich's personal influence was instrumental in the design and execution of the Republican Contract, and possibly at work as well in final stages of House action on the Contract's "crowning jewel." However, the speaker's personal influence appears to have been even more important in the decision by congressional Republicans to attempt to balance the budget by 2002, and how this goal was pursued. 
Personality, Politics, and Political Science
Although personality and politics has been a central focus for some political scientists,(2) most who study Congress today downplay personality in explaining how the institution works. This is partly a consequence of the political scientist's search for patterns or regularities underlying the ever changing cast of players and buzz of day-to-day activities on Capitol Hill. While individual members come and go, ideas, constitutional forms, electoral arrangements, chamber rules, and other institutional features create incentives and constraints that tend to produce regularities in congressional politics. Unlike journalism, which focuses on the variety and complexity that can always be observed in following different members, leaders, or issues, political science seeks to develop generalizations that capture the underlying continuities and patterns in congressional politics. As a result, most political scientists are drawn to perspectives on congressional politics that highlight continuities across members, leaders, or issues.(3) 
However, this natural tendency of political scientists to downplay personality has been amplified in recent years by the growing influence of the "rational choice" approach in congressional scholarship. Drawing on microeconomics, this approach views members of Congress as essentially interchangeable rational actors who maximize self-interest in response to the political conditions and institutional incentives they encounter.(4) While some applications of rational choice theory incorporate the idea that members have multiple goals (and thus individual members may differ in whether they are seeking to maximize reelection, good public policy, power or other objectives), the most influential works of this type begin with the assumption that all members of Congress are primarily reelection-maximizers. Viewing members of Congress as focused primarily on reelection unquestionably yields some useful generalizations and insights about congressional politics. No less a political scientist than James Madison noted the tendency
of short electoral terms to produce among House members "an habitual recollection of their dependence on the people" because, if at all interested in reelection, "they will be compelled to anticipate the moment when their power is to cease . . . and when they must descend to the level from which they were raised; there forever to remain unless a faithful discharge of their trust shall have established their title to a renewal of it."(5) More recently, scholars employing the rational choice approach have shown how members' pursuit of reelection may help to explain aspects of congressional politics such as attention paid to casework, work on committees, how the House is organized, and why members defer to party leaders. Other political scientists, however, continue to argue that a more complex view of members' goals and differing political circumstances is needed to provide a complete explanation of congressional politics and policymaking. 
Work on congressional leadership by contemporary political scientists has also tended to focus elsewhere than on leaders' personalities . As one survey of scholarship in this area concluded: "Congressional scholars agree that congressional leadership is best understood from a contextual perspective. The external context and the institutional environment shape and constrain leadership styles and strategies."(6) One of the most important examples of this contextual approach is Joseph Cooper and David W. Brady's, "Institutional Context and Leadership Style: The House from Cannon to Rayburn," published in 1981. Looking closely at the politics of the highly centralized "czar rule" exercised by Speaker Cannon in the early years of this century, in comparison to the more decentralized, bargaining-oriented leadership of Speaker Rayburn, Cooper and Brady concluded that changes in the institutional context, rather than the different personalities or skills of individual speakers, were the most important determinants of leadership power and style in both eras. By institutional context, Cooper and Brady meant primarily party strength, which they viewed as partly a product of House rules, but mainly determined by the degree of polarization in party politics outside the House. Cooper and Brady acknowledged that personal characteristics of speakers have some influence on leadership style and effectiveness, but concluded that personality had a limited impact in relation to these broader contextual constraints.(7)
Partly in response to the emergence of more active congressional leadership during the 1980s and 1990s, a new wave of leadership studies by political scientists has appeared over the past decade. Some of the most influential of these studies have introduced a new twist on the contextual perspective by incorporating "principal-agent" models to explain the politics of congressional leadership. (These models are another variant of rational choice theory, originally developed within the field of organizational economics.) As one of the leading proponents of this approach, Barbara Sinclair, explains: "Within this framework congressional party leaders are seen as agents of the members who select them and charge them with advancing members' goals, especially (though not exclusively) by facilitating the production of collective goods."(8) Because this principal-agent perspective has now become widely influential among political scientists, some familiarity with its basic logic is necessary to understand why many congressional scholars continue to downplay personal factors when explaining leadership politics-even in the face of the dramatic events of the Gingrich speakership. 
