The Promise of American Life eBook

The Promise of American Life by Herbert Croly

The following sections of this BookRags Literature Study Guide is offprint from Gale's
For Students Series: Presenting Analysis, Context, and Criticism on Commonly Studied
Works: Introduction, Author Biography, Plot Summary, Characters, Themes, Style,
Historical Context, Critical Overview, Criticism and Critical Essays, Media Adaptations,
Topics for Further Study, Compare & Contrast, What Do | Read Next?, For Further
Study, and Sources.

(c)1998-2002; (c)2002 by Gale. Gale is an imprint of The Gale Group, Inc., a division of
Thomson Learning, Inc. Gale and Design and Thomson Learning are trademarks used
herein under license.

The following sections, if they exist, are offprint from Beacham's Encyclopedia of
Popular Fiction: "Social Concerns”, "Thematic Overview", "Techniques", "Literary
Precedents”, "Key Questions", "Related Titles", "Adaptations”, "Related Web Sites".
(€)1994-2005, by Walton Beacham.

The following sections, if they exist, are offprint from Beacham's Guide to Literature for
Young Adults: "About the Author”, "Overview", "Setting", "Literary Qualities”, "Social
Sensitivity", "Topics for Discussion”, "ldeas for Reports and Papers". (¢)1994-2005, by
Walton Beacham.

All other sections in this Literature Study Guide are owned and copyrighted by
BookRags, Inc.



A
h

BOOKRAGS

Contents

The Promise of American Life @BOOK...........c.uvveueeeveniiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiieeii 1
CONEENES..oiiiiiiieeiiiii e 2
Table Of CONtENES..uuuuueiiiiiiiiiiiiiiii 17
Page 1. ..ot 20
PAgE 2.ttt ettt e ettt a e aeeeaaes 22
Page 3. . 23
Page 4. 24
Page 5. 25
PA0E B..ooooooiiiiiiiiiii 26
PAQe 7. 27
Page 8. 29
Page 9. 30
Page 10......coooiiiiiiiiiiiiii i 31
Page 1. .. i 32
Page 12. ... 33
Page 13... i 34
Page 14... ..ot a e a e a i 35
Page 15, ...t 36
PAge 16. .. 37
Page 17, ..ot 38
Page 18..........ooiiiiiiiiiii 39
Page 19.........oooiiiiiiiiiiii 40
Page 20........ooooiiiiiiiiiiii e 41
Page 21, 42
Page 22.........ooooiiiiiii e 44




A
h

BOOKRAGS

Page 23.......oii 45
Page 24..........ooooiiiiiiiii 46
Page 25, .. it 47
PAge 26. ... 48
PAgE 27 et e ettt aeeeaae 49
Page 28..........cciiiiiiii e 50
Page 29.......cceiiiiiiii e 51
Page 30, 52
Page 31, 53
Page 32.. ... 54
Page 33. .. 55
Page 34........oooiiiiiiiii e 56
Page 35, 57
Page 36.....coooiiiiiiiiiii e 58
PagE 37t 59
Page 38.......ooiiiiiiiii 60
Page 39........ooiiiiiiiii 61
Page 40........cciiiiiiiii et 62
Page 4. .ottt e i e i 63
Page 42... ... 65
Page 43, 66
Page 44.........ooooiiiiiiiiiii e 67
Page 45, 68
Page 46.......oooiiiiiiiiiii e 69
Page A7, .o 70
Page 48..........oooiiiiiiii e 71




A
h

BOOKRAGS

Page 49..........ooooiiiiiiiiii e 72
Page 50....ccooiiiiiiiiiiii e 73
Page 5l ..o 74
Page 52, ..ot 75
Page 53, ...t 76
Page 54.. .o et a e a i i 77
PAge 55, ...ttt 78
PAQgE 56...uuiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiii e 79
Page 57, 80
Page 58.......coiiiiiiiiii 82
Page 59........ooiiiiiiiiii 83
Page 60.......coooiiiiiiiiiiiiiiii i 84
Page 61..........ooooiiiiieiiiiiii e 85
Page B2.........oooviiiiiiiiii e 86
Page 63... ... 87
PAge B4, ..ot 88
Page B5.......ooiiiiiiiiii 89
Page 66......cceeiiiiiiiii et 90
Pag€ 67 ... 91
Page 68...........uuuuuuiiiiiiiiiiiiiii i 92
Page 69...........ceiiiiiiiiiiiiiiii 93
Page 70.....ccooiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiii i 94
Page 71........ooooiiiiiiiiiiiiii i 95
Page 72.. ..o 96
Page 73... ... 97
Page 74.......oooovviiiiiieiiiiii e 98




(ﬁgBOOKRAGS

Page 75.. ..o 99
PAgE 76, it e 100
PAQE 77 i 101
Page 78. .. i 102
Page 79......ccceiiiiiiii e 103
Page 80.......cceiiiiiiiii e 104
Page 8l.......cceiiiiiiii e 105
Page 82.........ccuvuuuiiiiiiiiiiiiiii 106
Page 83......cceueeiiiiii e 107
Page 84.......ccuuuuiiiiiiiiiiiii e 109
Page 85.....ciiieeiiiii e 110
Page 86.....ccueueeniiiiiiiii e 111
Page 87. .. 112
Page 88......cccueeiiiiiiiiii e 113
Page 89...........oooiiiiiiii e 114
Page 90.........oooiiiiiiiiiiii 115
Page 91, 116
Page 92..........ccouiiiiiiii e 117
Page 93........cciiiiiii e 119
Page 94..........ccouvueiiiiiiiiiiiiii 120
Page O5. ...t 121
Page 96.....cceeueeniiiiiiii e 123
Page O7. ..o 124
Page 98......cccuueiiiiiiiii e 125
Page 99......cciuiiiiii e 126
Page 100, .. i 127




A
h

BOOKRAGS

Page 101, ..o 128
Page 102, .o 129
Page 1083, . i 130
Page 104, .o 131
Page 105, ... 132
Page 106.. ...ttt 133
Page 107, .t 134
Page 108........uuuuueiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiii i 135
Page 109......ccueeiiiiii e 136
Page 110, e 137
Page 110, ... 138
Page 112, .. 139
Page 113, e 140
Page 114, . 141
Page 115, e 142
Page 116, . i 143
Page 107, e e 144
Page 118.......cciiiiee e 145
Page 119.. ...t 146
Page 120......uuuuuiuiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiii 147
Page 121......ccuueiiiiieiii i 148
Page 122........cuuuiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiie e 149
Page 123.. ..o 150
Page 124.......ccuuuiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiii e 151
Page 125, . i e 152
Page 126, ..ot 153




A
h

BOOKRAGS

Page 127 ..ot 154
Page 128.....cccueeiiiiiiiiiiii e 155
Page 129, 156
Page 130, i 157
Page 131.. ... 158
Page 132.. ... 159
Page 133, ... 160
Page 134.......ccuuuuiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiii 161
Page 1385, . it 162
Page 136....cuieeeeniiiiiiiii e 163
Page 137, i 164
Page 138.. ..o 165
Page 139....ciiueeiiiiii e 166
Page 140, .ot 167
Page 141, ..o 168
Page 142, ..o 169
Page 143.... ..o 170
Page 144.. ...ttt 171
Page 145, . ..o 172
Page 146........uuuuuiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiii i 173
Page 147, .ot 174
Page 148........cuuuiiiiiiiiiiiiiiie e 175
Page 149......ccuueiiiiiiiiiiiii e 176
Page 150, .. .iiieeeeiiiiiii e 177
Page 151, .ot 178
Page 152, it 180




(ﬁgBOOKRAGS

Page 153, . it 181
Page 154, .o 182
Page 155, . ittt 183
PAge 156, it 184
PAge 157 i 185
Page 158... ...ttt 186
Page 159.......ccceiiiiiiiii e 187
PAge 160....uuuuuuuiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiii i 188
Page 161.....cccuueeiiiieei i 189
Page 162.....cccueeeiiiiiiiiiiii e 190
Page 163, .. i 191
Page 1064, ..ot 192
Page 165, it 193
Page 166, it 194
Page 167 it 195
Page 168.. ..ot 196
Page 169..........oooiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiii 198
Page 170.. ...t 199
Page 170, . ettt 200
Page 172, ... 201
Page 173, . it 202
Page 174. ..o 203
Page 175, it 204
Page 176, it 205
PAge 177 it 206
Page 178, ..o 207




A
h

BOOKRAGS

Page 179, .t 208
Page 180....cuieeeeiiiiiiiiii i 209
Page 181, ..o 210
Page 182. ...t 211
Page 183... ...t 212
Page 184..........ccoiiiiiiii e 213
Page 185.. ...t 214
PAQE 186.....uuuuuuuiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiii 215
Page 187, ..o 216
Page 188.......ccuuuiiiiiiieiiiiiiiiie e 217
Page 189......ccuueuiiiiiiiiiiiiiiii e 218
Page 190.....ciueeeiiiiiiiii e 219
Page 191, ..o 220
Page 192, 221
Page 1093, .. e 222
Page 194, ..o 223
Page 105.......iiiiiiiiiii 224
Page 196... ...ttt 225
Page 107, ... 226
Page 198........c.uuueuiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiii i 227
Page 199......ccuuuiiiiiiiiii e 228
Page 200.....ccceeeniiiiieeiiiii e 230
Page 201, ...t 231
Page 202.....ccueeeiiiiiiiiiiiii e 232
Page 203.. i 233
Page 204, ..o 234




A
h

BOOKRAGS

Page 205, .. it 235
Page 206, ...t 236
Page 207 .. i 237
Page 208.. ..o 238
Page 209.........ccciiiiiiii e 239
Page 210.. ...ttt 240
Page 200, ittt e e e et e e ettt e et et e eaaeeena 241
Page 212, ... 242
Page 213.. . i 243
Page 214, ... 244
Page 215, .. i 245
Page 216, ..ot 246
Page 217 it 247
Page 218, ... e 248
Page 219, 249
Page 220....ciiieeeiiiiiiii e 250
Page 221 ...t 251
Page 222, .. ittt ettt e e aeaeean 252
Page 223... ... 253
Page 224.........cuuveeiiiiiiiiiiiiiiii 254
Page 225. ...t 255
Page 226......cccuuuiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiii e 256
Page 227 ... 257
Page 228.......ccuuuiiiiiiiiiiiiiiii e 258
Page 229......ccuuuiiiiiiiiiiiii e 259
Page 230.. it 260

10



A
h

BOOKRAGS

Page 231, . i 261
Page 232, ..t 262
Page 233, .. i 263
Page 234, .o 264
Page 235.. ... 265
PAge 236.. ..t 266
Page 237, .. 267
PaQE 238, ..., 268
Page 239......ccuueuiiiiiiii e 269
Page 240......ccuueniiiiiiiiiiiiii e 270
Page 241, ... 271
Page 242......ccuueiiiiiiiiiiiiii e 272
Page 243, ... 273
Page 244, ... 274
Page 245, . i 275
Page 246, ..o 276
Page 247 oo 277
Page 248...........coiiiiiiii e 278
Page 249..........ccoiiiiiiii e 279
Page 250.. ... 280
Page 251, ..ot 281
Page 252.....cccuueiiiiiiiiiiii e 282
Page 253.. . it 283
Page 254, ..o 284
Page 255, . it 285
Page 256, ..t 286

11



A
h

BOOKRAGS

Page 257 ittt 287
Page 258. ... 288
Page 259....ciiiueiiiiiii e 289
Page 260.. ..t 290
Page 261.........cceiiiiiiii e 291
Page 262........ccceiiiiiiiii e 292
Page 263... ... 293
Page 264........uuuuuiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiii 294
Page 265, ...ciieeeeiiiiiiiii e 295
Page 266.....ccceeeniiiiiiieiiiii e 296
Page 267 ...t 297
Page 268......cccueuiiiiiiiiiiiiiii e 298
Page 269.....cccuueiiiiiiiiiii e 299
Page 270, it 300
Page 271, oo 301
Page 272, i 302
Page 273, 303
PAQE 27 4.ttt e ettt ettt e it reaaaeenn 304
Page 275. ... 305
PAQE 276. .. 307
PAgE 277 i 308
Page 278.....cccuueiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiii e 309
Page 279. ..ot 310
Page 280.....ccceeeiiiiiiiiiiii e 311
Page 281, ... e 312
Page 282.....cccuueiiiiiiiiiiiiiii e 313

12



A
h

BOOKRAGS

Page 283.. ..o e 314
Page 284......ccuuuiiiiiiiiiiiiiii e 315
Page 285. ... 316
PAQe 286.....uuuuuuuiiiiiiiiiiiiiiii 317
PAQE 287 ... 318
PAQe 288.... .. 319
PAge 289.. .. 320
Page 290......uuuuiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiii i 321
Page 291.......ccueuiiiieiii e 322
Page 292........cuuuiiiiiiiiiiiiiii e 323
Page 293.. .. e 324
Page 294........cuuuiiiiiiiiiiiiiii e 325
Page 295, .. i 326
Page 296....cciueeeiiiiiiii e 327
Page 297 .. i 328
Page 298......ccuuueiiiiiiiiiii 329
Page 299...........iii 330
Page 300... ...ttt 331
Page B0L... ... 332
PAGE B02.. ..t 333
Page 303.. ittt 334
Page 304.....cccueeiiiiiiiiiiiiii e 335
Page 305, . it 336
Page 306....ciieeeeniiiiiiiiii e 337
Page 307 ittt 338
Page 308.. ..ot 339

13



A
h

BOOKRAGS

Page 309.. ... 340
Page 310, it 341
Page 310, e 342
Page 312, it 343
Page 313, . e 344
Page 314, .. 345
PAQgE 315, et 346
PAge 316. .., 347
Page 317, it 348
Page 318. ...t 349
Page 319, ... e 350
Page 320....ciiueeeniiiiiiii e 351
Page 321, ..ot 352
Page 322, ..o 353
Page 323, i 354
Page 324, ..o 355
Page 325.......oiiiiiii 356
Page 326......ccce it 357
Page 327, .. 358
Page 328.......ccuuuuiiiiiiiiiiiiiiii 359
Page 329......cccueuiiiiiiiiiiii i 360
Page 330....ciieeeeiiiiiiii e 361
Page 331, .. 362
Page 332, it 363
Page 333, .. i 365
Page 334, .o 366

14



A
h

BOOKRAGS

Page 335, . it 367
Page 336, it 368
Page 337, 369
Page 338....cccciiiiiiiii 370
Page 339.. . 371
PAQE 340, ... 372
PAQE 341, .. 373
Page 342.......c.uuuueiiiiiiiiiiiiiii 374
Page 343.. . it 375
Page 344.......cuuuuiiiiiiiiiiiiiiii e 376
Page 345, .. it 377
Page 346....cuiueeeiiiiiii e 378
Page 347 i 379
Page 348.....oicueeiiiiiii e 380
Page 349, 381
Page 350......cccoiiiiiiiiiiii e 382
Page 351.......ooiiiiiiiiiii 383
Page 352.. ...t 384
Page 353.. .. 385
Page 354.. ... 386
Page 355, . ittt 387
PAge 356....ciieeeeniiiiiiiii e 388
Page 357 ittt 389
Page 358....cciueeeiiiiiiii e 391
Page 359.. i 393
Page 360, .. ciieeeeniiiiii e 395

15



(ﬁgBOOKRAGS

Page 361, ..ot 397
Page 362... ...ttt 399
Page 363, .. it 401
Page 304, ..t 403
Page 365. ... 405
Page 366.......ccoeiiiiiiiiiii e 407
Pa0€ 367, .t 409
Page 368.......ccceiiiiiiiii e 411
Page 369.......ccciiiiiiiiii e 413
Page 370. ... 415
Page 371, ..ot 418
Page 372, ..ot 420
Page 373, it 422
Page 374, .o 424
Page 375, it 427

16



('ux_Ll)BOOKRAGS

Table of Contents

Table of Contents
Section

Start of eBook

INDEX
CHAPTER |

I

Il

[

CHAPTER Il
I

Il

[

CHAPTER 1lI
I

Il

[

CHAPTER IV
I

Il

[

CHAPTER V
I

Il

[

A\

Vv

Vi

CHAPTER VI
I

Il

[

v

\%

Vi

VIl
CHAPTER VII
I

Il

[

v
CHAPTER VIII

17



('ux_Ll)BOOKRAGS

I 168
Il 174
[ 180
A\ 188
Vv 192
Vi 199
CHAPTER IX 208
I 208
Il 213
[ 219
CHAPTER X 226
I 226
Il 236
[ 241
CHAPTER Xl 247
I 247
Il 262
[ 270
CHAPTER XII 275
Il 280
[ 289
A\ 299
Vv 302
CHAPTER XIlI 313
I 313
Il 320
[ 330
A\ 335
Vv 346
INDEX 356
357
358
361
362
363
364
365
365
366
367
368
369
370
370
370
372

MWDV IVOoOZZIr«“—ITOTMMOOW®

18



(ﬁgBOOKRAGS

s<cH

19

374
374
374
374



A

DX:I BOOKRAGS

Page 1

CHAPTER | WHAT IS THE PROMISE OF AMERICAN LIFE?

Chapter 1l

the federalists and the republicans
Chapter IlI

the democrats and the whigs

Chapter IV

slavery and American nationality

Chapter V

the contemporary situation

Chapter VI

reform and the reformers

Chapter VI

reconstruction; its conditions and purposes
Chapter VI

nationality and democracy

Chapter IX

the American democracy and its national principles
Chapter X

A national foreign policy

Chapter Xl

problems of reconstruction—part |

Chapter Xl

problems of reconstruction—part 1|
Chapter Xl

conclusions—the individual and the national purpose
INDEX

THE PROMISE OF AMERICAN LIFE

20



A

DX:I BOOKRAGS

CHAPTER |

What is the promise of American life?

The average American is nothing if not patriotic. “The Americans are filled,” says Mr.
Emil Reich in his “Success among the Nations,” “with such an implicit and absolute
confidence in their Union and in their future success that any remark other than
laudatory is inacceptable to the majority of them. We have had many opportunities of
hearing public speakers in America cast doubts upon the very existence of God and of
Providence, question the historic nature or veracity of the whole fabric of Christianity;
but never has it been our fortune to catch the slightest whisper of doubt, the slightest
want of faith, in the chief God of America—unlimited belief in the future of America.” Mr.
Reich’s method of emphasis may not be very happy, but the substance of what he says
is true. The faith of Americans in their own country is religious, if not in its intensity, at
any rate in its almost absolute and universal authority. It pervades the air we breathe.
As children we hear it asserted or implied in the conversation of our elders. Every new
stage of our educational training provides some additional testimony on its behalf.
Newspapers and novelists, orators and playwrights, even if they are little else, are at
least loyal preachers of the Truth. The skeptic is not controverted; he is overlooked. It
constitutes the kind of faith which is the implication, rather than the object, of thought,
and consciously or unconsciously it enters largely into our personal lives as a formative
influence. We may distrust and dislike much that is done in the name of our country by
our fellow-countrymen; but our country itself, its democratic system, and its prosperous
future are above suspicion.
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Of course, Americans have no monopoly of patriotic enthusiasm and good faith.
Englishmen return thanks to Providence for not being born anything but an Englishman,
in churches and ale-houses as well as in comic operas. The Frenchman cherishes and
proclaims the idea that France is the most civilized modern country and satisfies best
the needs of a man of high social intelligence. The Russian, whose political and social
estate does not seem enviable to his foreign contemporaries, secretes a vision of a
mystically glorified Russia, which condemns to comparative insipidity the figures of the
“Pax Britannica” and of “La Belle France” enlightening the world. Every nation, in
proportion as its nationality is thoroughly alive, must be leavened by the ferment of
some such faith. But there are significant differences between the faith of, say, an
Englishman in the British Empire and that of an American in the Land of Democracy.
The contents of an Englishman’s national idea tends to be more exclusive. His
patriotism is anchored to the historical achievements of Great Britain and restricted
thereby. As a good patriot he is bound to be more preoccupied with the inherited fabric
of national institutions and traditions than he is with the ideal and more than national
possibilities of the future. This very loyalty to the national fabric does, indeed, imply an
important ideal content; but the national idealism of an Englishman, a German, or even
a Frenchman, is heavily mortgaged to his own national history and cannot honestly
escape the debt. The good patriot is obliged to offer faithful allegiance to a network of
somewhat arbitrary institutions, social forms, and intellectual habits—on the ground that
his country is exposed to more serious dangers from premature emancipation than it is
from stubborn conservatism. France is the only European country which has sought to
make headway towards a better future by means of a revolutionary break with its past;
and the results of the French experiment have served for other European countries
more as a warning than as an example.

The higher American patriotism, on the other hand, combines loyalty to historical
tradition and precedent with the imaginative projection of an ideal national Promise.
The Land of Democracy has always appealed to its more enthusiastic children chiefly
as a land of wonderful and more than national possibilities. “Neither race nor tradition,”
says Professor Hugo Muensterberg in his volume on “The Americans,” “nor the actual
past, binds the American to his countrymen, but rather the future which together they
are building.” This vision of a better future is not, perhaps, as unclouded for the present
generation of Americans as it was for certain former generations; but in spite of a more
friendly acquaintance with all sorts of obstacles and pitfalls, our country is still figured in
the imagination of its citizens as the Land of Promise. They still believe that somehow
and sometime something better will happen
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to good Americans than has happened to men in any other country; and this belief,
vague, innocent, and uninformed though it be, is the expression of an essential
constituent in our national ideal. The past should mean less to a European than it does
to an American, and the future should mean more. To be sure, American life cannot
with impunity be wrenched violently from its moorings any more than the life of a
European country can; but our American past, compared to that of any European
country, has a character all its own. Its peculiarity consists, not merely in its brevity, but
in the fact that from the beginning it has been informed by an idea. From the beginning
Americans have been anticipating and projecting a better future. From the beginning
the Land of Democracy has been figured as the Land of Promise. Thus the American’s
loyalty to the national tradition rather affirms than denies the imaginative projection of a
better future. An America which was not the Land of Promise, which was not informed
by a prophetic outlook and a more or less constructive ideal, would not be the America
bequeathed to us by our forefathers. In cherishing the Promise of a better national
future the American is fulfilling rather than imperiling the substance of the national
tradition.

When, however, Americans talk of their country as the Land of Promise, a question may
well be raised as to precisely what they mean. They mean, of course, in general, that
the future will have something better in store for them individually and collectively than
has the past or the present; but a very superficial analysis of this meaning discloses
certain ambiguities. What are the particular benefits which this better future will give to
Americans either individually or as a nation? And how is this Promise to be fulfilled?
Will it fulfill itself, or does it imply certain responsibilities? If so, what responsibilities?
When we speak of a young man’s career as promising, we mean that his abilities and
opportunities are such that he is likely to become rich or famous or powerful; and this
judgment does not of course imply, so far as we are concerned, any responsibility. Itis
merely a prophecy based upon past performances and proved qualities. But the career,
which from the standpoint of an outsider is merely an anticipation, becomes for the
young man himself a serious task. For him, at all events, the better future will not
merely happen. He will have to do something to deserve it. It may be wrecked by
unforeseen obstacles, by unsuspected infirmities, or by some critical error of judgment.
So it is with the Promise of American life. From the point of view of an immigrant this
Promise may consist of the anticipation of a better future, which he can share merely by
taking up his residence on American soil; but once he has become an American, the
Promise can no longer remain merely an anticipation. It becomes in that case a
responsibility, which requires for its fulfilment a certain kind of behavior on the part of
himself and his fellow-Americans. And when we attempt to define the Promise of
American life, we are obliged, also, to describe the kind of behavior which the fulfillment
of the Promise demands.
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The distinction between the two aspects of America as a Land of Promise made in the
preceding paragraph is sufficiently obvious, but it is usually slurred by the average good
American patriot. The better future, which is promised for himself, his children, and for
other Americans, is chiefly a matter of confident anticipation. He looks upon it very
much as a friendly outsider might look on some promising individual career. The better
future is understood by him as something which fulfills itself. He calls his country, not
only the Land of Promise, but the Land of Destiny. It is fairly launched on a brilliant and
successful career, the continued prosperity of which is prophesied by the very
momentum of its advance. As Mr. H.G. Wells says in “The Future in America,” “When
one talks to an American of his national purpose, he seems a little at a loss; if one
speaks of his national destiny, he responds with alacrity.” The great majority of
Americans would expect a book written about “The Promise of American Life” to contain
chiefly a fanciful description of the glorious American future—a sort of Utopia up-to-date,
situated in the land of Good-Enough, and flying the Stars and Stripes. They might admit
in words that the achievement of this glorious future implied certain responsibilities, but
they would not regard the admission either as startling or novel. Such responsibilities
were met by our predecessors; they will be met by our followers. Inasmuch as it is the
honorable American past which prophesies on behalf of the better American future, our
national responsibility consists fundamentally in remaining true to traditional ways of
behavior, standards, and ideals. What we Americans have to do in order to fulfill our
national Promise is to keep up the good work—to continue resolutely and cheerfully
along the appointed path.

The reader who expects this book to contain a collection of patriotic prophecies will be
disappointed. | am not a prophet in any sense of the word, and | entertain an active and
intense dislike of the foregoing mixture of optimism, fatalism, and conservatism. To
conceive the better American future as a consummation which will take care of itself,—-
as the necessary result of our customary conditions, institutions, and ideas,—-
persistence in such a conception is admirably designed to deprive American life of any
promise at all. The better future which Americans propose to build is nothing if not an
idea which must in certain essential respects emancipate them from their past.
American history contains much matter for pride and congratulation, and much matter
for regret and humiliation. On the whole, it is a past of which the loyal American has no
reason to feel ashamed, chiefly because it has throughout been made better than it was
by the vision of a better future; and the American of to-day and to-morrow must remain
true to that traditional vision. He must be prepared to sacrifice to that traditional vision
even the traditional American ways of realizing it. Such a sacrifice is, | believe, coming
to be demanded; and unless it is made, American life will gradually cease to have any
specific Promise.
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The only fruitful promise of which the life of any individual or any nation can be
possessed, is a promise determined by an ideal. Such a promise is to be fulfilled, not
by sanguine anticipations, not by a conservative imitation of past achievements, but by
laborious, single-minded, clear-sighted, and fearless work. If the promising career of
any individual is not determined by a specific and worthy purpose, it rapidly drifts into a
mere pursuit of success; and even if such a pursuit is successful, whatever promise it
may have had, is buried in the grave of its triumph. So it is with a nation. If its promise
is anything more than a vision of power and success, that addition must derive its value
from a purpose; because in the moral world the future exists only as a workshop in
which a purpose is to be realized. Each of the several leading European nations is
possessed of a specific purpose determined for the most part by the pressure of
historical circumstances; but the American nation is committed to a purpose which is not
merely of historical manufacture. It is committed to the realization of the democratic
ideal; and if its Promise is to be fulfilled, it must be prepared to follow whithersoever that
ideal may lead.

No doubt Americans have in some measure always conceived their national future as
an ideal to be fulfilled. Their anticipations have been uplifting as well as confident and
vainglorious. They have been prophesying not merely a safe and triumphant, but also a
better, future. The ideal demand for some sort of individual and social amelioration has
always accompanied even their vainest flights of patriotic prophecy. They may never
have sufficiently realized that this better future, just in so far as it is better, will have to
be planned and constructed rather than fulfilled of its own momentum; but at any rate, in
seeking to disentangle and emphasize the ideal implications of the American national
Promise, | am not wholly false to the accepted American tradition. Even if Americans
have neglected these ideal implications, even if they have conceived the better future as
containing chiefly a larger portion of familiar benefits, the ideal demand, nevertheless,
has always been palpably present; and if it can be established as the dominant aspect
of the American tradition, that tradition may be transformed, but it will not be violated.

Furthermore, much as we may dislike the American disposition to take the fulfillment of
our national Promise for granted, the fact that such a disposition exists in its present
volume and vigor demands respectful consideration. It has its roots in the salient
conditions of American life, and in the actual experience of the American people. The
national Promise, as it is popularly understood, has in a way been fulfilling itself. If the
underlying conditions were to remain much as they have been, the prevalent mixture of
optimism, fatalism, and conservatism might retain a formidable
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measure of justification; and the changes which are taking place in the underlying
conditions and in the scope of American national experience afford the most reasonable
expectation that this state of mind will undergo a radical alteration. It is new conditions
which are forcing Americans to choose between the conception of their national
Promise as a process and an ideal. Before, however, the nature of these novel
conditions and their significance can be considered, we must examine with more care
the relation between the earlier American economic and social conditions and the ideas
and institutions associated with them. Only by a better understanding of the popular
tradition, only by an analysis of its merits and its difficulties, can we reach a more
consistent and edifying conception of the Promise of American life.

HOW THE PROMISE HAS BEEN REALIZED

All the conditions of American life have tended to encourage an easy, generous, and
irresponsible optimism. As compared to Europeans, Americans have been very much
favored by circumstances. Had it not been for the Atlantic Ocean and the virgin
wilderness, the United States would never have been the Land of Promise. The
European Powers have been obliged from the very conditions of their existence to be
more circumspect and less confident of the future. They are always by way of fighting
for their national security and integrity. With possible or actual enemies on their several
frontiers, and with their land fully occupied by their own population, they need above all
to be strong, to be cautious, to be united, and to be opportune in their policy and
behavior. The case of France shows the danger of neglecting the sources of internal
strength, while at the same time philandering with ideas and projects of human
amelioration. Bismarck and Cavour seized the opportunity of making extremely useful
for Germany and lItaly the irrelevant and vacillating idealism and the timid absolutism of
the third Napoleon. Great Britain has occupied in this respect a better situation than
has the Continental Powers. Her insular security made her more independent of the
menaces and complications of foreign politics, and left her free to be measurably liberal
at home and immeasurably imperial abroad. Yet she has made only a circumspect use
of her freedom. British liberalism was forged almost exclusively for the British people,
and the British peace for colonial subjects. Great Britain could have afforded better
than France to tie its national life to an over-national idea, but the only idea in which
Britons have really believed was that of British security, prosperity, and power. In the
case of our own country the advantages possessed by England have been amplified
and extended. The United States was divided from the mainland of Europe not by a
channel but by an ocean. Its dimensions were continental rather than insular.
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We were for the most part freed from alien interference, and could, so far as we dared,
experiment with political and social ideals. The land was unoccupied, and its settlement
offered an unprecedented area and abundance of economic opportunity. After the
Revolution the whole political and social organization was renewed, and made both
more serviceable and more flexible. Under such happy circumstances the New World
was assuredly destined to become to its inhabitants a Land of Promise,—a land in
which men were offered a fairer chance and a better future than the best which the Old
World could afford.

No more explicit expression has ever been given to the way in which the Land of
Promise was first conceived by its children than in the “Letters of an American Farmer.”
This book was written by a French immigrant, Hector St. John de Crevecoeur before the
Revolution, and is informed by an intense consciousness of the difference between
conditions in the Old and in the New World. “What, then, is an American, this new
man?” asks the Pennsylvanian farmer. “He is either a European or the descendant of a
European; hence the strange mixture of blood, which you will find in no other country....

“He becomes an American by being received in the broad lap of our great Alima Mater.
Here individuals of all nations are melted into a new race of men, whose labors and
prosperity will one day cause great changes in the world. Here the rewards of his
industry follow with equal steps the progress of his labor; this labor is founded on the
basis of self-interest; can it want a stronger allurement? Wives and children, who
before in vain demanded a morsel of bread, now fat and frolicsome, gladly help their
father to clear those fields, whence exuberant crops are to arise to feed them all;
without any part being claimed either by a despotic prince, a rich abbot, or a mighty
lord.... The American is a new man, who acts upon new principles; he must therefore
entertain new ideas and form new opinions. From involuntary idleness, servile
dependence, penury, and useless labor, he has passed to toils of a very different nature
rewarded by ample subsistence. This is an American.”

