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UNITED STATES PREFATORY NOTE





The

chapters that here follow are not an abridgment of the full description of the

constitution and government of the United States presented in my book entitled

The American Commonwealth which was first published more than thirty years ago,

and has been since enlarged and frequently revised. They have been written as a

new and independent study of American institutions, considered as founded on

democratic theories and illustrating in their practice the working out of

democratic principles and tendencies. Desiring to present a general view of

what popular government has achieved and has failed to achieve, I have dealt

with those details only which are characteristic of democratic systems,

omitting as beyond the scope of this treatise all matters, such as the

structure of the Federal Government and its administrative methods, which do

not bear directly upon it or illustrate its peculiar features. Neither has it

been my aim in these or any other chapters to bring contemporary history up to

date. It is safer not to touch, and I have carefully abstained from touching

the controversial questions of the moment, questions which indeed change their

aspects from month to month. My wish has been throughout the book to give the

reader materials for estimating the merits and defects of each form which

popular government has taken, and for this purpose events that happened ten or

twenty years ago are just as profitable as those of to-day, indeed more

profitable, for we can judge them by their consequences




Though

the main conclusions to which I was led when writing on the United States in

1888 seem to me to be still true, new phenomena have since appeared which throw

further light on the nature of popular government, and these I have endeavoured

to set forth and comment upon, studying the facts afresh and unbiassed by the

judgments of thirty years ago. Since that year much has been done in America to

vivify public interest in political theory and history by many books, excellent

in plan and execution. To these, and to the American friends who have aided me

by their criticisms and comments, I gratefully acknowledge my obligations.


















 




CHAPTER XXXVIII: THE BEGINNINGS OF

DEMOCRACY IN NORTH AMERICA




Of all

modern countries the United States supplies the most abundant data for the

study of popular government. It has been a democracy for a century and a

quarter, and is now by far the largest of the nations that live under

self-governing institutions. It shows the working of these institutions, on a

great scale in its Federal Government and in the governments of the most

populous States, on a smaller scale in the lesser States, as well as in

counties, townships, and cities, some of which latter have a frame of

government that makes them resemble autonomous republics. It has exerted an

immense influence on other countries, for its example fired the French people

at the outbreak of the Revolution of 1789, and its constitution has been taken

as a model by the new republics of the Western hemisphere. Since Tocqueville

published in 1832 his memorable book on American democracy, the United States

has stood before the minds of European thinkers and statesmen not only as the

land to which the races of the Old World are drawn by hopes of happiness and

freedom, but also as the type of what the rule of the people means when the

people are left to themselves, and as the pattern of what other peoples are

likely to become as they in their turn move along the fateful path to

democratic institutions. Whoever in Europe has wished to commend or to

disparage those institutions has pointed to the United States, and has found

plenty of facts to warrant either praise or blame.




No

nation ever embarked on its career with happier auguries for the success of

popular government. The friends of liberty in Europe indulged the highest hopes

of what Liberty could accomplish in a new land, exempt from the evils which the

folly or selfishness of monarchs and nobles had inflicted on the countries of

Europe. The Americans themselves, although the Revolutionary War left them

impoverished as well as vexed by local jealousies, were full of pride and

confidence. There was much to justify this confidence. Their own racial quality

and the traditions they inherited, the favouring features of their physical

environment and the security from external dangers which isolation promised,

made up, taken in conjunction, a body of conditions for a peaceful and

prosperous political life such as no other people had ever enjoyed. Those who

settled Spanish America had an equally vast and rich territory open before

them. Those who settled Australia and New Zealand had an equally noble

inheritance of freedom behind them. But in neither of these cases were the

gifts of Nature and those of a splendid Past bestowed together in such ample measure

on the founders of a State.




Let us

pass these gifts in brief review.




Temperate

North America was a vast country fit to be the home of a North European race,

and a practically unoccupied country, for the aboriginal tribes, though most of

them fierce and brave, were too few to constitute an obstacle to settlement.

There was land for everybody; and nearly all of it, as far as the Rocky

Mountains, available for cultivation. It is only to-day, three centuries after

the first English colonists settled in Virginia and on the shores of

Massachusetts Bay, nearly a century and a half after the Declaration of

Independence, that the unappropriated arable areas have become scarce. Besides

the immense stretches of rich soil, there were superb forests and mineral deposits

it will take many centuries to exhaust.




In such

a country everybody could find means of sustenance. Among the earlier settlers

and almost down to our own time there was no economic distress, no pauperism

nor ground for apprehending it. Nobody was rich, nobody very poor. Neither were

there any class antagonisms. Though the conditions of colonial life had created

a kind of equality unknown to old countries, certain distinctions of rank

existed, but they were not resented, and caused no friction, either social or

political. The people were nearly all of English or (in the Middle States) of

Dutch or Scoto-Irish stock, stocks that had already approved themselves

industrious in peace, valiant in war, adventurous at sea. All were practically

English in their ways of thinking, their beliefs, their social usages, yet with

an added adaptability and resourcefulness such as the simple or rougher life in

a new country is fitted to implant. In the northern colonies they were well

educated, as education was understood in those days, and mentally alert. The

habit of independent thinking and a general interest in public affairs had been

fostered both by the share which the laity of the northern colonies took in the

management of the Congregational churches and by the practice of civil

self-government, brought from England, while the principles of the English

Common Law, exact yet flexible, had formed the minds of their leading men.

Respect for law and order, a recognition both of the rights of the individual

and of the authority of the duly appointed magistrate, were to them the

foundations of civic duty.




Though

there were wide economic and social differences between the Northern colonies,

where the farmers and seafaring men constituted the great bulk of the

population Ref. 001 and the Southern, in which large plantations

were worked by slave labour, these differences did not yet substantially affect

the unity of the nation: for the racial distinctions were negligible, and no

language but English was spoken, except by some Germans in Pennsylvania. Such

divergences in religious doctrine and church government as existed were too

slight to be a basis for parties or to create political acrimony. Finally, it

was their good fortune to be safe from any external dangers. The power of

France had, since 1759, ceased to threaten them on the side of Canada, and on

the south neither from Florida nor from Louisiana, both then in the hands of

Spain, was there anything to fear.




With

conditions so favourable to peace only a small navy and still smaller army were

needed, circumstances which promised security against the growth of a military

caste or the ascendancy of a successful general. Ref. 002 These

fortunate conditions continued to exist for many years. Once, however, the

unity of the nation was imperilled. The maintenance of negro slavery, which

wise statesmen had hoped to see disappear naturally, and the attempt to extend

its area so as to retain for the Slave States an equal power in the government,

led to a long struggle between the Free and the Slave States which ended in the

War of Secession, a war that retarded the progress of the South and has left

behind it a still unsolved internal problem. Nevertheless, the cohesive forces

proved strong enough to reassert themselves when the fight was over. The

present generation knows no animosities, and honours alike those who, between

1860 and 1865, fought on one or other side. The old Slavery issues belong to a

dead past, and need seldom be referred to in the pages that follow, for the tendencies

that characterize popular government have developed themselves upon lines with

which slavery had little to do, so the phenomena which we have to-day to study

would (except as respects the suffrage in, and the political attitude of, the

Southern States) have been much the same if no slave-ship had ever brought a

negro from Africa.




What

were the tendencies of thought and feeling wherewith the nation started on its

course and which constituted the main lines of its political character? Some

were inherited, some the outcome of colonial conditions.




There

was a strong religious sense, present everywhere, but strongest in New England,

and there fostering a somewhat stern and almost grim view of duty. This has

continued to be a feature which sharply distinguishes native American thought

and conduct from all revolutionary and socialistic movements on the European

continent. There has never been any anti-Christian or anti-clerical sentiment,

such as has embittered politics and disrupted parties in France, Italy, Spain,

and Mexico.




There

was a vehement passion for liberty, dating, in embryo, from the early Puritan

settlements in New England and keen also among the Scoto-Irish of Virginia, the

Carolinas and Pennsylvania, who had fled from the oppressions suffered by the

Presbyterians of Ulster. Intensified by the long struggle against King George

III., this passion ran to excess when it induced the belief that with Liberty

in the van all other good things would follow. During the War of Independence

the men of conservative opinions, branded as enemies of freedom, had been

mostly silenced or expelled. The victory of the People over arbitrary power had

glorified both Liberty and the People. It was natural to assume that the one

would be always victorious and the other always wise.




With the

love of Liberty there went a spirit of individualistic self-reliance and

self-help, not indeed excluding associated action, for that they possessed in

their town meetings and colonial assemblies, but averse to official control or

supervision. In the great majority of the people these tendencies co-existed

with a respect for law and a sense of the value of public order. But there

were, especially in the wilder districts, restive elements which gave trouble

to the Federal Government in its early days and obliged it to use military

force to overcome resistance to the enforcement of revenue statutes.

Lawlessness has never been extinguished in the mountainous regions of East

Kentucky and East Tennessee.




Neither

did the respect for constituted authority, general in the older and

best-settled parts of the country, prevent a suspicious attitude towards

officials, including even members of the legislatures. Here the individualism

characteristic of the Puritan and of the settler asserted itself. Any

assumption of power was watched with a jealousy which kept strictly within the

range of their functions those whom the people had chosen for public service.




Lastly,

there was a spirit of localism which showed itself in the desire to retain as

much public business as possible under local control and entrust as little as

possible to a central authority. The attachment to self-government in each

small community was rooted, not in any theory, but rather in instinct and

habit. Nobody thought of choosing any one but a neighbour to represent him in

an elected body. This showed itself especially in the northern colonies which

had grown up out of little rural Towns. The Town was not a mere electoral area

but a community, which thought that no one but a member of the community could

represent it or deal with its affairs.




These

tendencies were fundamentally English, though more fully developed in America,

as an orchard tree grown for centuries in one country may, when placed in a new

soil under a new sun, put forth more abundant foliage and fruit of richer

flavour. The Americans, however, began soon after the Revolution to think of

themselves, and the less instructed sections among them have continued so to

think, as a new people. They fancied their history to have begun from 1776, or

at earliest from 1607 and 1620, forgetting, in the pride of their new

nationalism, that both their character and their institutions were due to

causes that had been at work centuries before, as far back as Magna Charta and

even as the Folk Mots of their primitive ancestors in the days of Ecghbert and

Alfred. Rather were they an old people, the heirs of many ages, though under

the stimulus of a new nature and an independent life renewing their youth even

as the age of an eagle.




Such was

the land and such the people in which the greatest of modern democracies began

to build up its frame of government. On what foundations of doctrine was the

structure made to rest?




The

Americans of the Revolution started from two fundamental principles or dogmas.

One was Popular Sovereignty. From the People all power came: at their pleasure

and under their watchful supervision it was held: for their benefit and theirs

alone was it to be exercised. The other principle was Equality. This had from

the first covered the whole field of private civil rights with no distinctions

of privilege. Equality of political rights was for a time incomplete, voting

power being in some States withheld from the poorest as not having a permanent

stake in the community, but in course of time all the States placed all their

citizens on the same footing.




Along

with these two principles certain other doctrines were so generally assumed as

true that men did not stop to examine, much less to prove them. Nearly all

believed that the possession of political rights, since it gives self-respect

and imposes responsibility, does, of itself make men fit to exercise those

rights, so that citizens who enjoy liberty will be sure to value it and guard

it. Their faith in this power of liberty, coupled with their love of equality,

further disposed them to regard the differences between one citizen and another

as so slight that almost any public functions may be assigned to any honest

man, while fairness requires that such functions should go round and be enjoyed

by each in turn. These doctrines, however, did not exclude the belief that in

the interest of the people no one chosen to any office must enjoy it long or be

allowed much discretion in its exercise, for they held that though the private

citizen may be good while he remains the equal of others, power is a corrupting

thing, so the temptation to exceed or misuse functions must be as far as

possible removed.


















 




CHAPTER XXXIX: THE FRAME OF GOVERNMENT : STATE, LOCAL,

AND FEDERAL CONSTITUTIONS




Holding

these dogmas and influenced by these assumptions, the people began after they

had declared their independence to create frames of government for the colonies

they had turned into States, and then in 1787–9, to substitute for the loose

Confederation which had held them together, a scheme of Federal Government. To

use the terms of our own day, they turned a Nationality into a Nation, and made

the Nation a State by giving it a Constitution.




The

instruments which we call Constitutions are among the greatest contributions

ever made to politics as a practical art; and they are also the most complete

and definite concrete expressions ever given to the fundamental principles of

democracy. What we call the British Constitution is a general name including

all the laws, both statutes and common law doctrines embodied in reported

cases, which relate to the management of public affairs. But an American

Written or Rigid Constitution is a single legal instrument prescribing the

structure, scope, powers, and machinery of a government. It is, moreover, an

instrument set in a category by itself, raised above ordinary laws by the fact

that it has been enacted and is capable of being changed, not in the same way

as statutes are changed by the ordinary modes of legislation, but in some

specially prescribed way, so as to ensure for it a greater permanence and

stability. This was virtually a new invention, a legitimate offspring of

democracy, and an expedient of practical value, because it embodies both the

principle of Liberty and the principle of Order. It issues from the doctrine

that power comes only from the People, and from it not in respect of the

physical force of the numerical majority but because the People is recognized

as of right the supreme lawgiving authority. Along with the principle of

Liberty, a Constitution embodies also the principle of Self-restraint. The

people have resolved to put certain rules out of the reach of temporary

impulses springing from passion or caprice, and to make these rules the

permanent expression of their calm thought and deliberate purpose. It is a

recognition of the truth that majorities are not always right, and need to be

protected against themselves by being obliged to recur, at moments of haste or

excitement, to maxims they had adopted at times of cool reflection. Like all

great achievements in the field of constructive politics, and like nearly all

great inventions in the fields of science and the arts, this discovery was the

product of many minds and long experience. Yet its appearance in a finished

shape, destined to permanence, was sudden, just as a liquid composed of several

fluids previously held in solution will under certain conditions crystallize

rapidly into a solid form.