As principal-agent theory has been applied to congressional politics, party members are the "principals," and leaders their "agents." Maintaining (or winning) majority status and passing legislation are collective enterprises from which members benefit, but from which they are tempted to "shirk" in the pursuit of their individual political goals. Leadership institutions involve delegating authority to agents to organize these collective tasks and to check the tendency of individual party members to shirk at the expense of their colleagues. As in other rational choice theories, both leaders and followers are understood to be self-interested. A simple but powerful incentive structure links the interests of followers and their leader/agent: the followers get to choose (and remove) leaders. "To the extent that leaders value their positions and want to retain them, they have an incentive to try to fulfill members' expectations."(9) Because all leaders are understood to be motivated by self-interest to want to retain their positions, a leader's personality or other individual qualities are much less important in explaining leadership politics than what followers want. In summary: "Principal-agent theory contends that when the context changes in such a way as to alter member expectations, leadership activity rates and strategies will change in response, and conversely, continuity in key context variables leads to continuity in leadership activity and strategies."(10) 
If earlier political science scholarship emphasized limits on congressional leaders' independence--in particular, the majoritarian foundations of House rules and the importance of party unity for sustaining strong leadership-it still treated leaders' personal qualities and skills as potentially important factors in congressional politics.(11) However, in the newer leadership studies influenced by principal-agent theories, even less weight seems to be given to individual leaders' personalities, political goals, skills or other qualities. Instead, explanations for leaders' behavior are sought almost entirely in changes in followers' expectations or preferences, or other contextual conditions. 
Why Leaders Matter: An Institutional Time Perspective
While the principal-agent perspective may provide a useful way to think about some aspects of the relationship between independently-elected legislators and their leaders, it almost certainly oversimplifies the politics of congressional leadership in at least two important ways. First, it does not provide an adequate account of why leaders lead. Congressional leaders are motivated by a range of goals other than simply retaining office. Second, the view that incentives created by congressional institutions always place narrow limits on leaders' opportunities for independent action, fails to recognize the full range of political situations congressional leaders encounter. In fact, the limits on leadership can vary a great deal from one time or political situation to another. A more complete understanding of the politics of congressional leadership requires taking into account the different goals, skills, and other personal qualities individual leaders bring to their positions, and how the opportunities for exercising independent leadership can change across time.(12) 
Close study of individual leaders who have served over the history of the House reveals that many have sought to achieve goals other than merely enjoying the prestige and power of holding office. Some have held strong personal views on domestic or foreign policy questions, while others have tried to implement visions of how the House should be organized and led.(13) Others may have sought to develop national reputations as statesmen or to secure "a place in history." Rather than assuming that all leaders simply respond in a more or less mechanical fashion to followers' expectations in order to retain office, it seems essential to recognize that leaders may also use their positions to attempt to advance these other goals. 
In addition, the constraints on leaders imposed by congressional and party institutions can also vary over time, allowing greater leeway for independent action by leaders during some periods or political situations than others. In my own research, I have described this more complex view of leadership politics as an institutional time perspective. From an institutional time perspective, different periods in congressional politics may be characterized as either periods of equilibrium or critical moments. During equilibrium periods, institutional arrangements within Congress are in rough balance with political conditions in the broader political system. Under these conditions, most House members will have relatively clear preferences about institutional arrangements and policies, leaders will be selected who share those preferences, and those leaders will have more limited opportunities to innovate or act independently.
But consider how the politics of congressional leadership may be different when major shifts in national politics create support among members for wide-ranging institutional or policy changes. During these critical moments in institutional time, members' expectations of leaders may be quite ambiguous, as preferences about what should replace existing institutional arrangements or policies may be less clear than recognition that change is needed. A range of alternate organizational and policy responses may be possible, and by employing the prerogatives of office either to persuade or manipulate House majorities, leaders may enjoy unusually broad opportunities to influence which paths are chosen. However, when these leadership opportunities arise, there is no guarantee that the individuals who occupy leadership positions will have the motivation or the political skills to take full advantage of them. Under these conditions, individual leaders' personalities, skills, and political goals can matter a great deal. Taking issue, then, with the principal-agent approach to leadership, an "institutional time" perspective places greater emphasis on individual leaders' goals and skills, and proposes that personal qualities of leaders can have unusually broad influence on congressional politics during these critical periods. 