Although the foregoing is one of the first, it is also one of the most explicit descriptions
of the fundamental American; and it deserves to be analyzed with some care.
According to this French convert the American is a man, or the descendant of a man,
who has emigrated from Europe chiefly because he expects to be better able in the
New World to enjoy the fruits of his own labor. The conception implies, consequently,
an Old World, in which the ordinary man cannot become independent and prosperous,
and, on the other hand, a New World in which economic opportunities are much more
abundant and accessible. America has been peopled by Europeans primarily because
they expected in that country to make more money more easily. To the European
immigrant—that is, to the aliens who have been converted into Americans by the
advantages of American life—the Promise of America has consisted largely in the
opportunity which it offered of economic independence and prosperity. Whatever else
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the better future, of which Europeans anticipate the enjoyment in America, may contain,
these converts will consider themselves cheated unless they are in a measure relieved
of the curse of poverty.
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This conception of American life and its Promise is as much alive to-day as it was in
1780. Its expression has no doubt been modified during four generations of democratic
political independence, but the modification has consisted of an expansion and a
development rather than of a transposition. The native American, like the alien
immigrant, conceives the better future which awaits himself and other men in America
as fundamentally a future in which economic prosperity will be still more abundant and
still more accessible than it has yet been either here or abroad. No alteration or
attenuation of this demand has been permitted. With all their professions of Christianity
their national idea remains thoroughly worldly. They do not want either for themselves
or for their descendants an indefinite future of poverty and deprivation in this world,
redeemed by beatitude in the next. The Promise, which bulks so large in their patriotic
outlook, is a promise of comfort and prosperity for an ever increasing majority of good
Americans. At a later stage of their social development they may come to believe that
they have ordered a larger supply of prosperity than the economic factory is capable of
producing. Those who are already rich and comfortable, and who are keenly alive to
the difficulty of distributing these benefits over a larger social area, may come to tolerate
the idea that poverty and want are an essential part of the social order. But as yet this
traditional European opinion has found few echoes in America, even among the
comfortable and the rich. The general belief still is that Americans are not destined to
renounce, but to enjoy.

Let it be immediately added, however, that this economic independence and prosperity
has always been absolutely associated in the American mind with free political
institutions. The “American Farmer” traced the good fortune of the European immigrant
in America, not merely to the abundance of economic opportunity, but to the fact that a
ruling class of abbots and lords had no prior claim to a large share of the products of the
soil. He did not attach the name of democracy to the improved political and social
institutions of America, and when the political differences between Great Britain and her
American colonies culminated in the Revolutionary War, the converted “American
Farmer” was filled with anguish at this violent assertion of the “New Americanism.”
Nevertheless he was fully alive to the benefits which the immigrant enjoyed from a
larger dose of political and social freedom; and so, of course, have been all the more
intelligent of the European converts to Americanism. A certain number of them,
particularly during the early years, came over less for the purpose of making money
than for that of escaping from European political and religious persecution. America has
always been conventionally conceived, not merely as a land of abundant and accessible
economic opportunities, but also as a refuge for the oppressed; and the immigrant ships
are crowded both during times of European famine and during times of political
revolution and persecution.
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Inevitably, however, this aspect of the American Promise has undergone certain
important changes since the establishment of our national independence. When the
colonists succeeded in emancipating themselves from political allegiance to Great
Britain, they were confronted by the task of organizing a stable and efficient government
without encroaching on the freedom, which was even at that time traditionally
associated with American life. The task was by no means an easy one, and required for
its performance the application of other political principles than that of freedom. The
men who were responsible for this great work were not, perhaps, entirely candid in
recognizing the profound modifications in their traditional ideas which their constructive
political work had implied; but they were at all events fully aware of the great importance
of their addition to the American idea. That idea, while not ceasing to be at bottom
economic, became more than ever political and social in its meaning and contents. The
Land of Freedom became in the course of time also the Land of Equality. The special
American political system, the construction of which was predicted in the “Farmer’s”
assertion of the necessary novelty of American modes of thought and action, was made
explicitly, if not uncompromisingly, democratic; and the success of this democratic
political system was indissolubly associated in the American mind with the persistence
of abundant and widely distributed economic prosperity. Our democratic institutions
became in a sense the guarantee that prosperity would continue to be abundant and
accessible. In case the majority of good Americans were not prosperous, there would
be grave reasons for suspecting that our institutions were not doing their duty.

The more consciously democratic Americans became, however, the less they were
satisfied with a conception of the Promised Land, which went no farther than a
pervasive economic prosperity guaranteed by free institutions. The amelioration
promised to aliens and to future Americans was to possess its moral and social
aspects. The implication was, and still is, that by virtue of the more comfortable and
less trammeled lives which Americans were enabled to lead, they would constitute a
better society and would become in general a worthier set of men. The confidence
which American institutions placed in the American citizen was considered equivalent to
a greater faith in the excellence of human nature. In our favored land political liberty
and economic opportunity were by a process of natural education inevitably making for
individual and social amelioration. In Europe the people did not have a fair chance.
Population increased more quickly than economic opportunities, and the opportunities
which did exist were largely monopolized by privileged classes. Power was lodged in
the hands of a few men, whose interest depended upon keeping the people in a
condition of economic and political servitude; and in this way a divorce
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was created between individual interest and social stability and welfare. The interests
of the privileged rulers demanded the perpetuation of unjust institutions. The interest of
the people demanded a revolutionary upheaval. In the absence of such a revolution
they had no sufficient inducement to seek their own material and moral improvement.
The theory was proclaimed and accepted as a justification for this system of popular
oppression that men were not to be trusted to take care of themselves—that they could
be kept socially useful only by the severest measures of moral, religious, and political
discipline. The theory of the American democracy and its practice was proclaimed to be
the antithesis of this European theory and practice. The people were to be trusted
rather than suspected and disciplined. They must be tied to their country by the strong
bond of self-interest. Give them a fair chance, and the natural goodness of human
nature would do the rest. Individual and public interest will, on the whole, coincide,
provided no individuals are allowed to have special privileges. Thus the American
system will be predestined to success by its own adequacy, and its success will
constitute an enormous stride towards human amelioration. Just because our system is
at bottom a thorough test of the ability of human nature to respond admirably to a fair
chance, the issue of the experiment is bound to be of more than national importance.
The American system stands for the highest hope of an excellent worldly life that
mankind has yet ventured,—the hope that men can be improved without being fettered,
that they can be saved without even vicariously being nailed to the cross.

Such are the claims advanced on behalf of the American system; and within certain
limits this system has made good. Americans have been more than usually
prosperous. They have been more than usually free. They have, on the whole, made
their freedom and prosperity contribute to a higher level of individual and social
excellence. Most assuredly the average Americanized American is neither a more
intelligent, a wiser, nor a better man than the average European; but he is likely to be a
more energetic and hopeful one. Out of a million well-established Americans, taken
indiscriminately from all occupations and conditions, compared to a corresponding
assortment of Europeans, a larger proportion of the former will be leading alert, active,
and useful lives. Within a given social area there will be a smaller amount of social
wreckage and a larger amount of wholesome and profitable achievement. The mass of
the American people is, on the whole, more deeply stirred, more thoroughly awake,
more assertive in their personal demands, and more confident of satisfying them. In a
word, they are more alive, and they must be credited with the moral and social benefit
attaching to a larger amount of vitality.
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Furthermore, this greater individual vitality, although intimately connected with the
superior agricultural and industrial opportunities of a new country, has not been due
exclusively to such advantages. Undoubtedly the vast areas of cheap and fertile land
which have been continuously available for settlement have contributed, not only to the
abundance of American prosperity, but also to the formation of American character and
institutions; and undoubtedly many of the economic and political evils which are now
becoming offensively obtrusive are directly or indirectly derived from the gradual
monopolization of certain important economic opportunities. Nevertheless, these
opportunities could never have been converted so quickly into substantial benefits had it
not been for our more democratic political and social forms. A privileged class does not
secure itself in the enjoyment of its advantages merely by legal intrenchments. It
depends quite as much upon disqualifying the “lower classes” from utilizing their
opportunities by a species of social inhibition. The rail-splitter can be so easily
encouraged to believe that rail-splitting is his vocation. The tragedy in the life of Mr.
J.M. Barrie’s “Admirable Crichton” was not due to any legal prohibition of his
conversion in England, as on the tropic island, into a veritable chief, but that on English
soil he did not in his own soul want any such elevation and distinction. His very loyalty
to the forms and fabric of English life kept him fatuously content with the mean truckling
and meaner domineering of his position of butler. On the other hand, the loyalty of an
American to the American idea would tend to make him aggressive and self-confident.
Our democratic prohibition of any but occasional social distinctions and our democratic
dislike to any suggestion of authentic social inferiority have contributed as essentially to
the fluid and elastic substance of American life as have its abundant and accessible
economic opportunities.

The increased momentum of American life, both in its particles and its mass,
unquestionably has a considerable moral and social value. It is the beginning, the only
possible beginning, of a better life for the people as individuals and for society. So long
as the great majority of the poor in any country are inert and are laboring without any
hope of substantial rewards in this world, the whole associated life of that community
rests on an equivocal foundation. Its moral and social order is tied to an economic
system which starves and mutilates the great majority of the population, and under such
conditions its religion necessarily becomes a spiritual drug, administered for the
purpose of subduing the popular discontent and relieving the popular misery. The only
way the associated life of such a community can be radically improved is by the
leavening of the inert popular mass. Their wants must be satisfied, and must be
sharpened and increased with the habit of satisfaction.
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During the past hundred years every European state has made a great stride in the
direction of arousing its poorer citizens to be more wholesomely active, discontented,
and expectant; but our own country has succeeded in traveling farther in this direction
than has any other, and it may well be proud of its achievement. That the American
political and economic system has accomplished so much on behalf of the ordinary man
does constitute the fairest hope that men have been justified in entertaining of a better
worldly order; and any higher social achievement, which America may hereafter reach,
must depend upon an improved perpetuation of this process. The mass of mankind
must be aroused to still greater activity by a still more abundant satisfaction of their
needs, and by a consequent increase of their aggressive discontent.

The most discriminating appreciation, which | have ever read, of the social value of
American national achievement has been written by Mr. John B. Crozier; and the
importance of the matter is such that it will be well to quote it at length. Says Mr.
Crozier in his chapter on “Reconstruction in America,” in the third volume of his “History
of Intellectual Development”: “There [in America] a natural equality of sentiment,
springing out of and resting on a broad equality of material and social conditions, has
been the heritage of the people from the earliest times.... This broad natural equality of
sentiment, rooted in equal material opportunities, equal education, equal laws, equal
opportunities, and equal access to all positions of honor and trust, has just sufficient
inequality mixed with it—in the shape of greater or less mental endowments, higher or
lower degrees of culture, larger or smaller material possessions, and so on—to keep it
sweet and human; while at the same time it is all so gently graded, and marked by
transitions so easy and natural, that no gap was anywhere to be discovered on which to
found an order of privilege or caste. Now an equality like this, with the erectness,
independence, energy, and initiative it brings with it, in men, sprung from the loins of an
imperial race is a possession, not for a nation only, but for civilization itself and for
humanity. It is the distinct raising of the entire body of a people to a higher level, and so
brings civilization a stage nearer its goal. It is the first successful attempt in recorded
history to get a healthy, natural equality which should reach down to the foundations of
the state and to the great masses of men; and in its results corresponds to what in other
lands (excepting, perhaps, in luxury alone) has been attained only by the few,—the
successful and the ruling spirits. To lose it, therefore, to barter it or give it away, would
be in the language of Othello 'such deep damnation that nothing else could match,” and
would be an irreparable loss to the world and to civilization.”
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Surely no nation can ask for a higher and more generous tribute than that which Mr.
Crozier renders to America in the foregoing quotation, and its value is increased by the
source from which it comes. It is written by a man who, as a Canadian, has had the
opportunity of knowing American life well without being biased in its favor, and who, as
the historian of the intellectual development of our race, has made an exhaustive study
of the civilizations both of the ancient and the modern worlds. Nothing can be soberly
added to it on behalf of American national achievement, but neither should it be
diminished by any important idea and phrase. The American economic, political, and
social organization has given to its citizens the benefits of material prosperity, political
liberty, and a wholesome natural equality; and this achievement is a gain, not only to
Americans, but to the world and to civilization.

HOW THE PROMISE IS TO BE REALIZED

In the preceding section | have been seeking to render justice to the actual
achievements of the American nation. A work of manifest individual and social value
has been wrought; and this work, not only explains the expectant popular outlook
towards the future, but it partially determines the character as distinguished from the
continued fulfillment of the American national Promise. The better future, whatever else
it may bring, must bring at any rate a continuation of the good things of the past. The
drama of its fulfillment must find an appropriate setting in the familiar American social
and economic scenery. No matter how remote the end may be, no matter what
unfamiliar sacrifices may eventually be required on its behalf, the substance of the
existing achievement must constitute a veritable beginning, because on no other
condition can the attribution of a peculiar Promise to American life find a specific
warrant. On no other condition would our national Promise constitute more than an
admirable but irrelevant moral and social aspiration.

The moral and social aspiration proper to American life is, of course, the aspiration
vaguely described by the word democratic; and the actual achievement of the American
nation points towards an adequate and fruitful definition of the democratic ideal.
Americans are usually satisfied by a most inadequate verbal description of democracy,
but their national achievement implies one which is much more comprehensive and
formative. In order to be true to their past, the increasing comfort and economic
independence of an ever increasing proportion of the population must be secured, and it
must be secured by a combination of individual effort and proper political organization.
Above all, however, this economic and political system must be made to secure results
of moral and social value. It is the seeking of such results which converts democracy
from a political system into a constructive social ideal; and the more the ideal
significance of the American national Promise is asserted and emphasized, the greater
will become the importance of securing these moral and social benefits.
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The fault in the vision of our national future possessed by the ordinary American does
not consist in the expectation of some continuity of achievement. It consists rather in
the expectation that the familiar benefits will continue to accumulate automatically. In
his mind the ideal Promise is identified with the processes and conditions which hitherto
have very much simplified its fulfillment, and he fails sufficiently to realize that the
conditions and processes are one thing and the ideal Promise quite another. Moreover,
these underlying social and economic conditions are themselves changing, in such wise
that hereafter the ideal Promise, instead of being automatically fulfilled, may well be
automatically stifled. For two generations and more the American people were, from the
economic point of view, most happily situated. They were able, in a sense, to slide
down hill into the valley of fulfillment. Economic conditions were such that, given a fair
start, they could scarcely avoid reaching a desirable goal. But such is no longer the
case. Economic conditions have been profoundly modified, and American political and
social problems have been modified with them. The Promise of American life must
depend less than it did upon the virgin wilderness and the Atlantic Ocean, for the virgin
wilderness has disappeared, and the Atlantic Ocean has become merely a big channel.
The same results can no longer be achieved by the same easy methods. Ugly
obstacles have jumped into view, and ugly obstacles are peculiarly dangerous to a
person who is sliding down hill. The man who is clambering up hill is in a much better
position to evade or overcome them. Americans will possess a safer as well as a
worthier vision of their national Promise as soon as they give it a house on a hill-top
rather than in a valley.

The very genuine experience upon which American optimistic fatalism rests, is
equivalent, because of its limitations, to a dangerous inexperience, and of late years an
increasing number of Americans have been drawing this inference. They have been
coming to see themselves more as others see them; and as an introduction to a
consideration of this more critical frame of mind, | am going to quote another foreigner’s
view of American life,—the foreigner in this case being an Englishman and writing in
1893.

“The American note,” says Mr. James Muirhead in his “Land of Contrasts,” “includes a
sense of illimitable expansion and possibility, an almost childlike confidence in human
ability and fearlessness of both the present and the future, a wider realization of human
brotherhood than has yet existed, a greater theoretical willingness to judge by the
individual than by the class, a breezy indifference to authority and a positive predilection
for innovation, a marked alertness of mind, and a manifold variety of interest—above all,
an inextinguishable hopefulness and courage. It is easy to lay one’s finger in America
upon almost every one of the great defects of civilization—even

35



A

DX:I BOOKRAGS

Page 15

those defects which are specially characteristic of the civilization of the Old World. The
United States cannot claim to be exempt from manifestations of economic slavery, of
grinding the faces of the poor, of exploitation of the weak, of unfair distribution of wealth,
of unjust monopoly, of unequal laws, of industrial and commercial chicanery, of
disgraceful ignorance, of economic fallacies, of public corruption, of interested
legislation, of want of public spirit, of vulgar boasting and chauvinism, of snobbery, of
class prejudice, of respect of persons, and of a preference of the material over the
spiritual. In a word, America has not attained, or nearly attained, perfection. But below
and behind, and beyond all its weakness and evils, there is the grand fact of a noble
national theory founded on reason and conscience.” The reader will remark in the
foregoing quotation that Mr. Muirhead is equally emphatic in his approval and in his
disapproval. He generously recognizes almost as much that is good about Americans
and their ways as our most vivacious patriotic orators would claim, while at the same
time he has marshaled an army of abuses and sins which sound like an echo of the
pages of the London Saturday Review. In the end he applies a friendly dash of
whitewash by congratulating us on the “grand fact of our noble national theory,” but to a
discerning mind the consolation is not very consoling. The trouble is that the sins with
which America is charged by Mr. Muirhead are flagrant violations of our noble national
theory. So far as his charges are true, they are a denial that the American political and
economic organization is accomplishing the results which its traditional claims require.
If, as Mr. Muirhead charges, Americans permit the existence of economic slavery, if they
grind the face of the poor, if they exploit the weak and distribute wealth unjustly, if they
allow monopolies to prevail and laws to be unequal, if they are disgracefully ignorant,
politically corrupt, commercially unscrupulous, socially snobbish, vulgarly boastful, and
morally coarse,—if the substance of the foregoing indictment is really true, why, the less
that is said about a noble national theory, the better. A man who is a sturdy sinner all
the week hardly improves his moral standing by attending church on Sunday and
professing a noble Christian theory of life. There must surely be some better way of
excusing our sins than by raising aloft a noble theory of which these sins are a glaring
violation.

| have quoted from Mr. Muirhead, not because his antithetic characterization of
American life is very illuminating, but because of the precise terms of his charges
against America. His indictment is practically equivalent to the assertion that the
American system is not, or at least is no longer, achieving as much as has been claimed
on its behalf. A democratic system may permit undefiled the existence of many sins and
abuses, but it cannot permit the exploitation of the
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ordinary man by means of unjust laws and institutions. Neither can this indictment be
dismissed without argument. When Mr. Muirhead’s book was written sixteen years ago,
the majority of good Americans would assuredly have read the charge with an
incredulous smile; but in the year 1909 they might behave differently. The sins of which
Mr. Muirhead accused Americans sixteen years ago are substantially the sins of which
to-day they are accusing themselves—or rather one another. A numerous and powerful
group of reformers has been collecting whose whole political policy and action is based
on the conviction that the “common people” have not been getting the Square Deal to
which they are entitled under the American system; and these reformers are carrying
with them a constantly increasing body of public opinion. A considerable proportion of
the American people is beginning to exhibit economic and political, as well as personal,
discontent. A generation ago the implication was that if a man remained poor and
needy, his poverty was his own fault, because the American system was giving all its
citizens a fair chance. Now, however, the discontented poor are beginning to charge
their poverty to an unjust political and economic organization, and reforming agitators
do not hesitate to support them in this contention. Manifestly a threatened obstacle has
been raised against the anticipated realization of our national Promise. Unless the
great majority of Americans not only have, but believe they have, a fair chance, the
better American future will be dangerously compromised.

The conscious recognition of grave national abuses casts a deep shadow across the
traditional American patriotic vision. The sincere and candid reformer can no longer
consider the national Promise as destined to automatic fulfillment. The reformers
themselves are, no doubt, far from believing that whatever peril there is cannot be
successfully averted. They make a point of being as patriotically prophetic as the most
“old-fashioned Democrat.” They proclaim even more loudly their conviction of an
indubitable and a beneficent national future. But they do not and cannot believe that
this future will take care of itself. As reformers they are bound to assert that the national
body requires for the time being a good deal of medical attendance, and many of them
anticipate that even after the doctors have discontinued their daily visits the patient will
still need the supervision of a sanitary specialist. He must be persuaded to behave so
that he will not easily fall ill again, and so that his health will be permanently improved.
Consequently, just in so far as reformers are reformers they are obliged to abandon the
traditional American patriotic fatalism. The national Promise has been transformed into
a closer equivalent of a national purpose, the fulfillment of which is a matter of
conscious work.
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The transformation of the old sense of a glorious national destiny into the sense of a
serious national purpose will inevitably tend to make the popular realization of the
Promise of American life both more explicit and more serious. As long as Americans
believed they were able to fulfill a noble national Promise merely by virtue of
maintaining intact a set of political institutions and by the vigorous individual pursuit of
private ends, their allegiance to their national fulfilment remained more a matter of
words than of deeds; but now that they are being aroused from their patriotic slumber,
the effect is inevitably to disentangle the national idea and to give it more dignity. The
redemption of the national Promise has become a cause for which the good American
must fight, and the cause for which a man fights is a cause which he more than ever
values. The American idea is no longer to be propagated merely by multiplying the
children of the West and by granting ignorant aliens permission to vote. Like all sacred
causes, it must be propagated by the Word and by that right arm of the Word, which is
the Sword.

The more enlightened reformers are conscious of the additional dignity and value which
the popularity of reform has bestowed upon the American idea, but they still fail to
realize the deeper implications of their own programme. In abandoning the older
conception of an automatic fulfillment of our national destiny, they have abandoned
more of the traditional American point of view than they are aware. The traditional
American optimistic fatalism was not of accidental origin, and it cannot be abandoned
without involving in its fall some other important ingredients in the accepted American
tradition. Not only was it dependent on economic conditions which prevailed until
comparatively recent times, but it has been associated with certain erroneous but highly
cherished political theories. It has been wrought into the fabric of our popular economic
and political ideas to such an extent that its overthrow necessitates a partial revision of
some of the most important articles in the traditional American creed.

The extent and the character of this revision may be inferred from a brief consideration
of the effect upon the substance of our national Promise of an alteration in its proposed
method of fulfillment. The substance of our national Promise has consisted, as we have
seen, of an improving popular economic condition, guaranteed by democratic political
Institutions, and resulting in moral and social amelioration. These manifold benefits
were to be obtained merely by liberating the enlightened self-interest of the American
people. The beneficent result followed inevitably from the action of wholly selfish
motives—provided, of course, the democratic political system of equal rights was
maintained in its integrity. The fulfillment of the American Promise was considered
inevitable because it was based upon a combination of self-interest
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and the natural goodness of human nature. On the other hand, if the fulfillment of our
national Promise can no longer be considered inevitable, if it must be considered as
equivalent to a conscious national purpose instead of an inexorable national destiny, the
implication necessarily is that the trust reposed in individual self-interest has been in
some measure betrayed. No preestablished harmony can then exist between the free
and abundant satisfaction of private needs and the accomplishment of a morally and
socially desirable result. The Promise of American life is to be fulfilled—not merely by a
maximum amount of economic freedom, but by a certain measure of discipline; not
merely by the abundant satisfaction of individual desires, but by a large measure of
individual subordination and self-denial. And this necessity of subordinating the
satisfaction of individual desires to the fulfillment of a national purpose is attached
particularly to the absorbing occupation of the American people,—the occupation, viz.:
of accumulating wealth. The automatic fulfilment of the American national Promise is to
be abandoned, if at all, precisely because the traditional American confidence in
individual freedom has resulted in a morally and socially undesirable distribution of
wealth.

In making the concluding statement of the last paragraph | am venturing, of course,
upon very debatable ground. Neither can | attempt in this immediate connection to offer
any justification for the statement which might or should be sufficient to satisfy a
stubborn skeptic. | must be content for the present with the bare assertion that the
prevailing abuses and sins, which have made reform necessary, are all of them
associated with the prodigious concentration of wealth, and of the power exercised by
wealth, in the hands of a few men. | am far from believing that this concentration of
economic power is wholly an undesirable thing, and | am also far from believing that the
men in whose hands this power is concentrated deserve, on the whole, any exceptional
moral reprobation for the manner in which it has been used. In certain respects they
have served their country well, and in almost every respect their moral or immoral
standards are those of the great majority of their fellow-countrymen. But it is none the
less true that the political corruption, the unwise economic organization, and the legal
support afforded to certain economic privileges are all under existing conditions due to
the malevolent social influence of individual and incorporated American wealth; and it is
equally true that these abuses, and the excessive “money power” with which they are
associated, have originated in the peculiar freedom which the American tradition and
organization have granted to the individual. Up to a certain point that freedom has been
and still is beneficial. Beyond that point it is not merely harmful; it is by way of being
fatal. Efficient regulation there must be; and
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it must be regulation which will strike, not at the symptoms of the evil, but at its roots.
The existing concentration of wealth and financial power in the hands of a few
irresponsible men is the inevitable outcome of the chaotic individualism of our political
and economic organization, while at the same time it is inimical to democracy, because
it tends to erect political abuses and social inequalities into a system. The inference
which follows may be disagreeable, but it is not to be escaped. In becoming
responsible for the subordination of the individual to the demand of a dominant and
constructive national purpose, the American state will in effect be making itself
responsible for a morally and socially desirable distribution of wealth.

The consequences, then, of converting our American national destiny into a national
purpose are beginning to be revolutionary. When the Promise of American life is
conceived as a national ideal, whose fulfillment is a matter of artful and laborious work,
the effect thereof is substantially to identify the national purpose with the social
problem. What the American people of the present and the future have really been
promised by our patriotic prophecies is an attempt to solve that problem. They have
been promised on American soil comfort, prosperity, and the opportunity for self-
improvement; and the lesson of the existing crisis is that such a Promise can never be
redeemed by an indiscriminate individual scramble for wealth. The individual
competition, even when it starts under fair conditions and rules, results, not only, as it
should, in the triumph of the strongest, but in the attempt to perpetuate the victory; and
it is this attempt which must be recognized and forestalled in the interest of the
American national purpose. The way to realize a purpose is, not to leave it to chance,
but to keep it loyally in mind, and adopt means proper to the importance and the
difficulty of the task. No voluntary association of individuals, resourceful and
disinterested though they be, is competent to assume the responsibility. The problem
belongs to the American national democracy, and its solution must be attempted chiefly
by means of official national action.

Neither can its attempted solution be escaped. When they are confronted by the
individual sacrifices which the fulfillment of their national Promise demands, American
political leaders will find many excuses for ignoring the responsibility thereby implied;
but the difficulty of such an attempted evasion will consist in the reenforcement of the
historical tradition by a logical and a practical necessity. The American problem is the
social problem partly because the social problem is the democratic problem. American
political and social leaders will find that in a democracy the problem cannot be evaded.
The American people have no irremediable political grievances. No good American
denies the desirability of popular sovereignty and of a government which should
somehow represent
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the popular will. While our national institutions may not be a perfect embodiment of
these doctrines, a decisive and a resolute popular majority has the power to alter
American institutions and give them a more immediately representative character.
Existing political evils and abuses are serious enough; but inasmuch as they have come
into being, not against the will, but with the connivance of the American people, the
latter are responsible for their persistence. In the long run, consequently, the ordinary
American will have nothing irremediable to complain about except economic and social
inequalities. In Europe such will not be the case. The several European peoples have,
and will continue to have, political grievances, because such grievances are the
inevitable consequence of their national history and their international situation; and as
long as these grievances remain, the more difficult social problem will be subordinated
to an agitation for political emancipation. But the American people, having achieved
democratic institutions, have nothing to do but to turn them to good account. In so far
as the social problem is a real problem and the economic grievance a real grievance,
they are bound under the American political system to come eventually to the surface
and to demand express and intelligent consideration. A democratic ideal makes the
social problem inevitable and its attempted solution indispensable.

I am fully aware, as already intimated, that the forgoing interpretation of the Promise of
American life will seem fantastic and obnoxious to the great majority of Americans, and |
am far from claiming that any reasons as yet alleged afford a sufficient justification for
such a radical transformation of the traditional national policy and democratic creed. All
that can be claimed is that if a democratic ideal makes an express consideration of the
social problem inevitable, it is of the first importance for Americans to realize this truth
and to understand the reasons for it. Furthermore, the assumption is worth making, in
case the traditional American system is breaking down, because a more highly
socialized democracy is the only practical substitute on the part of convinced democrats
for an excessively individualized democracy. Of course, it will be claimed that the
traditional system is not breaking down, and again no absolute proof of the breakdown
has been or can be alleged. Nevertheless, the serious nature of contemporary
American political and economic symptoms at least pointedly suggests the existence of
some radical disease, and when one assumes such to be the case, one cannot be
accused of borrowing trouble, I shall, consequently, start from such an assumption, and
make an attempt to explain contemporary American problems as in part the result of the
practice of an erroneous democratic theory. The attempt will necessarily involve a brief
review of our political and economic history, undertaken for the purpose of tracing the
traditional
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ideas of their origin and testing them by their performances. There will follow a detailed
examination of current political and economic problems and conditions—considered in
relation both to the American democratic tradition and to the proposed revision thereof.
In view of the increasing ferment of American political and economic thought, no
apology is necessary for submitting our traditional ideas and practices to an
examination from an untraditional point of view. | need scarcely add that the
untraditional point of view will contain little or no original matter. The only novelty such
an inquiry can claim is the novelty of applying ideas, long familiar to foreign political
thinkers, to the subject-matter of American life. When applied to American life, this
group of ideas assumes a somewhat new complexion and significance; and the promise
of such a small amount of novelty will, | trust, tempt even a disapproving reader to follow
somewhat farther the course of the argument.

CHAPTERII

THE FEDERALISTS AND THE REPUBLICANS

The purpose of the following review of American political ideas and practices is, it must
be premised, critical rather than narrative or expository. | am not seeking to justify a
political and economic theory by an appeal to historical facts. | am seeking, on the
contrary, to place some kind of an estimate and interpretation upon American political
ideas and achievements; and this estimate and interpretation is determined chiefly by a
preconceived ideal. The acceptability of such an estimate and interpretation will, of
course, depend at bottom upon the number of important facts which it explains and the
number which it either neglects or distorts. No doubt, certain omissions and distortions
are inevitable in an attempt of this kind; but | need scarcely add that the greatest care
has been taken to avoid them. In case the proposed conception of the Promise of
American life cannot be applied to our political and economic history without essential
perversion, it must obviously fall to the ground; and as a matter of fact, the ideal itself
has been sensibly modified during the course of this attempt to give it an historical
application. In spite of all these modifications it remains, however, an extremely
controversial review. Our political and economic past is, in a measure, challenged in
order to justify our political and social future. The values placed upon many political
ideas, tendencies, and achievements differ radically from the values placed upon them
either by their originators and partisans or in some cases by the majority of American
historians. The review, consequently, will meet with a far larger portion of instinctive
opposition and distrust than it will of acquiescence. The whole traditional set of values
which it criticises is almost as much alive to-day as it was two generations ago, and it
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forms a background to the political faith of the great majority of Americans. Whatever
favor a radical criticism can obtain, it must win on its merits both as an adequate

interpretation of our political past and as an outlook towards the solution of our present
and future political and economic problems.
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The material for this critical estimate must be sought, not so much in the events of our
national career, as in the ideas which have influenced its course. Closely as these
iIdeas are associated with the actual course of American development, their meaning
and their remoter tendencies have not been wholly realized therein, because beyond a
certain point no attempt was made to think out these ideas candidly and consistently.
For one generation American statesmen were vigorous and fruitful political thinkers; but
the time soon came when Americans ceased to criticise their own ideas, and since that
time the meaning of many of our fundamental national conceptions has been partly
obscured, as well as partly expressed, by the facts of our national growth.
Consequently we must go behind these facts and scrutinize, with more caution than is
usually considered necessary, the adequacy and consistency of the underlying ideas.
And | believe that the results of such a scrutiny will be very illuminating. It will be found
that from the start there has been one group of principles at work which have made for
American national fulfillment, and another group of principles which has made for
American national distraction; and that these principles are as much alive to-day as they
were when Jefferson wrote the Kentucky resolutions or when Jackson, at the dinner of
the Jefferson Club, toasted the preservation of the Union. But while these warring
principles always have been, and still are, alive, they have never, in my opinion, been
properly discriminated one from another; and until such a discrimination is made, the
lesson cannot be profitably applied to the solution of our contemporary national
problems.