THE CONSTITUTIONS OF THE STATES




The

student of these American instruments must note some features which distinguish

the State Constitutions from that of the Federal or National Government, which

we shall presently examine. The former came first, and express the mind of the

people in the days of the Revolutionary War, when liberty seemed the greatest

of all goods. These early constitutions have been from time to time amended, or

redrafted and re-enacted, and thus they record the changes that have passed

upon public opinion. Those dating from the years between 1820 and 1860 show a

movement towards a completer development of popular power, while those from

1865 to our own time present certain new features, some of a highly radical

quality, some enlarging the functions of government, some restricting the

powers of legislatures.




To

describe in detail the variations in these instruments and the changes each

underwent might confuse the reader's mind. It will suffice to indicate in

outline the principles from which the authors of the first Constitutions set

out, and to which the nation has in the main adhered, though the mode of their

application has varied according to the particular aims it has from time to

time striven to attain and the evils it has sought to cure. Ref. 003




These

principles were:




To

secure the absolute sovereignty of the People.




To

recognize complete equality among the citizens.




To

protect the people against usurpation or misuse of authority by their

officials.




In

particular, with a view to this protection, to keep distinct the three great

departments of government — Legislative, Executive, and Judicial.




What

a very high authority Ref. 004 says of the Federal Constitution

applies to the State Constitutions also. “The peculiar and essential qualities

of the Government established by the Constitution are:




“It is

representative.




“It

recognizes the liberty of the individual citizen as distinguished from the

total mass of citizens, and it protects that liberty by specific limitations

upon the power of government.




“It

distributes the legislative, executive, and judicial powers into three separate

departments and specifically limits the powers of the officers in each

department.




“It

makes observance of its limitations necessary to the validity of laws, to be

judged by the Courts of Law in each concrete case as it arises.”




These

leading characteristics of the Constitutions as documents flow from the

aforesaid three fundamental principles. Let us now see how these principles

were worked out, and in what forms these characteristic features appear in the

Constitutions, taking first those of the States, both as elder in date, and as

most fully expressing the democratic ideas of the time which saw their birth.




Every

State has to-day:




(a) Its Constitution, enacted by the whole body of

citizens voting at the polls. Ref. 005




(b) A Legislature of two Houses, both

elected by manhood (or universal) suffrage for terms varying from one to four

years, but most frequently of two years. The smaller House, which is elected by

larger constituencies, is called the Senate. In both the members receive

salaries. The powers of both are substantially equal, though in a few States

finance bills must originate in the larger House, and in a few the Senate is

associated with the Governor in making appointments to office. In a few it sits

as a Court to try impeachments.




(c) A Governor, elected usually for two or for four

years by the citizens voting at the polls. He is the head of the Executive, and

has (except in North Carolina) a veto on bills passed by the legislature,

which, however, can be (though it seldom is) overruled by a two-thirds' vote in

both Houses. Ref. 006




(d) A number of administrative officials,

some acting singly, some in Boards, elected by the citizens at the polls, or in

a few cases by the legislature, and usually for short terms. These officials

discharge functions prescribed by statute, and are independent of the

legislature, though in some cases, directed or supervised by the Governor.




(e) Other minor officials, appointed, for

short terms, either by the Governor or by the legislature or by the officials

or Boards aforesaid.




(f) Judges, elected either for the whole

State by its citizens voting at the polls, or for local areas by the citizens

resident in those areas, and for terms of years usually short. In three States,

however, the judges of the highest court are appointed for life by the Governor

(subject to confirmation by the legislature, or by the Senate alone), and are

removable only by impeachment, and in four others they are appointed by him

(subject as aforesaid) for a term of years, while in four others they are

elected by the legislature for terms, longer or shorter.




The

salaries of these officials vary according to the wealth of the State and the

importance of the particular post, but are mostly small, averaging about $6000

(£1200).




LOCAL GOVERNMENT




Local

Government has had such profound importance for democracy in America that the

forms it has taken deserve to be described. Though every State has its own

system, both for rural and for urban areas, all systems can be referred to one

or other of a few predominant types. Those in force for rural areas, while

varying from State to State, are the three following:




The New

England type has its basis in the Town, a rural circumscription, dating from

the first settlement of the country, which was originally small in population

as well as in area. The Town, corresponding roughly to the English Parish, is

governed by a general meeting of all the resident citizens, held at least once

a year, in which the accounts of town expenses and receipts are presented, the

general affairs of the community are discussed, the Selectmen (a small locally

elected administrative council) are interrogated, and the officials for the

ensuing year are elected. This Town meeting corresponds to the general meeting

of the inhabitants of the Commune (Gemeinde) in Switzerland, and is the child

of the old English Vestry, which was already decadent when the first settlers

came to New England. No American institution has drawn more praise from foreign

as well as American observers, and deservedly, for it has furnished a means of

political training and an example of civic co-operation to every class of

citizens, all deliberating together on the same level. It has been both the

school and the pattern of democracy. It still flourishes in the agricultural

parts of the six New England States, but works less well where a large

industrial population has sprung up, especially if that population consists of

recent immigrants. Above the Town stands the County which exists chiefly for

the purposes of highways and as a judicial district, and which (in most States)

elects its judges. It is governed by officials elected by the citizens for

short terms, each official (or Board) having specific statutory functions.

There is not, as in Great Britain, a County Council.




In the

Southern States there are (broadly speaking) no Towns or Townships, and the

County has always been the unit of local government. It has no council, but a

number of officials elected by the citizens, each with his own prescribed

functions. The most important of the smaller local authorities are the elected

School Committees.




In the

Middle and Western States both the Townships (for this is the name here given

to the small local areas) and the Counties are important. In the latter single

officials or small administrative Boards are elected for short terms. As their

respective duties are prescribed by statute it has not been deemed necessary to

have a council to supervise them. In those States which have been settled from

New England, a Township has its Town meeting working on the old New England

lines, but enlisting to a less extent the active interest of the people. The

many different forms of local government that belong to this third type need

not detain us. It is enough to say that in all the Northern, Middle, and

Western States, though in varying degrees, the management of local affairs is

entirely in the hands of the inhabitants, and thus receives more attention, and

stimulates more sense of public duty, than it does in most of the free

countries of Europe.




In Towns

and Townships elections are generally conducted without reference to political

parties, but County offices are frequently contested, this being due not so

much to zeal for the public interest as to the influence of party spirit

desiring to reward party services. The salient feature of rural local

government is that everywhere local affairs are in the hands of persons locally

elected, not, as in many parts of the European continent, of officials appointed

by the Central Government. The citizens looking to no central authority for

guidance, nor desiring (except for special purposes, such as education) the

supervision which the central government gives in England, are content with

such directions as general statutes give to the officials.




The

principles of popular government are applied with unswerving consistency to the

political arrangements of cities both large and small. Ref. 007

There are two forms of municipal government. One, which till very recently was

almost everywhere the same in its general lines, follows in most respects the

model of a State Government.




There is

a Mayor, but he is elected not by the City Council but by the whole body of

citizens at the polls, and for a period nowhere exceeding four years.




There is

a Legislature consisting in some cities of one Chamber, in others of two,

elected in wards for a period which nowhere exceeds four years, and receiving

salaries.




There

are, in the larger cities, or many of them, officials, or Boards, also directly

elected by the citizens for a period nowhere exceeding four years, as well as

other inferior officials appointed either by the Mayor or by the Legislature.




There

are judges and police magistrates elected by the citizens for terms of years,

generally short.




All

these elections are on the basis of manhood, or universal, suffrage. The Mayor,

being directly chosen by the people, enjoys large powers, and has in many

cities a veto on acts of the city legislature. He receives a salary which in

the greater cities is large.




The

other form of municipal government was introduced in 1901 in the city of

Galveston in Texas, and having worked well there has spread widely, especially

in the form of City Manager government into which it has recently developed. As

it was adopted in order to cure evils conspicuous under the pre-existing

system, and is an offspring of the new reforming movement, I reserve the

account of it till these evils have been described (see Chapter XLV.).




THE FRAME OF NATIONAL GOVERNMENT




The Federal or National Constitution was drafted in 1787

when the country was depressed by economic troubles and the State legislatures

had shown signs of feebleness and unwisdom, was enacted in 1788, and took

effect in 1789. It resembles in its general lines the Constitutions of the

thirteen original States (as they existed in 1787), subject to those variations

which the nature of the case prescribed. The Convention which prepared it was

not only under the influence of a reaction from the over-sanguine temper of war

time, but contained many men of larger experience and more cautious minds than

those who had led the States in the work of constitution making. Thus the

National Constitution is not only a more scientifically elaborated but also a

more “conservative” document, in the American sense of the word, than the State

Constitutions. Moreover, some of the more “radical” or “democratic” provisions

which were suitable to small communities, such as the States then were — only

one had a population exceeding 500,000 — were ill suited to a country so large

as the whole Union, and were therefore omitted. Ten amendments were made in

1791 in order to satisfy those who disliked some features of the instrument,

two others in 1798 and 1804 respectively, and three others just after the War

of Secession in the years 1865–70. Four others have been made between 1911 and

1920, Ref. 008 yet none of these materially affects the structure of

the National Government. Under this Constitution there exist in the United

States —




(a) A Legislature, called Congress, of two Houses.

One, the House of Representatives, is elected, for a two years' term, by large

districts approximately equal in population. The electoral franchise was that

fixed by the law of the particular State from which the representative comes,

viz. manhood suffrage in some States, universal suffrage in those which gave

the vote to women, but now the right of voting in Federal elections has been

extended to all women. Nearly all the Southern States have passed enactments which,

without directly contravening the constitutional amendment of 1870 designed to

enfranchise all the coloured population, have succeeded in practically

excluding from the franchise the large majority of that population, although it

is, in some States, nearly one half of the whole. Ref. 009 There are

at present 435 members, and the number is periodically increased, according to

population, after every decennial census. The other House, called the Senate,

consists of two persons from each State, large or small, elected for six years.

One-third of the number retire every two years. Formerly the Senators were

chosen in each State by its legislature, but now, by an amendment to the

Federal Constitution adopted in 1913, they are elected by the citizens of each

State on a “general ticket,” i.e. a vote not by districts but over the whole

State. The Senate has the right of considering and, if so advised, confirming

nominations to office made by the President, and also of approving, by a

two-thirds' majority, treaties negotiated by him. It also sits as a Court of

Justice to try impeachments preferred by the House of Representatives against

civil officials (including the President or his Ministers, or Federal judges),

a two-thirds' majority being required for conviction. The salaries of members

are large in proportion to those paid in Europe or in the British colonies,

being at present fixed at $7500 (£1500), as also in proportion to the salaries

of Federal officials.




(b) A President, head of the Executive, elected for

four years by persons specially chosen by the people in each State for that

purpose. Ref. 010 As these persons have been, in and since the

election of 1796, always elected merely for the purpose of casting their votes

for the particular candidate whom the voting citizen wishes to see chosen, this

election by electors has become in practice a vote By the whole people. Each

State chooses a number of Presidential Electors proportioned to its

representatives in Congress, i. e. in effect proportioned to its population,

but as all the votes belonging to a State are counted for the same candidate,

irrespective of the number of votes cast by the citizens within that State for

one or other set of the electors pledged to elect him, it may happen that the

total vote given by the Presidential electors gives a different result from the

total popular vote cast; i. e. a candidate may be elected (and has been more

than once elected) who had not received a majority of the total number voting.

The President frequently uses his right of vetoing a Bill passed by Congress,

but his veto may be overriden if both Houses repass the Bill, each by a

two-thirds' majority.




(c) Executive heads of departments, and a

large number of other officials, the more important of whom (including those

popularly called “the Cabinet"), are appointed by the President with the

consent of the Senate, as aforesaid. Minor officials are appointed, some by the

President, some by higher officials or Boards, as the law may prescribe, but

none either by Congress or directly by the people. The Cabinet Officers are

responsible to the President, not to Congress, and, like all other Federal

officials, are incapable of sitting in either House.




(d) A Judiciary, consisting of a Supreme

Court and such inferior Courts as may be created by law. The judges, appointed

for life by the President with the consent of the Senate, are removable only by

impeachment. Several have been so removed. Inferior Federal Courts have been

created all over the country, and from them an appeal lies to the Supreme

Court, which also enjoys original jurisdiction in some kinds of cases.




This

Frame of Government is less democratic than that of the States in respect of

the length of the Senatorial term, of the life-tenure of the judges, and of the

provision that both administrative officials and judges are appointed, instead

of being directly elected by the people, but is equally democratic in respect

of its placing the source of executive as well as legislative power in direct

popular election, and of the shortness of the term of service allowed to

Representatives.




Let us

note how consistently the general principles have been followed, both in the

State Governments and in that of the nation.




In the

States the principle of Popular Sovereignty is carried out (a) by entrusting as

many offices as possible, even (in most States) judgeships, to direct popular

election, so that the official may feel himself immediately responsible to the

people, holding office by no pleasure but theirs; (b) by making terms of office

short, in order that he may not forget his dependence, but shall, if he desires

a renewal of his commission, be required to seek it afresh; and (c) by limiting

as far as possible the functions of each official to one particular kind of

work. Similarly the doctrine of Equality is respected in the wide extension of

the electoral franchise, in the absence of any kind of privilege, in the

prohibition of all public titles of honour, and practically also in the usage

which, taking little account of special fitness, deems everybody fit for any

office he can persuade the people to bestow. Both in the States and in the

National Government the apprehension felt regarding the possible abuse of power

by holders of office, found expression (a) in the division of the Legislature

into two Houses, (6) in the granting of a veto on legislation, in the State to

the Governor and in the nation to the President, (c) in requiring the consent

of the Federal Senate, and (in some States) of the State Senate, to

appointments made by the Executive, (d) in the provisions for the removal of

officials by impeachment, (e) by the Constitutional restrictions placed upon

legislative and executive action. In these points we are reminded of the desire

of the Athenian democracy to retain all power in the hands of the Assembly, and

to watch with suspicious vigilance the conduct of all its officials, short as

were the terms of office allowed to them.