The 104th Congress represents just such a critical moment in institutional time. Taking control of the chamber for the first time in 40 years, House Republicans considered their election a mandate for change in the organization of the House and in the direction of national governance. Yet none of the House Republicans had ever served in the majority, and most had limited experience in the House. Because Newt Gingrich was viewed by his Republican colleagues as having played such an important role in orchestrating their new majority status, he enjoyed extraordinary latitude to lead on both organizational and policy matters. If personal qualities of leaders can have a major impact on congressional politics, Speaker Gingrich's role in the tax and budget politics after 1994 may be an important case in point. Assessing the influence of those personal factors in the politics of these issues requires first identifying some of the political goals and personal characteristics that distinguish Newt Gingrich from his colleagues and others who have held the office of speaker.
Newt Gingrich: The Visionary Executive as Speaker
According to the author of the authoritative modern historical study of the House speakership, Ronald M. Peters, Jr.: "Newt Gingrich is the most complex person to have served as speaker of the House, and his speakership reflects the complexity of his persona."(14) Readers interested in a full rendering of Newt Gingrich as eclectic intellectual, party-builder, organizational strategist, and national political leader are well-advised to consult Peters' illuminating account of the characteristics that distinguish the Georgia Republican from others who have held the office of speaker. The focus here is more limited. First, I attempt to sketch out Newt Gingrich's understanding and approach to political leadership as expressed in his writings, interviews with the press, and actions before being elected speaker, and second, to outline his personal views in the specific area that provides the focus for this seminar, tax and budget policy. 
Newt Gingrich was a professor of history before he became a politician, and his understanding of political leadership is grounded in his understanding of history. In a 1996 interview with Stephen Ambrose, Gingrich explained that he had begun to consult history as a guide to political practice as early as his undergraduate days:
. . . history is the only academic discipline dense enough and confusing enough to reflect real life. . . . . anything that can draw lines, any so-called social science, by self-definition is wrong. I was a political science major at Emory University when I dropped out of college for year to run a congressional campaign in north Georgia . . . . We lost, but I learned at the end of that race that everything the political scientists told me was silly, and everything I learned from history was useful.(15) 
When asked about the relationship between his academic and political careers, Gingrich explained: "I studied history in order to be a political leader, So for me it was very practical work. I wanted to understand: How does history occur? How do nations survive? What are their challenges?"(16) His dissertation adviser at Tulane University confirms that as a graduate student, Gingrich was indeed already focused more on a political than an academic career.(17) 
In the broadest terms, Gingrich's writings and other public statements present a view of history in which nations and civilizations periodically encounter challenges to their survival. Some civilizations are renewed; others experience irreversible decline. The outcomes of these crises depend in large part on the abilities of political leaders to mobilize their societies in response to these challenges. Gingrich attributes this view of history to a wide range of influences-his personal experiences as a young man, the science fiction of Issac Assimov, as well as life-long reading in political and military history. He reports having formed a deep impression of the stakes involved in political life when, as a teenager living in Europe, he first became aware of the carnage and political instability Europeans experienced as a consequence of the two world wars.(18) He also recalls having followed closely Charles de Gaulle's role in resolving the crises of the French Fourth Republic. "This personal exposure to a nation in agony left an indelible impression on me," Gingrich writes. "I recognized that nations can undermine themselves through inadequate policies and moral collapse. Weak leadership and a refusal to confront problems rapidly lead to national decay. Successful leaders must be prepared to gamble everything-as de Gaulle did many times during his career."(19)
Given this longstanding interest in history as a guide to political practice, and a view of history in which political leadership is of central importance, it is hardly surprising that Newt Gingrich's many contributions to the public record teem with references to historical figures from whom he has drawn lessons about leadership. What is surprising for someone who aspired to, and ultimately achieved, the office of speakership of the House of Representatives, is how few of these models are legislative leaders. When asked in the 1996 interview with historian Steven Ambrose if he had used former House speakers as models for his own approach to leadership, Gingrich responded:
No, but there are pieces that you take from each of them. There are tiny bits of Henry Clay; there are tiny bits of Sam Rayburn; some of Tom Reed, who is probably the closest to the model I follow. But in terms of who I really model off of, there are two very different tracks: One is political and the other is managerial. On a managerial track, I model off of Peter Drucker, W. Edwards Demming, George Marshall, Dwight Eisenhower-where you try to figure out how to run big systems, how to get things to work, how to get things to happen. 