All our histories recognize, of course, the existence from the very beginning of our
national career of two different and, in some respects, antagonistic groups of political
ideas,—the ideas which were represented by Jefferson, and the ideas which were
represented by Hamilton. It is very generally understood, also, that neither the
Jeffersonian nor the Hamiltonian doctrine was entirely adequate, and that in order to
reach a correct understanding of the really formative constituent in the complex of
American national life, a combination must be made of both Republicanism and
Federalism. But while the necessity of such a combination is fully realized, | do not
believe that it has ever been mixed in just the proper proportions. We are content to
say with Webster that the prosperity of American institutions depends upon the unity
and inseparability of individual and local liberties and a national union. We are content
to declare that the United States must remain somehow a free and a united country,
because there can be no complete unity without liberty and no salutary liberty outside of
a Union. But the difficulties with this phrase, its implications and consequences, we do
not sufficiently consider. It is enough that we have found an optimistic formula
wherewith to unite the divergent aspects of the Republican, and Federalist doctrines.
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We must begin, consequently, with critical accounts of the ideas both of Jefferson and of
Hamilton; and we must seek to discover wherein each of these sets of ideas was right,
and wherein each was wrong; in what proportions they were subsequently combined in
order to form “our noble national theory,” and what were the advantages, the limitations,
and the effects of this combination. | shall not disguise the fact that, on the whole, my
own preferences are on the side of Hamilton rather than of Jefferson. He was the
sound thinker, the constructive statesman, the candid and honorable, if erring,
gentleman; while Jefferson was the amiable enthusiast, who understood his fellow-
countrymen better and trusted them more than his rival, but who was incapable either of
uniting with his fine phrases a habit of candid and honorable private dealing or of
embodying those phrases in a set of efficient institutions. But although Hamilton is
much the finer man and much the sounder thinker and statesman, there were certain
limitations in his ideas and sympathies the effects of which have been almost as baleful
as the effects of Jefferson’s intellectual superficiality and insincerity. He perverted the
American national idea almost as much as Jefferson perverted the American democratic
idea, and the proper relation of these two fundamental conceptions one to another
cannot be completely understood until this double perversion is corrected.

To make Hamilton and Jefferson exclusively responsible for this double perversion is,
however, by no means fair. The germs of it are to be found in the political ideas and
prejudices with which the American people emerged from their successful Revolutionary
War. At that time, indeed, the opposition between the Republican and the Federalist
doctrines had not become definite and acute; and it is fortunate that such was the case,
because if the opponents of an efficient Federal constitution had been organized and
had been possessed of the full courage and consciousness of their convictions, that
instrument would never have been accepted, or it would have been accepted only in a
much more mutilated and enfeebled condition. Nevertheless, the different political
points of view which afterwards developed into Hamiltonian Federalism and
Jeffersonian Republicanism were latent in the interests and opinions of the friends and
of the opponents of an efficient Federal government; and these interests and opinions
were the natural product of contemporary American economic and political conditions.

Both Federalism and anti-Federalism were the mixed issue of an interest and a theory.
The interest which lay behind Federalism was that of well-to-do citizens in a stable
political and social order, and this interest aroused them to favor and to seek some form
of political organization which was capable of protecting their property and promoting its
interest. They were the friends of liberty because they were in a position to benefit
largely by the possession
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of liberty; and they wanted a strong central government because only by such means
could their liberties, which consisted fundamentally in the ability to enjoy and increase
their property, be guaranteed. Their interests were threatened by the disorganized state
governments in two different but connected respects. These governments did not seem
able to secure either internal order or external peace. In their domestic policy the states
threatened to become the prey of a factious radical democracy, and their relations one
to another were by way of being constantly embroiled. Unless something could be
done, it looked as if they would drift in a condition either of internecine warfare without
profit or, at best, of peace without security. A centralized and efficient government would
do away with both of these threats. It would prevent or curb all but the most serious
sectional disputes, while at the same time it would provide a much stronger guarantee
for internal political order and social stability. An equally strong interest lay at the roots
of anti-Federalism and it had its theory, though this theory was less mature and definite.
Behind the opposition to a centralized government were the interests and the prejudices
of the mass of the American people,—the people who were, comparatively speaking,
lacking in money, in education, and in experience. The Revolutionary War, while not
exclusively the work of the popular element in the community, had undoubtedly
increased considerably its power and influence. A large proportion of the well-to-do
colonial Americans had been active or passive Tories, and had either been ruined or
politically disqualified by the Revolution. Their successful opponents reorganized the
state governments in a radical democratic spirit. The power of the state was usually
concentrated in the hands of a single assembly, to whom both the executive and the
courts were subservient; and this method of organization was undoubtedly designed to
give immediate and complete effect to the will of a popular majority. The temper of the
local democracies, which, for the most part, controlled the state governments, was
insubordinate, factious, and extremely independent. They disliked the idea of a
centralized Federal government because a supreme power would be thereby
constituted which could interfere with the freedom of local public opinion and thwart its
will. No less than the Federalists, they believed in freedom; but the kind of freedom
they wanted, was freedom from anything but local interference. The ordinary American
democrat felt that the power of his personality and his point of view would be diminished
by the efficient centralization of political authority. He had no definite intention of using
the democratic state governments for anti-social or revolutionary purposes, but he was
self-willed and unruly in temper; and his savage treatment of the Tories during and after
the Revolution had given him a taste of the sweets of confiscation. The spirit of his
democracy was self-reliant, undisciplined, suspicious of authority, equalitarian, and
individualistic.
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With all their differences, however, the Federalists and their opponents had certain
common opinions and interests, and it was these common opinions and interests which
prevented the split from becoming irremediable. The men of both parties were
individualist in spirit, and they were chiefly interested in the great American task of
improving their own condition in this world. They both wanted a government which
would secure them freedom of action for this purpose. The difference between them
was really less a difference of purpose than of the means whereby a purpose should be
accomplished. The Federalists, representing as they did chiefly the people of wealth
and education, demanded a government adequate to protect existing propertied rights;
but they were not seeking any exceptional privileges—except those traditionally
associated with the ownership of private property. The anti-Federalists, on the other
hand, having less to protect and more to acquire, insisted rather upon being let alone
than in being protected. They expressed themselves sometimes in such an extremely
insubordinate manner as almost to threaten social disorder, but were very far from being
fundamentally anti-social in interest or opinion. They were all by way of being property-
owners, and they all expected to benefit by freedom from interference in the acquisition
of wealth. It was this community of interest and point of view which prepared the way,
not only for the adoption of the Constitution, but for the loyalty it subsequently inspired
in the average American.

It remains none the less true, however, that the division of interest and the controversy
thereby provoked was sharp and brought about certain very unfortunate
consequences. Inasmuch as the anti-Federalists were unruly democrats and were
suspicious of any efficient political authority, the Federalists came, justly or unjustly, to
identify both anti-Federalism and democracy with political disorder and social instability.
They came, that is, to have much the same opinion of radical democracy as an English
peer might have had at the time of the French Revolution; and this prejudice, which was
unjust but not unnatural, was very influential in determining the character of the Federal
Constitution. That instrument was framed, not as the expression of a democratic creed,
but partly as a legal fortress against the possible errors and failings of democracy. The
federalist point of view resembled that of the later constitutional liberals in France. The
political ideal and benefit which they prized most highly was that of liberty, and the
Constitution was framed chiefly for the purpose of securing liberty from any possible
dangers. Popular liberty must be protected against possible administrative or executive
tyranny by free representative institutions. Individual liberty must be protected against
the action of an unjust majority by the strongest possible legal guarantees. And above
all the general liberties
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of the community must not be endangered by any inefficiency of the government as a
whole. The only method whereby these complicated and, in a measure, conflicting
ends could be attained was by a system of checks and balances, which would make the
executive, legislative, and judicial departments of the government independent of one
another, while at the same time endowing each department with all the essentials of
efficient action within its own sphere. But such a method of political organization was
calculated to thwart the popular will, just in so far as that will did not conform to what the
Federalists believed to be the essentials of a stable political and social order. It was
antagonistic to democracy as that word was then, and is still to a large extent,
understood.

The extent of this antagonism to democracy, if not in intention at least in effect, is
frequently over-rated. The antagonism depends upon the identification of democracy
with a political organization for expressing immediately and completely the will of the
majority—whatever that will may be; and such a conception of democracy contains only
part of the truth. Nevertheless the founders of the Constitution did succeed in giving
some effect to their distrust of the democratic principle, no matter how conservatively
defined; and this was at once a grave error on their part and a grave misfortune for the
American state. Founded as the national government is, partly on a distrust of the
American democracy, it has always tended to make the democracy somewhat
suspicious of the national government. This mutual suspicion, while it has been limited
in scope and diminished by the action of time, constitutes a manifest impediment to the
efficient action of the American political system. The great lesson of American political
experience, as we shall see, is rather that of interdependence than of incompatibility
between an efficient national organization and a group of radical democratic institutions
and ideals; and the meaning of this lesson has been obscured, because the Federal
organization has not been constituted in a sufficiently democratic spirit, and because,
consequently, it has tended to provoke distrust on the part of good democrats. At every
stage in the history of American political ideas and practice we shall meet with the
unfortunate effects of this partial antagonism.

The error of the Federalists can, however, be excused by many extenuating
circumstances. Democracy as an ideal was misunderstood in 1786, and it was
possessed of little or no standing in theory or tradition. Moreover, the radical American
democrats were doing much to deserve the misgivings of the Federalists. Their ideas
were narrow, impracticable, and hazardous; and they were opposed to the essential
political need of the time—viz. the constitution of an efficient Federal government. The
Federalists may have misinterpreted and perverted the proper purpose of American
national organization, but they could
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have avoided such misinterpretation only by an extraordinary display of political insight
and a heroic superiority to natural prejudice. Their error sinks into insignificance
compared with the enormous service which they rendered to the American people and
the American cause. Without their help there might not have been any American nation
at all, or it might have been born under a far darker cloud of political suspicion and
animosity. The instrument which they created, with all its faults, proved capable of
becoming both the organ of an efficient national government and the fundamental law of
a potentially democratic state. It has proved capable of flexible development both in
function and in purpose, and it has been developed in both these directions without any
sacrifice of integrity.

Its success has been due to the fact that its makers, with all their apprehensions about
democracy, were possessed of a wise and positive political faith. They believed in
liberty. They believed that the essential condition of fruitful liberty was an efficient
central government. They knew that no government could be efficient unless its powers
equaled its responsibilities. They were willing to trust to such a government the security
and the welfare of the American people. The Constitution has proved capable of
development chiefly as the instrument of these positive political ideas. Thanks to the
theory of implied powers, to the liberal construction of the Supreme Court during the first
forty years of its existence, and to the results of the Civil War the Federal government
has, on the whole, become more rather than less efficient as the national political organ
of the American people. Almost from the start American life has grown more and more
national in substance, in such wise that a rigid constitution which could not have been
developed in a national direction would have been an increasing source of irritation and
protest. But this reenforcement of the substance of American national life has, until
recently, found an adequate expression in the increasing scope and efficiency of the
Federal government. The Federalists had the insight to anticipate the kind of
government which their country needed; and this was a great and a rare achievement
—all the more so because they were obliged in a measure to impose it on their fellow-
countrymen.

There is, however, another face to the shield. The Constitution was the expression not
only of a political faith, but also of political fears. It was wrought both as the organ of the
national interest and as the bulwark of certain individual and local rights. The
Federalists sought to surround private property, freedom of contract, and personal
liberty with an impregnable legal fortress; and they were forced by their opponents to
amend the original draft of the Constitution in order to include a still more stringent bill of
individual and state rights. Now | am far from pretending that these legal restrictions
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have not had their value in American national history, and were not the expression of an
essential element in the composition and the ideal of the American nation. The security
of private property and personal liberty, and a proper distribution of activity between the
local and the central governments, demanded at that time, and within limits still
demand, adequate legal guarantees. It remains none the less true, however, that every
popular government should in the end, and after a necessarily prolonged deliberation,
possess the power of taking any action, which, in the opinion of a decisive majority of
the people, is demanded by the public welfare. Such is not the case with the
government organized under the Federal Constitution. In respect to certain
fundamental provisions, which necessarily receive the most rigid interpretation on the
part of the courts, it is practically unmodifiable. A very small percentage of the American
people can in this respect permanently thwart the will of an enormous majority, and
there can be no justification for such a condition on any possible theory of popular
Sovereignty. This defect has not hitherto had very many practical inconveniences, but it
is an absolute violation of the theory and the spirit of American democratic institutions.
The time may come when the fulfillment of a justifiable democratic purpose may
demand the limitation of certain rights, to which the Constitution affords such absolute
guarantees; and in that case the American democracy might be forced to seek by
revolutionary means the accomplishment of a result which should be attainable under
the law.

It was, none the less, a great good thing that the Union under the new Constitution
triumphed. Americans have more reason to be proud of its triumph than of any other
event in their national history. The formation of an effective nation out of the thirteen
original colonies was a political achievement for which there was no historical
precedent. Up to that time large countries had been brought, if not held, together by
military force or by a long process of gradually closer historical association. Small and
partly independent communities had combined one with another only on compulsion.
The necessities of joint defense might occasionally drive them into temporary union, but
they would not stay united. They preferred a precarious and tumultuous independence
to a combination with neighboring communities, which brought security at the price of
partial subordination and loyal cooeperation. Even the provinces which composed the
United Netherlands never submitted to an effective political union during the active and
vital period of their history. The small American states had apparently quite as many
reasons for separation as the small Grecian and Italian states. The military necessities
of the Revolution had welded them only into a loose and feeble confederation, and a
successful revolution does not constitute a very good precedent
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for political subordination. The colonies were divided from one another by difficulties of
communication, by variations in economic conditions and social customs, by divergent
interests, and above all by a rampant provincial and separatist spirit. On the other
hand, they were united by a common language, by a common political and legal
tradition, and by the fact that none of them had ever been really independent sovereign
states. Nobody dared or cared to object to union in the abstract; nobody advocated the
alternative of complete separation; it was only a strong efficient union which aroused the
opposition of the Clintons and the Patrick Henrys. Nevertheless, the conditions making
for separation have the appearance of being more insistent and powerful than the
conditions making for an effective union. Disunion was so easy. Union was so difficult.
If the states had only kept on drifting a little longer, they would, at least for a while,
inevitably have drifted apart. They were saved from such a fate chiefly by the insight
and energy of a few unionist leaders—of whom Washington and Hamilton were the
most important.

Perhaps American conditions were such that eventually some kind of a national
government was sure to come; but the important point is that when it came, it came as
the result of forethought and will rather than of compulsion. “It seems to have been
reserved,” says Hamilton in the very first number of the Federalist, “to the people of this
country by their conduct and example, to decide the important question whether
societies of men are really capable or not of establishing good government from
reflection and choice, or whether they are forever destined to depend for their political
constitutions on accident and force.” Americans deliberately selected the better part. It
Is true that the evil effects of a loose union were only too apparent, and that public
safety, order, and private property were obviously endangered by the feeble machinery
of Federal government. Nevertheless, conditions had not become intolerable. The
terrible cost of disunion in money, blood, humiliation, and hatred had not actually been
paid. It might well have seemed cheaper to most Americans to drift on a little longer
than to make the sacrifices and to undertake the labor demanded by the formation of an
effective union. There were plenty of arguments by which a policy of letting things alone
could be plausibly defended, and the precedents were all in its favor. Other people had
acquired such political experience as they were capable of assimilating, first by drifting
into some intolerable excess or some distressing error, and then by undergoing some
violent process of purgation or reform. But it is the distinction of our own country that at
the critical moment of its history, the policy of drift was stopped before a virulent disease
had necessitated a violent and exhausting remedy.
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This result was achieved chiefly by virtue of capable, energetic, and patriotic

leadership. It is stated that if the Constitution had been subjected to a popular vote as
soon as the labors of the Convention terminated, it would probably have been rejected
in almost every state in the Union. That it was finally adopted, particularly by certain
important states, was distinctly due to the conversion of public opinion, by means of
powerful and convincing argument. The American people steered the proper course
because their leaders convinced them of the proper course to steer; and the behavior of
the many who followed behind is as exemplary as is that of the few who pointed the
way. A better example could not be asked of the successful operation of the democratic
institutions, and it would be as difficult to find its parallel in the history of our own as in
the history of European countries.

FEDERALISM AND REPUBLICANISM AS OPPONENTS

Fortunately for the American nation the unionists, who wrought the Constitution, were
substantially the same body of men as the Federalist party who organized under its
provisions an efficient national government. The work of Washington, Hamilton, and
their associates during the first two administrations was characterized by the same
admirable qualities as the work of the makers of the Constitution, and it is of similar
importance. A vigorous, positive, constructive national policy was outlined and carried
substantially into effect,—a policy that implied a faith in the powers of an efficient
government to advance the national interest, and which justified the faith by actually
meeting the critical problems of the time with a series of wise legislative measures.
Hamilton’s part in this constructive legislation was, of course, more important than it had
been in the framing of the Constitution. During Washington’s two administrations the
United States was governed practically by his ideas, if not by his will; and the sound and
unsound parts of his political creed can consequently be more definitely disentangled
than they can be during the years when the Constitution was being wrought. The
Constitution was in many respects a compromise, whereas the ensuing constructive
legislation was a tolerably pure example of Hamiltonian Federalism. It will be
instructive, consequently, to examine the trend of this Hamiltonian policy, and seek to
discover wherein it started the country on the right path, and wherein it sought to
commit the national government to a more dubious line of action.
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Hamilton’s great object as Secretary of the Treasury was that of making the
organization of the national finances serve the cause of a constructive national policy.
He wished to strengthen the Federal government by a striking exhibition of its
serviceability, and by creating both a strong sentiment and an influential interest in its
favor. To this end he committed the nation to a policy of scrupulous financial honesty,
which has helped to make it ever since the mainstay of sound American finance. He
secured the consent of Congress to the recognition at their face value of the debts
incurred during the war both by the Confederacy and by the individual states. He
created in the National Bank an efficient fiscal agent for the Treasury Department and a
means whereby it could give stability to the banking system of the country. Finally he
sought by means of his proposed fiscal and commercial policy to make the central
government the effective promoter of a wholesome and many-sided national
development. He detected the danger to political stability and self-control which would
result from the continued growth of the United States as a merely agricultural and
trading community, and he saw that it was necessary to cultivate manufacturing
industries and technical knowledge and training, because diversified activity and a well-
rounded social and economic life brings with it national balance and security.

Underlying the several aspects of Hamilton’s policy can be discerned a definite theory of
governmental functions. The central government is to be used, not merely to maintain
the Constitution, but to promote the national interest and to consolidate the national
organization. Hamilton saw clearly that the American Union was far from being
achieved when the Constitution was accepted by the states and the machinery of the
Federal government set in motion. A good start had been made, but the way in which to
keep what had been gained was to seek for more. Unionism must be converted into a
positive policy which labored to strengthen the national interest and organization,
discredit possible or actual disunionist ideas and forces, and increase the national

spirit. All this implied an active interference with the natural course of American
economic and political business and its regulation and guidance in the national
direction. It implied a conscious and indefatigable attempt on the part of the national
leaders to promote the national welfare. It implied the predominance in American
political life of the men who had the energy and the insight to discriminate between
those ideas and tendencies which promoted the national welfare, and those ideas and
tendencies whereby it was imperiled. It implied, in fine, the perpetuation of the same
kind of leadership which had guided the country safely through the dangers of the
critical period, and the perpetuation of the purposes which inspired that leadership.
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So far |, at least, have no fault to find with implications of Hamilton’s Federalism, but
unfortunately his policy was in certain other respects tainted with a more doubtful
tendency. On the persistent vitality of Hamilton’s national principle depends the safety
of the American republic and the fertility of the American idea, but he did not seek a
sufficiently broad, popular basis for the realization of those ideas. He was betrayed by
his fears and by his lack of faith. Believing as he did, and far more than he had any
right to believe, that he was still fighting for the cause of social stability and political
order against the seven devils of anarchy and dissolution, he thought it necessary to
bestow upon the central government the support of a strong special interest. During the
Constitutional Convention he had failed to secure the adoption of certain institutions
which in his opinion would have established as the guardian of the Constitution an
aristocracy of ability; and he now insisted all the more upon the plan of attaching to the
Federal government the support of well-to-do people. As we have seen, the
Constitution had been framed and its adoption secured chiefly by citizens of education
and means; and the way had been prepared, consequently, for the attempt of Hamilton
to rally this class as a class more than ever to the support of the Federal government.
They were the people who had most to lose by political instability or inefficiency, and
they must be brought to lend their influence to the perpetuation of a centralized political
authority. Hence he believed a considerable national debt to be a good thing for the
Federal national interest, and he insisted strenuously upon the assumption by the
Federal government of the state war-debts. He conceived the Constitution and the
Union as a valley of peace and plenty which had to be fortified against the marauders
by the heavy ramparts of borrowed money and the big guns of a propertied interest.

In so doing Hamilton believed that he was (to vary the metaphor) loading the ship of
state with a necessary ballast, whereas in truth he was disturbing its balance and
preventing it from sailing free. He succeeded in imbuing both men of property and the
mass of the “plain people” with the idea that the well-to-do were the peculiar
beneficiaries of the American Federal organization, the result being that the rising
democracy came more than ever to distrust the national government. Instead of
seeking to base the perpetuation of the Union upon the interested motives of a minority
of well-to-do citizens, he would have been far wiser to have frankly intrusted its welfare
to the good-will of the whole people. But unfortunately he was prevented from so doing
by the limitation both of his sympathies and ideas. He was possessed by the English
conception of a national state, based on the domination of special privileged orders and
interests; and he failed to understand that the permanent support of the American
national

54



A

DX:I BOOKRAGS

Page 33

organization could not be found in anything less than the whole American democracy.
The American Union was a novel and a promising political creation, not because it was
a democracy, for there had been plenty of previous democracies, and not because it
was a nation, for there had been plenty of previous nations, but precisely and entirely
because it was a democratic nation,—a nation committed by its institutions and
aspirations to realize the democratic idea.

Much, consequently, as we may value Hamilton’s work and for the most part his ideas, it
must be admitted that the popular disfavor with which he came to be regarded had its
measure of justice. This disfavor was indeed partly the result of his resolute adherence
to a wise but an unpopular foreign policy; and the way in which this policy was carried
through by Washington, Hamilton, and their followers, in spite of the general dislike
which it inspired, deserves the warmest praise. But Hamilton’s unpopularity was
fundamentally due to deeper causes. He and his fellow-Federalists did not understand
their fellow-countrymen and sympathize with their purposes, and naturally they were
repaid with misunderstanding and suspicion. He ceased, after Washington’s retirement,
to be a national leader, and became the leader of a faction; and before his death his
party ceased to be the national party, and came to represent only a section and a class.
In this way it irretrievably lost public support, and not even the miserable failure of
Jefferson’s policy of embargo could persuade the American people to restore the
Federalists to power. As a party organization they disappeared entirely after the second
English war, and unfortunately much that was good in Hamilton’s political point of view
disappeared with the bad. But by its failure one good result was finally established. For
better or worse the United States had become a democracy as well as a nation, and its
national task was not that of escaping the dangers of democracy, but of realizing its
responsibilities and opportunities.

It did not take Hamilton’s opponents long to discover that his ideas and plans were in
some respects inimical to democracy; and the consequence was that Hamilton was
soon confronted by one of the most implacable and unscrupulous oppositions which
ever abused a faithful and useful public servant. This opposition was led by Jefferson,
and while it most unfortunately lacked Hamilton’s statesmanship and sound constructive
ideas, it possessed the one saving quality which Hamilton himself lacked: Jefferson
was filled with a sincere, indiscriminate, and unlimited faith in the American people. He
was according to his own lights a radical and unqualified democrat, and as a democrat
he fought most bitterly what he considered to be the aristocratic or even monarchic
tendency of Hamilton’s policy. Much of the denunciation which he and his followers
lavished upon Hamilton was unjust, and much of the fight which they put up against his
measures
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was contrary to the public welfare. They absolutely failed to give him credit for the
patriotism of his intentions or for the merit of his achievements, and their unscrupulous
and unfair tactics established a baleful tradition in American party warfare. But
Jefferson was wholly right in believing that his country was nothing, if not a democracy,
and that any tendency to impair the integrity of the democratic idea could be productive
only of disaster.

Unfortunately Jefferson’s conception of democracy was meager, narrow, and self-
contradictory; and just because his ideas prevailed, while Hamilton toward the end of
his life lost his influence, the consequences of Jefferson’s imperfect conception of
democracy have been much more serious than the consequences of Hamilton’s
inadequate conception of American nationality. In Jefferson’s mind democracy was
tantamount to extreme individualism. He conceived a democratic society to be
composed of a collection of individuals, fundamentally alike in their abilities and deserts;
and in organizing such a society, politically, the prime object was to provide for the
greatest satisfaction of its individual members. The good things of life which had
formerly been monopolized by the privileged few, were now to be distributed among all
the people. It was unnecessary, moreover, to make any very artful arrangements, in
order to effect an equitable distribution. Such distribution would take care of itself,
provided nobody enjoyed any special privileges and everybody had equal
opportunities. Once these conditions were secured, the motto of a democratic
government should simply be “Hands Off.” There should be as little government as
possible, because persistent governmental interference implied distrust in popular
efficiency and good-will; and what government there was, should be so far as possible
confided to local authorities. The vitality of a democracy resided in its extremities, and it
would be diminished rather than increased by specialized or centralized guidance. Its
individual members needed merely to be protected against privileges and to be let
alone, whereafter the native goodness of human nature would accomplish the perfect
consummation.

Thus Jefferson sought an essentially equalitarian and even socialistic result by means
of an essentially individualistic machinery. His theory implied a complete harmony both
in logic and in effect between the idea of liberty and the idea of equality; and just in so
far as there is any antagonism between those ideas, his whole political system becomes
unsound and impracticable. Neither is there any doubt as to which of these ideas
Jefferson and his followers really attached the more importance. Their mouths have
always been full of the praise of liberty; and unquestionably they have really believed it
to be the corner-stone of their political and social structure. None the less, however, is it
true that in so far as any antagonism has developed in American life between
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liberty and equality, the Jeffersonian Democrats have been found on the side of
equality. Representing as they did the democratic principle, it is perfectly natural and
desirable that they should fight the battle of equality in a democratic state; and their
error has been, not their devotion to equality, but their inability to discern wherein any
antagonism existed between liberty and equality, and the extent to which they were
sacrificing a desirable liberty to an undesirable equality.

On this, as on so many other points, Hamilton’s political philosophy was much more
clearly thought out than that of Jefferson. He has been accused by his opponents of
being the enemy of liberty; whereas in point of fact, he wished, like the Englishman he
was, to protect and encourage liberty, just as far as such encouragement was
compatible with good order, because he realized that genuine liberty would inevitably
issue in fruitful social and economic inequalities. But he also realized that genuine
liberty was not merely a matter of a constitutional declaration of rights. It could be
protected only by an energetic and clear-sighted central government, and it could be
fertilized only by the efficient national organization of American activities. For national
organization demands in relation to individuals a certain amount of selection, and a
certain classification of these individuals according to their abilities and deserts. Itis
just this kind or effect of liberty which Jefferson and his followers have always disliked
and discouraged. They have been loud in their praise of legally constituted rights; but
they have shown an instinctive and an implacable distrust of intellectual and moral
independence, and have always sought to suppress it in favor of intellectual and moral
conformity. They have, that is, stood for the sacrifice of liberty—in so far as liberty
meant positive intellectual and moral achievement—to a certain kind of equality.

| do not mean to imply by the preceding statement that either Jefferson or his followers
were the conscious enemies of moral and intellectual achievement. On the contrary,
they appeared to themselves in their amiable credulity to be the friends and guardians
of everything admirable in human life; but their good intentions did not prevent them
from actively or passively opposing positive intellectual and moral achievement, directed
either towards social or individual ends. The effect of their whole state of mind was
negative and fatalistic. They approved in general of everything approvable; but the
things of which they actively approved were the things which everybody in general was
doing. Their point of view implied that society and individuals could be made better
without actually planning the improvement or building up an organization for the
purpose; and this assertion brings me to the deepest-lying difference between Hamilton
and Jefferson. Jefferson’s policy was at bottom the old fatal
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policy of drift, whose distorted body was concealed by fair-seeming clothes, and whose
ugly face was covered by a mask of good intentions. Hamilton’s policy was one of
energetic and intelligent assertion of the national good. He knew that the only method
whereby the good could prevail either in individual or social life was by persistently
willing that it should prevail and by the adoption of intelligent means to that end. His
vision of the national good was limited; but he was absolutely right about the way in
which it was to be achieved.

Hamilton was not afraid to exhibit in his own life moral and intellectual independence.
He was not afraid to incur unpopularity for pursuing what he believed to be a wise public
policy, and the general disapprobation under which he suffered during the last years of
his life, while it was chiefly due, as we have seen, to his distrust of the American
democracy, was also partly due to his high conception of the duties of leadership.
Jefferson, on the other hand, afforded an equally impressive example of the statesman
who assiduously and intentionally courted popular favor. It was, of course, easy for him
to court popular favor, because he understood the American people extremely well and
really sympathized with them; but he never used the influence which he thereby
obtained for the realization of any positive or formative purpose, which might be
unpopular. His policy, while in office, was one of fine phrases and temporary
expedients, some of which necessarily incurred odium, but none of which were pursued
by him or his followers with any persistence. Whatever the people demanded, their
leaders should perform, including, if necessary, a declaration of war against England. It
was to be a government of and by the people, not a government for the people by
popular but responsible leaders; and the leaders to whom the people delegated their
authority had in theory no right to pursue an unpopular policy. The people were to guide
their leaders, not their leaders the people; and any intellectual or moral independence
and initiative on the part of the leaders in a democracy was to be condemned as
undemocratic. The representatives of a Sovereign people were in the same position as
the courtiers of an absolute monarch. It was their business to flatter and obey.

FEDERALISM AND REPUBLICANISM AS ALLIES

It is not surprising, consequently, that Jefferson, who had been a lion in opposition, was
transformed by the assumption of power into a lamb. Inasmuch as he had been
denouncing every act of the Federalists since the consummation of the Union as
dangerous to American liberties or as inimical to the public welfare, it was to be
anticipated, when he and his party assumed office, that they would seek both to tear
down the Federalist structure and rear in its place a temple of the true Republican faith.
Not only did nothing
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of the kind follow, but nothing of the kind was even attempted. Considering the
fulminations of the Republicans during the last ten years of Federalist domination,
Jefferson’s first Inaugural is a bewildering document. The recent past, which had but
lately been so full of dangers, was ignored; and the future, the dangers of which were
much more real, was not for the moment considered. Jefferson was sworn in with his
head encircled by a halo of beautiful phrases; and he and his followers were so well
satisfied with this beatific vision that they entirely overlooked the desirability of
redeeming their own past or of providing for their country’s future. Sufficient unto the
day was the popularity thereof. The Federalists themselves must be conciliated, and
the national organization achieved by them is by implication accepted. The Federalist
structure, so recently the prison of the free American spirit, becomes itself a large part of
the temple of democracy. The Union is no longer inimical to liberty. For the first time we
begin to hear from good Republican mouths, some sacred words about the necessary
connection of liberty and union. Jefferson celebrated his triumph by adopting the work,
if not the creed, of his adversaries.

The adoption by Jefferson and the Republicans of the political structure of their
opponents is of an importance hardly inferior to that of the adoption of the Constitution
by the states. It was the first practical indication that democracy and Federalism were
not as radically antagonistic as their extreme partisans had believed; and it was also the
first indication that the interests which were concealed behind the phrases of the two
parties were not irreconcilable. When the democracy rallied to the national
organization, the American state began to be a democratic nation. The alliance was as
yet both fragile and superficial. It was founded on a sacrifice by the two parties, not
merely of certain errors and misconceptions, but also of certain convictions, which had
been considered essential. The Republicans tacitly admitted the substantial falsity of
their attacks upon the Federal organization. The many Federalists who joined their
opponents abandoned without scruple the whole spirit and purpose of the Hamiltonian
national policy. But at any rate the reconciliation was accomplished. The newly
founded American state was for the time being saved from the danger of being torn
asunder by two rival factions, each representing irreconcilable ideas and interests. The
Union, which had been celebrated in 1789, was consummated in 1801. Its fertility was
still to be proved.
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When Jefferson and the Republicans rallied to the Union and to the existing Federalist
organization, the fabric of traditional American democracy was almost completely
woven. Thereafter the American people had only to wear it and keep it in repair. The
policy announced in Jefferson’s first Inaugural was in all important respects merely a
policy of conservatism. The American people were possessed of a set of political
institutions, which deprived them of any legitimate grievances and supplied them with
every reasonable opportunity; and their political duty was confined to the administration
of these institutions in a faithful spirit and their preservation from harm. The future
contained only one serious danger. Such liberties were always open to attack, and
there would always be designing men whose interest it was to attack them. The great
political responsibility of the American democracy was to guard itself against such
assaults; and should they succeed in this task they need have no further concern about
their future. Their political salvation was secure. They had placed it, as it were, in a
good sound bank. It would be sure to draw interest provided the bank were
conservatively managed—that is, provided it were managed by loyal Republicans.
There was no room or need for any increase in the fund, because it already satisfied
every reasonable purpose. But it must not be diminished; and it must not be exposed to
any risk of diminution by hazardous speculative investments.