Note

also how the same principles run through the schemes of Local Government.

Officials are all chosen by the direct election of the people, except those (a

now increasing number) whose functions are of a technical character, such as

surveyors or city engineers or public health officers. Many matters which would

in Europe be assigned to elective county or city councils are left to the

elected officials, who, uncontrolled by the supervision of a representative

body, are simply required to act under statutes prescribing minutely to them

their respective duties. This is supposed to guard the rights of the people,

though in fact it makes the due discharge of those duties depend on whatever

vigilance, often far too slight, some one in the people may display in

instituting a prosecution for neglect or misfeasance.




The

fact that the United States is a Federation in which there are everywhere two

authorities, the National Government and the State Government, each supreme in

its own sphere, concerns us here only in so far as it emphasizes and

illustrates the American practice of limiting all elected authorities, whether

persons or bodies. The powers of the National Government are defined and

limited by the National Constitution, just as the powers of each State

Government are defined and limited both by the National Constitution, which has

taken from them some of the attributes of sovereignty, and by the Constitution

of the particular State. Ref. 011 Furthermore each branch of the

Government, executive and legislative, both in Nation and in State, is limited.

Congress has no such range of power as belongs to the legislature of Great

Britain or of a British self-governing Dominion, but is debarred by the

Constitution from interfering with the functions allotted to the executive and

to the judiciary. So in each State the legislature, executive, and judiciary are

each confined by the State Constitution to a particular field of action, which

is further narrowed, as respects the legislature, by the exclusion of a long

list of subjects from legislative competence. This fundamental principle of

American public law needs to be constantly remembered, because it has not only

restrained popular impulses, delayed changes, and protected vested rights, but

also created a strongly marked legal spirit in the people and accustomed them

to look at all questions in a legal way. It has, moreover, by placing many

matters outside the scope of legislative action, compelled the direct

intervention of the people as the ultimate power capable of dealing with such

matters. Whatever powers cannot be exercised by an elected authority have been

reserved to the people, who exert them by amending the Constitution. That

stability in great things coexistent with changefulness in small things, which

is characteristic of the United States, is largely due to this doctrine and

practice of limited powers, a feature foreign to the French scheme of

government, and less marked in some other Federal Governments with Rigid

constitutions, such as those of Switzerland, Canada, and Australia.




Other

points in which the observance of democratic principles appears are the

following:




All

members of legislatures receive salaries, so that no one shall be debarred by

want of independent means from entering them.




Elections

are frequent, so that no one shall ever forget his constant dependence on the

people.




No

official of the Federal Government is eligible to sit in Congress, no official

of the Government of a State to sit in its legislature. This provision, a

tribute to the famous doctrine of the Separation of Powers, was meant to

prevent the Executive from controlling the Legislature. Its effect has been to

make the two powers legally independent of one another; but (as will be seen

presently) it has not prevented the exercise of extra-legal influence, for just

as Congress may hamper a President (or a State Legislature its Governor) by

legislation narrowly restricting the sphere of his action, so a President may

put pressure on Congress, or a Governor on his State Legislature, by appealing

to the people against them; while a President may act upon the minds of

individual legislators by granting, or refusing, requests made to him by them

for the exercise of his patronage in the way they desire.




SUPERVENIENT CHANGES




We have

now seen (1) what were the favouring physical and economic conditions under

which the United States began its course as a nation; (2) what were the

doctrines and beliefs, the hopes and apprehensions with which the schemes of

government — State and Local and Federal — were framed; and (3) how these ideas

and sentiments found expression in the institutions of which the frames

consist. To test the soundness of the doctrines we must examine their results

as seen in the actual working of the American government. But before

considering these let us regard another factor, viz. the economic and social

changes which have passed upon the United States during one hundred and thirty

years of national life. The machinery has worked under conditions unforeseen

when it was created. Never, perhaps, has any nation been so profoundly affected

by new economic and racial phenomena, while retaining most of its institutions

and nearly all its original political ideas.




The

first of these changes was territorial extension. In 1789 the United States

stretched westward only to the Mississippi, and did not reach the Gulf of

Mexico, the coasts of which then belonged to France. The area of the thirteen

States was then about 335,000 square miles, and the present area of the

forty-eight States is now nearly 3,000,000 square miles. Its (free) population

was then about 3,000,000, and is now (1920) over 110,000,000.




As

the settlers moved into the interior, amazing natural resources were disclosed,

an immense expanse of extremely fertile soil, vast deposits of coal, iron,

silver, copper, and other minerals, forests such as had never been known to the

Old World. The native free population grew swiftly, and had by 1840 risen to

nearly 15,000,000. Soon afterwards a flood of immigrants began to come from

Europe. Ref. 012 They and their descendants now form a majority of

the American people. But as they came from many countries, and much the larger

number from well-educated countries, such as the United Kingdom, Germany, and

the Scandinavian kingdoms, and as those who settled on the land were quickly

intermingled with and assimilated to the native population, the general

standard of intelligence and conduct did not suffer in the rural districts. It

was otherwise in the cities and mining regions. The growth of manufacturing

industries, with the volume of trade that poured outward and inward from the great

seaports, created enormous aggregations of labouring people fresh from the more

backward parts of Europe, who being herded together were but slowly diffused

into the pre-existing population. The gift of American citizenship, hastily

conferred, found them unfit for its responsibilities. Another new factor was

introduced by the Civil War, when slavery was first practically and then

legally extinguished. The States were in 1870 forbidden to withhold the

electoral suffrage from any citizen on the ground of “race, colour, or previous

condition of servitude.” This amendment to the Constitution placed under

Federal sanction the right of voting conferred by Acts of Congress and State

constitutions previously enacted upon a large mass of coloured citizens, the vast

majority of whom were unfitted to exercise political rights with advantage

either to the State or to themselves.




Meanwhile

the material progress of the country had produced other not less significant

changes. The development of agriculture, mining, and manufactures, the growth

of commerce, foreign and domestic, which the use of steam for navigation and

the construction of railroads had raised to gigantic proportions, created

immense wealth, and concentrated a large share of it in the hands of

comparatively few men. Ref. 013 Three results followed. The old

equality of fortunes disappeared, and though such distinction of ranks as had

existed in colonial days melted away, the social relations of different classes

lost their simplicity and familiarity when the rich lived in one quarter of

great cities and the poorer were crowded together in others. That personal

knowledge which made the feeling of a common interest a bond between the

citizens was weakened. The power which money inevitably carries with it went on

growing as the means of using it multiplied. Railroads and other business

enterprises came to be worked on so vast a scale that it was worth while to

obtain facilities for starting or conducting them by the illegitimate

expenditure of large sums. The number of persons rich enough to corrupt

legislators or officials increased, and as the tempters could raise their

offers higher, those who succumbed to temptation were more numerous. Thus the

power of money, negligible during the first two generations, became a

formidable factor in politics.




As

material interests grew more prominent and the passion for money-making more

intense, policies and projects were more and more judged by the pecuniary

prospects they opened up. That this did not exclude the influence of moral or

humanitarian ideals is shown by the history of the Slavery controversy, for

America, like England, is a country in which two currents of feeling have been

wont to run side by side, sometimes apart, sometimes each checking or

disturbing the course of the other. While the economic aspect of every question

came more insistently into view, and tinged men's opinions on public issues, so

also business enterprises had a greater attraction for men of ability and

energy, diverting into other careers talents and ambitions which would in

earlier days have been given to the service of the State. Men absorbed in

business did not cease to vote, but were apt to leave their votes at the

disposal of their political leaders. None of these changes could have been foreseen

by the framers of the early Constitutions, for although Jefferson and some of

his contemporaries predicted for America a boundless growth of wealth,

population and prosperity, they did not envisage the social and political

consequences to follow.




The

results of these geographical and economic changes may be summarized in a brief

comparison:




The

political institutions of the United States were created —




For a

territory of which only about 100,000 square miles were inhabited.




For a

free white population of little over 2,000,000.




For

a population five-sixths of which dwelt in rural tracts or small towns. For a

people almost wholly of British stock. Ref. 014




For a

people in which there were practically no rich, and hardly any poor.




For a

people mainly engaged in agriculture, in fishing, and in trading on a small

scale.




These

institutions are now being applied —




To a

territory of 2,974,000 square miles, three-fourths of which is pretty thickly

inhabited.




To a

nation of over 110,000,000.




To a

population fully one-third of which dwells in cities with more than 25,000

inhabitants.




To a

people less than half of whose blood is of British origin and about one-tenth

of whom are of African descent.




To a

people which includes more men of enormous wealth than are to be found in all

Europe.




To a

people more than half of whom are engaged in manufacturing, mining, or

commerce, including transportation.




It would

not be strange if these institutions should bear signs of the unforeseen strain

to which they have been subjected. The wonder is, not that the machinery creaks

and warps, but that it has stood the strain at all. But before examining the

results of the changes referred to we must take note of a phenomenon of supreme

importance which has affected in many ways the development of the institutions

aforesaid. This is the growth of Party, and in particular of Party

Organizations the most complete and most powerful that the world has seen. They

constitute a sort of second non-legal government which has gained control of

the legal government.


















 




CHAPTER XL: THE PARTY SYSTEM




The

three chief contributions which the United States has made to political science

regarded as an Applied Science or Practical Art have been:




Rigid or

so-called Written Constitutions, which, as being the expressions of the supreme

will of the people, limit the powers of the different branches of government.




The use

of Courts of Law to interpret Rigid Constitutions and secure their authority by

placing their provisions out of the reach of legislative or executive action.




The

organization of political parties.




Of these

the first two are precautions against, or mitigations of, faults to which

democracy is liable; while the third has proved to be an aggravation of those

faults, undoing part of the good which the two former were doing, and impairing

popular sovereignty itself. Yet party organization is a natural and probably an

inevitable incident of democratic government. It has in itself nothing

pernicious. Its evils have sprung from its abuses. We can now perceive that

these evils are an outgrowth of the system likely to appear wherever it attains

full development. But are they inevitable evils? Could they have been prevented

if foreseen? Can they now be cut away without impairing such utility as the

system possesses? This is a problem the American people have been trying to

solve; and their efforts deserve to be studied.




Before

describing the structure of the Organizations, let us enquire how Party came to

cover the field and affect the working of politics more widely in America than

elsewhere.




The

political issues on which parties formed themselves after the establishment of

the Federal Constitution were Rational issues. The first of these arose between

those who sought to give full scope to Federal power and those who sought to

limit it in the interest of the rights of the States. This issue presently

became entangled with that of the tariff; some groups desiring to use import

duties for the protection of home industries, others preferring a tariff for

revenue only. The question of the extension of slavery into the States which

were from time to time formed out of the unorganized territories of the Union

induced that bitter antagonism which ultimately led to the war of Secession.

These issues overtopped and practically superseded all State and other local

issues, and marked the lines of division between parties over the whole

country. The fact that the Federal senators were chosen by the legislatures of

the States made it the interest of each National party to fight every election

of a State legislature on party lines, in order to obtain in that body a

majority which would secure the choice of senators of its own persuasion, so

State legislatures came to be divided on strict party lines, i.e. the lines of

the National parties, though nearly all the questions which these legislatures

dealt with had nothing to do with National issues. From the States the same

habit spread into local elections, so that contests in cities and counties were

also fought on party lines, though the work of these local bodies lay even more

apart than did that of the States from the questions which divided the nation.

It became a principle to maintain the power of the National parties in all

elected bodies and by all means available, for the more the party was kept

together in every place and on every occasion for voting, so much the stronger

would it be for national purposes. Ref. 015




Thus the

partisan spirit extended itself to the choice of those administrative officials

who were directly elected by the citizens, such as the State Governor and State

Treasurer, the mayor of a city, the county commissioners. These elections also

were fought on party lines, for a victory redounded to the credit and strength

of the National party. Personal character and capacity were' little regarded.

The candidate was selected, in manner to be presently described, by the Primary

or the Nominating Convention (as the case might be), as a party man, entitled

to party recognition; and the party machinery worked for him as zealously as it

did for the candidate seeking election to Congress.




A

further downward step was to require any official who had to appoint

subordinate officers, or even to employ persons for some humble public service,

to prefer members of his party for selection to the office or work. The

official, himself chosen as a party man, was expected to serve the party by

filling every place he could with men bound to vote for party candidates and

otherwise serve the party. Even a labourer paid by weekly wages got employment

on the condition of his voting and working for the party. Thus politics came to

mean party politics and little else. People thought of party success as an end

in itself, irrespective of the effect it would have upon the administration of

many matters into which no party principle could enter. These evils were

aggravated by the fact that the public service was not permanent. As the

elected officials served for short terms, posts became frequently vacant. The

tenure of those who were not directly elected but appointed lasted no longer

than that of the authority who had appointed them, so when power passed from

one party to another after an election, the employees appointed by the outgoing

party had, however efficient they might be, no claim to be continued. They were

dismissed, and their places given to successors appointed by the incoming

party, which thus rewarded its friends and strengthened its influence. This

practice, known as the Spoils System, Ref. 016 began in the State of

New York early in the nineteenth century, and thence spread not only to other

States but into the National Government also, so that the President, who by

this time had an enormous number of posts at his disposal, was expected to use

them as rewards for party services.