Politically, I probably start with Washington and Jefferson and then come up through Jackson, Lincoln, Theodore Roosevelt, McKinley and Mark Hanna, Franklin Roosevelt and Reagan-trying to understand what is effective political leadership.(20) 
When Gingrich does refer to earlier speakers, it is primarily to distinguish his approach to leadership from theirs. For example, in discussing relations with the press, Gingrich wrote (in Lessons Learned the Hard Way):
"there were enormous differences between the role of the previous Democratic Speakers and my role. They had been essentially legislative leaders speaking to the press about legislative matters . . . . I, on the other hand was essentially a political leader . . . seeking to do nothing less than reshape the federal government along with the political culture of the nation."(21) 
Gingrich's most important models were figures who succeeded or advised others how to succeed at various types of executive leadership. The executives to whom he most often refers are presidents he believed to have succeeded in transforming American politics, after either helping to found (Jefferson, Jackson, Lincoln) or transform (McKinley, the two Roosevelts, Reagan) a major political party. Other political leaders mentioned in Gingrich's writings, interviews and speeches as models include (as already noted ) de Gaulle, Benjamin Disraeli, Winston Churchill, Margaret Thatcher, and Kemal Attaturk. A second consistent theme in Gingrich's explanations of his approach to political leadership are references to military commanders and to doctrines developed to guide leadership in the military or in business firms. Though Gingrich often endorsed "bottom-up" management theories and advocated a "listen-learn-help-lead" approach, his principal models were executives (especially American presidents) and military leaders who succeeded in critical political, military or business situations while operating from the apex of institutional or organizational hierarchies. 
In Gingrich's understanding of the this type of transformative leadership, the principal tasks of the leader are to define a positive "vision" around which followers can cohere, define new strategies to achieve this vision, then delegate authority to others to carry out operations and tactics. Prior to becoming speaker, Gingrich had spent over a decade writing and speaking about, and organizing around, an eclectic, futuristic "conservative opportunity society" model, which he argued should take the place of Great Society liberalism. In Gingrich's view, his conservative predecessor, Ronald Reagan, had ultimately come up short as a transformtive leader because his horizon as a leader had been defined by opposition to liberalism rather than a positive vision of a new order in American politics. "The great failure of the modern Republican party, including much of the Reagan administration," Gingrich wrote in 1984, "has been in its effort to solve problems operationally or tactically within the framework of the welfare state . . . . Real change occurs at the levels of vision and strategy."(22) Gingrich reiterated this theme in a 1995 interview: "You have to blow down the old order in order to create the new order. Reagan understood how to blow down the old order, but wasn't exactly sure what the new order would be."(23) When Gingrich became speaker in 1995, his overriding goal was to succeed where President Ronald Reagan had failed, by creating a "new political order" in the United States. 
In addition this extraordinarily ambitious, executive-oriented understanding of political leadership, a second personal quality that merits attention was Gingrich's repeatedly demonstrated willingness to challenge conventional wisdom and take big political risks to advance his goals within the House. In the early 1980s he was a founding member of the Conservative Opportunity Society (COS), which became the framework for organizing Republican "bombthrowers" to advance a more ambitious Republican agenda and confront the Democratic majority to highlight interparty differences.(24) By the late 1980s COS members would play a major role in the House Republican leadership, but at the time the organization was founded it was shunned by the party's top leadership and much of its membership. By one account senior Republicans at the time "warned incoming freshmen to steer clear of COS if they hoped to advance their careers in the House."(25)
Gingrich also acted independently in taking on Democratic Speaker Jim Wright during the 100th Congress. Gingrich took it on himself to accuse Wright of serious ethical lapses, and worked doggedly to attract media attention to Wright's behavior. In light of the seriousness of Gingrich's charges, Minority Leader Robert Michel asked Gingrich to allow his evidence against Wright to be reviewed by a number of Republican colleagues and staffers. Even when this review produced a unanimous decision that there was no evidence of serious wrongdoing and therefore no grounds for the party to call for an inquiry, Gingrich was undeterred, pressing the attack until the House Ethics Committee launched an investigation that ultimately led to Wright's resignation.(26) Gingrich's own explanation for his actions (as offered at the time to journalist John Barry) was that Wright was in the process of consolidating power and becoming a highly effective Democratic speaker, and that bringing down Wright would advance Republican electoral prospects by associating Democrats with political corruption in the public mind.(27) As House Republicans experienced what they considered unfair and heavy-handed use of House rules by Wright later in the 100th Congress, Gingrich's stature in the Republican conference grew for having taken the lead in confronting the Democratic speaker. 