During the next fifty years, the American democracy accepted almost literally this
Jeffersonian tradition. Until the question of slavery became acute, they ceased to think
seriously about political problems. The lawyers were preoccupied with certain important
guestions of constitutional interpretation, which had their political implications; but the
purpose of these expositions of our fundamental law was the affirmation, the
consolidation, and towards the end, the partial restriction of the existing Federalist
organization. In this as in other respects the Americans of the second and third
generations were merely preserving what their fathers had wrought. Their political
institutions were good, in so far as they were not disturbed. They might become bad,
only in case they were perverted. The way to guard against such perversion was, of
course, to secure the election of righteous democrats. From the traditional American
point of view, it was far more important to get the safe candidates elected than it was to
use the power so obtained for any useful political achievement. In the hands of unsafe
men,—that is, one’s political opponents,—the government might be perverted to
dangerous uses, whereas in the hands of safe men, it could at best merely be
preserved in safety. Misgovernment was a greater danger than good government was a
benefit, because good government, particularly on the part of Federal officials,
consisted, apart from routine business, in letting things alone. Thus the furious interest,
which the good American took in getting himself and his associates elected, could be
justified by reasons founded on the essential nature of the traditional political system.
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The good American democrat had, of course, another political duty besides that of
securing the election of himself and his friends. His political system was designed, not
merely to deprive him of grievances, but to offer him superlative opportunities. In taking
the utmost advantage of those opportunities, he was not only fulfilling his duty to
himself, but he was helping to realize the substantial purpose of democracy. Just as it
was the function of the national organization to keep itself undefiled and not to interfere,
so it was his personal function to make hay while the sun was shining. The triumph of
Jefferson and the defeat of Hamilton enabled the natural individualism of the American
people free play. The democratic political system was considered tantamount in
practice to a species of vigorous, licensed, and purified selfishness. The responsibilities
of the government were negative; those of the individual were positive. And it is no
wonder that in the course of time his positive responsibilities began to look larger and
larger. This licensed selfishness became more domineering in proportion as it became
more successful. If a political question arose, which in any way interfered with his
opportunities, the good American began to believe that his democratic political machine
was out of gear. Did Abolitionism create a condition of political unrest, and interfere with
good business, then Abolitionists were wicked men, who were tampering with the ark of
the Constitution; and in much the same way the modern reformer, who proposes
policies looking toward a restriction in the activity of corporations and stands in the way
of the immediate transaction of the largest possible volume of business, is denounced
as un-American. These were merely crude ways of expressing the spirit of traditional
American democracy,—which was that of a rampant individualism, checked only by a
system of legally constituted rights. The test of American national success was the
comfort and prosperity of the individual; and the means to that end,—a system of
unrestricted individual aggrandizement and collective irresponsibility.

The alliance between Federalism and democracy on which this traditional system was
based, was excellent in many of its effects; but unfortunately it implied on the part of
both the allies a sacrifice of political sincerity and conviction. And this sacrifice was
more demoralizing to the Republicans than to the Federalists, because they were the
victorious party. A central government, constructed on the basis of their democratic
creed, would have been a government whose powers were smaller, more rigid, and
more inefficiently distributed than those granted under our Federal Constitution—as
may be seen from the various state constitutions subsequently written under
Jeffersonian influence. When they obtained power either they should have been faithful
to their convictions and tried to modify the Federal machinery in accordance therewith,
or they should
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have modified their ideas in order to make them square with their behavior. But instead
of seriously and candidly considering the meaning of their own actions, they opened
their mouths wide enough to swallow their own past and then deliberately shut their
eyes. They accepted the national organization as a fact and as a condition of national
safety; but they rejected it as a lesson in political wisdom, and as an implicit principle of
political action. By so doing they began that career of intellectual lethargy, superficiality,
and insincerity which ever since has been characteristic of official American political
thought.

This lack of intellectual integrity on the part of the American democracy both falsified the
spirit in which our institutions had originated, and seriously compromised their future
success. The Union had been wrought by virtue of vigorous, responsible, and
enterprising leadership, and of sound and consistent political thinking. It was to be
perpetuated by a company of men, who disbelieved in enterprising and responsible
leadership, and who had abandoned and tended to disparage anything but the most
routine political ideas. The American people, after passing through a period of positive
achievement, distinguished in all history for the powerful application of brains to the
solution of an organic political problem—the American people, after this almost
unprecedented exhibition of good-will and good judgment, proceeded to put a wholly
false interpretation on their remarkable triumph. They proceeded, also, to cultivate a
state of mind which has kept them peculiarly liable to intellectual ineptitude and
conformity. The mixture of optimism, conservatism, and superficiality, which has until
recently characterized their political point of view, has made them almost blind to the
true lessons of their own national experience.

The best that can be said on behalf of this traditional American system of political ideas
Is that it contained the germ of better things. The combination of Federalism and
Republicanism which formed the substance of the system, did not constitute a
progressive and formative political principle, but it pointed in the direction of a
constructive formula. The political leaders of the “era of good feeling” who began to use
with some degree of conviction certain comely phrases about the eternal and
inseparable alliance between “liberty and union” were looking towards the promised
land of American democratic fulfillment. As we shall see, the kind of liberty and the kind
of union which they had in mind were by no means indissolubly and inseparably united;
and both of these words had to be transformed from a negative and legal into a positive
moral and social meaning before the boasted alliance could be anything but precarious
and sterile. But if for liberty we substitute the word democracy, which means something
more than liberty, and if for union, we substitute the phrase American nationality,
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which means so much more than a legal union, we shall be looking in the direction of a
fruitful alliance between two supplementary principles. It can, | believe, be stated
without qualification that wherever the nationalist idea and tendency has been divided
from democracy, its achievements have been limited and partially sterilized. It can also
be stated that the separation of the democratic idea from the national principle and
organization has issued not merely in sterility, but in moral and political mischief. All this
must remain mere assertion for the present; but | shall hope gradually to justify these
assertions by an examination of the subsequent course of American political
development.

CHAPTER I

THE DEMOCRATS AND THE WHIGS

The first phase of American political history was characterized by the conflict between
the Federalists and the Republicans, and it resulted in the complete triumph of the
latter. The second period was characterized by an almost equally bitter contest
between the Democrats and the Whigs in which the Democrats represented a new
version of the earlier Republican tradition and the Whigs a resurrected Federalism. The
Democracy of Jackson differed in many important respects from the Republicanism of
Jefferson, and the Whig doctrine of Henry Clay was far removed from the Federalism of
Alexander Hamilton. Nevertheless, from 1825 to 1850, the most important fact in
American political development continued to be a fight between an inadequate
conception of democracy, represented by Jackson and his followers, and a feeble
conception of American nationality, represented best by Henry Clay and Daniel
Webster; and in this second fight the victory still rested, on the whole, with the
Democrats. The Whigs were not annihilated as the Federalists had been. In the end
they perished as a party, but not because of the assaults of their opponents, but
because of their impotence in the face of a grave national crisis. Nevertheless, they
were on all essential issues beaten by the Democrats; and on the few occasions on
which they were victorious, their victories were both meaningless and fruitless.

The years between 1800 and 1825 were distinguished, so far as our domestic
development was concerned, by the growth of the Western pioneer Democracy in
power and self-consciousness. It was one of the gravest errors of Hamilton and the
Federalists that they misunderstood and suspected the pioneer Democracy, just as it
was one of the greatest merits of Jefferson that he early appreciated its importance and
used his influence and power to advance its interests. The consequence was that the
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pioneers became enthusiastic and radical supporters of the Republican party. They
repeated and celebrated the Jeffersonian catchwords with the utmost conviction. They
became imbued with the spirit of the true Jeffersonian faith.
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They were, indeed, in many respects more Jeffersonian than Jefferson himself, and
sought to realize some of his ideas with more energy and consistency. These ideas
expressed and served their practical needs marvelously well, and if the formulas had
not already been provided by Jefferson, they would most assuredly have been
crystallized by the pioneer politicians of the day. The Jeffersonian creed has exercised
a profound influence upon the thought of the American people, not because Jefferson
was an original and profound thinker, but because of his ability to formulate popular
opinions, prejudices, and interests.

It is none the less true that the pioneer Democracy soon came to differ with Jefferson
about some important questions of public policy. They early showed, for instance, a
lively disapproval of Jefferson’s management of the crisis in foreign affairs, which
preceded the War of 1812. Jefferson’s policy of commercial embargo seemed
pusillanimous to Jackson and the other Western Democrats. They did not believe in
peaceful warfare; and their different conception of the effective way of fighting a foreign
enemy was symptomatic of a profound difference of opinion and temper. The Western
Democracy did not share Jefferson’s amiable cosmopolitanism. It was, on the contrary,
aggressively resolved to assert the rights and the interests of the United States against
any suspicion of European aggrandizement. However much it preferred a let-alone
policy in respect to the domestic affairs, all its instincts revolted against a weak foreign
policy; and its instincts were outraged by the administration’s policy of peaceful warfare,
which injured ourselves so much more than it injured England, not only because the
pioneers were fighting men by conviction and habit, but because they were much more
genuinely national in their feelings than were Jefferson and Madison.

The Western Democrats finally forced Madison and the official Republican leaders to
declare war against England, because Madison preferred even a foreign war to the loss
of popularity; but Madison, although he accepted the necessity of war, was wholly
incompetent to conduct it efficiently. The inadequacy of our national organization and
our lack of national cohesion was immediately and painfully exhibited. The Republican
superstition about militarism had prevented the formation of a regular army at all
adequate to the demands of our national policy, and the American navy, while efficient
so far as it went, was very much too small to constitute an effective engine of naval
warfare. Moreover, the very Congress that clearly announced an intention of declaring
war on Great Britain failed to make any sufficient provision for its energetic prosecution.
The consequence of this short-sighted view of our national responsibilities is that the
history of the War of 1812 makes painful reading for a patriotic American. The little
American navy earned distinction, but it was so small that its successes
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did not prevent it from being shut off eventually from the high seas. The military
operations were a succession of blunders both in strategy and in performance. On the
northern frontier a series of incompetent generals led little armies of half-hearted
soldiers to unnecessary defeats or at best to ineffectual victories; and the most
conspicuous military success was won at New Orleans by the Western pioneers, who
had no constitutional scruples about fighting outside of their own states, and who were
animated by lively patriotic feelings. On the whole, however, the story makes
humiliating reading, not because the national Capital was captured almost without
resistance, or because we were so frequently beaten, but because our disorganization,
the incompetence of the national government, and the disloyalty of so many Americans
made us deserve both a less successful war and a more humiliating peace.

The chief interest of the second English war for the purpose of this book is, however, its
clear indication of the abiding-place at that time of the American national spirit. That
spirit was not found along the Atlantic coast, whose inhabitants were embittered and
blinded by party and sectional prejudices. It was resident in the newer states of the
West and the Southwest. A genuine American national democracy was coming into
existence in that part of the country—a democracy which was as democratic as it knew
how to be, while at the same time loyal and devoted to the national government. The
pioneers had in a measure outgrown the colonialism of the thirteen original
commonwealths. They occupied a territory which had in the beginning been part of the
national domain. Their local commonwealths had not antedated the Federal Union, but
were in a way children of the central government; and they felt that they belonged to the
Union in a way that was rarely shared by an inhabitant of Massachusetts or South
Carolina. Their national feeling did not prevent them from being in some respects
extremely local and provincial in their point of view. It did not prevent them from
resenting with the utmost energy any interference of the Federal government in what
they believed to be their local affairs. But they were none the less, first and foremost,
loyal citizens of the American Federal state.

THE NEW NATIONAL DEMOCRACY

We must consider carefully this earliest combination of the national with the democratic
idea. The Western Democracy is important, not only because it played the leading part
in our political history down to 1850, but precisely because it does offer, in a primitive
but significant form, a combination of the two ideas, which, when united, constitute the
formative principle in American political and social development. The way had been
prepared for this combination by the Republican acceptance of the Federal
organization, after that party had assumed power; but the Western
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Democrats took this alliance much more innocently than the older Republican leaders.
They insisted, as we have seen, on a declaration of war against Great Britain; and
humiliating as were the results of that war, this vigorous assertion of the national point of
view, both exposed in clear relief the sectional disloyalty of the Federalists of New
England and resulted later in an attempted revival of a national constructive policy. Itis
true that the regeneration of the Hamiltonian spirit belongs rather to the history of the
Whigs than to the history of the Democrats. It is true, also, that the attempted revival at
once brought out the inadequacy of the pioneer’s conceptions both of the national and
the democratic ideas. Nevertheless, it was their assertion of the national interest
against a foreign enemy which provoked its renewed vitality in relation to our domestic
affairs. Whatever the alliance between nationality and democracy, represented by the
pioneers, lacked in fruitful understanding of the correlative ideas, at least it was solid
alliance. The Western Democrats were suspicious of any increase of the national
organization in power and scope, but they were even more determined that it should be
neither shattered nor vitally injured. Although they were unable to grasp the meaning of
their own convictions, the Federal Union really meant to them something more than an
indissoluble legal contract. It was rooted in their life. It was one of those things for
which they were willing to fight; and their readiness to fight for the national idea was the
great salutary fact. Our country was thereby saved from the consequences of its
distracting individualistic conception of democracy, and its merely legal conception of
nationality. It was because the followers of Jackson and Douglas did fight for it, that the
Union was preserved.

Be it immediately remarked, however, that the pioneer Democrats were obliged to fight
for the Union, just because they were not interested in its progressive consummation.
They willed at one and the same time that the Union should be preserved, but that it
should not be increased and strengthened. They were national in feeling, but local and
individualistic in their ideas; and these limited ideas were associated with a false and
inadequate conception of democracy. Jefferson had taught them to believe that any
increase of the national organization was inimical to democracy. The limitations of their
own economic and social experience and of their practical needs confirmed them in this
belief. Their manner of life made them at once thoroughly loyal and extremely
insubordinate. They combined the sincerest patriotism with an energetic and selfish
individualism; and they failed wholly to realize any discrepancy between these two
dominant elements in their life. They were to love their country, but they were to work
for themselves; and nothing wrong could happen to their country, provided
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they preserved its institutions and continued to enjoy its opportunities. Their failure to
grasp the idea that the Federal Union would not take care of itself, prevented them from
taking disunionist ideas seriously, and encouraged them to provoke a crisis, which,
subsequently, their fundamental loyalty to the Union prevented from becoming
disastrous. They expected their country to drift to a safe harbor in the Promised Land,
whereas the inexorable end of a drifting ship is either the rocks or the shoals.

In their opposition to the consolidation of the national organization, the pioneers
believed that they were defending the citadel of their democratic creed. Democracy
meant to them, not only equal opportunities secured by law, but an approximately equal
standing among individual citizens, and an approximately equal division of the social
and economic fruits. They realized vaguely that national consolidation brought with it
organization, and organization depended for its efficiency upon a classification of
individual citizens according to ability, knowledge, and competence. In a nationalized
state, it is the man of exceptional position, power, responsibility, and training who is
most likely to be representative and efficient, whereas in a thoroughly democratic state,
as they conceived it, the average man was the representative citizen and the fruitful
type. Nationalization looked towards the introduction and perpetuation of a political,
social, and financial hierarchy. They opposed it consequently, on behalf of the “plain
people”; and they even reached the conclusion that the contemporary political system
was to some extent organized for the benefit of special interests. They discovered in
the fiscal and administrative organization the presence of discrimination against the
average man. The National Bank was an example of special economic privileges. The
office-holding clique was an example of special political privileges. Jackson and his
followers declared war on these sacrilegious anomalies in the temple of democracy.
Thus the only innovations which the pioneers sought to impose on our national political
system were by way of being destructive. They uprooted a national institution which
had existed, with but one brief interruption, for more than forty years; and they entirely
altered the tradition of appointment in the American civil service. Both of these
destructive achievements throw a great deal of light upon their unconscious tendencies
and upon their explicit convictions, and will help us to understand the value and the
limitation of the positive contribution which the pioneers made to the fullness of the
American democratic idea.

68



A

DX:I BOOKRAGS

Page 46

The National Bank was the institution by virtue of which Hamilton sought to secure a
stable national currency and an efficient national fiscal agent; and the Bank, particularly
under its second charter, had undoubtedly been a useful and economical piece of
financial machinery. The Republicans had protested against it in the beginning, but they
had later come to believe in its necessity; and at the time Benton and Jackson declared
war upon it, the Bank was, on the whole, and in spite of certain minor and local
grievances, a popular institution. If the question of the re-charter of the National Bank
had been submitted to popular vote in 1832, a popular majority would probably have
declared in its favor. Jackson’s victory was due partly to his personal popularity, partly
to the unwise manner in which the Bank was defended, but chiefly to his success in
convincing public opinion that the Bank was an institution whose legal privileges were
used to the detriment of the American people. As a matter of fact, such was not the
case. The Bank was a semi-public corporation, upon which certain exceptional
privileges had been conferred, because the enjoyment of such privileges was
inseparable from the services it performed and the responsibilities it assumed. When
we consider how important those services were, and how difficult it has since been to
substitute any arrangement, which provides as well both a flexible and a stable currency
and for the articulation of the financial operations of the Federal Treasury with those of
the business of the country, it does not look as if the emoluments and privileges of the
Bank were disproportionate to its services. But Jackson and his followers never even
considered whether its services and responsibilities were proportionate to its legal
privileges. The fact that any such privilege existed, the fact that any legal association of
individuals should enjoy such exceptional opportunities, was to their minds a violation of
democratic principles. It must consequently be destroyed, no matter how much the
country needed its services, and no matter how difficult it was to establish in its place
any equally efficient institution.

The important point is, however, that the campaign against the National Bank
uncovered a latent socialism, which lay concealed behind the rampant individualism of
the pioneer Democracy. The ostensible grievance against the Bank was the possession
by a semi-public corporation of special economic privileges; but the anti-Bank literature
of the time was filled half unconsciously with a far more fundamental complaint. What
the Western Democrats disliked and feared most of all was the possession of any
special power by men of wealth. Their crusade against the “Money Power” meant that
in their opinion money must not become a power in a democratic state. They had no
objection, of course, to certain inequalities in the distribution of wealth; but they fiercely
resented the idea that
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such inequalities should give a group of men any special advantages which were
inaccessible to their fellow-countrymen. The full meaning of their complaint against the
Bank was left vague and ambiguous, because the Bank itself possessed special legal
privileges; and the inference was that when these privileges were withdrawn, the
“Money Power” would disappear with them. The Western Democrat devoutly believed
that an approximately equal division of the good things of life would result from the
possession by all American citizens of equal legal rights and similar economic
opportunities. But the importance of this result in their whole point of view was
concealed by the fact that they expected to reach it by wholly negative means—that is,
by leaving the individual alone. The substantially equal distribution of wealth, which was
characteristic of the American society of their own day, was far more fundamental in
their system of political and social ideas than was the machinery of liberty whereby it
was to be secured. And just as soon as it becomes apparent that the proposed
machinery does as a matter of fact accomplish a radically unequal result, their whole
political and economic creed cries loudly for revision.

The introduction of the spoils system was due to the perverted application of kindred
ideas. The emoluments of office loomed large among the good things of life to the
pioneer Democrat; and such emoluments differed from other economic rewards, in that
they were necessarily at the disposal of the political organization. The public offices
constituted the tangible political patrimony of the American people. It was not enough
that they were open to everybody. They must actually be shared by almost everybody.
The terms of all elected officials must be short, so that as many good democrats as
possible could occupy an easy chair in the house of government; and officials must for
similar reasons be appointed for only short terms. Traditional practice at Washington
disregarded these obvious inferences from the principles of true democracy. Until the
beginning of Jackson’s first administration the offices in the government departments
had been appropriated by a few bureaucrats who had grown old at their posts; and how
could such a permanent appropriation be justified? The pioneer Democrat believed that
he was as competent to do the work as any member of an office-holding clique, so that
when he came into power, he corrected what seemed to him to be a genuine abuse in
the traditional way of distributing the American political patrimony. He could not
understand that training, special ability, or long experience constituted any special claim
upon a public office, or upon any other particular opportunity or salary. One democrat
was as good as another, and deserved his share of the rewards of public service. The
state could not undertake to secure a good living to all good democrats, but, when
properly administered, it could prevent any appropriation by a few people of the public
pay-roll.
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In the long run the effect of the spoils system was, of course, just the opposite of that
anticipated by the early Jacksonian Democrats. It merely substituted one kind of office-
holding privilege for another. It helped to build up a group of professional politicians
who became in their turn an office-holding clique—the only difference being that one
man in his political life held, not one, but many offices. Yet the Jacksonian Democrat
undoubtedly believed, when he introduced the system into the Federal civil service, that
he was carrying out a desirable reform along strictly democratic lines. He was betrayed
into such an error by the narrowness of his own experience and of his intellectual
outlook. His experience had been chiefly that of frontier life, in which the utmost
freedom of economic and social movement was necessary; and he attempted to apply
the results of this limited experience to the government of a complicated social
organism whose different parts had very different needs. The direct results of the
attempt were very mischievous. He fastened upon the American public service a
system of appointment which turned political office into the reward of partisan service,
which made it unnecessary for the public officials to be competent and impossible for
them to be properly experienced, and which contributed finally to the creation of a class
of office-holding politicians. But the introduction of the spoils system had a meaning
superior to its results. It was, after all, an attempt to realize an ideal, and the ideal was
based on a genuine experience. The “Virginian Oligarchy,” although it was the work of
Jefferson and his followers, was an anachronism in a state governed in the spirit of
Jeffersonian Democratic principles. It was better for the Jacksonian Democrats to
sacrifice what they believed to be an obnoxious precedent to their principles than to
sacrifice their principles to mere precedent. If in so doing they were making a mistake,
that was because their principles were wrong. The benefit which they were temporarily
conferring on themselves, as a class in the community, was sanctioned by the letter and
the spirit of their creed.

Closely connected with their perverted ideas and their narrow view of life, we may
discern a leaven of new and useful democratic experience. The new and useful
experience which they contributed to our national stock was that of homogeneous social
intercourse. | have already remarked that the Western pioneers were the first large
body of Americans who were genuinely national in feeling. They were also the first
large body of Americans who were genuinely democratic in feeling. Consequently they
imparted a certain emotional consistency to the American democracy, and they thereby
performed a social service which was in its way quite as valuable as their political
service. Democracy has always been stronger as a political than it has as a social
force. When adopted as a political ideal of the American people, it was very
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far from possessing any effective social vitality; and until the present day it has been a
much more active force in political than in social life. But whatever traditional social
force it has obtained, can be traced directly to the Western pioneer Democrat. His
democracy was based on genuine good-fellowship. Unlike the French Fraternity, it was
the product neither of abstract theories nor of a disembodied humanitarianism. It was
the natural issue of their interests, their occupations, and their manner of life. They felt
kindly towards one another and communicated freely with one another because they
were not divided by radical differences in class, standards, point of view, and wealth.
The social aspect of their democracy may, in fact, be compared to the sense of good-
fellowship which pervades the rooms of a properly constituted club.

Their community of feeling and their ease of communication had come about as the
result of pioneer life in a self-governing community. The Western Americans were
confronted by a gigantic task of overwhelming practical importance,—the task of
subduing to the needs of complicated and civilized society a rich but virgin wilderness.
This task was one which united a desirable social purpose with a profitable individual
interest. The country was undeveloped, and its inhabitants were poor. They were to
enrich themselves by the development of the country, and the two different aspects of
their task were scarcely distinguished. They felt themselves authorized by social
necessity to pursue their own interests energetically and unscrupulously, and they were
not either hampered or helped in so doing by the interference of the local or the national
authorities. While the only people the pioneer was obliged to consult were his
neighbors, all his surroundings tended to make his neighbors like himself—to bind them
together by common interests, feelings, and ideas. These surroundings called for
practical, able, flexible, alert, energetic, and resolute men, and men of a different type
had no opportunity of coming to the surface. The successful pioneer Democrat was not
a pleasant type in many respects, but he was saved from many of the worst aspects of
his limited experience and ideas by a certain innocence, generosity, and kindliness of
spirit. With all his willful aggressiveness he was a companionable person who meant
much better towards his fellows than he himself knew.

We need to guard scrupulously against the under-valuation of the advance which the
pioneers made towards a genuine social democracy. The freedom of intercourse and
the consistency of feeling which they succeeded in attaining is an indispensable
characteristic of a democratic society. The unity of such a state must lie deeper than
any bond established by obedience to a single political authority, or by the acceptance
of common precedents and ideas. It must be based in some measure upon an
instinctive familiarity of association, upon a quick communicability of sympathy,
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upon the easy and effortless sense of companionship. Such familiar intercourse is
impossible, not only in a society with aristocratic institutions, but it can with difficulty be
attained in a society that has once had aristocratic institutions. A century more or less
of political democracy has not introduced it into France, and in 1830 it did not exist
along the Atlantic seaboard at all to the same extent that it did in the newer states of the
West. In those states the people, in a sense, really lived together. They were divided
by fewer barriers than have been any similarly numerous body of people in the history
of the world; and it was this characteristic which made them so efficient and so easily
directed by their natural leaders. No doubt it would be neither possible nor desirable to
reproduce a precisely similar consistency of feeling over a social area in which there
was a greater diversity of manners, standards, and occupations; but it remains true that
the American democracy will lose its most valuable and promising characteristic in case
it loses the homogeneity of feeling which the pioneers were the first to embody.

It is equally important to remember, however, that the social consistency of the pioneer
communities should under different conditions undergo a radical transformation.
Neither the pioneers themselves nor their admirers and their critics have sufficiently
understood how much individual independence was sacrificed in order to obtain this
consistency of feeling, or how completely it was the product, in the form it assumed, of
temporary economic conditions. If we study the Western Democrats as a body of men
who, on the whole, responded admirably to the conditions and opportunities of their
time, but who were also very much victimized and impoverished by the limited nature of
these conditions and opportunities—if we study the Western Democrat from that point of
view, we shall find him to be the most significant economic and social type in American
history. On the other hand, if we regard him in the way that he and his subsequent
prototypes wish to be regarded, as the example of all that is permanently excellent and
formative in American democracy, he will be, not only entirely misunderstood, but
transformed from an edifying into a mischievous type.

Their peculiar social homogeneity, and their conviction that one man was as good as
another, was the natural and legitimate product of contemporary economic conditions.
The average man, without any special bent or qualifications, was in the pioneer states
the useful man. In that country it was sheer waste to spend much energy upon tasks
which demanded skill, prolonged experience, high technical standards, or exclusive
devotion. The cheaply and easily made instrument was the efficient instrument,
because it was adapted to a year or two of use and then for supersession by a better
instrument; and for the service of such tools one man was as likely to be good as
another. No special equipment was
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required. The farmer was obliged to be all kinds of a rough mechanic. The business
man was merchant, manufacturer, and storekeeper. Almost everybody was something
of a politician. The number of parts which a man of energy played in his time was
astonishingly large. Andrew Jackson was successively a lawyer, judge, planter,
merchant, general, politician, and statesman; and he played most of these parts with
conspicuous success. In such a society a man who persisted in one job, and who
applied the most rigorous and exacting standards to his work, was out of place and was
really inefficient. His finished product did not serve its temporary purpose much better
than did the current careless and hasty product, and his higher standards and peculiar
ways constituted an implied criticism upon the easy methods of his neighbors. He
interfered with the rough good-fellowship which naturally arises among a group of men
who submit good-naturedly and uncritically to current standards.

It is no wonder, consequently, that the pioneer Democracy viewed with distrust and
aversion the man with a special vocation and high standards of achievement. Such a
man did insist upon being in certain respects better than the average; and under the
prevalent economic social conditions he did impair the consistency of feeling upon
which the pioneers rightly placed such a high value. Consequently they half
unconsciously sought to suppress men with special vocations. For the most part this
suppression was easily accomplished by the action of ordinary social and economic
motives. All the industrial, political, and social rewards went to the man who pursued
his business, professional, or political career along regular lines; and in this way an
ordinary task and an interested motive were often imposed on men who were better
qualified for special tasks undertaken from disinterested motives. But it was not enough
to suppress the man with a special vocation by depriving him of social and pecuniary
rewards. Public opinion must be taught to approve of the average man as the
representative type of the American democracy, so that the man with a special vocation
may be deprived of any interest or share in the American democratic tradition; and this
attempt to make the average man the representative American democrat has persisted
to the present day—that is, to a time when the average man is no longer, as in 1830,
the dominant economic factor.

It is in this way, most unfortunately, that one of the leading articles in the American
popular creed has tended to impair American moral and intellectual integrity. If the man
with special standards and a special vocation interfered with democratic consistency of
feeling, it was chiefly because this consistency of feeling had been obtained at too great
a sacrifice—at the sacrifice of a higher to a lower type of individuality. In all civilized
communities the great individualizing force is the resolute, efficient, and intense pursuit
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of special ideals, standards, and occupations; and the country which discourages such
pursuits must necessarily put up with an inferior quality and a less varied assortment of
desirable individual types. But whatever the loss our country has been and is suffering
from this cause, our popular philosophers welcome rather than deplore it. We adapt our
ideals of individuality to its local examples. When orators of the Jacksonian Democratic
tradition begin to glorify the superlative individuals developed by the freedom of
American life, what they mean by individuality is an unusual amount of individual energy
successfully spent in popular and remunerative occupations. Of the individuality which
may reside in the gallant and exclusive devotion to some disinterested, and perhaps
unpopular moral, intellectual, or technical purpose, they have not the remotest
conception; and yet it is this kind of individuality which is indispensable to the fullness
and intensity of American national life.

THE WHIG FAILURE

The Jacksonian Democrats were not, of course, absolutely dominant during the Middle
Period of American history. They were persistently, and on a few occasions
successfully, opposed by the Whigs. The latter naturally represented the political,
social, and economic ideas which the Democrats under-valued or disparaged. They
were strong in those Northern and border states, which had reached a higher stage of
economic and social development, and which contained the mansions of contemporary
American culture, wealth, and intelligence. It is a significant fact that the majority of
Americans of intelligence during the Jacksonian epoch were opponents of Jackson, just
as the majority of educated Americans of intelligence have always protested against the
national political irresponsibility and the social equalitarianism characteristic of our
democratic tradition; but unfortunately they have always failed to make their protests
effective. The spirit of the times was against them. The Whigs represented the higher
standards, the more definite organization, and the social inequalities of the older states,
but when they attempted to make their ideas good, they were faced by a dilemma either
horn of which was disastrous to their interests. They were compelled either to sacrifice
their standards to the conditions of popular efficiency or the chance of success to the
integrity of their standards. In point of fact they pursued precisely the worst course of
all. They abandoned their standards, and yet they failed to achieve success. Down to
the Civil War the fruits of victory and the prestige of popularity were appropriated by the
Democrats.
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The Whigs, like their predecessors, the Federalists, were ostensibly the party of national
ideas. Their association began with a group of Jeffersonian Republicans who, after the
second English war, sought to resume the interrupted work of national consolidation.
The results of that war had clearly exposed certain grave deficiencies in the American
national organization; and these deficiencies a group of progressive young men, under
the lead of Calhoun and Clay, proposed to remedy. One of the greatest handicaps from
which the military conduct of the war had suffered was the lack of any sufficient means
of internal communication; and the construction of a system of national roads and
waterways became an important plank in their platform. There was also proposed a
policy of industrial protection which Calhoun supported by arguments so national in
import and scope that they might well have been derived from Hamilton’s report. Under
the influence of similar ideas the National Bank was rechartered; and as the correlative
of this constructive policy, a liberal nationalistic interpretation of the Constitution was
explicitly advocated. As one reads the speeches delivered by some of these men,
particularly by Calhoun, during the first session of Congress after the conclusion of
peace, it seems as if a genuine revival had taken place of Hamiltonian nationalism, and
that this revival was both by way of escaping Hamilton’s fatal distrust of democracy and
of avoiding the factious and embittered opposition of the earlier period.