The

Frame of Government, the outlines of which have been already described, was

constructed in the belief that the people, desiring, and knowing how to secure,

their own good, would easily effect their purposes by choosing honest

legislators, and also by choosing officials who would be trustworthy agents,

administering public affairs in accordance with the people's wishes. In a New

England township, and even in the far larger county area of Virginia, the men

of the eighteenth century knew personally the fellow-citizens whom they

trusted, and could select those whose opinions they approved and whom they

deemed capable; so, though the existence of parties was recognized, as were

also the dangers of party spirit, the choice of legislators and officials seems

to have been regarded as a simple matter, and it was not perceived that when

population increased and offices became more important the old simple methods

would not suffice, since elections must involve more and more work, and the

selection of candidates be more difficult. Party organizations grew up

unnoticed because unforeseen. There had been none in England, the only country

where popular elections were known and party spirit had sometimes been furious.

Thus it befell that in the United States, though parties appeared from the

early days of the National Government, and their antagonisms were already

fierce when the fourth presidential election was held in 1800, party

organizations grew slowly, and attracted little attention. Tocqueville, writing

in 1832, never mentions them, yet they were already strong in his day, and had

covered the whole country before the Civil War broke out in 1861.




Some

sort of associated action is incidental to every representative government, for

wherever power is given to elected persons, those citizens who desire their

particular views to prevail must band themselves together to secure the choice

of the persons best fitted both to express their own views and to attract the

votes of other citizens. Whether they devise a method for selecting a candidate

or simply accept the man who presents himself, they must work in unison to

recommend him to the voters generally, canvassing for him and bringing up their

friends to the poll. Without concerted action there will be confusion,

disorder, loss of voting power. An Election Committee formed to help a

candidate pledged to its cause is the simplest form of party organization,

legitimate and possibly inexpensive. Beyond this form party organization in

England did not advance till our own time.




In the

United States it was found necessary to go further. Under the constitutions of

the several States elections were frequent, because many administrative as well

as all legislative posts, both State and municipal, were filled by popular

vote, and because these posts were held for short terms. As the population of

cities and electoral areas generally grew larger, so that most citizens ceased

to have personal knowledge of the candidates, it became more needful to inform

them of the merits of those who sought their suffrages; more needful also to

have lists of the voters and to provide for “getting out the vote.” The

selection of candidates also became important In England, so long as the

structure of rural society retained an old-fashioned semi-feudal character,

some one belonging to an important land-owning family was usually accepted,

while in the towns (after pocket boroughs had vanished) a wealthy merchant or

manufacturer, especially if he had filled some municipal office, was likely to

find favour. But in America, where Equality prevailed, neither wealth nor rank

gave a claim to any post. The principle of Popular Sovereignty suggested that

it was for the citizens not only to choose members or officials by their votes,

but to say for what persons votes should be cast. Hence where any post was to

be filled by local election, the local adherents of the party were deemed

entitled to select the man on whom their voting force was to be concentrated.

This was a logical development of the principle. Instead of letting a clique of

influential men thrust a candidate upon them, or allowing a number of

candidates to start in rivalry and so divide their votes, the party met before

the election to choose the man they preferred to be their local

standard-bearer, and it was understood that the votes of all would be given to

whomsoever the majority chose. A meeting of this kind was called a Party

Primary, and it became the duty of the party committee which managed elections

to make the arrangements for summoning, and naturally also for advising, the

Primary.




These

being the two aims which called party organization into being, I pass to its

main features, substantially, though not in minor details, the same over the

whole country, and will describe it as it stood in 1888, before recent changes

which cannot be understood till an account has been given of the system as it

existed before their adoption. Though it has been almost everywhere altered, it

may revert to type, and in any case it has been a product of democracy too remarkable

to be ignored, for it showed how organizations essentially oligarchic in

structure, though professing to be democratic, can become tyrannical under

democratic forms.




The

work of every Party Organization is twofold, corresponding to the two aims

aforesaid. One branch of it was to select party candidates by the process

called Nomination, as practised before the recent changes. The other is to

promote the general interests of the party in every electoral area. Each party

has, in most States, a party Committee in every city ward, in every city, in

every township and State Assembly district and Congressional district, in every

county, in every State, and at the head of all a National Committee for the

whole United States, appointed to fight the approaching Presidential Election.

Ref. 017 Each of these Committees is elected either by those who are

enrolled as members of the party in its meeting in a Primary (to be presently

described) or else by a Convention composed of delegates from the Primaries.

The Committees are appointed annually, the same persons, and especially the

Chairman, being usually continued from year to year. They have plenty to do,

for the winning of elections is a toilsome and costly business. Funds have to

be raised, meetings organized, immigrants recruited for the party and enrolled

as its members, lists of voters and their residences prepared, literature

produced and diffused, and other forms of party propaganda attended to, and

when the day of election arrives party tickets must be provided and

distributed, Ref. 018 canvassers and other election workers

organized and paid, voters brought up to the polls. Each Committee keeps touch

with the Committee next above it in a larger electoral area, and with that

below it in a smaller, so that, taken together, these bodies constitute a

network, strong. and flexible, stretching over the whole Union. They are an

army kept on a war footing, always ready for action when each election comes

round; and everything except the nomination of candidates and formulation of

party programmes is within their competence.




Nominations

belong to the other set of party authorities. These are either Primaries or

Conventions. The Primary was — until recent legislation, of which more

hereafter — the party meeting for the smaller election areas, in which a large

proportion of the voters belonging to the party could be brought together in

one room. It had two duties. One was to select a candidate or candidates for

any elective office within its area, thereby putting its official stamp upon

each person chosen as being the “regular candidate” entitled to the votes of

all good and true members of the party. The other duty was to choose delegates

to proceed to, and represent it in, a Nominating Convention for some larger

election area or areas within which its own area lay. Thus a Ward Primary in a

city would send delegates to a City Convention which nominates candidates for

the mayoralty and other municipal offices, and also to a State Assembly

District Convention, a State Senatorial District Convention, a Congressional

District Convention, which nominates a candidate for Congress, and a State

Convention which nominates a candidate for the Governorship and other elective

State offices. Ref. 019




The

Nominating Convention consists (for Conventions are not extinct) of the

delegates from the Primaries (or minor Conventions) within some large election

area. Its function is to select candidates for elective offices within that

area, such as members of the State Legislature, members of the Federal House of

Representatives, the Governor and higher judges of the State. It selects and

stamps as “regular” the candidate it prefers, and in some cases it also selects

delegates to proceed from it to a Convention of higher rank and wider compass, viz.

a State Convention or the National Convention which nominates the party

candidate for the Presidency. A Convention also passes resolutions enouncing

the views and aims of the party. These, however, being usually cut and dried,

seldom arouse discussion.




All

these arrangements scrupulously respected the Sovereignty of the People. No

member of a Committee, no delegate to a Convention, was self-appointed. All

were chosen by the members of the party. Nobody was recognized as a candidate

unless he had been chosen by a party meeting. In theory, nothing could be more

correct. Now let us look at the practice.




Even

before the system had matured and still more after its full development,

tendencies appeared disclosing inherent dangers. Those new phenomena, due to the

growth of population and wealth, which have been already described,

strengthened these tendencies, giving rise to grave perversions.




The

Primary was in theory open to all members of the party resident within its

area, but in order to prevent persons who did not belong to the party from

entering and turning it into a public instead of a private party meeting, it

became necessary to have a roll of party members, so that every one claiming to

vote could prove his title. Now the rolls were kept by the local party

Committee already referred to, a body composed of the most active and

thoroughly partisan local politicians. Wishing to make sure of a subservient

primary, this Committee took care to place on the rolls only those whom it

deemed to be trusty party men, so any citizen suspected of independence was not

likely to be enrolled. If he were alleged to have failed to vote for the

“regular” party candidate at the last preceding election, that might be taken

as a ground for omitting him, and if, discovering that he was not on the roll,

he demanded to be entered, the demand might be evaded. Prima facie, therefore,

the Committee could make pretty sure that when a Primary was held, it would

choose the persons they desired to have nominated.




Now the

Primaries were usually held in the evening, especially in the cities, and it

was chiefly in the cities that the nomination methods here described were

employed. The attendance was seldom large, but it was sure to include all the

local party “workers,” and others on whose votes the managing Committee could

count. Often it consisted entirely of persons belonging to the humbler strata

of the party. The richer sort, including the larger taxpayers, though they had

the strongest interest in entrusting administration to men who would conduct it

economically, seldom attended, preferring their social engagements, or a quiet

evening at home with their families. Few troubled themselves to see that their

names were on the roll. Still fewer desired the local posts, or cared to serve

as delegates to a Convention, so the choice of nominees for the offices, and

for the function of delegate, was usually left to the Committee, who bringing

their list cut and dried, proposed and carried it without trouble. Now and then

there was opposition, if there happened to be a feud within the party, or if

some among the better sort of citizens, fearing the nomination of exceptionally

unfit men, thought it worth while to make a fight. However, the Committee could

usually command a majority, and as the chairman was ready to rule every

question in their favour, opposition rarely succeeded. Thus the Committee,

being master of the situation, almost always put through its nominations both

for the local posts and for the choice of delegates. That having been done, the

Committee itself was reappointed, and the rule of the local managers thereby

duly prolonged from one year to another.




When the

delegates proceeded to the Convention they met other delegates from other

Primaries within the Convention area, persons similarly chosen, and similarly

bound to carry out the instructions which their respective Primaries had given

them. Sometimes these instructions directed them to vote in the Convention for

the nomination of the person whom the party managers had already fixed on as

the party candidate for any particular office, but even if no direction had

been given, they followed the managers' lead. It need hardly be said that the

petty local politicians who managed the Primaries were in close touch with the

larger political figures in charge of the party business of the county, and

with the still more exalted beings similarly charged with its interests in the

State. If the Primary elections had been well handled, there was little trouble

in getting the Convention to accept the list of nominations prepared by the

managers, and this list, being official, then commanded the votes of all sound

party men. The whole procedure was, in point of form, strictly democratic. The

Voice of the People rang out in the Primaries. The delegates transmitted it to

the Convention; so those whom the Convention nominated as party candidates were

the people's choice. Hence the trouble taken to secure the Primaries was none

too great. They were the key of the position.




Why did

these methods succeed? Since about 1870, if not earlier, the more observant and

thoughtful citizens had known the realities which previously, cloaked under

democratic forms, had passed almost unnoticed. Yet for many a year they

submitted tamely to the perversion of those forms, taking no pains to have good

candidates selected, and voting for whatsoever candidates the Organization

presented to them.




Several

reasons may be assigned for this tolerance:




(a) The better sort of citizens, i.e. the

educated and intelligent men, whatever their social status, who might have been

expected to have an interest in good administration, were too indolent, or too

busy with their own affairs, to attend the Primaries.




(b) The offices to which the Primary

nominated were insignificant, and they did not care who filled them.




(c) The post of delegate had no attraction.

It brought them into contact with persons whose company was distasteful; and if

they went to a Convention they would have to choose between subservience to the

managers and a troublesome and probably unsuccessful resistance.




(d) They did not, especially in the larger

cities, know which candidates deserved support, for the offices to be filled

were numerous, and how were they to select from a list of names that meant

nothing to them? They wanted guidance, and as the party nominations gave it,

they voted for the party nominees, asking no questions.




(e) Some of them had business interests

which made it worth their while to stand well with party leaders in the city

legislature, or State legislature, or Congress.




(f) Most of them were so possessed by the

notion that democratic Equality means that every citizen is good enough for any

place he can get, that they thought it mattered little who filled any but the

highest posts.




(g) Nearly all were governed by the

sentiment of party loyalty, exceptionally strong in America from 1830 to 1890,

since which date it has been declining among the more thoughtful citizens.




All this

implies that the citizens did not live up to the standard of civic duty which their

democratic system contemplated. It does not mean that they were below the level

of citizens elsewhere. On the contrary, they were probably above the point at

which that level stands in Europe. What it does mean is that the legal duty

imposed on them of voting frequently and the non-legal duty of sharing in party

management were, taken together, too numerous and troublesome for average human

nature. Overmuch was demanded from them. If less had been asked, more might

have been given.




Nevertheless

a time came when the combined influence of all these causes could no longer

stifle discontent. The worm turned. From about 1890 onwards, dissatisfaction

grew so strong that a demand for a reform of the Primaries, beginning in the

great Eastern cities, spread over the country and secured in nearly every State

the enactment of statutes intended to root out the abuses described and deliver

the party voter from his tyrants. These changes will be described when we come

to a general survey of the efforts recently made to improve the working of

American institutions.




These

vast party organizations, covering the country from ocean to ocean with a

network of Committees, managing Primaries and Conventions, fighting the endless

elections, raising and spending large sums of money, needed, and still need, a

number of men to work them said to exceed that of all the elected officials of

the country, if we omit those of ward and township. “The machinery of [party]

control in American Government probably requires more people to tend and work

it than all other political machinery in the rest of the civilized world.”

Ref. 020 These workers, except the secretaries and clerks, are almost all

unpaid. Many chairmen of the more important Committees give their whole time to

the work. Many of the humbler sort, who look after voters in the wards of

crowded cities, throw zeal as well as labour into the duties assigned to them.

What are the inducements? Whence comes the remuneration? One must distinguish

three classes of persons.




From

time to time, when some exciting issue rouses hope or alarm, men will work out

of disinterested attachment to party doctrines. Many more, especially among the

humble and less educated, are stirred by party spirit pure and simple, fighting

for victory as in a football match. Keen is the pleasure of strife and

competition, especially in America. The sympathy that springs from co-operation

feeds this spirit. It is a joy to stand shoulder to shoulder, especially with a

prospect of success. But the largest number of workers in all ranks work for

their own interests, those at the top aiming at high political office, which

may carry with it opportunities of gain exceeding its salary, those lower down

desiring either a humbler public post or perhaps a profit to be made out of the

Administration when their friends are installed in it, those at the bottom

seeking employment in the police, or the fire service, or the gas service, or

some other department of municipal work.