Narrowly winning election as minority whip in1989, Gingrich had progressed from outsider to leader within the House Republicans in the course of a decade. Demographic and ideological changes in the House Republican conference aided his rise, but Gingrich's path to the leadership also reflected an unusual willingness to take risks and challenge established ways of doing things. As Peters notes, most modern speakers have been creatures of the House who rose by mastering the nuances of the institution and its politics. By contrast, "Gingrich has always sought to impose himself upon institutions rather than to allow institutions to impose themselves upon him."(28) Regarding Gingrich's relationship with his fellow Republicans during the pre-1994 period, Connelly and Pitney likewise observed: "As a leader, Gingrich goes beyond merely servicing members desires as he finds them. Preaching about 'the necessary revolution,' he tries to change what members want."(29)
A Balanced-Budget Supply-Side Republican
Newt Gingrich describes himself as a political, rather than a legislative leader. From the time he first entered the House in 1979 until his elevation as speaker, Gingrich had focused more on the politics of winning a Republican majority and forging a unified party, than on writing legislation or delving into the intricacies of public policy. Drawing again on Connelly and Pitney's analysis of the pre-1994 House Republicans, he was an "activist" who focused his efforts on provoking confrontations with the Democratic majority and sharpening national partisan differences, rather a "committee guy" or "responsible partner in governing."(30) In his 1995 manifesto, To Renew America, Gingrich affirms in passing the importance of tax policy for creating incentives for work and investment and in fostering internationally competitive businesses, and briefly makes a case for the position that controlling deficits through tax increases (rather than spending cuts) is a futile approach. But only three of the book's 249 pages address more fundamental issues of tax reform, and even here the author defers judgement on whether a flat tax or consumption tax would be preferable.(31) 
Gingrich had become an increasing visible figure in national tax politics during the 1980s and early 1990s, but his involvement appears to have reflected his broader political and partisan interests rather than strong personal interests in tax policy issues. To be sure, from the beginning of his House career, Gingrich had aligned himself with the supply-side wing of the House GOP. During the1980s, he became an outspoken critic of tax increases to reduce budget deficits, and was one of a group of House conservatives who successfully pushed for a plank in the 1984 Republican platform ruling out future tax hikes. The following year Gingrich joined other conservative House Republicans in opposing tax reform legislation produced by the Democratic-controlled Ways and Means Committee. In one of his most visible actions as minority whip, Gingrich also broke with President George Bush in 1990 and refused to support a budget package which included tax increases and eliminated a capital gains tax reduction that had passed the House.
In two separate interviews (in 1991 and 1999, respectively), Gingrich sharply criticized Bush's decision to drop capital gains cuts and reverse ground on his "no new taxes" pledge. But this criticism in both instances is framed much more in political, than economic or policy terms: 
Giving up the tax pledge was a terrible error, because it struck at the core of people's respect for politicians. . . . Losing that trust was a more serious consequence of Bush's raising taxes than any damage done to the economy. . . . The president started with a strong bargaining position on almost every issue he cared about. . . . Capital gains is one of the best examples. This was, and is, a winnable issue. . . . The president let the Democrats define the capital gains issue as one of rich against poor. It's not. It's an issue of growth.(32)
“. . . this was a defining moment in his presidency, and in the conservative movement. Because in the end, we either believed in cutting taxes or we were like liberal Democrats. I mean, I don't think there's any space for tax increasing Republicans. And if you look at what happened to the Canadian Conservative party, the French Conservative party, raising taxes, I think kills conservatism.(33)
By the time House Republicans began to assemble the "Contract with America " to run on in 1994, Newt Gingrich had spent over a decade pushing Republicans always to define themselves as the party of lower taxes. But Gingrich's interests in tax policy per se, including the tax reform ideas being advanced by other conservatives (such as fellow Republican leaders, Richard Armey (R-TX) and Bill Archer (R-TX)), seem to have to been decidedly secondary to his concerns with taxation as a partisan issue. Tax politics were central to Newt Gingrich's efforts to win a Republican House majority, but tax policy was not an area in which he had previously shown much personal interest. Given Gingrich's personal orientation toward tax issues, and the presence in the Contract with America of issues such as welfare reform--in which he seemed much more personally interested and involved-his characterization in March 1995 of the tax component of the Contract as the "crowning jewel" initially seems something of a puzzle. I will return to this puzzling aspect of the tax politics of the Contract after considering Gingrich's different personal orientation toward the related area of budgetary policy.