The Whigs made a fair start, but unfortunately they ran a poor race and came to a bad
end. No doubt they were in a way an improvement on the Federalists, in that they, like
their opponents, the Democrats, stood for a combination between democracy and
nationalism. They believed that the consolidation and the development of the national
organization was contributory rather than antagonistic to the purpose of the American
political system. Yet they made no conquests on behalf of their convictions. The
Federalists really accomplished a great and necessary task of national organization and
founded a tradition of constructive national achievement. The Whigs at best kept this
tradition alive. They were on the defensive throughout, and they accomplished nothing
at all in the way of permanent constructive legislation. Their successes were merely
electioneering raids, whereas their defeats were wholly disastrous in that they lost, not
only all of their strongholds, but most of their military reputation and good name. Their
final disappearance was wholly the result of their own incapacity. They were
condemned somehow to inefficiency, defeat, and dishonor.
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Every important article in their programme went astray. The policy of internal
improvements in the national interest and at the national expense was thwarted by the
Constitutional scruples of such Presidents as Monroe and Jackson, and for that reason
it could never be discussed on its merits. The Cumberland Road was the only great
national highway constructed, and remains to this day a striking symbol of what the
Federal government might have accomplished towards the establishment of an efficient
system of inter-state communication. The re-charter of the National Bank which was
one of the first fruits of the new national movement, proved in the end to be the
occasion of its most flagrant failure. The Bank was the national institution for the
perpetuation of which the Whig leaders fought most persistently and loyally. They
began the fight with the support of public opinion, and with the prestige of an
established and useful institution in their favor; but the campaign was conducted with
such little skill that in the end they were utterly beaten. Far from being able to advance
the policy of national consolidation, they were unable even to preserve existing national
institutions, and their conspicuous failure in this crucial instance was due to their
inability to keep public opinion convinced of the truth that the Bank was really organized
and maintained in the national interest. Their policy of protection met in the long run
with a similar fate. In the first place, the tariff schedules which they successively placed
upon the statute books were not drawn up in Hamilton’s wise and moderate national
spirit. They were practically dictated by the special interests which profited from the
increases in duties. The Whig leaders accepted a retainer from the manufacturers of
the North, and by legislating exclusively in their favor almost drove South Carolina to
secession. Then after accomplishing this admirable feat, they agreed to placate the
disaffected state by the gradual reduction in the scale of duties until there was very little
protection left. In short, they first perverted the protectionist system until it ceased to be
a national policy; and then compromised it until it ceased to be any policy at all.

Perhaps the Whigs failed and blundered most completely in the fight which they made
against the Federal executive and in the interest of the Federal legislature. They were
forced into this position, because for many years the Democrats, impersonated by
Jackson, occupied the Presidential chair, while the Whigs controlled one or both of the
Congressional bodies; but the attitude of the two opposing parties in respect to the
issue corresponded to an essential difference of organization and personnel. The
Whigs were led by a group of brilliant orators and lawyers, while the Democrats were
dominated by one powerful man, who held the Presidential office. Consequently the
Whigs proclaimed a Constitutional doctrine which practically amounted to
Congressional
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omnipotence, and for many years assailed Jackson as a military dictator who was
undermining the representative institutions of his country. The American people,
however, appraised these fulminations at their true value. While continuing for twelve
years to elect to the Presidency Jackson or his nominee, they finally dispossessed the
Whigs from the control of Congress; and they were right. The American people have
much more to fear from Congressional usurpation than they have from executive
usurpation. Both Jackson and Lincoln somewhat strained their powers, but for good
purposes, and in essentially a moderate and candid spirit; but when Congress attempts
to dominate the executive, its objects are generally bad and its methods furtive and
dangerous. Our legislatures were and still are the strongholds of special and local
interests, and anything which undermines executive authority in this country seriously
threatens our national integrity and balance. It is to the credit of the American people
that they have instinctively recognized this fact, and have estimated at their true value
the tirades which men no better than Henry Clay level against men no worse than
Andrew Jackson.

The reason for the failure of the Whigs was that their opponents embodied more
completely the living forces of contemporary American life. Jackson and his followers
prevailed because they were simple, energetic, efficient, and strong. Their consistency
of feeling and their mutual loyalty enabled them to form a much more effective partisan
organization than that of the Whigs. It is one of those interesting paradoxes, not
uncommon in American history, that the party which represented official organization
and leadership was loosely organized and unwisely led, while the party which distrusted
official organization and surrounded official leadership with rigid restraints was most
efficiently organized and was for many years absolutely dominated by a single man. At
bottom, of course, the difference between the two parties was a difference in vitality. All
the contemporary conditions worked in favor of the strong narrow man with prodigious
force of will like Andrew Jackson, and against men like Henry Clay and Daniel Webster
who had more intelligence, but were deficient in force of character and singleness of
purpose. The former had behind him the impulse of a great popular movement which
was sweeping irresistibly towards wholly unexpected results; and the latter, while
ostensibly trying to stem the tide, were in reality carried noisily along on its flood.

Daniel Webster and Henry Clay were in fact faced by an alternative similar to that which
sterilized the lives of almost all their contemporaries who represented an intellectual
interest. They were men of national ideas but of something less than national feeling.
Their interests, temperament, and manner of life prevented them from instinctively
sympathizing with the most vital social and political movement of their day.
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If they wanted popularity, they had to purchase it by compromises, whereas Andrew
Jackson obtained a much larger popular following by acting strictly in accordance with
the dictates of his temperament and ideas. He was effective and succeeded because
his personality was representative of the American national democracy, whereas they
failed, on the whole, because the constituency they represented concealed limited
sympathies and special interests under words of national import. Jackson, who in
theory was the servant and mouthpiece of his followers, played the part of a genuine
leader in his campaign against the National Bank; while the Whigs, who should have
been able to look ahead and educate their fellow-countrymen up to the level of their
presumably better insight, straggled along in the rear of the procession.

The truth is that the Democrats, under the lead of Jackson, were temporarily the
national party, although they used their genuinely national standing to impose in certain
respects a group of anti-national ideas on their country. The Whigs, on the other hand,
national as they might be in ideas and aspirations, were in effect not much better than a
faction. Finding that they could not rally behind their ideas an effective popular
following, they were obliged to seek support, partly at the hands of special interests and
partly by means of the sacrifice of their convictions. Under their guidance the national
policy became a policy of conciliation and compromise at any cost, and the national
idea was deprived of consistency and dignity. It became equivalent to a hodge-podge
of policies and purposes, the incompatibility of whose ingredients was concealed behind
a smooth crust of constitutional legality and popular acquiescence. The national idea
and interest, that is, was not merely disarmed and ignored, as it had been by Jefferson.
It was mutilated and distorted in obedience to an erroneous democratic theory; and its
friends, the Whigs, deluded themselves with the belief that in draining the national idea
of its vitality they were prolonging its life. But if its life was saved, its safety was chiefly
due to its ostensible enemies. While the Whigs were less national in feeling and
purpose than their ideas demanded, the Democrats were more national than they
knew. From 1830 to 1850 American nationality was being attenuated as a conscious
idea, but the great unconscious forces of American life were working powerfully and
decisively in its favor.

Most assuredly the failure of the Whigs is susceptible of abundant explanation.
Prevailing conditions were inimical to men whose strength lay more in their intelligence
than in their will. 1t was a period of big phrases, of personal motives and altercations, of
intellectual attenuation, and of narrow, moral commonplaces,—all of which made it very
difficult for any statesman to see beyond his nose, or in case he did, to act upon his
knowledge. Yet in spite of all this, it does seem as if some
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Whig might have worked out the logic of the national idea with as much power and
consistency as Calhoun worked out the logic of his sectional idea. That no Whig rose to
the occasion is an indication that in sacrificing their ideas they were sacrificing also their
personal integrity. Intellectual insincerity and irresponsibility was in the case of the
Democrats the outcome of their lives and their point of view; but on the part of the
Whigs it was equivalent to sheer self-prostitution. Jefferson’s work had been done only
too well. The country had become so entirely possessed by a system of individual
aggrandizement, national drift, and mental torpor that the men who for their own moral
and intellectual welfare should have opposed it, were reduced to the position of
hangers-on; and the dangers of the situation were most strikingly revealed by the
attitude which contemporary statesmen assumed towards the critical national problem
of the period,—the problem of the existence of legalized slavery in a democratic state.

CHAPTER IV

SLAVERY AND AMERICAN NATIONALITY

Both the Whig and the Democratic parties betrayed the insufficiency of their ideas by
their behavior towards the problem of slavery. Hitherto | have refrained from comment
on the effect which the institution of slavery was coming to have upon American politics
because the increasing importance of slavery, and of the resulting anti-slavery agitation,
demand for the purpose of this book special consideration. Such a consideration must
now be undertaken. The bitter personal and partisan controversies of the Whigs and
the Democrats were terminated by the appearance of a radical and a perilous issue;
and in the settlement of this question the principles of both of these patrties, in the
manner in which they had been applied, were of no vital assistance.

The issue was created by the legal existence in the United States of an essentially
undemocratic institution. The United States was a democracy, and however much or
little this phrase means, it certainly excludes any ownership of one man by another. Yet
this was just what the Constitution sanctioned. Its makers had been confronted by the
legal existence of slavery in nearly all of the constituent states; and a refusal to
recognize the institution would have resulted in the failure of the whole scheme of
Constitutional legislation. Consequently they did not seek to forbid negro servitude; and
inasmuch as it seemed at that time to be on the road to extinction through the action of
natural causes, the makers of the Constitution had a good excuse for refusing to
sacrifice their whole project to the abolition of slavery, and in throwing thereby upon the
future the burden of dealing with it in some more radical and consistent way. Later,
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however, it came to pass that slavery, instead of being gradually extinguished by
economic causes,
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was fastened thereby more firmly than ever upon one section of the country. The whole
agricultural, political, and social life of the South became dominated by the existence of
negro slavery; and the problem of reconciling the expansion of such an institution with
the logic of our national idea was bound to become critical. Our country was committed
by every consideration of national honor and moral integrity to make its institutions
thoroughly democratic, and it could not continue to permit the aggressive legal
existence of human servitude without degenerating into a glaring example of political
and moral hypocrisy.

The two leading political parties deliberately and persistently sought to evade the issue.
The Western pioneers were so fascinated with the vision of millions of pale-faced
democrats, leading free and prosperous lives as the reward for virtuously taking care of
their own business, that the Constitutional existence of negro slavery did not in the least
discommode them. Disunionism they detested and would fight to the end; but to waste
valuable time in bothering about a perplexing and an apparently irremediable political
problem was in their eyes the worst kind of economy. They were too optimistic and too
superficial to anticipate any serious trouble in the Promised Land of America; and they
were so habituated to inconsistent and irresponsible political thinking, that they attached
no importance to the moral and intellectual turpitude implied by the existence of slavery
in a democratic nation. The responsibility of the Whigs for evading the issue is more
serious than that of the Democrats. Their leaders were the trained political thinkers of
their generation. They were committed by the logic of their party platform to protect the
integrity of American national life and to consolidate its organization. But the Whigs,
almost as much as the Democrats, refused to take seriously the legal existence of
slavery. They shirked the problem whenever they could and for as long as they could;
and they looked upon the men who persisted in raising it aloft as perverse fomenters of
discord and trouble. The truth is, of course, that both of the dominant parties were
merely representing the prevailing attitude towards slavery of American public opinion.
That attitude was characterized chiefly by moral and intellectual cowardice. Throughout
the whole of the Middle Period the increasing importance of negro servitude was the
ghost in the house of the American democracy. The good Americans of the day sought
to exorcise the ghost by many amiable devices. Sometimes they would try to lock him
up in a cupboard; sometimes they would offer him a soothing bribe; more often they
would be content with shutting their eyes and pretending that he was not present. But
in proportion as he was kindly treated he persisted in intruding, until finally they were
obliged to face the alternative, either of giving him possession of the house or taking
possession of it themselves.
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Foreign commentators on American history have declared that a peaceable solution of
the slavery question was not beyond the power of wise and patriotic statesmanship.
This may or may not be true. No solution of the problem could have been at once final
and peaceable, unless it provided for the ultimate extinction of slavery without any
violation of the Constitutional rights of the Southern states; and it may well be that the
Southern planters could never have been argued or persuaded into abolishing an
institution which they eventually came to believe was a righteous method of dealing with
an inferior race. Nobody can assert with any confidence that they could have been
brought by candid, courageous, and just negotiation and discussion into a reasonable
frame of mind; but what we do know and can assert is that during the three decades
from 1820 to 1850, the national political leaders made absolutely no attempt to deal
resolutely, courageously, or candidly with the question. On those occasions when it
would come to the surface, they contented themselves and public opinion with
meaningless compromises. It would have been well enough to frame compromises
suited to the immediate occasion, provided the problem of ultimately extinguishing
slavery without rending the Union had been kept persistently on the surface of political
discussion: but the object of these compromises was not to cure the disease, but
merely to allay its symptoms. They would not admit that slavery was a disease; and in
the end this habit of systematic drifting and shirking on the part of moderate and
sensible men threw the national responsibility upon Abolitionist extremists, in whose
hands the issue took such a distorted emphasis that gradually a peaceable preservation
of American national integrity became impossible.

The problem of slavery was admirably designed to bring out the confusion of ideas and
the inconsistency resident in the traditional American political system. The groundwork
of that system consisted, as we have seen, in the alliance between democracy, as
formulated in the Jeffersonian creed, and American nationality, as embodied in the
Constitutional Union; and the two dominant political parties of the Middle Period, the
Whigs and the Jacksonian Democrats, both believed in the necessity of such an
alliance. But negro slavery, just in so far as it became an issue, tended to make the
alliance precarious. The national organization embodied in the Constitution authorized
not only the existence of negro slavery, but its indefinite expansion. American
democracy, on the other hand, as embodied in the Declaration of Independence and in
the spirit and letter of the Jeffersonian creed, was hostile from certain points of view to
the institution of negro slavery. Loyalty to the Constitution meant disloyalty to
democracy, and an active interest in the triumph of democracy seemed to bring with it
the condemnation of the Constitution. What, then, was a good American to do who was
at once a convinced democrat and a loyal Unionist?
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The ordinary answer to this question was, of course, expressed in the behavior of public
opinion during the Middle Period. The thing to do was to shut your eyes to the
inconsistency, denounce anybody who insisted on it as unpatriotic, and then hold on
tight to both horns of the dilemma. Men of high intelligence, who really loved their
country, and believed in the democratic idea, persisted in this attitude, whose ablest and
most distinguished representative was Daniel Webster. He is usually considered as the
most eloquent and effective expositor of American nationalism who played an important
part during the Middle Period; and unquestionably he came nearer to thinking nationally
than did any American statesman of his generation. He defended the Union against the
Nullifiers as decisively in one way as Jackson did in another. Jackson flourished his
sword, while Webster taught American public opinion to consider the Union as the core
and the crown of the American political system. His services in giving the Union a more
impressive place in the American political imagination can scarcely be over-estimated.
Had the other Whig leaders joined him in refusing to compromise with the Nullifiers and
in strengthening by legislation the Federal government as an expression of an
indestructible American national unity, a precedent might have been established which
would have increased the difficulty of a subsequent secessionist outbreak. But Henry
Clay believed in compromises (particularly when his own name was attached to them)
as the very substance of a national American policy; and Webster was too much of a
Presidential candidate to travel very far on a lonely path. Moreover, there was a
fundamental weakness in Webster’s own position, which was gradually revealed as the
slavery crisis became acute. He could be bold and resolute, when defending a
nationalistic interpretation of the Constitution against the Nullifiers or the Abolitionists;
but when the slaveholders themselves became aggressive in policy and separatist in
spirit, the courage of his convictions deserted him. If an indubitably Constitutional
institution, such as slavery, could be used as an ax with which to hew at the trunk of the
Constitutional tree, his whole theory of the American system was undermined, and he
could speak only halting and dubious words. He was as much terrorized by the
possible consequences of any candid and courageous dealing with the question as
were the prosperous business men of the North; and his luminous intelligence shed no
light upon a question, which evaded his Constitutional theories, terrified his will, and
clouded the radiance of his patriotic visions.
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The patriotic formula, of which Webster was the ablest and most eloquent expositor,
was fairly torn to pieces by the claws of the problem of slavery. The formula
triumphantly affirmed the inseparable relation between individual liberty and the
preservation of the Federal Union; but obviously such a formula could have no validity
from the point of view of a Southerner. The liberties which men most cherish are those
which are guaranteed to them by law—among which one of the most important from the
Southerner’s point of view was the right to own negro bondsmen. As soon as it began
to appear that the perpetuation of the Union threatened this right, they were not to be
placated with any glowing proclamation about the inseparability of liberty in general from
an indestructible union. From the standpoint of their own most cherished rights, they
could put up a very strong argument on behalf of disunion; and they had as much of the
spirit of the Constitution on their side as had their opponents. That instrument was
intended not only to give legal form to the Union of the American commonwealths and
the American people, but also to guarantee certain specified rights and liberties. If, on
the one hand, negro slavery undermined the moral unity and consequently the political
integrity of the American people, and if on the other, the South stubbornly insisted upon
its legal right to property in negroes, the difficulty ran too deep to be solved by
peaceable Constitutional means. The legal structure of American nationality became a
house divided against itself, and either the national principle had to be sacrificed to the
Constitution or the Constitution to the national principle.

The significance of the whole controversy does not become clear, until we modify
Webster’s formula about the inseparability of liberty and union, and affirm in its place
the inseparability of American nationality and American democracy. The Union had
come to mean something more to the Americans of the North than loyalty to the
Constitution. It had come to mean devotion to a common national idea,—the idea of
democracy; and while the wiser among them did not want to destroy the Constitution for
the benefit of democracy, they insisted that the Constitution should be officially
stigmatized as in this respect an inadequate expression of the national idea. American
democracy and American nationality are inseparably related, precisely because
democracy means very much more than liberty or liberties, whether natural or legal, and
nationality very much more than an indestructible legal association. Webster’s formula
counseled an evasion of the problem of slavery. From his point of view it was plainly
insoluble. But an affirmation of an inseparable relationship between American
nationality and American democracy would just as manifestly have demanded its
candid, courageous, and persistent agitation.

The slavery question, when it could no longer be avoided, gradually separated the
American people into five different political parties or factions—the Abolitionists, the
Southern Democrats, the Northern Democrats, the Constitutional Unionists, and the
Republicans. Each of these factions selected one of the several alternative methods of
solution or evasion, to which the problem of negro slavery could be reduced, and each
deserves its special consideration.
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Of the five alternatives, the least substantial was that of the Constitutional Unionists.
These well-meaning gentlemen, composed for the most part of former Whigs, persisted
in asserting that the Constitution was capable of solving every political problem
generated under its protection; and this assertion, in the teeth of the fact that the Union
had been torn asunder by means of a Constitutional controversy, had become merely
an absurdity. Up to 1850 the position of such Constitutional Unionists as Webster and
Clay could be plausibly defended; but after the failure of that final compromise, it was
plain that a man of any intellectual substance must seek support for his special
interpretation of the Constitution by means of a special interpretation of the national
idea. That slavery was Constitutional nobody could deny, any more than they could
deny the Constitutionality of anti-slavery agitation. The real question, to which the
controversy had been reduced, had become, Is slavery consistent with the principle
which constitutes the basis of American national integrity—the principle of democracy?

Each of the four other factions answered this question in a different way; and every one
of these answers was derived from different aspects of the system of traditional
American ideas. The Abolitionists believed that a democratic state, which ignored the
natural rights proclaimed by the Declaration of Independence, was a piece of organized
political hypocrisy,—waorthy only of destruction. The Southerners believed that
democracy meant above all the preservation of recognized Constitutional rights in
property of all kinds, and freedom from interference in the management of their local
affairs. The Northern Democrats insisted just as strenuously as the South on local self-
government, and tried to erect it into the constituent principle of democracy; but they
were loyal to the Union and would not admit either that slavery could be nationalized, or
that secession had any legal justification. Finally the Republicans believed with the
Abolitionists that slavery was wrong; while they believed with the Northern Democrats
that the Union must be preserved; and it was their attempt to de-nationalize slavery as
undemocratic and at the same time to affirm the indestructibility of the Union, which
proved in the end to be salutary.

Surely never was there a more distressing example of confusion of thought in relation to
a “noble national theory.” The traditional democratic system of ideas provoked fanatical
activity on the part of the Abolitionists, as the defenders of “natural rights,” a kindred
fanaticism in the Southerners as the defenders of legal rights, and moral indifference
and lethargy on the part of the Northern Democrat for the benefit of his own local
interests. The behavior of all three factions was dictated by the worship of what was
called liberty; and the word was as confidently and glibly used by Calhoun and Davis as
it was by
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Garrison, Webster, and Douglas. The Western Democrat, and indeed the average
American, thought of democratic liberty chiefly as individual freedom from legal
discrimination and state interference in doing some kind of a business. The Abolitionist
was even more exclusively preoccupied with the liberty which the Constitution denied to
the negro. The Southerners thought only of the Constitutional rights, which the
Abolitionists wished to abolish, and the Republicans to restrict. Each of the contending
parties had some justification in dwelling exclusively upon the legal or natural rights, in
which they were most interested, because the system of traditional American ideas
provided no positive principle, in relation to which these conflicting liberties could be
classified and valued. It is in the nature of liberties and rights, abstractly considered, to
be insubordinate and to conflict both one with another and, perhaps, with the common
weal. If the chief purpose of a democratic political system is merely the preservation of
such rights, democracy becomes an invitation to local, factional, and individual
ambitions and purposes. On the other hand, if these Constitutional and natural rights
are considered a temporary philosophical or legal machinery, whereby a democratic
society is to reach a higher moral and social consummation, and if the national
organization is considered merely as an effective method of keeping the legal and moral
machinery adjusted to the higher democratic purpose, then no individual or faction or
section could claim the benefit of a democratic halo for its distracting purposes and
ambitions. Instead of subordinating these conflicting rights and liberties to the national
idea, and erecting the national organization into an effective instrument thereof, the
national idea and organization was subordinated to individual local and factional ideas
and interests. No one could or would recognize the constructive relation between the
democratic purpose and the process of national organization and development. The
men who would rend the national body in order to protect their property in negro slaves
could pretend to be as good democrats as the men who would rend in order to give the
negro his liberty. And if either of these hostile factions had obtained its way, the same
disastrous result would have been accomplished. American national integrity would
have been destroyed, and slavery on American soil, in a form necessarily hostile to
democracy, would have been perpetuated.

SLAVERY AS A DEMOCRATIC INSTITUTION

87



A

DX:I BOOKRAGS

Page 64

| have already suggested that it was the irresponsibility and the evasions of the party
politicians, which threw upon the Abolitionists the duty of fighting slavery as an
undemocratic institution. They took up the cause of the negro in a spirit of religious self-
consecration. The prevalence of irresolution and timidity in relation to slavery among
the leaders of public opinion incited the Abolitionists to a high degree of courage and
exclusive devotion; and unfortunately, also, the conciliating attitude of the official leaders
encouraged on the part of the Abolitionists an outburst of fanaticism. In their devotion to
their adopted cause they lost all sense of proportion, all balance of judgment, and all
justice of perception; and their narrowness and want of balance is in itself a sufficient
indication that they were possessed of a half, instead of a whole, truth.

The fact that the Abolitionists were disinterested and for a while persecuted men should
not prevent the present generation from putting a just estimate on their work. While
they redeemed the honor of their country by assuming a grave and hard national
responsibility, they sought to meet that responsibility in a way that would have destroyed
their country. The Abolitionists, no less than the Southerners, were tearing at the fabric
of American nationality. They did it, no doubt, in the name of democracy; but of all
perverted conceptions of democracy, one of the most perverted and dangerous is that
which identifies it exclusively with a system of natural rights. Such a conception of
democracy is in its effect inevitably revolutionary, and merely loosens the social and
national bond. In the present instance they were betrayed into one of the worst possible
sins against the national bond—into the sin of doing a gross personal injustice to a large
group of their fellow-countrymen. Inasmuch as the Southerners were willfully violating a
Divine law, they became in the eyes of the Abolitionists, not merely mis-guided, but
wicked, men; and the Abolitionists did not scruple to speak of them as unclean beasts,
who were fattening on the fruits of an iniquitous institution. But such an inference was
palpably false. The Southern slave owners were not unclean beasts; and any theory
which justified such an inference must be erroneous. They were, for the most part,
estimable if somewhat quick-tempered and irascible gentlemen, who did much to
mitigate the evils of negro servitude, and who were on the whole liked rather than
disliked by their bondsmen. They were right, moreover, in believing that the negroes
were a race possessed of moral and intellectual qualities inferior to those of the white
men; and, however much they overworked their conviction of negro inferiority, they
could clearly see that the Abolitionists were applying a narrow and perverted political
theory to a complicated and delicate set of economic and social conditions. It is no
wonder, consequently, that they did not submit
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tamely to the abuse of the Abolitionists; and that they in their turn lost their heads.
Unfortunately, however, the consequence of their wrong-headedness was more
disastrous than it was in the case of the Abolitionists, because they were powerful and
domineering, as well as angry and unreasonable. They were in a position, if they so
willed, to tear the Union to pieces, whereas the Abolitionists could only talk and behave
as if any legal association with such sinners ought to be destroyed.

The Southern slaveholders, then, undoubtedly had a grievance. They were being
abused by a faction of their fellow-countrymen, because they insisted on enjoying a
strictly legal right; and it is no wonder that they began to think of the Abolitionists very
much as the Abolitionists thought of them. Moreover, their anger was probably
increased by the fact that the Abolitionists could make out some kind of a case against
them. Property in slaves was contrary to the Declaration of Independence, and had
been denounced in theory by the earlier American democrats. So long as a conception
of democracy, which placed natural above legal rights was permitted to obtain, their
property in slaves would be imperiled: and it was necessary, consequently, for the
Southerners to advance a conception of democracy, which would stand as a fortress
around their “peculiar” institution. During the earlier days of the Republic no such
necessity had existed. The Southerners had merely endeavored to protect their negro
property by insisting on an equal division of the domain out of which future states were
to be carved, and upon the admission into the Union of a slave state to balance every
new free commonwealth. But the attempt of the Abolitionists to identify the American
national idea with a system of natural rights, coupled with the plain fact that the national
domain contained more material for free than it did for slave states, provoked the
Southerners into taking more aggressive ground. They began to identify the national
idea exclusively with a system of legal rights; and it became from their point of view a
violation of national good faith even to criticise any rights enjoyed under the
Constitution. They advanced a conception of American democracy, which defied the
Constitution in its most rigid interpretation,—which made Congress incompetent to
meddle with any rights enjoyed under the Constitution, which converted any protest
against such rights into national disloyalty, and which in the end converted secession
into a species of higher Constitutional action.

Calhoun’s theory of Constitutional interpretation was ingeniously wrought and powerfully
argued. From an exclusively legal standpoint, it was plausible, if not convincing; but it
was opposed by something deeper than counter-theories of Constitutional law. It was
opposed to the increasingly national outlook of a large majority of the American people.
They would not submit to a conception of the American political

89



('ux_Ll)BOOKRAGS

Page 66

system, designed exclusively to give legal protection to property in negroes, and
resulting substantially in the nationalization of slavery. They insisted upon a conception
of the Constitution, which made the national organization the expression of a
democratic idea, more comprehensive and dignified than that of existing legal rights;
and in so doing the Northerners undoubtedly had behind them, not merely the sound
political idea, but also a fair share of the living American tradition. The Southerners had
pushed the traditional worship of Constitutional rights to a point which subordinated the
whole American legal system to the needs of one peculiar and incongruous institution,
and such an innovation was bound to be revolutionary. But when the North proposed to
put its nationalistic interpretation of the Constitution into effect, and to prevent the South
by force from seceding, the South could claim for its resistance a larger share of the
American tradition than could the North for its coercion. To insist that the Southern
states remain in the Union was assuredly an attempt to govern a whole society without
its consent; and the fact that the Southerners rather than the Northerners were
technically violators of the law, did not prevent the former from going into battle
profoundly possessed with the conviction that they were fighting for an essentially
democratic cause.

The aggressive theories and policy of the Southerners made the moderate opponents of
slavery realize that the beneficiaries of that institution would, unless checked, succeed
eventually in nationalizing slavery by appropriating on its behalf the national domain. A
body of public opinion was gradually formed, which looked in the direction merely of de-
nationalizing slavery by restricting its expansion. This body of public opinion was finally
organized into the Republican party; and this party has certain claims to be considered
the first genuinely national party which has appeared in American politics. The
character of being national has been denied to it, because it was, compared to the old
Whig and Democratic parties, a sectional organization; but a party becomes national,
not by the locus of its support, but by the national import of its idea and its policy. The
Republican party was not entirely national, because it had originated partly in
embittered sectional feeling, but it proclaimed a national idea and a national policy. It
insisted on the responsibility of the national government in relation to the institution of
slavery, and it insisted also that the Union should be preserved. But before the
Republicanism could be recognized as national even in the North, it was obliged to
meet and vanquish one more proposed treatment of the problem of slavery—founded
on an inadequate conception of democracy. In this case, moreover, the inadequate
conception of democracy was much more traditionally American than was an exclusive
preoccupation either with natural or legal rights; and according to its chief advocate it
would have the magical result of permitting the expansion of slavery, and of preserving
the Constitutional Union, without doing any harm to democracy.
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This was the theory of Popular Sovereignty, whose ablest exponent was Stephen
Douglas. About 1850, he became the official leader of the Western Democracy. This
section of the party no longer controlled the organization as it did in the days of
Jackson; but it was still powerful and influential. It persisted in its loyalty to the Union
coupled with its dislike of nationalizing organization; and it persisted, also, in its dislike
of any interference with the individual so long as he was making lawful money. The
legal right to own slaves was from their point of view a right like another; and not only
could it not be taken away from the Southern states, but no individual should be
deprived of it by the national government. When a state came to be organized, such a
right might be denied by the state constitution; but the nation should do nothing to
prejudice the decision. The inhabitants of the national domain should be allowed to own
slaves or not to own them, just as they pleased, until the time came for the adoption of a
state constitution; and any interference with this right violated democratic principles by
an unjustifiable restriction upon individual and local action. Thus was another kind of
liberty invoked in order to meet the new phase of the crisis; and if it had prevailed, the
United States would have become a legal union without national cohesion, and a
democracy which issued, not illogically, in human servitude.

Douglas was sincere in his belief that the principle of local or Popular Sovereignty
supplied a strictly democratic solution of the slavery problem, and it was natural that he
should seek to use this principle for the purpose of reaching a permanent settlement.
When with the assistance of the South he effected the repeal of the Missouri
Compromise, he honestly thought that he was replacing an arbitrary and unstable
territorial division of the country into slave and free states, by a settlement which would
be stable, because it was the logical product of the American democratic idea. The
interpretation of democracy which dictated the proposed solution was sufficiently
perverted; but it was nevertheless a faithful reflection of the traditional point of view of
the Jacksonian Democratic party, and it deserves more respectful historical treatment
than it sometimes receives. It was, after all, the first attempt which had been made to
legislate in relation to slavery on the basis of a principle, and the application of any
honest idea to the subject-matter of the controversy served to clear an atmosphere
which for thirty years had been clouded by unprincipled compromises. The methods
and the objects of the several different parties were made suddenly definite and
unmistakable; and their representatives found it necessary for the first time to stand
firmly upon their convictions instead of sacrificing them in order to maintain an
appearance of peace. It soon became apparent that not even this erection of national
irresponsibility into a principle
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would be sufficient to satisfy the South, because the interests of the South had come to
demand the propagation of slavery as a Constitutional right, and if necessary in
defiance of local public opinion. Unionists were consequently given to understand that
the South was offering them a choice between a divided Union and the nationalization
of slavery; and they naturally drew the conclusion that they must de-nationalize slavery
in order to perpetuate the Union. The repeal, consequently, hastened the formation of
the Republican party, whose object it was to prevent the expansion of slavery and to
preserve the Union, without violating the Constitutional rights of the South. Such a
policy could no longer prevail without a war. The Southerners had no faith in the fair
intentions of their opponents. They worked themselves into the belief that The whole
anti-slavery party was Abolitionist, and the whole anti-slavery agitation national
disloyalty. But the issue had been so shaped that the war could be fought for the
purpose of preserving American national integrity; and that was the only issue on which
a righteous war could be fought.