Thus the

main inducement is Office, or the assured prospect of receiving an office when

the party one serves is in power. “What are we here for except the offices?”

was the oft-quoted deliverance of a politician at a National Convention. The

Organization can confer the office and recognizes the obligation to do so,

because it controls nominations and can require its nominees, when elected, to

reward service rendered to it by bestowing any emolument, legitimate or

illegitimate, that lies within the range of their official power or covert

influence. It is largely self-supporting, like an army that lives off the

country it is conquering, but while the party forces are paid by salaried

posts, legislative, administrative, or judicial, the funds of the Organization

are also replenished by contributions exacted from business firms or

corporations which its power over legislation and administration can benefit or

injure. In this material aspect, the Organization is called by Americans the

Machine, because it is a well compacted and efficient set of contrivances which

in its ordered working provides places for the professional staff who serve its

purposes by helping to win elections.




Who were

responsible for the rule of professional politicians? Where were the good

citizens while all these things were going on? Why did they vote at State and

City elections for candidates of whom they knew nothing except that they were

the Machine nominees?




The

system had grown up naturally as the business of winning elections became more

and more a matter needing constant attention and labour. Those who had created

the original Committees came to be permanent party managers, and had worked out

of party spirit before they began to work for their selfish interests. The

“good citizens,” occupied in making money and developing the resources of the

country, acquiesced and became unconscious accomplices. Many of the urban

constituencies had grown so large by the increase of population that very few

of the voters knew, or could know, who were the fittest candidates. The bulk

were too much engrossed with their own business to be at the trouble of

enquiring for themselves, so when the party gave them guidance by nominating

candidates, they took thankfully what was given. In exciting times the

vehemence of their party spirit disposed them to overlook a candidate's defects

and accept any one who had received the party stamp from nomination by the

Primary or the Convention. In duller times, they cared so little about the

matter that while many stayed away from the polls, others voted the ticket like

automata. Seldom was any protest raised in a Primary or Convention.




From

time to time questions arose which so deeply touched either the emotions or the

pocket of the good citizen as to make him ready to swallow any candidate and

turn a blind eye to a want of honour in party leaders. The zealous Anti-Slavery

men of New England pardoned everything for the sake of that cause; and in later

days the Protectionists of Pennsylvania allowed their State to be dominated by

a succession of unscrupulous chiefs because the unity of the high tariff party

must be at all costs maintained, and, even apart from any such motives, the

loyalty to his old historic party was more deeply ingrained in the American

nature than it had ever been in any other country where Party had no racial or

religious basis. Thus it befell that party spirit supported the Organization

through evil-doing and well-doing. Without such a spirit the Machine could not

have won and kept power. But neither could the spirit have shown such tenacity

of life without the Organization which gathered in and drilled recruits from

the masses, turning into fervent Republicans or Democrats crowds of brand-new

citizens who, neither knowing nor caring what the tenets of their party were,

liked to be associated in a body which brought them into the life of their

adopted country. They became partisans without principles, the solidest kind of

voters. It must also be remembered that the party managers were not all

professionals, at least in the lower sense of the term. Some were eminent

statesmen who loved the party for the party's sake, and who, though not soiling

their own hands, could not afford to scrutinize too closely the methods of the

Bosses who controlled the votes which the party needed.




This

brings us to another aspect of the subject. Who were those that led and ruled

each Party, not as a professional machine with pecuniary aims, but as an

association of citizens desiring to shape the policy of the nation? Who

determined in what wise its traditional principles should be from time to time

adapted to the circumstances and needs of the moment? Since a main object of

every party is to foresee and follow the public opinion of the majority so as

to catch votes at elections, it must, for this purpose, consider what views on

current issues should be announced beforehand, what plans formulated and

promises made.




The

fundamental doctrine of democracy prescribes that the only authorized exponent

of the views of the people is the People itself, and this means, for a party,

all its members assembled by their representatives in a Convention. Accordingly

every State Convention held before a State election adopted a Platform, which,

though it might touch upon any important State issue, was chiefly concerned

with national issues, and professed to express the national policy of the

party. Still more authoritative of course is the platform adopted by the

National Convention when it selects the party candidate for the Presidency. But

in neither body is there any real discussion of the planks in the platform.

There is not time enough, and a National Convention is a body of more than a

thousand delegates meeting in the presence of ten thousand spectators. The

State Committee or National Committee (as the case may be) prepares the

platform in advance, and the Convention usually adopts it after two or three

declamatory speeches, though alterations are often made especially if needed to

“placate” any critical or possibly recalcitrant section of the party that may

be represented in the hall. The part played by the Convention is formal.

Ref. 021 Those who determine beforehand the contents of the platform are,

though the real leaders of the party, persons whom it is hard to define and

impossible to enumerate. In England the Prime Minister and Cabinet declare the

policy of the party in power, and are usually accepted as speaking on its

behalf; while the leader of the parliamentary Opposition and the ex-Cabinet do

the like for the party in opposition. But the existing Cabinet in America

counts for little in such a matter, and the last preceding Cabinet for nothing

at all. So far as there is a leader of the “party in power,” it is the

President, because he is the choice of the people, assumed to retain their

confidence till some event shows that he has lost it. Next to him in authority

would come the Speaker of the House of Representatives, but only if personally

influential, together with a few of the leading senators of the party, and some

other adroit and experienced politicians, especially if they are in touch with

the President. But with such men leadership depends on personal qualities and

reputation, not upon any official position. They will often be found in the

permanent Congressional party Committee, which includes the shrewdest of the

party men in the House of Representatives; and also in the National Committee,

which though formed only for the temporary purpose of each Presidential

election, has become a sort of permanent party executive. But the public,

knowing little of many among the members of these two Committees, is disposed

to look chiefly to the President for leadership. Congress is not the centre of

America's political life, as the House of Commons still is in England, and as

are the Chambers in France, while the rank and file of those who fill the

Conventions are not primarily concerned with policy but with the getting and

keeping of places.




Two

phenomena that have struck European observers deserve only a passing mention,

because they are due to causes which have little or nothing to do with democracy.

One is the fact that two great parties have since 1836 maintained themselves

(except, of course, during the Civil War) in tolerably equal strength, neither

able to disregard its opponent. Ref. 022 The other is that the minor

parties which have been from time to time created have either died down or been

pretty quickly reabsorbed, like the Know Nothings of 1852, the Populists of

1890-96, and the Progressives of 1912, or else have failed to attain truly

national importance. This latter fact shows that democratic governments do not

invariably, as some have inferred from the cases of France and Italy, cause the

splitting up of parties into groups.




Note

that this party organization forms another government, unknown to the law, side

by side with the legal government established by the Constitution. It holds

together an immense number of citizens in small party aggregates all over the

country, each subordinated to and represented in larger State aggregates, and

these in their turn represented in one huge party meeting, the National

Convention which assembles once in four years to declare party policy and

choose a presidential candidate. Thus the whole vast body is induced to follow

a few leaders and to concentrate its voting power upon the aims and purposes which

the majority prescribe. Though Bills are sometimes mentioned in a platform,

legislation is not one of the chief aims of party, and many of the most

important measures, such as the Prohibition amendment and the Woman Suffrage

amendment, have had no party character. Ref. 023 Its chief purpose

is to capture, and to hold when captured, the machinery, legislative and

administrative, of the legal government established by the Constitution. That

machinery, when captured, is used, mainly of course for discharging the normal

routine work of legislation and administration, most of which has nothing to do

with party doctrines and proposals, to some extent also for carrying out those

doctrines by legislative action, but largely also for putting into public

office “sound men,” being those who profess the tenets of the party, and have

rendered service to it. If the constitutional government of the country be

compared to a vast machine set up in a factory to be worked by electric power,

the party system may be likened to the dynamo engine that makes the electric

current which, when turned on, sets all the machinery in motion. The two

governments, the legal and the party, are in their structure very different

things, but it is from the non-legal party machinery that the legal machinery

of government derives its motive power.




Party

organization has done much to unify the people of the United States and make

them homogeneous, for it has brought city and country, rich and poor, native

American and Old World immigrant into a common allegiance, which has helped

them to know, and taught them to cooperate with, one another. Had the parties

been based on differences of race or religion, those elements of antagonism

which existed in the population would have been intensified. But they have been

in fact reduced. Most of the Irish immigrants joined the Democratic party, most

of the German the Republicans, but there were always plenty of German

Protestants among the Democrats and of Irish Catholics among the Republicans.

So, too, the Organizations have mitigated such inconveniences as arise from the

provisions of the Constitution which disjoin the Executive from the Legislative

power, for when the President belongs to the same party as the majority in

Congress, he and the latter, having a common interest in the prestige of the

party, are likely to work well together, though, conversely, when they belong

to different parties, the majority in Congress become the more disposed to

“play politics” against him.




As

compared with the legal Frame of National Government, the party system is more

compactly built together and attains a completer concentration of power. It is

an admirable contrivance for centralizing control and making effective the rule

of a majority, and indeed the best instrument for the suppression of dissident

minorities democracy has yet devised. Thus it has generally shown itself a

conservative force, for in order to command a majority at elections, it is

obliged — except when it can take advantage of some sudden impulse sweeping over

the country — to conciliate various sections of opinion and try to keep them

within its fold. It will even condescend to suffer cranks gladly, or to exploit

temporary fads and follies, so long as it can do so without alienating its

saner members. When a new question emerges, raising serious differences of

opinion, the Organization usually tries to hedge. It fumbles and quibbles and

faces both ways as long as it can. But when one section has gained the mastery

of the party, the Organization may become almost ferociously intolerant, and

enforce by the threat of excommunication Ref. 024 whatever it then

declares to be its orthodoxy. It is conservative in another sense also, for it

tends to restrain personal ambition and imposes a check upon the too obtrusive

selfishness of prominent men. One who has risen by party support is rarely so

indispensable, or so great a hero to the mass of voters, as to become dangerous

by leading his party into violent courses or making it the accomplice in his

schemes of personal ambition. He will have learnt that only by watching and

following general opinion can power be retained.




Thus

it may be said that Party Organization, which has done some great disservices

to America, shows also a good side. It has, so far as concerns the lower

strata, demoralized politics, and made them sordid. It has fallen under the

control of an oligarchy. But it has also steadied the working of government

over a vast country wherein are many diverse elements, by giving an

authoritative solidity to popular majorities. The tendency to abuse power,

frequent in small communities, is reduced in this large country, because the

party majority is held together by respecting the various elements of which it

is composed, while as the party for the time being in the minority has also a

strength and cohesion through its organization, it can criticize those who hold

the reins of power and deter them from extreme courses. The greatest fault of

the system, next to the selfishness and corruption its perversions have bred,

has lain in the irresponsible secrecy of its influence over the official organs

of government. An American party is, in one sense, so far made responsible that

when its policy has been condemned by the results, it loses support, and may

suffer defeat But the leaders who direct its policy are usually so numerous,

and some of them so little known, and the share of each in a misdeed committed

so unascertainable, that it is hardly too much to say that in the State

Governments only one person can be held responsible as a party leader, the

Governor, Ref. 025 and in the National Government only one person,

the President.




It may

be thought that the description here given exaggerates the novelty of the

American party system, seeing that Party rules both in Britain and her

self-governing Dominions, and in France, and in some of the smaller free

countries. But it must be remembered not only that the American Organization is

incomparably more fully developed, but also that it stands forth more

conspicuously as a system standing quite outside of the legal Government. In

France, legislation and administration are carried on not by one party but by

combinations of groups frequently formed, dissolved, and then re-formed. In

England party conflicts fought all over the country, come only once in three,

four, or five years, at a General Election; and when one party goes under and

another comes to the top, only some thirty or forty persons change places, so

the general machine of administration seems but slightly affected, and few are

those who directly lose or gain. Party policy, moreover, rests with a

half-dozen Parliamentary figures on each side, i.e. the leaders of the two

Houses and their closest advisers and associates, whereas in the United States

the National Convention is the supreme exponent of party doctrine and policy,

universally recognized as the party oracle, though its deliverances may in

practice be conveniently forgotten. Thus the American system, though it

purports to regard measures rather than men, expends nearly all its efforts and

its funds in getting men into places, and though it claims to give voice to the

views and will of the whole party does in reality express those of an oligarchy

which becomes, subject to the necessity of regarding public opinion, the

effective ruler of the country, whenever the party holds both the Legislature

and the Executive.


















 




CHAPTER XLI: THE ACTUAL WORKING OF THE NATIONAL AND

STATE GOVERNMENTS




We may

now return to the legal frame of Government, examining each of its branches, and

noting how the working of each has been modified, and to some extent warped

from its original purpose, by the influence of the parallel non-legal

government constituted by the Party Organization.




First,

as the foundation of all else, comes the part assigned by the Constitutions,

State and Federal, to the direct action of the People at elections.




ELECTORAL SUFFRAGE




The

electoral suffrage is left by the Federal Constitution to the States. In them,

it was at first limited to citizens possessed of some property, often freehold

land or a house, but in the period of the great democratic wave which passed

over the country between 1820 and 1840, it was almost everywhere extended to

all adult men; and since 1869, when Wyoming (then a Territory) gave it to women,

many States have followed that example. Ref. 026 In 1919 Congress

proposed an amendment to the Constitution granting equal suffrage everywhere to

women, and this was ratified by the requisite number of State Legislatures in

1920. The change is the longest step towards pure democracy ever taken in

America.




Whether

the admission of women has made any, and if so what, practical difference

remains still obscure, a matter for conjecture rather than proof, since under

the ballot there is nothing to show how far women vote differently from men. It

was, however, believed that, in 1916, the women electors (who voted in ten

States) had turned the Presidential election, they being more eager than men to

keep the United States out of the war then raging in Europe. Though it is often

said that women generally vote for restricting or forbidding the sale of

intoxicants, occasions are mentioned when this does not appear to have

happened. Such evidence as is available indicates that women mostly vote much

as men do, following the lead of their husbands or brothers and of the party

organizations, that administrative government is in the woman suffrage States

neither better nor worse than in others, and that the general character of

legislation remains much the same. Nowhere does there seem to be any Women's

Party, specially devoted to feminine aims. Only one woman has so far been

elected to Congress, and few to State Legislatures.