Unlike his approach to tax policy, which involved primarily reinforcing the association of Republicans with lower taxes while leaving the details to others, at the time Newt Gingrich became speaker, he had been a longtime advocate of another very specific fiscal policy objective--balancing the federal budget. At a time when some of his conservative allies were downplaying the importance of deficits, Gingrich devoted an entire chapter of his 1984 book, Widow of Opportunity, to the topic, "Why Balancing the Budget is Vital." The case he made for budget-balance was partly economic--that reducing government borrowing reduces interest rates and pressures for government to cause inflation. But it is also clear that by 1984 Gingrich had conceived the idea of using a balanced budget initiative as the main strategic vehicle for effecting the larger transformation he was seeking in American politics. In Gingrich's analysis, actually enacting a balanced budget would shift the terms of the national political debate in a direction favorable to conservatives, and establishing balanced budgets as the norm in American politics would be the only effective means of restraining the spending growth on which the "liberal welfare state" and its supporting political coalition depend.(34) 
Gingrich restated this theme in his first speech to the Republican conference after being formally nominated for the speakership in December 1994: ". . . we have to have a dialogue about the budget because the budget is the transformational document for this system. When you've changed the budget, you've really changed government, and until you change the budget, you've just talked about changing government."(35) In a March 1995 interview, as the House was completing the first 100 days of work on the Contract measures, Gingrich was more specific about his political strategy: "I regard getting to the balanced budget as the fulcrum to move the whole system. It's the only thing that gives you the moral imperative to change the whole structure of the welfare state."(36) 
Gingrich's personal views on economic policy are thus well summed up by his self-description as "a balanced-budget supply-side Republican."(37) During a period when the conventional wisdom held that one had to choose between deficit reduction and tax-cutting, and that balancing the budget was a political non-starter, Gingrich's personal view was that a major political breakthrough for Republicans could occur only if they attempted to balance the budget and cut taxes simultaneously. The question of how Speaker Gingrich's personal qualities and view affected tax politics after 1994 therefore involves looking at both the tax politics of the Contract exercise in the House, as well as the budget politics that followed. 
Tax Issues and the Contract with America
The House Republican "Contract with America" clearly bears the imprint of Newt Gingrich's views on politics and leadership. At a Republican retreat in February 1994, Gingrich won assent to a strategy of "nationalizing"the upcoming House elections by developing a detailed, programmatic campaign document for Republican candidates. He then delegated the work of drafting the specific contract provisions to Conference chair Dick Armey and his staff, who in turn established working groups for different Contract items. Accounts of this drafting process indicate that Gingrich's main contributions were the organizing framework of 10 items, and his insistence that divisive social issues such as abortion and school prayer be excluded. According to Balz and Brownstein, to enforce the latter condition Gingrich at one point had to intervene in the process and "clashed fiercely" with Armey to keep a school prayer provision out of the document.(38) 
Major income tax provisions were included in two of the Contract's ten measures: the American Dream Restoration Act, and the Job Creation and Wage Enhancement Act. The first included a $500-per-child tax credit for families with annual incomes up to $200,000, reduction of the "marriage penalty," and expanded availability of tax-sheltered IRA's. The second measure provided for reductions in capital gains taxes for individuals and corporations, more favorable tax treatment of capital investment by large and small businesses, and reductions in estate taxes. Most of these measures had been previously introduced or proposed in some form by congressional Republicans. Only in an indirect way did Newt Gingrich influence any of the details of this legislation.
It is clear that by the summer of 1994 when the contract was being drafted, Gingrich had begun to think about the Contract as a governing agenda as well as a campaign tool. Keeping out divisive social issues enhanced the usefulness of the Contract as an agenda on which Republicans could maintain unity, but also had begun to strain relations with key GOP constituency groups, especially the Christian Coalition. As Armey explained: "The omission of school prayer in the Contract had a domino effect and made the tax provisions tougher and more imperative. . . . Because we had a very, very important, significant part of our base already disappointed." The $500 per child tax credit was a top priority of the Christian Coalition, and the decision was made to include it in the Contract primarily for that reason.(39) 

Once Republicans took control of the House in January 1995, all but seven members of the majority had formally signed on to the goal of bringing each of the Contract items to a vote within 100 days. In keeping with a pattern in which House committees were producing Contract legislation under close direction from the leadership, the Ways and Means Committee reported out the Contract's tax provisions with only minor modifications on March 14. By this time, however, the $189 billion tax cut package had begun to draw considerable criticism from Democrats and from some Republican "deficit hawks" as well. Democrats attacked the tax cuts for being tilted too much in favor of the wealthy, and for requiring even steeper domestic program cuts if larger deficits were to be avoided. In this context, just as the Republicans were closing in on delivering on their promise to vote on all of the Contract measures, the provision allowing the $500-per-child tax credit to go to families with incomes up to $200,000 became one of the most divisive issues of the entire Contract exercise. 