Thus the really decisive debates which preceded the Civil War were not those which
took place in Congress over states-rights, but rather the discussion in lllinois between
Lincoln and Douglas as to whether slavery was a local or a national issue. The
Congressional debates were on both sides merely a matter of legal special pleading for
the purpose of justifying a preconceived decision. What it was necessary for patriotic
American citizens and particularly for Western Democrats to understand was, not
whether the South possessed a dubious right of secession, because that dispute, in
case it came to a head, could only be settled by war; but whether a democratic nation
could on democratic principles continue to shirk the problem of slavery by shifting the
responsibility for it to individuals and localities. As soon as Lincoln made it plain that a
democratic nation could not make local and individual rights an excuse for national
irresponsibility, then the Unionist party could count upon the support of the American
conscience. The former followers of Douglas finally rallied to the man and to the party
which stood for a nationalized rather than a merely localized democracy; and the
triumph of the North in the war, not only put an end to the legal right of secession, but it
began to emancipate the American national idea from an obscurantist individualism and
provincialism. Our current interpretation of democracy still contains much dubious
matter derived from the Jacksonian epoch; but no American statesmen can hereafter
follow Douglas in making the democratic principle equivalent to utter national
incoherence and irresponsibility.
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Mr. Theodore Roosevelt in his addresses to the veterans of the Civil War has been
heard to assert that the crisis teaches us a much-needed lesson as to the supreme
value of moral energy. It would have been much pleasanter and cheaper to let the
South secede, but the people of the North preferred to pay the cost of justifiable
coercion in blood and treasure than to submit to the danger and humiliation of
peaceable rebellion. Doubtless the foregoing is sometimes a wholesome lesson on
which to insist, but it is by no means the only lesson suggested by the event. The
Abolitionists had not shirked their duty as they understood it. They had given their
property and their lives to the anti-slavery agitation. But they were as willing as the
worst Copperheads to permit the secession of the South, because of the erroneous and
limited character of their political ideas. While the crisis had undoubtedly been, in a
large measure, brought about by moral lethargy, and it could only be properly faced by a
great expenditure of moral energy, it had also been brought about quite as much by
political unintelligence; and the salvation of the Union depended primarily and
emphatically upon a better understanding on the part of Northern public opinion of the
issues involved. Confused as was the counsel offered to them, and distracting as were
their habits of political thought, the people of the North finally disentangled the essential
guestion, and then supported loyally the man who, more than any other single political
leader, had properly defined the issue.

That man was Abraham Lincoln. Lincoln’s peculiar service to his countrymen before the
war was that of seeing straighter and thinking harder than did his contemporaries. No
doubt he must needs have courage, also, for in the beginning he acted against the
advice of his Republican associates. But in 1858 there were plenty of men who had the
courage, whereas there were very few who had Lincoln’s disciplined intelligence and his
just and penetrating insight. Lincoln’s vision placed every aspect of the situation in its
proper relations; and he was as fully competent to detect the logical weakness of his
opponent’s position as he was to explain his own lucidly, candidly, and persuasively. It
so happened that the body of public opinion which he particularly addressed was that
very part of the American democracy most likely to be deluded into allowing the
Southern leaders to have their will, yet whose adhesion to the national cause was
necessary to the preservation of the Union. It was into this mass of public opinion, after
the announcement of his senatorial candidacy, that he hammered a new and a hard
truth. He was the first responsible politician to draw the logical inference from the policy
of the Republican party. The Constitution was inadequate to cure the ills it generated.
By its authorization of slavery it established an institution whose legality did not prevent
it from being anti-national. That institution must either
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be gradually reduced to insignificance, or else it must transform and take possession of
the American national idea. The Union had become a house divided against itself; and
this deep-lying division could not be bridged merely by loyal Constitutionalism or by an
anti-national interpretation of democracy. The legal Union was being threatened
precisely because American national integrity was being gutted by an undemocratic
institution. The house must either fall or else cease to be divided. Thus for the first time
it was clearly proclaimed by a responsible politician that American nationality was a
living principle rather than a legal bond; and Lincoln’s service to his country in making
the Western Democracy understand that living Americans were responsible for their
national integrity can scarcely be over-valued. The ground was cut from under the
traditional point of view of the pioneer—which had been to feel patriotic and national,
but to plan and to agitate only for the fulfillment of local and individual ends.

The virtue of Lincoln’s attitude may seem to be as much a matter of character as of
intelligence; and such, indeed, is undoubtedly the case. My point is, not that Lincoln’s
greatness was more a matter of intellect than of will, but that he rendered to his country
a peculiar service, because his luminous and disciplined intelligence and his national
outlook enabled him to give each aspect of a complicated and confused situation its
proper relative emphasis. At a later date, when he had become President and was
obliged to take decisive action in order to prevent the House from utterly collapsing, he
showed an inflexibility of purpose no less remarkable than his previous intellectual
insight. For as long as he had not made up his mind, he hesitated firmly and patiently;
but when he had made up his mind, he was not to be confused or turned aside. Indeed,
during the weeks of perplexity which preceded the bombardment of Fort Sumter, Lincoln
sometimes seems to be the one wise and resolute man among a group of leaders who
were either resolute and foolish or wise (after a fashion) and irresolute. The amount of
bad advice which was offered to the American people at this moment is appalling, and is
to be explained only by the bad moral and intellectual habits fastened upon our country
during forty years of national turpitude. But Lincoln never for an instant allowed his
course to be diverted. If the Union was attacked, he was prepared actively to defend it.
If it was let alone, he was prepared to do what little he could towards the de-
nationalization of slavery. But he refused absolutely to throw away the fruits of
Republican victory by renewing the policy of futile and unprincipled compromises. Back
of all his opinions there was an ultimate stability of purpose which was the result both of
sound mental discipline and of a firm will. His was a mind, unlike that of Clay, Seward,
or even Webster, which had never been cheapened by its own exercise. During his
mature years he rarely, if ever, proclaimed an idea which he had not mastered, and he
never abandoned a truth which he had once thoroughly achieved.
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LINCOLN AS MORE THAN AN AMERICAN

Lincoln’s services to his country have been rewarded with such abundant appreciation
that it may seem superfluous to insist upon them once again; but | believe that from the
point of view of this book an even higher value may be placed, if not upon his patriotic
service, at least upon his personal worth. The Union might well have been saved and
slavery extinguished without his assistance; but the life of no other American has
revealed with anything like the same completeness the peculiar moral promise of
genuine democracy. He shows us by the full but unconscious integrity of his example
the kind of human excellence which a political and social democracy may and should
fashion; and its most grateful and hopeful aspect is, not merely that there is something
partially American about the manner of his excellence, but that it can be fairly compared
with the classic types of consummate personal distinction.

To all appearance nobody could have been more than Abraham Lincoln a man of his
own time and place. Until 1858 his outer life ran much in the same groove as that of
hundreds of other Western politicians and lawyers. Beginning as a poor and ignorant
boy, even less provided with props and stepping-stones than were his associates, he
had worked his way to a position of ordinary professional and political distinction. He
was not, like Douglas, a brilliant success. He was not, like Grant, an apparently
hopeless failure. He had achieved as much and as little as hundreds of others had
achieved. He was respected by his neighbors as an honest man and as a competent
lawyer. They credited him with ability, but not to any extraordinary extent. No one
would have pointed him out as a remarkable and distinguished man. He had shown
himself to be desirous of recognition and influence; but ambition had not been the
compelling motive in his life. In most respects his ideas, interests, and standards were
precisely the same as those of his associates. He accepted with them the fabric of
traditional American political thought and the ordinary standards of contemporary
political morality. He had none of the moral strenuousness of the reformer, none of the
exclusiveness of a man, whose purposes and ideas were consciously perched higher
than those of his neighbors. Probably the majority of his more successful associates
classed him as a good and able man who was somewhat lacking in ambition and had
too much of a disposition to loaf. He was most at home, not in his own house, but in the
corner grocery store, where he could sit with his feet on the stove swapping stories with
his friends; and if an English traveler of 1850 had happened in on the group, he would
most assuredly have discovered another instance of the distressing vulgarity to which
the absence of an hereditary aristocracy and an established church condemned the
American democracy. Thus no man could apparently have been more the average
product of his day and generation. Nevertheless, at bottom, Abraham Lincoln differed
as essentially from the ordinary Western American of the Middle Period as St. Francis of
Assisi differed from the ordinary Benedictine monk of the thirteenth century.
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The average Western American of Lincoln’s generation was fundamentally a man who
subordinated his intelligence to certain dominant practical interests and purposes. He
was far from being a stupid or slow-witted man. On the contrary, his wits had been
sharpened by the traffic of American politics and business, and his mind was shrewd,
flexible, and alert. But he was wholly incapable either of disinterested or of
concentrated intellectual exertion. His energies were bent in the conquest of certain
stubborn external forces, and he used his intelligence almost exclusively to this end.
The struggles, the hardships, and the necessary self-denial of pioneer life constituted an
admirable training of the will. It developed a body of men with great resolution of
purpose and with great ingenuity and fertility in adapting their insufficient means to the
realization of their important business affairs. But their almost exclusive preoccupation
with practical tasks and their failure to grant their intelligence any room for independent
exercise bent them into exceedingly warped and one-sided human beings.

Lincoln, on the contrary, much as he was a man of his own time and people, was
precisely an example of high and disinterested intellectual culture. During all the
formative years in which his life did not superficially differ from that of his associates, he
was in point of fact using every chance which the material of Western life afforded to
discipline and inform his mind. These materials were not very abundant; and in the use
which he proceeded to make of them Lincoln had no assistance, either from a sound
tradition or from a better educated master. On the contrary, as the history of the times
shows, there was every temptation for a man with a strong intellectual bent to be
betrayed into mere extravagance and aberration. But with the sound instinct of a well-
balanced intelligence Lincoln seized upon the three available books, the earnest study
of which might best help to develop harmoniously a strong and many-sided intelligence.
He seized, that is, upon the Bible, Shakespeare, and Euclid. To his contemporaries the
Bible was for the most part a fountain of fanatic revivalism, and Shakespeare, if
anything, a mine of quotations. But in the case of Lincoln, Shakespeare and the Bible
served, not merely to awaken his taste and fashion his style, but also to liberate his
literary and moral imagination. At the same time he was training his powers of thought
by an assiduous study of algebra and geometry. The absorbing hours he spent over his
Euclid were apparently of no use to him in his profession; but Lincoln was in his way an
intellectual gymnast and enjoyed the exertion for its own sake. Such a use of his leisure
must have seemed a sheer waste of time to his more practical friends, and they might
well have accounted for his comparative lack of success by his indulgence in such
secret and useless pastimes. Neither would this criticism have been beside the mark,
for if Lincoln’s great energy and powers of work had been devoted exclusively to
practical ends, he might well have become in the early days a more prominent lawyer
and politician than he actually was. But he preferred the satisfaction of his own
intellectual and social instincts, and so qualified himself for achievements beyond the
power of a Douglas.
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In addition, however, to these private gymnastics Lincoln shared with his neighbors a
public and popular source of intellectual and human insight. The Western pioneers, for
all their exclusive devotion to practical purposes, wasted a good deal of time on
apparently useless social intercourse. In the Middle Western towns of that day there
was, as we have seen, an extraordinary amount of good-fellowship, which was quite the
most wholesome and humanizing thing which entered into the lines of these hard-
working and hard-featured men. The whole male countryside was in its way a club; and
when the presence of women did not make them awkward and sentimental, the men let
themselves loose in an amount of rough pleasantry and free conversation, which added
the one genial and liberating touch to their lives. This club life of his own people Lincoln
enjoyed and shared much more than did his average neighbor. He passed the greater
part of what he would have called his leisure time in swapping with his friends stories, in
which the genial and humorous side of Western life was embodied. Doubtless his
domestic unhappiness had much to do with his vagrancy; but his native instinct for the
wholesome and illuminating aspect of the life around him brought him more frequently
than any other cause to the club of loafers in the general store. And whatever the
promiscuous conversation and the racy yarns meant to his associates, they meant
vastly more to Lincoln. His hours of social vagrancy really completed the process of his
intellectual training. It relieved his culture from the taint of bookishness. It gave
substance to his humor. It humanized his wisdom and enabled him to expressitin a
familiar and dramatic form. It placed at his disposal, that is, the great classic vehicle of
popular expression, which is the parable and the spoken word.

Of course, it was just because he shared so completely the amusements and the
occupations of his neighbors that his private personal culture had no embarrassing
effects. Neither he nor his neighbors were in the least aware that he had been placed
thereby in a different intellectual class. No doubt this loneliness and sadness of his
personal life may be partly explained by a dumb sense of difference from his fellows;
and no doubt this very loneliness and sadness intensified the mental preoccupation
which was both the sign and the result of his personal culture. But his unconsciousness
of his own distinction, as well as his regular participation in political and professional
practice, kept his will as firm and vigorous as if he were really no more than a man of
action. His natural steadiness of purpose had been toughened in the beginning by the
hardships and struggles which he shared with his neighbors; and his self-imposed
intellectual discipline in no way impaired the stability of his character, because his
personal culture never alienated him from his neighbors and threw him into a
consciously critical frame of mind. The time
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which he spent in intellectual diversion may have diminished to some extent his
practical efficiency previous to the gathering crisis. It certainly made him less inclined to
the aggressive self-assertion which a successful political career demanded. But when
the crisis came, when the minds of Northern patriots were stirred by the ugly alternative
offered to them by the South, and when Lincoln was by the course of events restored to
active participation in politics, he soon showed that he had reached the highest of all
objects of personal culture. While still remaining one of a body of men who, all
unconsciously, impoverished their minds in order to increase the momentum of their
practical energy, he none the less achieved for himself a mutually helpful relation
between a firm will and a luminous intelligence. The training of his mind, the awakening
of his imagination, the formation of his taste and style, the humorous dramatizing of his
experience,—all this discipline had failed to pervert his character, narrow his
sympathies, or undermine his purposes. His intelligence served to enlighten his will,
and his will, to establish the mature decisions of his intelligence. Late in life the two
faculties became in their exercise almost indistinguishable. His judgments, in so far as
they were decisive, were charged with momentum, and his actions were instinct with
sympathy and understanding.

Just because his actions were instinct with sympathy and understanding, Lincoln was
certainly the most humane statesman who ever guided a nation through a great crisis.
He always regarded other men and acted towards them, not merely as the embodiment
of an erroneous or harmful idea, but as human beings, capable of better things; and
consequently all of his thoughts and actions looked in the direction of a higher level of
human association. It is this characteristic which makes him a better and, be it hoped, a
more prophetic democrat than any other national American leader. His peculiar
distinction does not consist in the fact that he was a “Man of the People” who passed
from the condition of splitting rails to the condition of being President. No doubt he was
in this respect as good a democrat as you please, and no doubt it was desirable that he
should be this kind of a democrat. But many other Americans could be named who
were also men of the people, and who passed from the most insignificant to the most
honored positions in American life. Lincoln’s peculiar and permanent distinction as a
democrat will depend rather upon the fact that his thoughts and his actions looked
towards the realization of the highest and most edifying democratic ideal. Whatever his
theories were, he showed by his general outlook and behavior that democracy meant to
him more than anything else the spirit and principle of brotherhood. He was the
foremost to deny liberty to the South, and he had his sensible doubts about the equality
between the negro and the white man; but he actually treated
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everybody—the Southern rebel, the negro slave, the Northern deserter, the personal
enemy—in a just and kindly spirit. Neither was this kindliness merely an instance of
ordinary American amiability and good nature. It was the result, not of superficial feeling
which could be easily ruffled, but of his personal, moral, and intellectual discipline. He
had made for himself a second nature, compact of insight and loving-kindness.

It must be remembered, also, that this higher humanity resided in a man who was the
human instrument partly responsible for an awful amount of slaughter and human
anguish. He was not only the commander-in-chief of a great army which fought a long
and bloody war, but he was the statesman who had insisted that, if necessary, the war
should be fought. His mental attitude was dictated by a mixture of practical common
sense with genuine human insight, and it is just this mixture which makes him so rare a
man and, be it hoped, so prophetic a democrat. He could at one and the same moment
order his countrymen to be killed for seeking to destroy the American nation and forgive
them for their error. His kindliness and his brotherly feeling did not lead him, after the
manner of Jefferson, to shirk the necessity and duty of national defense. Neither did it
lead him, after the manner of William Lloyd Garrison, to advocate non-resistance, while
at the same time arousing in his fellow-countrymen a spirit of fratricidal warfare. In the
midst of that hideous civil contest which was provoked, perhaps unnecessarily, by
hatred, irresponsibility, passion, and disloyalty, and which has been the fruitful cause of
national disloyalty down to the present day, Lincoln did not for a moment cherish a bitter
or unjust feeling against the national enemies. The Southerners, filled as they were with
a passionate democratic devotion to their own interests and liberties, abused Lincoln
until they really came to believe that he was a military tyrant, yet he never failed to treat
them in a fair and forgiving spirit. When he was assassinated, it was the South, as well
as the American nation, which had lost its best friend, because he alone among the
Republican leaders had the wisdom to see that the divided House could only be
restored by justice and kindness; and if there are any defects in its restoration to-day,
they are chiefly due to the baleful spirit of injustice and hatred which the Republicans
took over from the Abolitionists.

His superiority to his political associates in constructive statesmanship is measured by
his superiority in personal character. There are many men who are able to forgive the
enemies of their country, but there are few who can forgive their personal enemies. |
need not rehearse the well-known instances of Lincoln’s magnanimity. He not only
cherished no resentment against men who had intentionally and even maliciously
injured him, but he seems at times to have gone out of his way to do them a service.
This is, perhaps,
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his greatest distinction. Lincoln’s magnanimity is the final proof of the completeness of
his self-discipline. The quality of being magnanimous is both the consummate virtue
and the one which is least natural. It was certainly far from being natural among
Lincoln’s own people. Americans of his time were generally of the opinion that it was
dishonorable to overlook a personal injury. They considered it weak and unmanly not to
guarrel with another man a little harder than he quarreled with you. The pioneer was
good-natured and kindly; but he was aggressive, quick-tempered, unreasonable, and
utterly devoid of personal discipline. A slight or an insult to his personality became in his
eyes a moral wrong which must be cherished and avenged, and which relieved him of
any obligation to be just or kind to his enemy. Many conspicuous illustrations of this
guarrelsome spirit are to be found in the political life of the Middle Period, which, indeed,
cannot be understood without constantly falling back upon the influence of lively
personal resentments. Every prominent politician cordially disliked or hated a certain
number of his political adversaries and associates; and his public actions were often
dictated by a purpose either to injure these men or to get ahead of them. After the
retirement of Jackson these enmities and resentments came to have a smaller
influence; but a man’s right and duty to quarrel with anybody who, in his opinion, had
done him an injury was unchallenged, and was generally considered to be the
necessary accompaniment of American democratic virility.

As | have intimated above, Andrew Jackson was the most conspicuous example of this
guarrelsome spirit, and for this reason he is wholly inferior to Lincoln as a type of
democratic manhood. Jackson had many admirable qualities, and on the whole he
served his country well. He also was a “Man of the People” who understood and
represented the mass of his fellow-countrymen, and who played the part, according to
his lights, of a courageous and independent political leader. He also loved and
defended the Union. But with all his excellence he should never be held up as a model
to American youth. The world was divided into his personal friends and followers and
his personal enemies, and he was as eager to do the latter an injury as he was to do the
former a service. His quarrels were not petty, because Jackson was, on the whole, a
big rather than a little man, but they were fierce and they were for the most part
irreconcilable. They bulk so large in his life that they cannot be overlooked. They
stamp him a type of the vindictive man without personal discipline, just as Lincoln’s
behavior towards Stanton, Chase, and others stamps him a type of the man who has
achieved magnanimity. He is the kind of national hero the admiring imitation of whom
can do nothing but good.
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Lincoln had abandoned the illusion of his own peculiar personal importance. He had
become profoundly and sincerely humble, and his humility was as far as possible from
being either a conventional pose or a matter of nervous self-distrust. It did not impair
the firmness of his will. It did not betray him into shirking responsibilities. Although only
a country lawyer without executive experience, he did not flinch from assuming the
leadership of a great nation in one of the gravest crises of its national history, from
becoming commander-in-chief of an army of a million men, and from spending
$3,000,000,000 in the prosecution of a war. His humility, that is, was precisely an
example of moral vitality and insight rather than of moral awkwardness and
enfeeblement. It was the fruit of reflection on his own personal experience—the
supreme instance of his ability to attain moral truth both in discipline and in idea; and in
its aspect of a moral truth it obtained a more explicit expression than did some other of
his finer personal attributes. His practice of cherishing and repeating the plaintive little
verses which inquire monotonously whether the spirit of mortal has any right to be proud
indicates the depth and the highly conscious character of this fundamental moral
conviction. He is not only humble himself, but he feels and declares that men have no
right to be anything but humble; and he thereby enters into possession of the most
fruitful and the most universal of all religious ideas.

Lincoln’s humility, no less than his liberal intelligence and his magnanimous disposition,
is more democratic than it is American; but in this, as in so many other cases, his
personal moral dignity and his peculiar moral insight did not separate him from his
associates. Like them, he wanted professional success, public office, and the ordinary
rewards of American life; and like them, he bears no trace of political or moral purism.
But, unlike them, he was not the intellectual and moral victim of his own purposes and
ambitions; and unlike them, his life is a tribute to the sincerity and depth of his moral
insight. He could never have become a national leader by the ordinary road of insistent
and clamorous self-assertion. Had he not been restored to public life by the crisis, he
would have remained in all probability a comparatively obscure and a wholly under-
valued man. But the political ferment of 1856 and the threat of ruin overhanging the
American Union pushed him again on to the political highway; and once there, his years
of intellectual discipline enabled him to play a leading and a decisive part. His
personality obtained momentum, direction, and increasing dignity from its identification
with great issues and events. He became the individual instrument whereby an
essential and salutary national purpose was fulfilled; and the instrument was admirably
effective, precisely because it had been silently and unconsciously tempered and
formed for high achievement. Issue as he was of a society in which the cheap tool,
whether mechanical or personal, was the immediately successful tool, he had none the
less labored long in the making of a consummate individual instrument.
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Some of my readers may protest that | have over-emphasized the difference between
Lincoln and his contemporary fellow-countrymen. In order to exalt the leader have | not
too much disparaged the followers? Well, a comparison of this kind always involves the
risk of unfairness; but if there is much truth in the foregoing estimate of Lincoln, the
lessons of the comparison are worth its inevitable risk. The ordinary interpretation of
Lincoln as a consummate democrat and a “Man of the People” has implied that he was,
like Jackson, simply a bigger and a better version of the plain American citizen; and it is
just this interpretation which | have sought to deny and to expose. In many respects he
was, of course, very much like his neighbors and associates. He accepted everything
wholesome and useful in their life and behavior. He shared their good-fellowship, their
strength of will, their excellent faith, and above all their innocence; and he could never
have served his country so well, or reached as high a level of personal dignity, in case
he had not been good-natured and strong and innocent. But, as all commentators have
noted, he was not only good-natured, strong and innocent; he had made himself
intellectually candid, concentrated, and disinterested, and morally humane,
magnanimous, and humble. All these qualities, which were the very flower of his
personal life, were not possessed either by the average or the exceptional American of
his day; and not only were they not possessed, but they were either wholly ignored or
consciously under-valued. Yet these very qualities of high intelligence, humanity,
magnanimity and humility are precisely the qualities which Americans, in order to
become better democrats, should add to their strength, their homogeneity, and their
innocence; while at the same time they are just the qualities which Americans are
prevented by their individualistic practice and tradition from attaining or properly
valuing. Their deepest convictions make the average unintelligent man the
representative democrat, and the aggressive successful individual, the admirable
national type; and in conformity with these convictions their uppermost ideas in respect
to Lincoln are that he was a “Man of the People” and an example of strong will. He was
both of these things, but his great distinction is that he was also something vastly more
and better. He cannot be fully understood and properly valued as a national hero
without an implicit criticism of those traditional convictions. Such a criticism he himself
did not and could not make. In case he had made it, he could never have achieved his
great political task and his great personal triumph. But other times bring other needs. It
Is as desirable to-day that the criticism should be made explicit as it was that Lincoln
himself in his day should preserve the innocence and integrity of a unique unconscious
example.

CHAPTERYV
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THE CONTEMPORARY SITUATION AND ITS PROBLEMS

It is important to recognize that the anti-slavery agitation, the secession of the South,
and the Civil War were, after all, only an episode in the course of American national
development. The episode was desperately serious. Like the acute illness of a strong
man, it almost killed its victim; and the crisis exposed certain weaknesses in our political
organism, in the absence of which the illness would never have become acute. But the
roots of our national vitality were apparently untouched by the disease. When the crisis
was over, the country resumed with astonishing celerity the interrupted process of
economic expansion. The germs of a severe disease, to which the Fathers of the
Republic had given a place in the national Constitution, and which had been allowed to
flourish, because of the lack of wholesome cohesion in the body politic—this alien
growth had been cut out by a drastic surgical operation, and the robust patient soon
recovered something like his normal health. Indeed, being in his own opinion even
more robust than he was before the crisis, he was more eager than ever to convert his
good health into the gold of satisfied desire. The ghost of slavery had been banished
from our national banquet: and, relieved of this terror, the American people began to
show, more aggressively than ever before, their ability to provide and to consume a
bountiful feast. They were no longer children, grasping at the first fruits of a half-
cultivated wilderness. They were adults, beginning to plan the satisfaction of on
appetite which had been sharpened by self-denial, and made self-conscious by
maturity.

The North, after the war was over, did not have much time for serious reflection upon its
meaning and consequences. The Republican leaders did just enough thinking to carry
them through the crisis; but once the rebellion was suppressed and the South partly de-
nationalized in the name of reconstruction, the need and desire was for action rather
than for thought. The anti-slavery agitation and the war had interrupted the process,
which from the public point of view, was described as the economic development of the
country, and which from an individual standpoint meant the making of money. For many
years Americans had been unable, because of the ghost of slavery, to take full
advantage of their liberties and opportunities; and now that the specter was exorcised,
they gladly put aside any anxious political preoccupations. Politics could be left to the
politicians. It was about time to get down to business. In this happiest of all countries,
and under this best of all governments, which had been preserved at such an awful
cost, the good American was entitled to give his undivided attention to the great work of
molding and equipping the continent for human habitation, and incidentally to the minor
task of securing his share of the rewards. A
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lively, even a frenzied, outburst of industrial, commercial, and speculative activity
followed hard upon the restoration of peace. This activity and its effects have been the
most important fact in American life during the forty years which have supervened; and
it has assumed very different characteristics from those which it had assumed previous
to the War. We must now consider the circumstances, the consequences, and the
meaning of this economic revolution.

Although nobody in 1870 suspected it, the United States was entering upon a new
phase of its economic career; and the new economy was bringing with it radical social
changes. Even before the outbreak of the Civil War the rich and fertile states of the
Middle West had become well populated. They had passed from an almost exclusively
agricultural economy to one which was much more largely urban and industrial. The
farms had become well-equipped; large cities were being built up; factories of various
kinds were being established; and most important of all, the whole industrial
organization of the country was being adjusted to transportation by means of the
railroad. An industrial community, which was, comparatively speaking, well-organized
and well-furnished with machinery, was taking the place of the agricultural community of
1830-1840, which was incoherent and scattered and which lacked everything except
energy and opportunity. Such an increase of organization, capital, and equipment
necessarily modified the outlook and interests of the people of the Middle West. While
still retaining many of their local traits, their point of view had been approaching in
certain respects that of the inhabitants of the East. They had ceased to be pioneers.

During the two decades after the Civil War, the territory, which was still in the early stage
of agricultural development, was the first and second tier of states west of the
Mississippi River. Missouri, lowa, and Minnesota, Kansas, Nebraska, and finally the
Dakotas were being opened for settlement; but in their case the effect and symptoms of
this condition were not the same as they had been with the earlier pioneer states. Their
economy was from the beginning adjusted to the railroad; and the railroad had made an
essential difference. It worked in favor of a more comprehensive and definite
organization and a more complete equipment. While the business interests of the new
states were and still are predominantly agricultural, the railroads had transformed the
occupation of farming. After 1870, the pioneer farmer was much less dependent than
he had been upon local conditions and markets, and upon the unaided exertions of
himself and his neighbors. He bought and sold in the markets of the world. He needed
more capital and more machinery. He had to borrow money and make shrewd business
calculations. From every standpoint his economic environment had become more
complicated and more extended, and his success depended much more upon
conditions which were
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beyond his control. He never was a pioneer in the sense that the early inhabitants of
the Middle West and South had been pioneers; and he has never exercised any
corresponding influence upon the American national temper. The pioneer had enjoyed
his day, and his day was over. The Jack-of-all-trades no longer possessed an important
economic function. The average farmer was, of course, still obliged to be many kinds of
a rough mechanic, but for the most part he was nothing more than a farmer. Unskilled
labor began to mean labor which was insignificant and badly paid. Industrial economy
demanded the expert with his high and special standards of achievement. The railroads
and factories could not be financed and operated without the assistance of well-paid
and well-trained men, who could do one or two things remarkably well, and who did not
pretend to do much of anything else. These men had to retain great flexibility and an
easy adaptability of intelligence, because American industry and commerce remained
very quick in its movements. The machinery which they handled was less permanent,
and was intended to be less permanent than the machinery which was considered
economical in Europe. But although they had to avoid routine and business rigidity on
the penalty of utter failure, still they belonged essentially to a class of experts. Like all
experts, they had to depend, not upon mere energy, untutored enthusiasm, and good-
will, but upon careful training and single-minded devotion to a special task, and at the
same time proper provision had to be made for cooerdinating the results of this highly
specialized work. More complete organization necessarily accompanied specialization.
The expert became a part of a great industrial machine. His individuality tended to
disappear in his work. His interests became those of a group. Imperative economic
necessities began to classify the individuals composing American society in the same
way, if not to the same extent, that they had been classified in Europe.

This was a result which had never entered into the calculations of the pioneer
Democrat. He had disliked specialization, because, as he thought, it narrowed and
impoverished the individual; and he distrusted permanent and official forms of
organization, because, as he thought, they hampered the individual. His whole political,
social, and economic outlook embodied a society of energetic, optimistic, and
prosperous democrats, united by much the same interests, occupations, and point of
view. Each of these democrats was to be essentially an all-round man. His conception
of all-round manhood was somewhat limited; but it meant at least a person who was
expansive in feeling, who was enough of a business man successfully to pursue his
own interests, and enough of a politician to prevent any infringement or perversion of
his rights. He never doubted that the desired combination of business man, politician,
and good fellow constituted an excellent
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ideal of democratic individuality, that it was sufficiently realized in the average Western
American of the Jacksonian epoch, that it would continue to be the type of admirable
manhood, and that the good democrats embodying this type would continue to merit
and to obtain substantial and approximately equal pecuniary rewards. Moreover, for a
long time the vision remained sufficiently true. The typical American democrat
described by De Tocqueville corresponded very well with the vision of the pioneer; and
he did not disappear during the succeeding generation. For many years millions of
Americans of much the same pattern were rewarded for their democratic virtue in an
approximately similar manner. Of course some people were poor, and some people
were rich; but there was no class of the very rich, and the poverty of the poor was
generally their own fault. Opportunity knocked at the door of every man, and the poor
man of to-day was the prosperous householder of to-morrow. For a long time American
social and economic conditions were not merely fluid, but consistent and homogeneous,
and the vision of the pioneer was fulfilled. Nevertheless, this condition was essentially
transient. It contained within itself the seeds of its own dissolution and transformation;
and this transformation made headway just as soon as, and just as far as, economic
conditions began to prefer the man who was capable of specializing his work, and of
organizing it with the work of his fellows.