In 1868

and 1870 Constitutional amendments were passed (Amendments XIV. and XV.)

intended to secure the suffrage to the (then recently emancipated) negroes, but

the apparently sweeping provisions of the latter enactment have been in nearly

all of the former Slave States so far nullified by State Constitutions

ingeniously contrived to exclude the coloured people, that less, perhaps much

less, than one-fifth of these now enjoy voting rights. Members of Congress from

the North and West at first resented, and sought means of defeating, these

contrivances, but when a new generation arose, little influenced by memories of

the Anti-Slavery struggle and the Civil War, interest in the question subsided.

Common sense regained its power, and the doctrine that every adult human being

has a natural right to a vote, though never formally abandoned, has been

silently ignored.




The

question whether any educational qualification should be prescribed, and how

soon immigrants should be allowed to vote, is still discussed. Ref. 027

Some States prescribe such a qualification, some fix a term during which the

immigrant must have resided in America. Others register him as a voter even

before he has been naturalized as a citizen, arguing that this tends to

accelerate the process of Americanization. There is force in this view as

respects rural areas and small towns, where the newcomer quickly learns English

and acquires the habits and ideas of his native neighbours. But in great cities

and thickly-peopled mining districts, where he remains one of a mass of

Italians, or Greeks, or Serbs, or Finns, or Rumans, or Polish Jews, he learns

far less readily how to use his new citizenship, and falls an easy victim to

the party agents, often of his own race, who sweep him into their net and use

him as so much voting stock.




ELECTIONS




The

number of direct elections by the people is far larger in America than in any

other country, (a) because there are three sets of elections, Local (in which

many offices may have to be filled), State, and National; (b) because the terms

of office are short, so that the elections to each post recur frequently; (c)

because many offices (including judgeships), which in other countries are

filled by Executive appointment, are here filled by the direct act of the

People. This constant summoning of the citizens to vote has one of two results.

If National and State and Local elections are held at different times, the

elector, teased by these frequent calls, is apt to refuse to go to the poll.

If, on the other hand, these elections are fixed for the same day, he is

bewildered by the number of candidates for various posts between which he is

expected to choose. The American practice has usually been for each party to

put on one piece of paper, called a Slip Ticket, and often adorned with a party

symbol, the names of all the candidates it nominated for the various offices to

be filled at the election. The voter could mark with his cross all the names on

the list, or could “vote the ticket” simply by dropping it as it stood into the

ballot box. If, however, he approved, of some of the candidates, but

disapproved of others, preferring some candidates appearing on another party

ticket, he erased from his party slip ticket those names (this is called

“scratching") and substituted other names from the other ticket or

tickets. Where, however, as is now frequently done, the names of all the

candidates of all the parties are printed upon one sheet, each name opposite

the office for which each has been nominated, that sheet becomes enormous, and

the voter cannot, with the best will in the world, exercise an intelligent

choice by selecting the man he thinks best from the different party columns in

which their names appear; so he usually abandons the task in despair and votes

the names the party recommends. With the rise of every new party, however

numerically weak, the confusion becomes greater by the addition of a new set of

candidates. The result is to make all but impossible that judicious selection

of the fittest men for each particular post which the system of popular

elections was meant to secure, a result which has of course played into the

hands of the party managers.




The

gravity of the evil has provoked demands for curing it by expedients to be

presently mentioned. Meantime note that a democratic principle may be so pushed

to excess as to defeat itself. The more numerous are the nominations a party

makes, the less likely are the bad to be detected. Where the voter is expected

with scarcely any personal knowledge to select men fit for fifteen or twenty

posts, he ceases to try. Had there been only five he might have succeeded. To

ask too much may be to get nothing. A beast of burden that will carry half a

ton's load to market will get nowhere if the load is doubled.




Elections

are now quietly conducted, neither side disturbing the meetings of its

opponents (as often happens in England), nor are voters at the polls molested,

unless perhaps in a Ring-ruled city where the police are directed by an

unscrupulous party superintendent. Personation and repeating used to be

frequent in some States. Ballot-box stuffing and false counting were habitually

employed in the South until less troublesome and more effective means were

invented for reducing the negro vote. All these malpractices have diminished,

except, perhaps, in a few ill-governed cities, in one of which an effective

remedy was found by providing glass ballot-boxes, so that the voters who came

as soon as the polls opened in the morning could assure themselves that the

officials in charge had not been beforehand with them. The proportion of

electors who vote, naturally much affected by the interest which the issues

before the country excite, is highest in Presidential elections, and varies

from 65 to 80 per cent, a figure which compares favourably with every other

constitutional country except perhaps Switzerland. No State has adopted the plan

of a Second Ballot, to be taken in case no candidate obtains an absolute

majority of the votes cast, nor has proportional representation, though much

discussed, already adopted in some cities, and regarded with growing favour,

been tried long enough or on a large enough scale to enable its merits to be

judged.




The cost

of elections varies greatly, but is in general lower than in England. Official

expenses connected with the polling do not fall on the candidate, and he is

seldom, unless personally wealthy, left to bear the whole of the other

expenses. Each party is required by Federal law to render at all Federal

elections a full official account of its “campaign expenditure,” with the names

of the contributors and the sums they pay; while business corporations are now

forbidden to subscribe to party funds. Similar legislation has been enacted in

some States. The practice, now regrettably frequent in England, of gifts by

members or candidates to various local purposes, such as charities and athletic

clubs, gifts made at other times than elections, but with a purpose not purely

altruistic, hardly exists in America.




Bribery

is, or recently was, common in some districts, Ref. 028 such as

parts of Ohio and South-Eastern New York, as well as in some cities, where a

section of the less intelligent voters, especially the negroes in the Middle

States, have been corruptible. Though prosecutions are sometimes instituted,

the offence more often goes unpunished, the two parties agreeing not to rip up

one another's misdeeds. The commonest method of corruption has been to give an

agent a lump sum for all the votes he can deliver, and many of these he got

without payment, perhaps by persuasion, perhaps, until Prohibition began to

conquer State after State, by drinks and cigars.




Regarding

elections as the means by which the will of the sovereign people is expressed,

we may say that in the United States that will is —




(a) Expressed freely, under no intimidation

or undue influence.




(b) Not widely perverted either by bribery

or by fraudulent handling of the votes.




(c) Expressed by as large a proportion of

the registered voters as in any other country.




(d) Largely controlled by the party

organizations.




(e) Likely to be better expressed if the

elections were less numerous and the number of offices filled by election were

not so large.




From the People, acting directly by their

votes, we may now pass to those whom they choose as their representatives to

act on their behalf, that is to say, to the Legislatures. Here there are four

topics to be considered:




1. The quality of the men who fill the

legislatures.




2. The methods by which legislation is

conducted.




3. The value of the product, i.e. the

statutes passed, and of the debates, in respect of their influence on the

Executive and on public opinion.




4. The position of the Legislature in the

system of government and the feelings of the people towards it.




1. THE MEMBERS OF THE LEGISLATURES




These

are a great multitude, for besides the two Houses of Congress there are

forty-eight State Legislatures, each of two Chambers.




They are

citizens little above their fellows in knowledge and intellectual gifts. The

average is higher in Congress than in any State, because a seat in Congress has

a higher salary, carries more power, opens a better career, draws to itself a

much larger proportion of well-educated men. About one half of them are

lawyers. But even Congress, drawn from more than one hundred and ten millions

of people, and wielding wide authority, contains few men who, uniting

conspicuous talents to a well-stored mind and width of view, possess the higher

gifts of statesmanship. It is not that such men are wanting in the nation, for

they abound. It is that they either do not wish, or are not able, to find their

way into the National Legislature. The three reasons for this cast so much

light on the working of democracy that they need to be stated.




A seat

in Congress fails to attract many men of high intellectual quality because much

of the work it involves is dull and tiresome, for it consists in satisfying the

demands of constituents for places, pensions, and help in their business

undertakings, as well as in trying to secure grants of public money for local

objects. One who has experience of the British House of Commons, where few such

services are expected, is astonished to find how many of the calls upon a

Congressman, or even a Senator, have nothing to do with the work of

legislation. Moreover, the methods by which business is conducted in Congress,

nearly all of it in Committees whose proceedings are not reported, allow few

opportunities for distinction and give a member, at least during his earlier

legislative years, few chances of proving his powers. Add to this the fact that

a man of eminence who follows a profession, such as that of law or university

teaching or journalism, cannot leave the city where he practises or teaches to

live in Washington. Such a man living at home in London or Paris may continue

his profession with a seat in Parliament.




The

obstacles that block the path by which Congress is entered have still more to

do with reducing the quality of its members. A custom old, universal, and as

strong as law itself, forbids any aspirant to offer himself for election in any

Congressional district except that in which he resides, and the same rule

obtains in elections to State Legislatures. It is mere usage that imposes the

restriction, for legally any citizen resident within the State is eligible for

Congress or for the State Legislature, but the electors hardly ever dream of

going outside the district. To do so would be to give away a good thing, and

would seem to cast a slur on the district, as implying there was no one in it

fit for the post. Eloquence, wisdom, character, the fame of services rendered

to the nation or the party, make no difference. Europeans are surprised at the

strength of this habit, and Englishmen especially, for they remember that

nearly all the most brilliant members of the House of Commons during the last

two centuries had no connection of residence, perhaps not even of family or

previous personal acquaintanceship, with the constituencies they represented,

and they know also that even where local interests are concerned — little as

these come up in British parliamentary life — a capable man residing elsewhere

is quite as fit to understand and advocate such interests as a resident can be.

In the United States, as in other countries, the ablest and most energetic men

have been drawn to the cities, and especially to the great cities where

opportunities for success abound. New York, Boston, Philadelphia, Chicago,

Cleveland, St. Louis, could furnish eminently gifted candidates for more than

all the seats in the States in which these cities are respectively situated,

but such men could be chosen only in those cities themselves. Moreover, the

city where such men are obliged by their professions to reside may be so

entirely in the hands of one party that no member of the other party can find

in it a district offering a chance of success, so that half or more of the

talent such a city contains is lost to political life. This is the result of a

habit deemed democratic.




The

habit is perhaps more natural in a Federation than in countries which have long

had only one supreme legislative body, for in a Federal country each man is apt

to feel it his first duty to represent his own State or Canton or Province, and

this spirit of localism extends its influence to smaller divisions also. Where

a State or a district thinks itself interested in a particular protective duty

on imports, its representative is expected to fight hard for that object

without regard to the general interest. There is said to be more of this spirit

now than before the Civil War, when national issues filled men's minds. Local

feeling disposes the member to deem himself a Delegate rather than a

Representative. Being chosen not solely or chiefly because he is qualified by

talent, but largely because his residence in his district enables him to

declare its views and wishes, he comes to think that to “voice” them is his chief

duty, and is all the more disposed to subordinate his independent judgment to

what is called in America “the opinion of the corner store.” Yet with all this

eagerness to catch and obey the slightest indication of public opinion,

Congress is a less perfect mirror of the opinion of the nation than are some

European Parliaments of countries, because its members have been not the

spontaneous choice of their constituents but the nominees of party

organizations with of the constituency as a whole, and feel a more direct

responsibility to the party managers than they may do to their electors. The

Organization is interposed as a sort of imperfectly conductive medium between

the member and the citizens by whom he is chosen.




This

spirit of localism becomes explicable when one remembers the circumstances of

the early colonies and States. In New England the Towns were autonomous

communities out of which the State was built up. The settlers who went West

carried their local feelings with them, and similar conditions strengthened the

original habit So too the County meant a great deal to the men of the South and

they did not think of going outside it for a representative. Perhaps it is

rather the English habit of going outside than the opposite American habit

which is exceptional, and the habit did not, till recently, hold good in the

English counties. It is right to add that although American localism excludes

many of the best men from politics, it may be credited with also excluding such

undesirable adventurers — city demagogues, for instance — as might by money or

by plausible rhetoric win support from electors who knew little of their

character, and thereby obtain access to legislatures they would be ill fitted

to adorn. In the United States the constituency, however far away from

Washington, expects the member to keep a residence within its bounds, and thus,

having him among them for a part of the year, can form a personal judgment of

his quality. If they wish him to be as like themselves as possible, thinking

less of the interests of the United States than of what is desired in Oshkosh,

Wis., they attain that end. There may be less knowledge and wisdom in the

legislature, but they may deem it a more exact sample of the electors as a

whole.




I do not

suggest that a great deal of first-rate talent is needed to make a good

legislature, for such a body might easily have too much of some kinds of

talent. An assembly composed of orators all wishing to speak could ruin any

country. But Congress has not enough either of that high statesmanship which

only the few attain, or of those sensible men, mostly silent, who listen with

open yet critical minds, and reach sound conclusions upon arguments presented.




2. METHODS OF LEGISLATION




The

methods by which legislation is conducted in Congress require a brief notice,

not because they are specifically due to democratic principles, but because

their defects have reduced the effectiveness of Congress, exposing it, and the

whole Frame of Government, to strictures which ought to be directed rather

against the methods than against these principles.




The mass

of work which the National Legislature has to deal with, and the want in it of

any leadership such as the President or his Ministers could give if present,

has made it necessary to conduct all business by means of Committees. Many of

these are small, consisting of from seven to fifteen members, and they are

usually smaller in the Senate than in the House. They deliberate in private.