As Speaker Gingrich put it later in 1995: "For the last three weeks of the Contract, the big issue became whether the Republicans would cave in to class-warfare rhetoric and set a lower cap. This was a much bigger issue than it appeared."(40) First, Majority Leader Armey had to intervene to quell a move to reduce the income cap by Ways and Means Republicans.(41) Then, before the bill could be brought to the House floor, 102 House Republicans (including 10 committee chairs) signed a letter indicating strong support for amending the bill to reduce the cap to $95,000. Another bipartisan group, including some 10 to 20 Republican moderates, had also taken the position that they would support a rule to debate the bill only if a second amendment were allowed mandating actual deficit reduction before tax cuts could take effect. Even though he conceded that the bill was in "some trouble," Gingrich rejected the request to allow a floor vote to lower the cap.(42) 
Instead of yielding, it was at this point that Speaker Gingrich declared the tax bill to be the "crowning jewel" of the Contract, in effect forcing his own Republican members to choose between accepting the objectionable $200,000 cap or repudiating their party's position on tax cuts on the final major vote before completing the first 100 days. As the speaker explained to reporters, "You're now going to go to these guys and say, 'On final passage, why don't you kill the piece de resistance of the entire Contract so you can go home on the 7th of April and have every Republican in your district ask you if you've lost your mind."(43) As Gingrich anticipated, the strategy worked with both the rule and the bill passing the House on April 5. 
Newt Gingrich was the driving force behind the "Contract with America," and his personal views on leadership and political strategy were clearly reflected in the Contract exercise. However, his influence on the specific tax measures included in the Contract appears to have been limited and indirect. Where Gingrich personally may have had a more direct effect was in refusing to bend on the issue of reducing the income cap for the child tax credit, despite signs that almost half the Republican conference favored such a move. Gingrich explained later in 1995 that he felt bound to keep the agreement with social conservatives to protect the full tax credit, and also that: "No matter that we had passed the $187 billion tax cut, lowering the cap would be hailed [by the press] as a Republican defeat. . . . the leadership was not ready to accept defeat just as we stood on the verge of a huge historic success."(44) From the speaker's perspective, these tax cuts may have been the "crowning jewel" for two reasons--both related more to tax politics than tax policy. First, House Republicans were strongly reaffirming the association of their party with lowering taxes. Second, declaring the bill the "crowning jewel" upped the psychological and political stakes for Republicans considering whether to cast a no vote. As Henry Hyde (R-IL), one of those who had criticized maintaining the $200,000 cap put it, "At times like these, many of us subordinate our preferences to the greater good of the team."(45) The substantial tax cut voted by the House was also important in defining one of the parameters of the budget battle that was to follow. 
Tax Politics and the Politics of a Balanced Budget
After passage by the House in April 1995, the tax measures in the Contract's "crown jewel" became one dimension of a much more complex budgetary politics involving the House, the Senate and the Clinton White House. Despite widespread skepticism among Senate Republicans early in 1995 regarding whether tax cuts should even be included in the budget mix, over the course of the year the Senate moved steadily in the direction set by the House bill. The Senate first approved smaller unspecified tax reductions, but by the fall had agreed to a $245 billion/7year tax package that included the $500-per-child tax credit and capital gains tax reductions, as well as other personal and business cuts. The details of the larger budget story, in which Gingrich and congressional Republicans tried but failed to impose the terms of a budget agreement including these tax cuts on the Clinton White House, have been well told elsewhere.(46) In this final section of the paper I consider briefly some specific features of the budget politics of the 104th Congress in which Speaker Gingrich played a prominent role. Paradoxically it may have been in the initially unsuccessful and indecisive politics of the budget, rather than the dramatic successes in leading the House on the Contract measures, that Newt Gingrich had the greater personal impact as speaker.