The dominant note, consequently, of the pioneer period was an unformed national
consistency, reached by means of a natural community of feeling and a general
similarity of occupation and well-being. On the other hand, the dominant note of the
period from 1870 until the present day has been the gradual disintegration of this early
national consistency, brought about by economic forces making for specialization and
organization in all practical affairs, for social classification, and finally for greater
individual distinction. Moreover, the tendency towards specialization first began to
undermine the very corner-stone of the pioneer’s democratic edifice. If private interest
and public weal were to be as harmonious as the pioneer assumed, every economic
producer must be a practical politician, and there must be no deep-lying division
between these primary activities. But the very first result of the specializing tendency
was to send the man of business, the politician, and the lawyer off on separate tacks.
Business interests became so absorbing that they demanded all of a man’s time and
energy; and he was obliged to neglect politics except in so far as politics affected
business. In this same way, the successful lawyers after the War were less apt than
formerly to become politicians and statesmen. They left public affairs largely to the
unsuccessful lawyers. Politics itself became an occupation which made very exacting
demands upon a man’s time and upon his conscience. Public service
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or military success were no longer the best roads to public distinction. Men became
renowned and distinguished quite as much, if not more, for achievements in their private
and special occupations. Along with leadership of statesmen and generals, the
American people began to recognize that of financiers, “captains of industry,”
corporation lawyers, political and labor “bosses,” and these gentlemen assumed
extremely important parts in the direction of American affairs. Officially, the new leaders
were just like any other American citizen. No titles could be conferred upon them, and
their position brought with it no necessary public responsibilities. Actually, however,
they exercised in many cases more influence upon American social and political
economy than did the official leaders. They were an intrusion, into the traditional
economic political and social system, for which no provision had been made. Their
special interests, and the necessities of their special tasks, made their manner of life
different from that of other American citizens, and their peculiar opportunities enabled
them to appropriate an unusually large share of the fruits of American economic
development. Thus they seriously impaired the social and economic homogeneity,
which the pioneer believed to be the essential quality of fruitful Americanism.

THE DEVELOPMENT OF THE BUSINESS SPECIALIST

Before seeking to trace the consequences and the significance of this specialized
organization of American practical affairs, we must examine its origin with some care.
An exact and complete understanding thereof will in itself afford an unmistakable hint of
the way in which its consequences are to be appraised, and wherever necessary,
corrected. The great and increasing influence of the new unofficial leaders has been
due not only to economic conditions and to individual initiative, but to the nature of our
political ideas and institutions. The traditional American theory was that the individual
should have a free hand. In so far as he was subject to public regulation and control
such control should be exercised by local authorities, whereof the result would be a
happy combination of individual prosperity and public weal. But this expectation, as we
have seen, has proved to be erroneous. While it has, indeed, resulted in individual
prosperity, the individual who has reaped most of the prosperity is not the average, but
the special man; and however the public may have benefited from the process, the
benefit is mixed with so many drawbacks that, even if it may not be wholly condemned,
it certainly cannot be wholly approved. The plain fact is that the individual in freely and
energetically pursuing his own private purposes has not been the inevitable public
benefactor assumed by the traditional American interpretation of democracy. No doubt
he has incidentally accomplished, in the pursuit of his own aggrandizement, certain
manifest public benefits; but wherever public and private advantages have conflicted, he
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has naturally preferred the latter. And under our traditional political system there was,
until recently, no effective way of correcting his preference.
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As long as the economic opportunities of American life consisted chiefly in the
appropriation and improvement of uncultivated land, the average energetic man had no
difficulty in obtaining his fair share of the increasing American economic product; but the
time came when such opportunities, although still important, were dwarfed by other
opportunities, incident to the development of a more mature economic system. These
opportunities, which were, of course, connected with the manufacturing, industrial, and
technical development of the country, demanded under American conditions a very
special type of man—the man who would bring to his task not merely energy, but
unscrupulous devotion, originality, daring, and in the course of time a large fund of
instructive experience. The early American industrial conditions differed from those of
Europe in that they were fluid, and as a result of this instability, extremely precarious.
Rapid changes in markets, business methods, and industrial machinery made it very
difficult to build up a safe business. A manufacturer or a merchant could not secure his
business salvation, as in Europe, merely by the adoption of sound conservative
methods. The American business man had greater opportunities and a freer hand than
his European prototype; but he was also beset by more severe, more unscrupulous,
and more dangerous competition. The industrious and thrifty farmer could be tolerably
sure of a modest competence, due partly to his own efforts, and partly to the increased
value of his land in a more populous community; but the business man had no such
security. In his case it was war to the knife. He was presented with a choice between
aggressive daring business operations, and financial insignificance or ruin.

No doubt this situation was due as much to the temper of the American business man
as to his economic environment. American energy had been consecrated to economic
development. The business man in seeking to realize his ambitions and purposes was
checked neither by government control nor social custom. He had nothing to do and
nothing to consider except his own business advancement and success. He was eager,
strenuous, and impatient. He liked the excitement and the risk of large operations. The
capital at his command was generally too small for the safe and conservative conduct of
his business; and he was consequently obliged to be adventurous, or else to be left
behind in the race. He might well be earning enormous profits one year and skirting
bankruptcy the next. Under such a stress conservatism and caution were suicidal. It
was the instinct of self-preservation, as well as the spirit of business adventure, which
kept him constantly seeking for larger markets, improved methods, or for some peculiar
means of getting ahead of his competitors. He had no fortress behind which he could
hide and enjoy his conquests. Surrounded as he was by aggressive enemies and
undefended frontiers, his best means of
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security lay in a policy of constant innovation and expansion. Moreover, even after he
had obtained the bulwark of sufficient capital and more settled industrial surroundings,
he was under no temptation to quit and enjoy the spoils of his conquests. The social,
intellectual, or even the more vulgar pleasures, afforded by leisure and wealth, could
bring him no thrill, which was anything like as intense as that derived from the exercise
of his business ability and power. He could not conquer except by virtue of a strong,
tenacious, adventurous, and unscrupulous will; and after he had conquered, this will
had him in complete possession. He had nothing to do but to play the game to the end
—even though his additional profits were of no living use to him.

If, however, the fluid and fluctuating nature of American economic conditions and the
fierceness of American competitive methods turned business into a state of dangerous
and aggressive warfare, the steady and enormous expansion of the American markets
made the rewards of victory correspondingly great. Not only was the population of the
country increasing at an enormous rate, but the demand for certain necessary products,
services, and commodities was increasing at a higher rate than the population. The
American people were still a most homogeneous collection of human beings. They
wanted very much the same things; they wanted more of these things year after year;
and they immediately rewarded any cheapening of the product by buying it in much
larger quantities. The great business opportunities of American life consisted,
consequently, in supplying some popular or necessary article or service at a cheaper
price than that at which any one else could furnish it; and the great effort of American
business men was, of course, to obtain some advantage over their competitors in
producing such an article or in supplying such a service. The best result of this
condition was a constant improvement in the mechanism of production. Cheapness
was found to depend largely upon the efficient use of machinery, and the efficient use of
machinery was found to depend upon constant wear and quick replacement by a better
machine. But while the economic advantage of the exhausting use and the constant
improvement of machinery was the most important economic discovery of the American
business man, he was also encouraged by his surroundings to seek economies in other
and less legitimate ways. It was all very well to multiply machines and make them more
efficient, but similar improvements were open to competitors. The great object was to
obtain some advantage which was denied to your competitors. Then the business man
could not only secure his own position, but utterly rout and annihilate his adversaries.

At this point the railroads came to the assistance of the aggressive and unscrupulous
business man. They gave such men an advantage over their competitors by granting
them special rates; and inasmuch as this practice has played a decisive part in
American business development, its effect and its meaning, frequently as they have
been pointed out, must be carefully traced.
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The railroads themselves are, perhaps, the most perfect illustration of the profits which
accrue in a rapidly growing country from the possession of certain advantages in
supplying to the public an indispensable service. They were not built, as in most
European states, under national supervision and regulation, or according to a general
plan which prevented unnecessary competition. Their routes and their methods were
due almost entirely to private enterprise and to local economic necessities. They
originated in local lines radiating from large cities; and only very slowly did their
organization come to correspond with the great national routes of trade. The process of
building up the leading systems was in the beginning a process of combining the local
roads into important trunk lines. Such combinations were enormously profitable,
because the business of the consolidated roads increased in a much larger proportion
than did the cost of financing end operating the larger mileage; and after the
combinations were made the owners of the consolidated road were precisely in the
position of men who had obtained a certain strategic advantage in supplying a
necessary service to their fellow-countrymen. Their terminals, rights of way, and
machinery could not be duplicated except at an increased cost, and their owners were
In a position necessarily to benefit from the growth of the country in industry and
population. No doubt their economic position was in certain respects precarious. They
did not escape the necessity, to which other American business enterprises had to
submit, of fighting for a sufficient share of the spoils. But in making the fight, they had
acquired certain advantages which, if they were intelligently used, would necessarily
result in victory; and as we all know, these advantages have proved to be sufficient.
The railroads have been the greatest single source of large American fortunes, and the
men who control the large railroad systems are the most powerful and conspicuous
American industrial leaders.

Important, however, as has been the direct effect of big railroad systems on the
industrial economy of the country, their indirect effects have probably been even more
important. In one way or another, they have been the most effective of all agencies
working for the larger organization of American industries. Probably such an
organization was bound to have come in any event, because the standard economic
needs of millions of thrifty democrats could in the long run be most cheaply satisfied by
means of well-situated and fully equipped industrial plants of the largest size; but the
railroad both hastened this result and determined its peculiar character. The population
of the United States is so scattered, its distances so huge, and its variations in
topographical level so great, that its industries would necessarily have remained very
local in character, as long as its system of transportation depended chiefly upon
waterways
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and highways. Some kind of quick transportation across country was, consequently, an
indispensable condition of the national organization of American industry and
commerce. The railroad not only supplied this need, but coming as it did pretty much at
the beginning of our industrial development, it largely modified and determined the
character thereof. By considerably increasing the area within which the products of any
one locality could be profitably sold, it worked naturally in favor of the concentration of a
few large factories in peculiarly favorable locations; and this natural process was
accelerated by the policy which the larger companies adopted in the making of their
rates. The rapid growth of big producing establishments was forced, because of the
rebates granted to them by the railroads. Without such rebates the large manufacturing
corporation controlled by a few individuals might still have come into existence; but
these individuals would have been neither as powerful as they now are, nor as opulent,
nor as much subject to suspicion.

It is peculiarly desirable to understand, consequently, just how these rebates came to be
granted. It was, apparently, contrary to the interest of the railroad companies to cut their
rates for the benefit of any one class of customers; and it was, also, an illegal practice,
which had to be carried on by secret and underhand methods. Almost all the state laws
under which corporations engaged in transportation had been organized, had defined
railways, like highways, as public necessities. Such corporations had usually been
granted by the states the power to condemn land,—and the delegation of such a power
to a private company meant, of course, that it owed certain responsibilities to the public
as a common carrier, among which the responsibility of not allowing special privileges to
any one customer was manifestly to be included. When the railroad managers have
been asked why they cut their published rates and evaded the laws, they have always
contended that they were forced to do so; and whatever may be thought of the plea, it
cannot be lightly set aside. As we have seen, the trunk lines leading from Chicago to
the coast were the result of the consolidation of local roads. After the consolidations
had taken place, these companies began to compete fiercely for through freight, and the
rebates were an incident in this competition. The trunk lines in the early years of their
existence were in the position of many other American business enterprises. For the
time being, they were more than competent to carry all the freight offered at competitive
points. Inasmuch as there was not enough to go around, they fought mercilessly for
what business there was. When a large individual shipper was prepared to guarantee
them a certain amount of freight in return for special rates, they were obliged either to
grant the rates or to lose the business. Of course they submitted, and defended their
submission as a measure of self-preservation.
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No great intelligence is required to detect in this situation the evidence of a vicious
circle. The absorption of Americans in business affairs, and the free hand which the
structure and ideals of American life granted them, had made business competition a
fierce and merciless affair; while at the same time the fluid nature of American economic
conditions made success very precarious. Every shrewd and resolute man would seek
to secure himself against the dangers of this situation by means of special advantages,
and the most effective of all special advantages would, of course, be special railroad
rates. But a shipper such as John D. Rockefeller could obtain special rates only
because the railroads were in a position similar to his own, and were fighting
strenuously for supremacy. The favored shipper and the railroad both excused
themselves on the ground of self-preservation, and sometimes even claimed that it was
just for a large shipper to obtain better rates than a small one. This was all very well for
the larger shipper and the railroad, but in the meantime what became of the small
shipper, whom Mr. Rockefeller was enabled to annihilate by means of his contracts with
the railroad companies? The small shipper saw himself forced out of business,
because corporations to whom the state had granted special privileges as common
carriers, had a private interest in doing business with his bigger, more daring, and
unscrupulous competitors.

Of course no such result could have happened, if at any point in this vicious circle of
private interests, there had been asserted a dominant public interest; and there are
several points at which such an interest might well have been intruded. The circle
would have been broken, if, for instance, the granting of illegal rebates had been
effectively prohibited; but as a matter of fact they could not be effectively prohibited by
the public authorities, to whom either the railroads or the large shippers were technically
responsible. A shipper of oil in Cleveland, Ohio, would have a difficult time in protesting
against illegal discrimination on the part of a railroad conducting an inter-state business
and organized under the laws of New York. No doubt he could appeal to the Federal
government; but the Federal government had been, for the time being, disqualified by
many different causes from effective interference. In the first place there was to be
overcome the conventional democratic prejudice against what was called
centralization. A tradition of local control over the machinery of transit and
transportation was dominant during the early period of railroad construction. The fact
that railways would finally become the all-important vehicles of inter-state commerce
was either overlooked or considered unimportant. The general government did not
interfere—except when, as in the case of the Pacific lines, its interference and
assistance were solicited by private interests. For a long time the idea that the Federal
government had any general responsibility in respect to the national transportation
system was devoid of practical consequences.
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In the end an Inter-state Commerce law was passed, in which the presence of a
national interest in respect to the American system of transportation was recognized.
But this law, like our tariff laws, was framed for the benefit chiefly of a combination of
local and special interests; and it served little to advance any genuine national interest
in relation to the railroads. To be sure it did forbid rebates, but the machinery for
enforcing the prohibition was inefficient, and during another twenty years the prohibition
remained substantially a dead letter. The provisions of the law forbidding rebates were
in truth merely a bit of legal hypocrisy. Rebates could not be openly defended; but the
business of the country was honeycombed with them, and the majority of the shippers
in whose interest the law was passed did not want the prohibition enforced. Their
influence at Washington was sufficiently powerful to prevent the adoption of any
effective measures for the abatement of the evil. The Federal Inter-state Commerce
Commission, unlike the local authorities, would have been fully competent to abolish
rebates; but the plain truth was that the effective public opinion in the business world
either supported the evil or connived at it. The private interests at stake were, for the
time being, too strong for the public interest. The whole American business tradition
was opposed to government interference with prevailing business practices; and in view
of this fact the responsibility for the rebates cannot be fixed merely upon the railroads
and the trusts. The American system had licensed energetic and unscrupulous
individual aggrandizement as the best means of securing a public benefit; and rebates
were merely a flagrant instance of the extent to which public opinion permitted the
domination of private interests.

The failure of the Federal government to protect the public interest in a matter over
which the state governments had no effective control, has greatly accelerated the
organization of American industries on a national scale, but for private and special
purposes. Certain individuals controlling certain corporations were enabled to obtain a
decided advantage in supplying certain services and products to the enormously
increasing American market; and once those individuals and corporations had obtained
dominant positions, it was in their interest to strengthen one another’s hands in every
possible way. One big corporation has as a rule preferred to do business with another
big corporation. They were all of them producing some standard commodity or service,
and it is part of the economical conduct of such businesses to buy and sell so far as
possible in large quantities and under long contracts. Such contracts reduced to a
comparatively low level the necessary uncertainties of business. It enabled the
managers of these corporations to count upon a certain market for their product or a
certain cost for part of their raw material; and it must be remembered
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that the chief object of this whole work of industrial organization was to diminish the
hazards of unregulated competition and to subject large business operations to effective
control. A conspicuous instance of the effect of such interests and motives may be seen
in the lease of the ore lands belonging to the Great Northern Railroad to the United
States Steel Corporation. The railroad company owned the largest body of good ore in
the country outside of the control of the Steel Corporation, and if these lands had been
leased to many small companies, the ability of the independent steel manufacturers to
compete with the big steel company would have been very much increased. But the
Great Northern Railroad Company found it simpler and more secure to do business with
one large than a number of small companies; and in this way the Steel Corporation has
obtained almost a monopoly of the raw material most necessary to the production of
finished steel. It will be understood, consequently, how inevitably these big corporations
strengthen one another’s hands; and it must be added that they had political as well as
economic motives for so doing. Although the big fellows sometimes indulge in the
luxury of fierce fighting, such fights are always the prelude to still closer agreements.
They are all embarked in the same boat; and surrounded as they are by an increasing
amount of enmity, provoked by their aggrandizement, they have every reason to lend
one another constant and effective support.

There may be discerned in this peculiar organization of American industry an entangling
alliance between a wholesome and a baleful tendency. The purpose which prompted
men like John D. Rockefeller to escape from the savage warfare in which so many
American business men were engaged, was in itself a justifiable and ameliorating
purpose. Competition in American business was insufficiently moderated either by the
state or by the prevailing temper of American life. No sensible and resourceful man will
submit to such a precarious existence without making some attempt to escape from it;
and if the means which Mr. Rockefeller and others took to secure themselves served to
make the business lives of their competitors still more precarious, such a result was
only the expiation which American business men were obliged to pay for their own
excesses. The concentrated leadership, the partial control, the thorough organization
thereby effected, was not necessarily a bad thing. It was in some respects a decidedly
good thing, because leadership of any kind has certain intrinsic advantages. The trusts
have certainly succeeded in reducing the amount of waste which was necessitated by
the earlier condition of wholly unregulated competition. The competitive methods of
nature have been, and still are, within limits indispensable; but the whole effort of
civilization has been to reduce the area within which they are desirably effective; and it
is entirely possible that in the end the American system of industrial
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organization will constitute a genuine advance in industrial economy. Large
corporations, which can afford the best machinery; which control abundant capital, and
which can plan with scrupulous economy all the details of producing and selling an
important product or service, are actually able to reduce the cost of production to a
minimum; and in the cases of certain American corporations such results have actually
been achieved. The new organization of American industry has created an economic
mechanism which is capable of being wonderfully and indefinitely serviceable to the
American people.

On the other hand, its serviceability is much diminished by the special opportunities it
gives a few individuals. These opportunities do not amount in any case to a monopoly,
but they do amount to a species of economic privilege which enable them to wring
profits from the increasing American market disproportionate to the value of their
economic services. What is still more unfortunate, however, is the equivocal position of
these big corporations in respect to the laws under which they are organized, and in
respect to the public authorities which are supposed to control them. Many of the large
railway and industrial corporations have reached their present size partly by an evasion
or a defiance of the law. Their organizers took advantage of the American system of
local self-government and the American disposition to reduce the functions of the
Federal government to a minimum—they took advantage of these legal conditions and
political ideas to organize an industrial machinery which cannot be effectively reached
by local statutes and officials. The favorable corporation laws of some states have been
used as a means of preying upon the whole country; and the unfavorable corporation
laws of other states have been practically nullified. The big corporations have proved to
be too big and powerful for the laws and officials to which the American political system
has subjected them; and their equivocal legal position has resulted in the corruption of
American public life and in the serious deterioration of our system of local government.

The net result of the industrial expansion of the United States since the Civil War has
been the establishment in the heart of the American economic and social system of
certain glaring inequalities of condition and power. The greater American railroad and
industrial corporations control resources and conduct operations on a scale
unprecedented in the economic history of the world. The great American industrial
leaders have accumulated fortunes for which there is also no precedent on the part of
men who exercise no official political power. These inequalities are the result of the
organization of American industry on almost a national scale,—an organization which
was brought about as a means of escape from the intolerable evils of unregulated
competition. Every aspect of American business methods has helped
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to make them inevitable, and the responsibility for them must be distributed over the
whole business and social fabric. But in spite of the fact that they have originated as
the inevitable result of American business methods and political ideas and institutions,
they constitute a serious problem for a democracy to face; and this problem has many
different aspects. Its most serious aspect is constituted by the sheer size of the
resulting inequalities. The rich men and the big corporations have become too wealthy
and powerful for their official standing in American life. They have not obeyed the laws.
They have attempted to control the official makers, administrators, and expounders of
the law. They have done little to allay and much to excite the resentment and
suspicion. In short, while their work has been constructive from an economic and
industrial standpoint, it has made for political corruption and social disintegration.
Children, as they are, of the traditional American individualistic institutions, ideas, and
practices, they have turned on their parents and dealt them an ugly wound. Either
these economic monsters will destroy the system of ideas, institutions, and practices out
of which they have issued or else be destroyed by them.

THE DEVELOPMENT OF THE POLITICAL SPECIALIST

The corporations were able to secure and to exercise an excessive and corrupt
influence on legislation, because their aggrandizement coincided with a process of
deterioration in our local political institutions. We have seen that the stress of economic
competition had specialized the American business man and made him almost
exclusively preoccupied with the advancement of his own private interests; and one of
the first results of this specialization was an alteration in his attitude towards the political
welfare of his country. Not only did he no longer give as much time to politics as he
formerly did, but as his business increased in size and scope, he found his own
interests by way of conflicting at many points with the laws of his country and with its
well-being. He did not take this conflict very seriously. He was still reflected in the
mirror of his own mind as a patriotic and a public-spirited citizen; but at the same time
his ambition was to conquer, and he did not scruple to sacrifice both the law and the
public weal to his own prosperity. All unknowingly he began to testify to a growing and a
decisive division between the two primary interests of American life,—between the
interest of the individual business man and the interest of the body politic; and he
became a living refutation of the amiable theories of the Jacksonian Democrat that the
two must substantially coincide. The business man had become merely a business
man, and the conditions which had made him less of a politician had also had its effect
upon the men whose business was that of politics. Just as business had become
specialized and organized, so politics also became subject to specialization and
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organization. The appearance of the “Captain of Industry” was almost coincident with
the appearance of the “Boss.”
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There has been a disposition to treat the “Boss” chiefly as the political creature of the
corrupt corporation; and it is undoubtedly true that one of the most important functions
of the municipal and state “Bosses” has been that of conducting negotiations with the
corporations. But to consider the specialized organization of our local politics as the
direct result of specialized organization of American business is wholly to
misunderstand its significance. The two processes are the parallel effects of the same
conditions and ideas working in different fields. Business efficiency under the conditions
prevailing in our political and economic fabric demanded the “Captain of Industry.”
Political efficiency under our system of local government demanded the “Boss.” The
latter is an independent power who has his own special reasons for existence. He put
in an embryonic appearance long before the large corporations had obtained anything
like their existing power in American politics; and he will survive in some form their
reduction to political insignificance. He has been a genuine and within limits a useful
product of the American democracy; and it would be fatal either to undervalue or to
misunderstand him.

The American system of local self-government encouraged the creation of the political
“Boss,” because it required such an enormous amount of political business. Some one
was needed to transact this business, and the professional politician was developed to
supply the need. There was no reason why such a need should have existed; because
the amount of political business incident to state government could have been very
much economized by a simpler method of organization. But American democratic ideas
during the years when the state governments took form were wholly opposed to
simplicity of organization. The state constitutions adopted during the period of
Jacksonian supremacy seem designed to make local government costly in time and
energy and irresponsible in action; and they provided the legal scenery in the midst of
which the professional politician became the only effective hero.

The state constitutions were all very much influenced by the Federal instrument, but in
the copies many attempts were made to improve upon the model. The Democracy had
come to believe that the Federal Constitution tended to encourage independence and
even special efficiency on the part of Federal officials; and it proposed to correct such
an erroneous tendency in the more thoroughly democratic state governments. No
attempt was, indeed, made to deprive the executive and the judicial officials of
independence by making them the creatures of the legislative branch; for such a
change, although conforming to earlier democratic ideas, would have looked in the
direction of a concentration of responsibility. The far more insidious course was
adopted of keeping the executive, the judicial, and the legislative branches of the
government technically
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separate, while at the same time depriving all three of any genuine independence and
efficiency. The term of the executive, for instance, was not allowed to exceed one or
two years. The importance of his functions was diminished. His power of appointment
was curtailed. Many of his most important executive assistants were elected by popular
vote and made independent of him. In some few instances he was even deprived of a
qualified veto upon legislation. But the legislature itself was not treated much better.
Instead of deriving its power from a short constitution which conferred upon it full
legislative responsibilities and powers, the tendency has been to incorporate an
enormous mass of special and detailed legislation in the fundamental law, and so to
diminish indefinitely the power of the legislative branch either to be useful or
dangerous. Finally state judges instead of being appointed for life were usually elected
for limited terms, so that they could scarcely avoid being more “amenable to public
opinion.” The tendency in every respect was to multiply elections and elective officials,
divide responsibility and power, and destroy independence. The more “democratic”
these constitutions became, the more clearly the Democracy showed its disposition to
distrust its own representatives, and to deprive them of any chance of being genuinely
representative.

The object of the Jacksonion Democrat in framing constitutions of this kind was to keep
political power in the hands of the “plain people,” and to forestall the domination of
administrative and legislative specialists. The effect was precisely the opposite. They
afforded the political specialist a wonderful opportunity. The ordinary American could
not pretend to give as much time to politics as the smooth operation of this complicated
machine demanded; and little by little there emerged in different parts of the country a
class of politicians who spent all their time in nominating and electing candidates to
these numerous offices. The officials so elected, instead of being responsible to the
people, were responsible to the men to whom they owed their offices; and their own
individual official power was usually so small that they could not put what little
independence they possessed to any good use. As a matter of fact, they used their
official powers chiefly for the benefit of their creators. They appointed to office the men
whom the “Bosses” selected. They passed the measures which the machine
demanded. In this way the professional politician gradually obtained a stock of political
goods wherewith to maintain and increase his power. Reenforced by the introduction of
the spoils system first into the state and then into the Federal civil services, a process of
local political organization began after 1830 to make rapid headway. Local leaders
appeared in different parts of the country who little by little relieved the farmer and the
business man of the cares and preoccupations
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of government. In the beginning the most efficient of these politicians were usually
Jacksonian Democrats, and they ruled both in the name of the people and by virtue of a
sturdy popular following. They gradually increased in power, until in the years
succeeding the war they became the dominant influence in local American politics, and
had won the right to be called something which they would never have dared to call
themselves, viz. a governing class.

While the local “Boss” nearly always belonged to the political party dominant in his
neighborhood, so that he could in ordinary elections depend upon the regular party
vote, still the real source of his power consisted in a band of personal retainers; and the
means by which such groups were collected and held together contain a curious
mixture of corruption and democracy. In the first place the local leader had to be a
“good fellow” who lived in the midst of his followers and knew all about them. His
influence was entirely dependent upon personal kindliness, loyalty, and good-
comradeship. He was socially the playmate and the equal of his followers, and the
relations among them were characterized by many admirable qualities. The group was
within limits a genuine example of social democracy, and was founded on mutual
understanding, good-will, and assistance. The leader used his official and unofficial
power to obtain jobs for his followers. He succored them when in need; he sometimes
protected them against the invidious activity of the police or the prosecuting attorneys;
he provided excursions and picnics for them in hot weather; he tied them to himself by a
thousand bonds of interest and association; he organized them into a clan, who
supported him blindly at elections in return for a deal of personal kindliness and a
multitude of small services; he became their genuine representative, whether official or
not, because he represented their most vital interests and satisfied their most pressing
and intimate needs.

The general method of political organization indicated above was perfected in the two
decades succeeding the Civil War. The American democracy was divided politically into
a multitude of small groups, organized chiefly for the purpose of securing the local and
individual interests of these groups and their leaders, and supported by local and
personal feeling, political patronage, and petty “graft.” These groups were associated
with both parties, and merely made the use of partisan ties and cries to secure the
cooeperation of more disinterested voters. The result was that so far as American
political representation was merely local, it was generally corrupt, and it was always
selfish. The leader’s power depended absolutely on an appeal to the individual,
neighborhood, and class interests of his followers. They were the “people”; he was the
popular tribune. He could not retain his power for a month, in case he failed to
subordinate every larger interest to the flattery, cajolery, and nourishment of his local
clan. Thus the local representative system was poisoned at its source. The alderman,
the assemblyman, or the congressman, even if he were an honest man, represented
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little more than the political powers controlling his district; and to be disinterested in local
politics was usually equivalent to being indifferent.
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Although these local clans were the basis of American political organization, they were
not, of course, its ultimate fruit. In many of the cities, large and small, and in some of
the states the leaders of the local groups were subordinated to one of their number who
became the real “Boss” and who strengthened the district organizations by using for
their benefit the municipal, state, and Federal patronage. The relation of the municipal
or state “Boss” to the district leaders was similar to the relation which the district leader
bore to his more important retainers. The “Boss” first obtained his primacy by means of
diplomatic skill or force of character; and his ability to retain it depended upon his ability
to satisfy the demands of the district leaders for patronage, while at the same time
leading the organization to victory in the local elections. His special duties as “Boss”
required personal prestige, strength of will, power of persuasive talking, good judgment
of men, loyalty to his promises and his followers, and a complete lack of scruple. Unlike
the district leader, however, the municipal “Boss” has tended to become a secretive and
somewhat lonely person, who carried on his business behind closed doors, and on
whom was visited the odium incurred by this whole system of political organization. The
district leader either does not incur or is less affected by this odium, because his social
status is precisely that of his followers. The “Boss,” on the other hand, by this wealth
and public position would naturally be an important member of the society in which he
lives, whereas as a matter of fact he has come to be ostracized because of the source
of his power and wealth. His leadership over-reached the district clan, which was real
social basis; and the consequence was that the “Boss” became, to all appearances, a
very unpopular man in the democracy which he ruled.

His secretiveness and his unpopularity point to one of the most important functions of
the municipal and state “Bosses,” to which as yet only incidental reference has been
made. The “Boss” became the man who negotiated with the corporations, and through
whom they obtained what they wanted. We have already seen that the large
corporation, particularly those owning railroad and municipal franchises, have found that
the purchase of a certain amount of political power was a necessary consequence of
their dubious legal position. A traffic of this kind was not one, of course, to which many
people could be admitted. It must be transmitted in secret, and by people who
possessed full authority. An agreement to secure certain franchises or certain needed
legislation in return for certain personal or party favors was not an agreement which
could be made between a board of directors and a group of district leaders. If a large
number of people were familiar with the details of such negotiations, something more
than a hint thereof would be sure to leak out; and unquestionably the
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fact that a traffic of this kind was part of the political game had much to do with the
ability of the municipal or state “Boss” to obtain and to keep his power. The profits not
only enabled him to increase party funds and to line his own pockets, but it also
furnished him with a useful and abundant source of patronage. He could get positions
for the political henchmen of his district leaders, not only with the local and state
governments, but with the corporations. Thus every “Boss,” even those whose
influence did not extend beyond an election district, was more or less completely
identified with the corporations who occupied within his bailiwick any important relation
to the state.