The party which has a majority in the Chamber has always a majority in the

Committee, and the Chairman belongs to that party, so that a sort of party

colour is given to all Bills into which any controversial issue may enter,

while even in dealing with non-partisan Bills there is a tendency for the

members of each party to act together. Ministers are sometimes asked to appear

before these Committees to explain their views on bills, and especially on the

estimates for the public services, such as the army and navy, and on any

administrative matters falling within the sphere of a Committee. But the

Committee need not follow the advice tendered by the Minister nor grant his

request for an appropriation, and it can recommend appropriations for which he

has not asked. The Chairman, usually a man of some experience, enjoys a larger

power than is yielded to the Chairman of a Parliamentary Committee in England

or even to the rapporteur in a French Commission. He always belongs to the

party holding a majority in the House (or Senate), and, in the case of some

important Committees, practically occupies the position of a minister,

independent of the President's ministers, and sometimes quite as powerful,

because he can influence Congress more than it may be possible for a Minister

to do, especially if the party opposed to the President has a majority in

either House. Thus the Chairmen of the Committees on Ways and Means and on

Appropriations have at times more control of finance than the Secretary of the

Treasury or the heads of the spending departments, a consequence of the disjunction

of the Executive from the Legislature.




Another

consequence is the want of that official leadership which in parliamentary

countries such as England, France, Canada, and Australia is given by the

Ministry. Since every legislative Chamber would without guidance be a helpless

mob, means have been found in Congress for providing a sort of leadership. In

the House of Representatives the Speaker, who is always not only chosen by the

majority but allowed to act as a party man even in the Chair (though required

by usage to give a fair share of debate to the minority), was formerly allowed

to exercise great power over the course of business, especially in and since

the days of Thomas B. Reed, an exceptionally able and resolute man. In 1910,

however, the stringent rule of one of his successors provoked a revolt, which

transferred the arrangement of business to the Committee on Rules (familiarly

called the Steering Committee), while also transferring the selection of

members of the Committees to the House itself. Another figure, now almost as

prominent as the Speaker, is the Chairman of the Committee of Ways and Means,

who is recognized by the Majority Party as their “floor leader,” though they do

not always follow him. Finally, when a question of importance arises on which

the members of either party are not agreed, they meet in a separate room to

debate it among themselves and decide on their course. This is called “going

into caucus,” and the decision arrived at is usually respected and given effect

to by a vote in the Chamber. In these ways a general direction is given to the

majority's action, and business goes on, though with a loss of time and waste

of energy which the existence of a recognized and permanent leadership vested

in a Cabinet might avoid. The rules for closing debate and for limiting the

length of speeches are in constant use, being an indispensable instrument

against obstruction, here called “filibustering.”




3. THE QUALITY OF LEGISLATION




Few

Bills, except those relating to finance, are adequately debated, and the

opportunities for members to distinguish themselves are scanty. All have a

chance of doing useful work in Committees, but it is work unknown to the

public.




The

great majority of the Bills introduced Ref. 029 are what would be

called in England “private,” i.e. they have a local or personal object; and

most of these used to be “Pension Bills” to confer war pensions upon persons

who had, or were alleged to have, served in, or had perhaps deserted from, the

Northern armies in the Civil War, and who for some reason or other did not come

within the scope of the general Pension Acts, wide as that scope was. Members

found in such a Bill an easy way of gratifying a constituent and his relatives.

The practice was grossly abused, and indeed the Pension Acts as a whole, both

general and special, have been a public scandal. In the fifty years that

followed the Civil War (1865–1915) more than $4,000,-000,000 (£800,000,000

sterling) were expended in this way. Nothing like this could have happened had

there been in Congress any Minister of Finance charged with the duty of

protecting the public treasury. Private Bills in general have been a source of

endless waste and jobbery, because regulations similar to those which exist in

England have not been prescribed for examining into their provisions and for

securing their impartial consideration by a small Committee which no lobbyist

and not even a Parliamentary colleague should be permitted to approach.




As in

most modern countries, many public bills are unsound in principle and meant to

earn credit for their introducer from some section of the people.




THE SENATE




So

far I have spoken of Congress as a whole, and in its character of a legislative

body. The Senate, however, enjoys executive functions also, and is so peculiar

and important a part of the general frame of government as to need a more

particular description, being indeed the most original of American

institutions, and one whose example has influenced other countries. It owes its

origin to the Federal character of the United States, and was created primarily

in order to allay the fears of the States that they would be absorbed or

overridden by the National Government, partly also from a wish to provide a

check both upon the imagined impetuosity of the popular House and upon the

possible ambitions of a President trying to make himself a dictator. It was

meant to be a cool, calm, cautious, conservative body composed of elder

statesmen, and chosen not by the people but by the legislatures of the States

who, being themselves picked men, would be qualified to choose as Senators

their own best citizens. This mode of choice was supposed by European

observers, following Tocqueville, to have been the cause of its superiority in

personal quality to the House, and thereby also of the preponderance over the

House which it acquired. This superiority was, however, really due not to the

mode of choice but to the fact that its longer term of service, six years

instead of two, its continuity, for it is a permanent body, constantly renewed

but never dissolved, and its wider powers, made a seat in it specially

desirable, and therefore drew to it the best talent that entered political

life. In course of time the plan of choice by State legislatures disclosed

unforeseen evils. It brought national politics into those bodies, dividing them

on partisan lines which had little or nothing to do with State issues. It

produced bitter and often long-protracted struggles in the legislatures over a

senatorial election, so that many months might pass before a choice could be

made. It led to the bribery of venal legislators by wealthy candidates or by

the great incorporated companies which desired to have in the Senate supporters

sure to defend their interests. Thus after long agitation an amendment to the

Constitution was carried (in 1913) which transferred the election to the

citizens of each State, voting at the polls. Ref. 030 This change

has been deemed likely to reduce the partisan character of the State

legislatures. But this may not happen: habits often outlive their original

causes. Whether popular election will fill the Senate with better men remains

to be seen. The labour and cost of an election campaign conducted over a large

State is heavy, and gives an advantage to wealthy men and to those who command

the support of powerful newspapers. Ref. 031




The

strength of the Senate consists not only in the higher average talent in its

members, but also in their longer experience, for they have not only a

six-years' term, but are more likely to be re-elected than are members of the

House, while the small size of the body offers to able and pushful men better

opportunities for displaying their gifts. There was no closure of debate until,

in 1917, a rule was passed permitting it to be imposed by a two-thirds

majority. Ref. 032 Real debate, which in the House is practically

confined to financial Bills, exists upon all Bills in the smaller Chamber, and

attracts some attention from the public Even in finance the Senate has

established itself as at least equally powerful with the House, although this

does not seem to have been contemplated by the Constitution. Leadership belongs

not to the presiding officer, who is the Vice-President of the United States,

nor to any officially designated leader of either party, but falls to the man

or the group deemed best able to lead, seniority being also regarded. Important

issues are debated in a party caucus, while much influence is exercised by the

chairmen of the principal Committees, who have now and then, when they added

capacity to experience, become a sort of ruling oligarchy. The deference paid

to seniority in the United States is a product of the respect professed for the

principle of Equality. To prefer one man to another on the ground of superior

ability would seem to offend against that principle, so length of service in a

Committee gives, often with regrettable results, a title to its Chairmanship.

That which makes a seat in the Senate the goal of a politician's hopes is the

wider range of its powers, which are executive as well as legislative, since

the more important administrative and judicial appointments made by the

President require its concurrence. A Senator has thus a means of asserting his

position in his State and in his party by threatening to “hold up” the

President's nominations unless a certain number of these go to the persons whom

he recommends. This control of patronage is the subject of a constant process

either of bickerings or more frequently of what is called a “trade,” i.e. a

give and take between the President and the Senators of his own party. Every

treaty negotiated by the Executive is laid before the Senate, and requires for

its validity the approval of two-thirds of the Senators. Here is another engine

of power, which can be effectively wielded to induce the President to oblige

the Senators in various ways.




Though

the Senate has filled a useful part in the constitutional scheme, it has never

been, and is certainly not now, an assembly of sages. Jealous of its own power,

it often allows that power to be misused by Senators who care more for the

interests or demands of their own State than they do for the common good. It is

as much moved by partisanship as is the House, and just as ready to “play

politics,” even in the sphere of foreign relations, when some party gain is

expected. But the critics who have drawn from these defects conclusions adverse

to the principle of a Second Chamber ought to consider what might have happened

had there been no Senate. Neither the exercise of patronaw nor the conduct of

foreign affairs could safely have been left to a President irremovable (except

by impeachment) for four years, and whose Ministers do not sit in the

Legislature and are not answerable to it, nor could those matters have been

assigned to a body so large and so short-lived as the House, which would have

been even less responsible to the nation, and which is, under its stringent

rules, unable to debate either Bills or current administrative issues with a

thoroughness sufficient to enlighten the country. It is no more conservative in

spirit than the House, contains fewer rich men than it did twenty years ago,

and is no longer in marked sympathy with wealth. While with its smaller size,

it gives men of talent more chance of showing their mettle and becoming known

to the nation at large, it also does something to steady the working of the

machinery of government, because a majority of its members, safe in their seats

for four or six years, are less easily moved by the shifting gusts of public

feeling. Whatever its faults, it is indispensable.




4. POSITION AND INFLUENCE OF CONGRESS, AND THE FEELING

OF THE PEOPLE TOWARDS IT




How far

has the Federal Legislature, considered as a whole, lived up to the ideal of a

body which shall represent the best mind of a democratic nation? Does it give

the kind of legislation that the people desire? Does it duly supervise

administration, advising, co-operating, restraining, as the case may require?

Does it truly mirror the opinion of the people, and enjoy their respect?




It is

not that hasty and turbulent body which the Fathers of the Constitution feared

they might be creating. Storms of passion rarely sweep over it. Scenes of

disorder are now unknown. Party discipline is strict, an atmosphere of

good-fellowship prevails, the rules of procedure are obeyed, power rests with

comparatively few persons. It is eager, even unduly eager, to discover and obey

the wishes of its constituents, or at least of the party organizations.

Partisanship is no stronger than in Canada, and apparently weaker than in

England. The tendency to split up into groups, marked in France, and now

visible in England, hardly exists, for the two great parties have held the

field. Though there is plenty of jobbery and log-rolling, the latter not

necessarily corrupt, but mischievous and wasteful even when no bad motive is

present, and though some members are under suspicion of being influenced by

wealthy corporations, there is little direct corruption and the standard of

purity has risen in recent years.




Nevertheless

Congress does not receive the attention and enjoy the confidence which ought to

belong to a central organ of national life. It is not, so to speak, the heart

into which blood should flow from all sections of the people represented in it,

and whence the blood needed to nourish all the parts should be constantly

propelled to every part of the body.




Why is

this?




One

cause is to be found in its imperfect discharge of the functions allotted to

it. It seldom “faces right up” to the great problems, not even always to the

lesser problems of legislation. It fumbles with them, does not get to the root

of the matter, seems to be moved rather by considerations of temporary

expediency and the wish to catch every passing breeze of popular demand than by

a settled purpose to meet the larger national needs. In the handling of

national finance it is alternately narrow-minded in its parsimony and

extravagant in its efforts to propitiate some class or locality. The monstrous

waste of money on war pensions, a waste for which both parties are almost

equally to blame, was prompted by mere vote-catching. Every year sees the

distribution from what is called “the Pork Barrel” of grants of money to

particular districts or cities for so-called “local public works"— it may be

for making a harbour which is sure to be silted up, or improving the navigation

of a stream where there is just enough water to float a canoe. Ref. 033

These things bring money to the neighbourhood, and “make work,” so a member

earns merit with his constituency by procuring for them all he can. It is

nobody's business to stop him; and others who wish to earn merit in a like way

would resent the discourteous act. Another cause may be found in the fact that

Congress does not impress the nation by its intellectual power any more than by

its moral dignity. Men who care for the welfare of the country as a whole —

perhaps more numerous in the United States than in any other free country — do

not look to it for guidance. The House scarcely ever enlightens them by its debates,

and the Senate less now than formerly. Its proceedings, largely conducted in

the dim recesses of committee rooms, do not greatly interest the educated

classes, and still less the multitude. The Legislatures of France and England

and Canada, whatever their defects, have a dramatic quality, and can be watched

with ceaseless attention. They bring striking personalities to the front,

turning on them a light which makes the people know them and take them for

leaders. The House and Senate want that scenic attraction; and they have a

rival in the President. The people read his speeches and do not read the

Congressional Record. He is a Personality, a single figure on whom the fierce

light beats.




We must

also remember that Congress does not draw into itself enough of the best

political talent of the nation. How often is the observer surprised to find

that in the House there is a difficulty in finding any men marked out for the

posts of Floor-leader or Speaker? How often do the parties realize, when the

time for presidential nominations comes, that neither in the House nor perhaps

even in the Senate do they discover more than two or three persons who can be

thought of as candidates available for the great post, though Congress ought to

be the arena in which the champions of parties or causes might have been

expected to display their gifts? Why, then, does a Congressional career fail to

attract?




One

explanation has already been indicated. In no country are there so many other

careers which open so many doors to men of ambition, energy, and practical

capacity. The opportunities for power, as well as for winning wealth in the

world of business, are proportionate to the size and resources of the United

States, that is to say, they are unequalled in the world. To be president of a

great railway system, covering many States, or of some vast manufacturing

industrial company, gives a scope for financial and administrative talent which

touches the imagination. The Bar is another career in which the pecuniary

prizes, as well as the fame, are immense, and it can seldom be combined with

political distinction, as it so frequently and successfully is in Europe. If a

man who loves study feels that he has also the power of attracting and guiding

young men, the large number of the American universities and the influence

their leading figures can exert as presidents or professors, an influence

greater than anywhere in Europe, offers another attractive prospect to one who

desires to serve his country. In America political life can hardly be called a

career, for it is liable to be interrupted by causes, irrespective of personal

merits, which the lawyer, the university teacher, and the man of business have

not to reckon with.




It is

also a career the entrance to which is in most places neither easy nor

agreeable. Services are exacted, pledges are demanded, which a man of high

spirit does not like to render or to give. The aspirant to a seat in Congress,

unable to make his way alone with a constituency, must get the party

nomination, which is generally obtainable only by the favour of a Boss. The

path is sentinelled by the party machine, which values party loyalty more than

ability, and usually selects in each district the man who either possesses

local influence or has earned his place by local party service.