In mid-February 1995, while the attention of the news media was fixed on the rapid-fire progression of House votes on the Contract bills, Speaker Gingrich announced to the press that House Republicans would introduce a budget later in the year that would be in balance by 2002, and that only budget proposals that met the same timetable would be in order on the House floor. The Washington Post relegated the announcement to an unsigned story on page 8, and few other newspapers deemed it important enough to cover.(47) As it turned out, establishing a balanced budget as the framework for national policymaking was one of the most important outcomes of the 104th Congress. And here, Speaker Gingrich's leadership may have been a critical factor in the sequence of events during 1995 in which first the House, then the Senate, and finally the Clinton White House embraced this goal. 
Initially, House Republican leaders, including Budget Committee Chairman John Kasich, understood that the goal in formulating a budget during 1995 would be to enact sufficient spending reductions to offset the Contract tax cuts and make a "down payment" or establish a "glide path" toward the goal of budget balance. Kasich reportedly considered this difficult, but "doable." However, in February Gingrich made the determination--apparently unilaterally-to raise the goal to one of writing a budget that would balance in seven years. He then asked Kasich and the Republican leadership if they could support the goal. With no other consultation than an informal show of hands among the leadership group on February 15, Gingrich went public the next day with the announcement that only balanced budgets would be considered on the House floor. As a leadership staffer described this shift in strategy: "It was Newt way out there on his own. The Senate had not bought into this yet. All he had was almost a flip vote in the House leadership the day before-it wasn't like there was a big deliberate discussion of the question-but he announced the policy publicly the next day so that nobody could back away from it."(48) Nicol Rae's extensive interviews with members of the large Republican freshman class indicate that Gingrich drew strong support for balancing the budget from this group.(49) However, it seems unlikely, absent the speaker's strong personal commitment to this goal, that the more senior Republicans whose expertise was needed to develop a balanced budget in both the House and Senate would have attempted this in 1995. There can be little doubt, however, that the result of the Republicans' budgetary initiative was to change the terms of the national policy debate. That change was first registered first in June 1995 when President Clinton announced to his cabinet that "the ticket to admission to American politics is a balanced budget"(50) and again in November, when the White House finally agreed to a seven year time frame. 
If Speaker Gingrich personally merits at least part of the credit for defining budget balance as the framework for national governance during 1995, he also holds at least part of the responsibility for the unsuccessful negotiating strategy that left Republicans with little to show for their efforts on tax legislation during the 104th Congress. Richard F. Fenno, Jr. makes the case that the confrontational strategy House Republicans employed in dealing with the Clinton White House was largely a consequence their lack of governing experience after four decades in the minority.(51) But it also seems hard to avoid the conclusion that Speaker Gingrich enjoyed considerable latitude in shaping this strategy, and that he was poorly served by his own executive-centered model of leadership, which failed to incorporate the realities of the speaker's position within the American constitutional system. Gingrich's leadership models simply did not incorporate the reality that as speaker of the House he would ultimately encounter an executive power whose institutional prerogatives would prove a major obstacle.
Conclusion
Newt Gingrich's leadership of the House in the 104th Congress provides an important case of leadership during a critical moment in congressional politics. This is the type of political situation in which the personal qualities of individual leaders are likely to matter most. During the first year of his speakership, the new Republican majority allowed Gingrich unusually broad leeway to innovate in both organizational and policy matters. Although it is very likely House Republicans would have voted to cut taxes in 1995 regardless of whether Newt Gingrich or someone else was speaker, Gingrich's personal views and skills were clearly an important factor in framing the Contract as both a campaign and governing document. Though his direct influence on the specific tax provisions of the Contract's "crowning jewel" was limited, he may have played a significant role in the decision to hold the line against changes when resistance to the bill emerged in the Republican conference. 
Newt Gingrich's personal influence is visible to a greater degree in the budget politics of the 104th Congress. Here a strong case can be made that Gingrich's leadership may have been indispensable to emergence of a balanced budget as the framework for national governance in 1995. Ironically, the same personal qualities and understanding of political leadership that were manifested in the decision to push beyond what his Republican colleagues thought was politically possible in budget politics, were also manifested in the failed strategy of attempting to dictate the terms of a budgetary agreement to the Clinton White House. Neither outcome can be fully understood by approaches to congressional politics that assign little or no weight to personal qualities of individual leaders. However, the case of Newt Gingrich also reminds us that even under the most favorable conditions, American political institutions ultimately impart limits on how much influence any individual congressional leader can enjoy. 
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