It may

seem paradoxical to suggest that in a country where every representative comes

from the place of his residence, and he is eager to win favour by deference to

every local wish, there is nevertheless a certain want of contact between the

member and his constituents. Yet this impression does rise to the mind of

whoever, having sat for many years in the British House of Commons, compares

the relation a member holds towards his electors with that which seems to exist

between the American Congressman and his district. The former is in direct

touch with his constituents, holds his own meetings, manages his own canvas,

and though of course on good terms with the local party organization, need not

cringe to it. Many a Congressman seems to feel himself responsible primarily

and directly to the Organization, and only secondarily to his constituents.




European

critics used to attribute the defects of American legislatures in Nation,

State, and City to the fact that the members, instead of working from motives

of patriotism or ambition, receive salaries. Though it might be wished that no

temptation of personal interest should draw a man to politics, or influence him

there, it is doubtful whether, other things being what they are, the United

States legislatures would be better if unpaid. Cynics used to say “Perhaps they

would steal worse.” Anyhow, the question is purely academic. In a country so

large, and with a leisured class so relatively small, men could not be expected

to quit their homes and avocations to reside in Washington without a

remuneration to compensate for the loss of their means of livelihood as well as

to defray the cost of residence in one of the most expensive places in the

world. Even in the State legislatures the farmer or lawyer who leaves his work

for weeks or months to do the business of the State must be paid for his time.




THE PRESIDENT




That

popular election has not succeeded in producing efficient legislative bodies is

undeniable. But in America the people have other means of showing their

capacity as judges of men. They elect the heads of the Executive, a President

for the nation, a Governor in every State. To these let us pass, enquiring what

it is that they look for in a high executive official, how they proceed to find

what they desire, how they treat the man of their choice when they have found

him, and what place he fills in the working of their system. The Presidency is

one of the two or three greatest offices in the world; for only to the Pope do

a greater number of human beings look, and it is the only office to which a man

is chosen by popular vote. What are the gifts which commend a man to the

people, and to those party managers who search for a candidate likely to please

the people? These are matters in which we may study the tastes and discernment

of the nation as a whole.




That

which most attracts the people is the thing we call a Strong Personality. They

want a Man, some one who is to be more than a name or a bundle of estimable

qualities, a living reality whom they can get to know, to whom they can attach

themselves, with whom they can sympathize, whom they can follow because they

trust his ability to lead. Courage and energy are accordingly the gifts that

most attract them. Some measure of intellectual power, some cleverness and

command of language, are required, for without these qualities no man could

have got high enough to come into the running. But neither statesmanlike

wisdom, nor eloquence, though often deemed the road to power in popular

governments, is essential. The average citizen has seldom either the materials

or the insight that would enable him to judge the presence of the former. He

does not think of his statesmen as above his own level. Eloquence he can feel,

and by eloquence he is sometimes captivated. Yet it is not indispensable. No

President, except Lincoln, has been a true orator: many, and good ones too,

have not risen above the level of sensible and effective talk.




Honesty,

or at least a reputation for honesty, there must be. It is assumed, in the

absence of evidence to the contrary, and rightly assumed. A few Presidents have

been surrounded by corrupt men, and have been too lenient to their faults. But

against none has any charge of personal turpitude or of making any gain out of

his office been seriously pressed. Such an offence would destroy him. Not far

behind these prime essentials of Honesty and Force comes what is called

Geniality, the qualities whether of heart or only of manner which make a man

popular — the cheery smile, the warm handshake, the sympathetic tone in the

voice. This gift seems to count for so much in England as well as in American

electoral campaigns that people are apt to deem its absence fatal.

Nevertheless, there have been Presidents who wanted it, and some who failed even

in the tact which, if it cannot always make friends, can at least avoid making

enemies.




A

forceful will, honesty, and practical sense being the chief qualities needed,

what evidence of fitness do the Parties look for, since some is required,

whatever the field of action whence it is drawn? The candidate must be a man

known as having “made good” in some branch of public life — it may be in

Congress, it may be as State Governor, or Mayor of a great city, or a Cabinet

Minister, or possibly even as an ambassador or a judge, or as an unusually

prominent journalist. The two first-named careers provide the best training for

the Presidency, and the best test of fitness for it. To be successful, a State

Governor needs firmness, judgment, leadership, and the skill required for

dealing with that troublesome body, his State legislature. A man who has had

experience and won authority in Congress has the advantage of knowing its ways.

Of the Presidents chosen since Lincoln only four (Hayes, Garfield, Harrison,

and McKinley) sat there. Hayes, Cleveland, Eoosevelt, and Wilson had been State

Governors.




These

being the merits looked for, the party leaders proceed to make their selections

of candidates by searching not so much for a good President as for a good

candidate, i.e. a man likely to rope in votes in the largest measure from the

largest number of quarters. To ascertain this vote-gathering quality other

things have to be considered besides talent and experience, so the choice may

fall on a person with neither force nor brilliance. There is the reputation

already acquired or the hostility a man may have incurred, according to the

French dictum, “It is an advantage to have done nothing, but one does not abuse

it.” There are the popular gifts summed up in the word “magnetism.” There is

also the hold which a man may possess over a particular State which has a

special importance for the election, because its electoral vote is large, or

because the parties in it are so equally divided that if one of its citizens is

selected as candidate he will make sure of its vote. Ref. 034 These

considerations may militate against the selection of the person fittest in

respect of character and talents, and often draw the selection to States like

Ohio and New York.




It goes

without saying that the party must be united on its candidate, for division

would mean defeat. Who then shall decide between the various aspirants? In the

early days of the Republic this function was assumed by the members of Congress

who belonged to each party, and their decision was acquiesced in. But presently

this assumption was resented as an usurpation of the rights of the people. In

1828 extra-Congressional gatherings began to make nominations, and ever since

1840 party conventions of delegates from the whole country have met, discussed

the claims of their respective party aspirants, and nominated the man whom they

preferred. The plan is so plainly conformable to democratic doctrine that it is

accepted as inevitable. The power of the people would not be complete if it failed

to include not only the right of choosing its Chief but also the right for the

members of any section to determine on whom the section should concentrate its

voting force. Thus the Party Convention which nominates a candidate has become

as real and effective a part of the constitutional machinery as if it had

formed a part of the Constitution.




The

framers of the Constitution contemplated nothing like this. They committed the

election of the President to a College of Electors specially elected for this sole

purpose, men who, possessed of wisdom and experience and animated by pure

patriotism, would be likely to select the citizen whom their impartial judgment

preferred. Boards of this type were twice elected, and on both occasions chose

George Washington, who was the obvious and indeed the inevitable person. But

the third College was elected (in 1796) largely, and the fourth (1800) wholly

on party lines, and being expected to choose a party leader acted in a partisan

spirit. Their example has been followed ever since, and what was to have been a

council of impartial sages has consisted of nonentities, a mere cogwheel in the

machinery of election, recording mechanically the wishes of the people.




Much

depends on the questions before the nation at the time when the election

approaches, and the amount of interest these questions evoke from those who

think seriously about them, and influence their fellow-citizens. Such men

desire to have in the Head of the Nation some one who will worthily represent

their ideals, not merely a skilful party leader or administrator, but a man

likely to guide the nation by his wisdom and courage along the lines which its

needs prescribe. The mood of the nation influences its judgment on the

candidates presented to it. Ref. 035




During

two years or more before each election of a President, rumour and criticism are

busy with the names of those persons in each party who are deemed “available,”

or to use the popular term, “Presidential Timber.” Ref. 036

Sometimes there is one leader who so overtops the rest that his adoption is a

foregone conclusion. But more frequently party opinion divides itself between

several competitors, the adherents of each drawn to him either by sympathy with

his views or by something captivating in his personality. Thus before the

moment for choice arrives there are practically several factions within the

party, each working for its own favourite.




The

decision between these favourites is entrusted to a body called the National

Convention, which meets about four months before the Presidential election in

some great city, and consists of more than one thousand delegates from State

Conventions. These State Conventions, it will be remembered, themselves consist

of delegates from smaller local conventions or from those Primary meetings

which have been already described, so the National Convention is a body

representing the party over the whole United States, and representing it upon a

population basis just as Congress does. It is in fact a sort of Congress, not

of the nation but of a Party, charged with the double function of selecting a

candidate and of discussing and enouncing that legislative and administrative

programme upon which the party makes its appeal to the nation. Ref. 037

Most of the delegates come instructed by their respective State Conventions, or

by so-called Direct Presidential Primaries, to vote for some particular person,

since the merits of each aspirant have been already canvassed in those

Conventions; but if they find themselves unable to carry their own favourite,

they must ultimately turn over their support to some other aspirant, perhaps

under instructions from their State Convention, or from the Direct Primaries,

Ref. 038 perhaps at their own discretion, because not all the

contingencies that may arise can be foreseen. All the delegates from a State

are expected to vote together, but do not always follow this rule. They meet

from time to time in secret to review the situation and discuss their course,

for the situation changes from hour to hour, according to the rising or

declining prospects of each aspirant. In the hall the proceedings are public —

secrecy would be impossible with such numbers — and are watched by some ten

thousand eager spectators. The presence of the multitude, acclaiming everything

said in praise of the aspirant in whom each section rejoices, adds to the

excitement which prevails, an excitement which, stimulated by bands of music

and by displays of colours, badges, and emblems, grows hotter the longer the

contest lasts and the more doubtful its issue appears. Sometimes this

excitement, blazing into enthusiasm for one name proposed, sweeps like a

prairie fire over the crowd and makes his nomination inevitable. But more

frequently each faction persists in fighting hard for its favourite, so

ballotings may continue for days or even weeks. As many as forty-nine and even

fifty-three have been taken in the Convention of one or other party. When the

struggle is thus prolonged, and it is seen that the knot cannot be cut but must

be untied, efforts are made to reconcile the opposing factions and effect an

arrangement which may unite them in the support either of one or other of the

leading aspirants or of some other person not objectionable to either.

Negotiations proceed in the vacant hours before and after the forenoon and

afternoon sittings of the Convention, sometimes even within the hall while

speech-making goes on. Compromises which might be impracticable if principles

were at stake become possible because the party managers who support one or

other aspirant have a personal interest in the unity of the party stronger even

than their attachment to their own man, since a disruption of the party would

in destroying its chance of success shake their own influence and extinguish

their hopes for all that victory could bring them. Each (or at least most) of

the influential party chiefs commands a large number of delegates from one or

more States, and can turn over a number of their votes to the aspirant who

seems most likely to be either acceptable to the party as a whole, or to have a

good chance of winning the election. Thus the few leading men — for here, as

always and everywhere, real direction rests with a few — usually arrive, in

secret conclave, at some sort of settlement, even if the candidate ultimately

nominated be one for whom at the opening of the Convention no one prophesied

victory. That such a method of choice, a strange mixture of Impulse and

Intrigue, should not have borne worse fruit than it has in fact produced, may

excite surprise. Now and then a Convention has seemed to be drifting straight

on to the rocks. There have been cases when a majority of the delegates

persisted in voting for an aspirant whom all men of discernment knew to be

unfit to be President, and hardly fit to be even talked of as a candidate. But

somehow or other the minority, just strong enough to hold out, prevailed at

last and averted a disastrous choice. Sometimes the need for a compromise gives

the prize to a mediocre, but never to a palpably incompetent man, nearly all

having had a creditable if possibly commonplace record: and when the selections

have been least happy, the candidate has been rejected by the people.




I have

gone into these details because they show how the power of the party machine is

limited by the need for pleasing the People, and show also how out of all the

confused cross-currents of sentiment and interest, patriotism, selfishness, and

partisanship, there may emerge a tolerably good result. A nominating Convention

is the supreme effort a vast democracy makes to find its leader, and the

difficulties of the process are instructive. The experience of eighty years has

not lessened them.




It is a

fear of the people that deters Conventions, bodies mainly composed of

professionals, from nominating persons whom the more unscrupulous among the

party manager would prefer. The delegates may be subservient or short-sighted,

but the people have a sort of instinct which, asserting itself when a serious

issue arises, saves the nation from windy demagogues and plausible impostors.

The choice purporting to be democratic, because made by the citizens through

their delegates, is at least as much oligarchic, arranged by a few skilful

wire-pullers. In each delegation there are a very few only who count, and real

control may rest with one man, perhaps belonging to another delegation or to

none. Yet the influence of public opinion remains in the fact that no one can

be chosen to be candidate who is not likely to attract the people. He must be a

man to win with. Thus things have on the whole gone better than might have been

predicted. Not many Presidents have been brilliant, some have not risen to the

full moral height of the position. But none has been base or unfaithful to his

trust, none has tarnished the honour of the nation.




The

fear, once loudly expressed, that the President might become a despot has

proved groundless, and this is due, not merely to the fact that he has no great

standing army at his command but rather to the skill with which the framers of

the Constitution defined his powers, and above all to the force of general

opinion which guards the Constitution. The principles of the American

Government are so deeply rooted in the national mind that an attempt to violate

them would raise a storm of disapproval. It may seem unfortunate that the head

of the nation, having been elected by a party, is obliged to be also that

party's chief, and to look specially to it for support. Ref. 039 He

is, however, expected not to let his duty to the party prejudice his higher

duty to the nation; and a politic President will try to win from the public

opinion of both parties the backing he may need to overcome sectional

opposition within his own. When he gives bold leadership in an evidently

patriotic spirit he will find that backing, sometimes even among those who

voted against him. The nation values initiative, loves courage, likes to be

led, as indeed does every assembly, every party, every multitude.




The

power which the Executive can exert over legislation is conditioned by the

party situation in Congress. If his own party controls both Houses he can

accomplish much; if either House is hostile, and especially if there is a

strong hostile group in the Senate, comparatively little, so far as regards

controversial topics. But in any event he possesses five important powers.
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