This alliance between the political machines and the big corporations—patrticularly
those who operate railroads or control municipal franchises—was an alliance between
two independent and cooerdinate powers in the kingdom of American practical affairs.
The political “Boss” did not create the industrial leader for his own good purposes.
Neither did the industrial leader create the machine and its “Boss,” although he has
done much to confirm the latter’s influence. Each of them saw an opportunity to turn to
his own account the individualistic “freedom” of American politics and industry. Each of
them was enabled by the character of our political traditions to obtain an amount of
power which the originators of those political ideas never anticipated, and which, if not
illegal, was entirely outside the law. It so happened that the kind of power which each
obtained was very useful to the other. A corporation which derived its profits from public
franchises, or from a business transacted in many different states, found the purchase
of a local or state machine well within its means and well according to its interests. The
professional politicians who had embarked in politics as a business and who were
making what they could out of it for themselves and their followers, could not resist this
unexpected and lucrative addition to their market. But it must be remembered that the
alliance was founded on interest rather than association, on mutual agreement rather
than on any effective subordination one to another. A certain change in conditions might
easily make their separate interests diverge, and abstract all the profits from their
traffic. If anything happened, for instance, to make inter-state railroad corporations less
dependent on the state governments, they would no longer need the expense of
subsidizing the state machines. There are signs at the present time that these interests
are diverging, and that such alliances will be less dangerous in the future than they
have been in the past. But even if the alliance is broken, the peculiar unofficial
organization of American industry and politics will persist, and will constitute, both in its
consequences and its significance, two of our most important national problems.
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It would be as grave a mistake, however, absolutely to condemn this process of political
organization as it would absolutely to condemn the process of industrial organization.
The huge corporation and the political machine were both created to satisfy a real and a
permanent need—the needs of specialized leadership and associated action in these
two primary American activities. That in both of these cases the actual method of
organization has threatened vital public interests, and even the very future of
democracy has been due chiefly to the disregard by the official American political
system of the necessity and the consequences of specialized leadership and associated
action. The political system was based on the assumption that the individualism it
encouraged could be persuaded merely by the power of words to respect the public
interest, that public officials could be deprived of independence and authority for the real
benefit of the “plain people,” and that the “plain people” would ask nothing from the
government but their legal rights. These assumptions were all erroneous; and when
associated action and specialized leadership became necessary in local American
politics, the leaders and their machine took advantage of the defective official system to
build up an unofficial system, better suited to actual popular needs. The “people”
wanted the government to do something for them, and the politicians made their living
and served their country by satisfying the want. To be sure, the “people” they benefited
were a small minority of the whole population whose interests were far from being the
public interest; but it was none the less natural that the people, whoever they were,
should want the government to do more for them than to guarantee certain legal rights,
and it was inevitable that they should select leaders who could satisfy their positive, if
selfish, needs.

The consequence has been, however, a separation of actual political power from official
political responsibility. The public officers are still technically responsible for the good
government of the states, even if, as individuals, they have not been granted the
necessary authority effectively to perform their task. But their actual power is even
smaller than their official authority. They are almost completely controlled by the
machine which secures their election or appointment. The leader or leaders of that
machine are the rulers of the community, even though they occupy no offices and
cannot be held in any way publicly responsible. Here, again, as in the case of the multi-
millionaire, we have an example of a dangerous inequality in the distribution of power,
and one which tends to maintain and perpetuate itself. The professional politician is
frequently beaten and is being vigorously fought; but he himself understands how
necessary he is under the existing local political organization, and how difficult it will be
to dislodge him. Beaten though he be again and again, he constantly recovers
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his influence, because he is performing a necessary political task and because he is
genuinely representative of the needs of his followers. Organizations such as Tammany
in New York City are founded on a deeply rooted political tradition, a group of popular
ideas, prejudices, and interests, and a species of genuine democratic association which
are a guarantee of a long and tenacious life. They will survive much of the reforming
machinery which is being created for their extirpation.

v

THE LABOR UNION AND THE DEMOCRATIC TRADITION

One other decisive instance of this specialized organization of American activity remains
to be considered—that of the labor unions. The power which the unions have obtained
in certain industrial centers and the tightness of their organization would have seemed
anomalous to the good Jacksonian Democrat. From his point of view the whole
American democracy was a kind of labor union whose political constitution provided for
a substantially equal division of the products of labor; and if the United States had
remained as much of an agricultural community as it was in 1830, the Jacksonian
system would have preserved a much higher degree of serviceability.

Except in the case of certain local Granger and Populist movements, the American
farmers have never felt the necessity of organization to advance either their economic
or their political interests. But when the mechanic or the day-laborer gathered into the
cities, he soon discovered that life in a democratic state by no means deprived him of
special class interests. No doubt he was at worst paid better than his European
analogues, because the demand for labor in a new country was continually outrunning
the supply; but on occasions he was, like his employer, threatened with merciless
competition. The large and continuous stream of foreign immigrants, whose standards
of living were in the beginning lower than those which prevailed in this country, were,
particularly in hard times, a constant menace not merely to his advancement, but to the
stability of his economic situation; and he began to organize partly for the purpose of
protecting himself against such competition. During the past thirty years the work of
organization has made enormous strides; and it has been much accelerated by the
increasing industrial power of huge corporations. The mechanic and the laborer have
come to believe that they must meet organization with organization, and discipline with
discipline. Their object in forming trade associations has been militant. Their purpose
has been to conquer a larger share of the economic product by aggressive associated
action.
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They have been very successful in accomplishing their object. In spite of the flood of
alien immigration the American laborer has been able to earn an almost constantly
increasing wage, and he devoutly thinks that his unions have been the chief agency of
his stronger economic position. He believes in unionism, consequently, as he believes
in nothing else. He is, indeed, far more aggressively preoccupied with his class, as
contrasted with his individual interests, than are his employers. He has no respect for
the traditional American individualism as applied to his own social and economic
standing. Whenever he has had the power, he has suppressed competition as
ruthlessly as have his employers. Every kind of contumelious reproach is heaped on
the heads of the working men who dare to replace him when he strikes; and he does
not scruple to use under such conditions weapons more convincing than the most
opprobrious epithets. His own personality is merged in that of the union. No individual
has any rights as opposed to the interests of the union. He fully believes, of course, in
competition among employers, just as the employers are extremely enthusiastic over
the individual liberty of the working man. But in his own trade he has no use for
individuality of any kind. The union is to be composed of so many equal units who will
work the same number of hours for the some wages, and no one of whom is to receive
more pay even for more work. The unionist, that is, has come to depend upon his union
for that material prosperity and advancement which, according to the American tradition,
was to be the inevitable result of American political ideas and institutions. His
attachment to his union has come to be the most important attachment of his life—more
important in most cases than his attachment to the American ideal and to the national
interest.

Some of the labor unions, like some of the corporations, have taken advantage of the
infirmities of local and state governments to become arrogant and lawless. On the
occasion of a great strike the strikers are often just as disorderly as they are permitted
to be by the local police. When the police prevent them from resisting the employment
of strike-breakers by force, they apparently believe that the political system of the
country has been pressed into the service of their enemies; and they begin to wonder
whether it will not be necessary for them to control such an inimical political
organization. The average union laborer, even though he might hesitate himself to
assault a “scab,” warmly sympathizes with such assaults, and believes that in the
existing state of industrial warfare they are morally justifiable. In these and in other
respects he places his allegiance to his union and to his class above his allegiance to
his state and to his country. He becomes in the interests of his organization a bad
citizen, and at times an inhuman animal, who is ready to maim or even to kill another
man and for the supposed benefit of himself and his fellows.
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The most serious danger to the American democratic future which may issue from
aggressive and unscrupulous unionism consists in the state of mind of which mob-
violence is only one expression. The militant unionists are beginning to talk and believe
as if they were at war with the existing social and political order—as if the American
political system was as inimical to their interests as would be that of any European
monarchy or aristocracy. The idea is being systematically propagated that the American
government is one which favors the millionaire rather than the wage-earner; and the
facts which either superficially or really support this view are sufficiently numerous to
win for it an apparently increasing number of adherents. The union laborer is tending to
become suspicious, not merely of his employer, but of the constitution of American
society. His morals are becoming those of men engaged in a struggle for life. The
manifestations of this state of mind in notion are not very numerous, although on many
occasions they have worn a sufficiently sinister aspect. But they are numerous enough
to demand serious attention, for the literature popular among the unionists is a
literature, not merely of discontent, but sometimes of revolt.

Whether this aggressive unionism will ever become popular enough to endanger the
foundations of the American political and social order, | shall not pretend to predict. The
practical dangers resulting from it at any one time are largely neutralized by the mere
size of the country and its extremely complicated social and industrial economy. The
menace it contains to the nation as a whole can hardly become very critical as long as
so large a proportion of the American voters are land-owning farmers. But while the
general national well-being seems sufficiently protected for the present against the
aggressive assertion of the class interests of the unionists, the legal public interest of
particular states and cities cannot be considered as anywhere near so secure; and in
any event the existence of aggressive discontent on that part of the unionists must
constitute a serious problem for the American legislator and statesman. Is there any
ground for such aggressive discontent? How has it come to pass that the American
political system, which was designed to guarantee the welfare and prosperity of the
people, is the subject of such violent popular suspicion? Can these suspicions be
allayed merely by curbing the somewhat excessive opportunities of the rich man and by
the diminution of his influence upon the government? Or does the discontent indicate
the existence of more radical economic evils or the necessity of more radical economic
reforms?
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However the foregoing questions ought to be answered, there can be no doubt as to the
nature of the answers, proposed by the unionists themselves. The unionist leaders
frequently offer verbal homage to the great American principle of equal rights, but what
they really demand is the abandonment of that principle. What they want is an
economic and political order which will discriminate in favor of union labor and against
non-union labor; and they want it on the ground that the unions have proved to be the
most effective agency on behalf of economic and social amelioration of the wage-
earner. The unions, that is, are helping most effectively to accomplish the task,
traditionally attributed to the American democratic political system—the task of raising
the general standard of living; and the unionists claim that they deserve on this ground
recognition by the state and active encouragement. Obviously, however, such
encouragement could not go very far without violating both the Federal and many state
constitutions—the result being that there is a profound antagonism between our existing
political system and what the unionists consider to be a perfectly fair demand. Like all
good Americans, while verbally asking for nothing but equal rights, they interpret the
phrase so that equal rights become equivalent to special rights.

Of all the hard blows which the course of American political and economic development
has dealt the traditional system of political ideas and institutions, perhaps the hardest is
this demand for discrimination on behalf of union labor. It means that the more
intelligent and progressive American workingmen are coming to believe that the
American political and economic organization does not sufficiently secure the material
improvement of the wage-earner. This conviction may be to a large extent erroneous.
Certain it is that the wages of unorganized farm laborers have been increasing as
rapidly during the past thirty years as have the wages of the organized mechanics. But
whether erroneous or not, it is widespread and deep-rooted; and whatever danger it
possesses is derived from the fact that it affords to a substantially revolutionary purpose
a large and increasing popular following. The other instances of organization for special
purposes which have been remarked, have superficially, at least, been making for
conservatism. The millionaire and the professional politician want above all things to be
let alone, and to be allowed to enjoy the benefit of their conquests. But the labor
organizations cannot exercise the power necessary in their opinion to their interests
without certain radical changes in the political and economic order; and inasmuch as
their power is likely to increase rather than diminish, the American people are
confronted with the prospect of persistent, unscrupulous, and increasing agitation on
behalf of an economic and political reorganization in favor of one class of citizens.
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The large corporations and the unions occupy in certain respects a similar relation to
the American political system. Their advocates both believe in associated action for
themselves and in competition for their adversaries. They both demand governmental
protection and recognition, but resent the notion of efficient governmental regulation.
They have both reached their existing power, partly because of the weakness of the
state governments, to which they are legally subject, and they both are opposed to any
interference by the Federal government—except exclusively on their own behalf. Yet
they both have become so very powerful that they are frequently too strong for the state
governments, and in different ways they both traffic for their own benefit with the
politicians, who so often control those governments. Here, of course, the parallelism
ends and the divergence begins. The corporations have apparently the best of the
situation because existing institutions are more favorable to the interests of the
corporations than to the interests of the unionists; but on the other hand, the unions
have the immense advantage of a great and increasing numerical strength. They are
beginning to use the suffrage to promote a class interest, though how far they will travel
on this perilous path remains doubtful. In any event, it is obvious that the development
in this country of two such powerful and unscrupulous and well-organized special
interests has created a condition which the founders of the Republic never anticipated,
and which demands as a counterpoise a more effective body of national opinion, and a
more powerful organization of the national interest.

Vv

GOVERNMENT BY LAWYERS

The corporation, the politician, and the union laborer are all illustrations of the
organization of men representing fundamental interests for special purposes. The
specialization of American society has not, however, stopped with its specialized
organization. A similar process has been taking place in the different professions, arts,
and trades; and of these much the most important is the gradual transformation of the
function of the lawyer in the American political system. He no longer either performs the
same office or occupies the same place in the public mind as he did before the Civil
War; and the nature and meaning of this change cannot be understood without some
preliminary consideration of the important part which American lawyers have played in
American political history.

The importance of that part is both considerable and peculiar—as is the debt of
gratitude which the American people owe to American lawyers. They founded the
Republic, and they have always governed it. Some few generals, and even one
colonel, have been elected to the Presidency of the United States; and occasionally
business men of one kind or another have prevailed in local politics; but really
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important political action in our country has almost always been taken under the
influence of lawyers. On the whole, American laws have been made by lawyers; they
have been executed by lawyers; and, of course, they have been expounded by

lawyers. Their predominance has been practically complete; and so far as | know, it has
been unprecedented. No other great people, either in classic, mediaeval, or modern
times, has ever allowed such a professional monopoly of governmental functions.
Certain religious bodies have submitted for a while to the dominion of ecclesiastical
lawyers; but the lawyer has rarely been allowed to interfere either in the executive or the
legislative branches of the government. The lawyer phrased the laws and he
expounded them for the benefit of litigants. The construction which he has placed upon
bodies of customary law, particularly in England, has sometimes been equivalent to the
most permanent and fruitful legislation. But the people responsible for the government
of European countries have rarely been trained lawyers, whereas American statesmen,
untrained in the law, are palpable exceptions. This dominion of lawyers is so defiant of
precedent that it must be due to certain novel and peremptory American conditions.

The American would claim, of course, that the unprecedented prominence of the lawyer
in American politics is to be explained on the ground that the American government is a
government by law. The lawyer is necessarily of subordinate importance in any political
system tending towards absolutism. He is even of subordinate importance in a liberal
system such as that of Great Britain, where Crown and Parliament, acting together,
have the power to enact any desired legislation. The Federal Constitution, on the other
hand, by establishing the Supreme Court as the interpreter of the Fundamental Law,
and as a separate and independent department of the government, really made the
American lawyer responsible for the future of the country. In so far as the Constitution
continues to prevail, the Supreme Court becomes the final arbiter of the destinies of the
United States. Whenever its action can be legally invoked, it can, if necessary, declare
the will of either or both the President and Congress of no effect; and inasmuch as
almost every important question of public policy raises corresponding questions of
Constitutional interpretation, its possible or actual influence dominates American
political discussion. Thus the lawyer, when consecrated as Justice of the Supreme
Court, has become the High Priest of our political faith. He sits in the sanctuary and
guards the sacred rights which have been enshrined in the ark of the Constitution.

131



A

DX:I BOOKRAGS

Page 105

The importance of lawyers as legislators and executives in the actual work of American
government has been an indirect consequence of the peculiar function of the Supreme
Court in the American political system. The state constitutions confer a corresponding
function on the highest state courts, although they make no similar provision for the
independence of the state judiciary. The whole business of American government is so
entangled in a network of legal conditions that a training in the law is the beet education
which an American public man can receive. The first question asked of any important
legislative project, whether state or Federal, concerns its constitutionality; and the
guestion of its wisdom is necessarily subordinate to these fundamental legal
considerations. The statesman, who is not a lawyer, suffers under many disadvantages
—not the least of which is the suspicion wherewith he is regarded by his legal fellow-
statesmen. When they talk about a government by law, they really mean a government
by lawyers; and they are by way of believing that government by anybody but lawyers is
really unsafe.

The Constitution bestowed upon the American lawyer a constructive political function;
and this function has been confirmed and even enlarged by American political custom
and practice. The work of finally interpreting the Federal Constitution has rarely been
either conceived or executed in a merely negative spirit. The construction, which
successive generations of Supreme Court Justices have placed upon the instrument,
has tended to enlarge its scope, and make it a legal garment, which was being better
cut to fit the American political and economic organism. In its original form, and to a
certain extent in its present form, the Constitution was in many respects an ambiguous
document which might have been interpreted along several different lines; and the
Supreme Court in its official expositions has been influenced by other than strictly legal
and verbal reasons—by considerations of public welfare or by general political ideas.
But such constructive interpretations have been most cautiously and discreetly
admitted. In proclaiming them, the Supreme Court has usually represented a
substantial consensus of the better legal opinion of the time; and constructions of this
kind are accepted and confirmed only when any particular decision is the expression of
some permanent advance or achievement in political thinking by the American lawyer.
It becomes consequently of the utmost importance that American lawyers should really
represent the current of national political opinion. The Supreme Court has been, on the
whole, one of the great successes of the American political system, because the
lawyers, whom it represented, were themselves representative of the ideas and
interests of the bulk of their fellow-countrymen; and if for any reason they become less
representative, a dangerous division would be created between the body of American
public
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opinion and its official and final legal expositors. If the lawyers have any reason to
misinterpret a serious political problem, the difficulty of dealing therewith is much
increased, because in addition to the ordinary risks of political therapeutics there will be
added that of a false diagnosis by the family doctor. The adequacy of the lawyers’
training, the disinterestedness of their political motives, the fairness of their mental
outlook, and the closeness of their contact with the national public opinion—all become
matters of grave public concern.

It can be fairly asserted that the qualifications of the American lawyer for his traditional
task as the official interpreter and guide of American constitutional democracy have
been considerably impaired. Whatever his qualifications have been for the task (and
they have, perhaps, been over-estimated) they are no longer as substantial as they
were. Not only has the average lawyer become a less representative citizen, but a
strictly legal training has become a less desirable preparation for the candid
consideration of contemporary political problems.

Since 1870 the lawyer has been traveling in the same path as the business man and
the politician. He has tended to become a professional specialist, and to give all his
time to his specialty. The greatest and most successful American lawyers no longer
become legislators and statesmen as they did in the time of Daniel Webster. They no
longer obtain the experience of men and affairs which an active political life brings with
it. Their professional practice, whenever they are successful, is so remunerative and so
exacting that they cannot afford either the time or the money which a political career
demands. The most eminent American lawyers usually remain lawyers all their lives;
and if they abandon private practice at all, it is generally for the purpose of taking a seat
on the Bench. Like nearly all other Americans they have found rigid specialization a
condition of success.

A considerable proportion of our legislators and executives continue to be lawyers, but
the difference is that now they are more likely to be less successful lawyers.
Knowledge of the law and a legal habit of mind still have a great practical value in
political work; and the professional politicians, who are themselves rarely men of legal
training, need the services of lawyers whose legal methods are not attenuated by
scruples. Lawyers of this class occupy the same relation to the local political “Bosses”
as the European lawyer used to occupy in the court of the absolute monarch. He
phrases the legislation which the ruler decides to be of private or public benefit; and he
acts frequently as his employer’s official mouthpiece and special pleader.
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No doubt many excellent and even eminent lawyers continue to play an important and
an honorable part in American politics. Mr. Elihu Root is a conspicuous example of a
lawyer, who has sacrificed a most lucrative private practice for the purpose of giving his
country the benefit of his great abilities. Mr. Taft was, of course, a lawyer before he was
an administrator, though he had made no professional success corresponding to that of
Mr. Root. Mr. Hughes, also, was a successful lawyer. The reform movement has
brought into prominence many public-spirited lawyers, who, either as attorney-generals
or as district attorneys, have sought vigorously to enforce the law and punish its
violators. The lawyers, like every class of business and professional men, have felt the
influence of the reforming ideas, which have become so conspicuous in American
practical politics, and they have performed admirable and essential work on behalf of
reform.

But it is equally true that the most prominent and thorough-going reformers, such as
Roosevelt, Bryan, and Hearst, are not lawyers by profession, and that the majority of
prominent American lawyers are not reformers. The tendency of the legally trained
mind is inevitably and extremely conservative. So far as reform consists in the
enforcement of the law, it is, of course, supported by the majority of successful lawyers;
but so far as reform has come to mean a tendency to political or economic
reorganization, it has to face the opposition of the bulk of American legal opinion. The
existing political order has been created by lawyers; and they naturally believe
somewhat obsequiously in a system for which they are responsible, and from which
they benefit. This government by law, of which they boast, is not only a government by
lawyers, but is a government in the interest of litigation. It makes legal advice more
constantly essential to the corporation and the individual than any European political
system. The lawyer, just as much as the millionaire and the politician, has reaped a
bountiful harvest from the inefficiency and irresponsibility of American state
governments, and from the worship of individual rights.

They have corporations in Europe, but they have nothing corresponding to the American
corporation lawyer. The ablest American lawyers have been retained by the special
interests. In some cases they have been retained to perform tasks which must have
been repugnant to honest men; but that is not the most serious aspect of the situation.
The retainer which the American legal profession has accepted from the corporations
inevitably increases its natural tendency to a blind conservatism; and its influence has
been used not for the purpose of extricating the large corporations from their dubious
and dangerous legal situation, but for the purpose of keeping them entangled in its
meshes. At a time when the public interest needs a candid reconsideration of the basis
and the purpose of the American legal system, they have either opposed or contributed
little to the essential work, and in adopting this course they have betrayed the interests
of their more profitable clients—the large corporations themselves—whose one chance
of perpetuation depends upon political and legal reconstruction.
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The conservative believer in the existing American political system will doubtless reply
that the lawyer, in so far as he opposes radical reform or reorganization, is merely
remaining true to his function as the High Priest of American constitutional democracy.
And no doubt it is begging the question at the present stage of this discussion, to assert
that American lawyers as such are not so well qualified as they were to guide American
political thought and action. But it can at least be maintained that, assuming some
radical reorganization to be necessary, the existing prejudices, interests, and mental
outlook of the American lawyer disqualify him for the task. The legal profession is
risking its traditional position as the mouthpiece of the American political creed and faith
upon the adequacy of the existing political system. If there is any thorough-going
reorganization needed, it will be brought about in spite of the opposition of the legal
profession. They occupy in relation to the modern economic and political problem a
position similar to that of the Constitutional Unionists previous to the Civil War. Those
estimable gentlemen believed devoutly that the Constitution, which created the problem
of slavery and provoked the anti-slavery agitation, was adequate to its solution. In the
same spirit learned lawyers now affirm that the existing problems can easily be solved,
if only American public opinion remain faithful to the Constitution. But it may be that the
Constitution, as well as the system of local political government built up around the
Federal Constitution, is itself partly responsible for some of the existing abuses, evils,
and problems; and if so, the American lawyer may be useful, as he was before the Civil
War, in evading our difficulties; but he will not be very useful in settling them. He may
try to settle them by decisions of the Supreme Court; but such decisions,—assuming, of
course, that the problem is as inexorable as was that of the legal existence of slavery in
a democratic nation,—such decisions would have precisely the same effect on public
opinion as did the Dred Scott decision. They would merely excite a crisis, which they
were intended to allay, and strengthen the hands of the more radical critics of the
existing political system.

Vi

AMERICAN DEMOCRACY AND THE SOCIAL PROBLEM

The changes which have been taking place in industrial and political and social
conditions have all tended to impair the consistency of feeling characteristic of the first
phase of American national democracy. Americans are divided from one another much
more than they were during the Middle Period by differences of interest, of intellectual
outlook, of moral and technical standards, and of manner of life. Grave inequalities of
power and deep-lying differences of purpose have developed in relation of the several
primary American activities. The millionaire,
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the “Boss,” the union laborer, and the lawyer, have all taken advantage of the loose
American political organization to promote somewhat unscrupulously their own
interests, and to obtain special sources of power and profit at the expense of a
wholesome national balance. But the foregoing examples of specialized organization
and purposes do not stand alone. They are the most conspicuous and the most
troublesome because of the power wielded by those particular classes, and because
they can claim for their purposes the support of certain aspects of the American national
tradition. Yet the same process has been taking place in all the other departments of
American social and intellectual life. Technical experts of all kinds—engineers, men of
letters, and artists—have all of them been asserting much more vigorously their own
special interests and purposes. In so asserting themselves they cannot claim the
support of the American national democratic convention. On the contrary, the
proclamation of high technical standards and of insistent individual purposes is
equivalent to a revolt from the traditions of the Middle Period, which were all in favor of
cheap work and the average worker. But different as is the situation of these technical
experts, the fundamental meaning of their self-assertion is analogous to that of the
millionaire and the “Boss.” The vast incoherent mass of the American people is falling
into definite social groups, which restrict and define the mental outlook and social
experience of their members. The all-round man of the innocent Middle Period has
become the exception. The earlier homogeneity of American society has been
impaired, and no authoritative and edifying, but conscious, social ideal has as yet taken
its place.

The specialized organization of American industry, politics, and labor, and the
increasingly severe special discipline imposed upon the individual, are not to be
considered as evils. On the contrary, they are indications of greater practical efficiency,
and they contain a promise of individual moral and intellectual emancipation. But they
have their serious and perilous aspects, because no sufficient provision has been made
for them in the national democratic tradition. What it means is that the American nation
IS being confronted by a problem which the earlier national democracy expected to
avoid—the social problem. By the social problem is usually meant the problem of
poverty; but grave inequalities of wealth are merely the most dangerous and distressing
expression of fundamental differences among the members of a society of interest and
of intellectual and moral standards. In its deepest aspect, consequently, the social
problem is the problem of preventing such divisions from dissolving the society into
which they enter—of keeping such a highly differentiated society fundamentally sound
and whole.
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In this country the solution of the social problem demands the substitution of a
conscious social ideal for the earlier instinctive homogeneity of the American nation.
That homogeneity has disappeared never to return. We should not want it to return,
because it was dependent upon too many sacrifices of individual purpose and
achievement. But a democracy cannot dispense with the solidarity which it imparted to
American life, and in one way or another such solidarity must be restored. There is only
one way in which it can be restored, and that is by means of a democratic social ideal,
which shall give consistency to American social life, without entailing any essential
sacrifice of desirable individual and class distinctions. | have used the word
“restoration” to describe this binding and healing process; but the consistency which
would result from the loyal realization of a comprehensive coherent democratic social
ideal would differ radically from the earlier American homogeneity of feeling. The
solidarity which it would impart to American society would have its basis in feeling and
its results in good fellowship; but it must always remain a promise and constructive ideal
rather than a finished performance. The social problem must, as long as societies
continue to endure, be solved afresh by almost every generation; and the one chance of
progress depends both upon an invincible loyalty to a constructive social ideal and upon
a current understanding by the new generation of the actual experience of its
predecessors.

CHAPTER VI

REFORM AND THE REFORMERS

Sensible and patriotic Americans have not, of course, tamely and ignobly submitted to
the obvious evils of their political and economic condition. There was, indeed, a season
when the average good American refused to take these evils seriously. He was
possessed by the idea that American life was a stream, which purified itself in the
running, and that reformers and critics were merely men who prevented the stream from
running free. He looked upon the first spasmodic and ineffective protests with
something like contempt. Reformers he appraised as busybodies, who were protesting
against the conditions of success in business and politics. He nicknamed them
“mugwumps” and continued to vote the regular tickets of his party. There succeeded to
this phase of contemptuous dislike a few years, in which he was somewhat bewildered
by the increasing evidences of corruption in American politics and lawlessness in
American business methods, and during which he occasionally supported some favorite
among the several reforming movements. Then a habit of criticism and reform
increased with the sense that the evils were both more flagrant and more stubborn than
he imagined, until at the present time average well-intentioned Americans are likely to
be reformers
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of one kind or another, while the more intelligent and disinterested of them are pretty
sure to vote a “reform” ticket. To stand for a programme of reform has become one of
the recognized roads to popularity. The political leaders with the largest personal
followings are some kind of reformers. They sit in presidential chairs; they occupy
executive mansions; they extort legislation from unwilling politicians; they regulate and
abuse the erring corporations; they are coming to control the press; and they are the
most aggressive force in American public opinion. The supporters and beneficiaries of
existing abuses still control much of the official and practically all the unofficial political
and business machinery; but they are less domineering and self-confident than they
were. The reformers have both scared and bewildered them. They begin to realize that
reform has come to stay, and perhaps even to conquer, while reform itself is beginning
to pay the penalty of success by being threatened with deterioration. It has had not only
its hero in Theodore Roosevelt, but its specter in William R. Hearst.

In studying the course of the reforming movement during the last twenty-five years, it
appears that, while reform has had a history, this history is only beginning. Since 1880,
or even 1895 or 1900, it has been transformed in many significant ways. In the
beginning it was spasmodic in its outbursts, innocent in its purposes, and narrow in its
outlook. It sprang up almost spontaneously in a number of different places and in a
number of different detached movements; and its adherents did not look much beyond a
victory at a particular election, or the passage of a few remedial laws. Gradually,
however, it increased in definiteness, persistence, and comprehensiveness of purpose.
The reformers found the need of permanent organization, of constant work, and even
within limits, of a positive programme. Their success and their influence upon public
opinion increased just in proportion as they began to take their job seriously. Indeed,
they have become extremely self-conscious in relation to their present standing and
their future responsibilities. They are beginning to predict the most abundant results
from the “uplift” movement, of which they are the leaders. They confidently anticipate
that they are destined to make a much more salient and significant contribution to the
history of their country than has been made by any group of political leaders since the
Civil War.

It is in a sense a misnomer to write of “Reform” as a single thing. Reform is, as a matter
of fact, all sorts of things. The name has been applied to a number of separate political
agitations, which have been started by different people at different times in different
parts of the country, and these separate movements have secured very different kinds
of support, and have run very different courses. Tariff reform, for instance, was an early
and popular agitation whose peculiarity has consisted in securing
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the support of one of the two national parties, but which in spite of that support has so
far made little substantial progress. Civil service reform, on the other hand, was the first
agitation looking in the direction of political purification. The early reformers believed
that the eradication of the spoils system would deal a deadly blow at political corruption
and professional politics. But although they have been fairly successful in establishing
the “merit” system in the various public offices, the results of the reform have not
equaled the promises of its advocates. While it is still an important part of the
programme of reform from the point of view of many reformers, it has recently been
over-shadowed by other issues. It does not provoke either as much interest as it did or
as much opposition. Municipal reform has, of course, almost as many centers of
agitation as there are centers of corruption—that is, large municipalities in the United
States. It began as a series of local non-partisan movements for the enforcement of the
laws, the dispossession of the “rascals,” and the businesslike, efficient administration of
municipal affairs; but the reformers discovered in many cases that municipal corruption
could not be eradicated without the reform of state politics, and without some drastic
purging of the local public service corporations. They have consequently in many cases
enlarged the area of their agitation; but in so doing they have become divided among
themselves, and their agitation has usually lost its non-partisan character. Finally the
agitation against the trusts has developed a confused hodge-podge of harmless and
deadly, overlapping and mutually exclusive, remedies, which are the cause of endless
disagreements. Of course they are all for the People and against the Octopus, but
beyond this precise and comprehensive statement of the issue, the reformers have
endlessly different views about the nature of the disease and the severity of the
necessary remedy.

If reform is an ambiguous and many-headed thing, the leading reformers are as far as
possible from being a body of men capable of mutual cooeperation. They differ almost
as widely among themselves as they do from the beneficiaries or supporters of the
existing abuses. William R. Hearst, William Travers Jerome, Seth Low, and George B.
McClellan are all in their different ways reformers; but they would not constitute
precisely a happy family. Indeed, Mr. Hearst, who in his own opinion is the only
immaculate reformer, is, in the eyes of his fellow-reformers, as dangerous a public
enemy as the most corrupt politician or the most unscrupulous millionaire. Any reformer
who, like Mr. William Jennings Bryan, proclaims views which are in some respects more
than usually radical, comes in for heartier denunciation from his brothers in reform than
he does from the conservatives. Each of our leading reformers is more or less a man
on horseback, who is seeking to popularize a particular brand of
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reform, and who is inclined to doubt whether the other brands are available for public
consumption without rigid inspection. Consequently, the party of reform is broken up
into a number of insurgent personalities. “The typical reformer,” says the late Alfred
Hodder in a book written in praise of Mr. William Travers Jerome, “The typical reformer
is a ‘star,” and a typical reform administration is usually a company of stars,” and a most
amusing piece of special pleading is the reasoning whereby the same author seeks to
prove that Mr. Jerome himself is or was not a “star” performer. The preference which
individual performers have shown for leading parts is in itself far from being a bad thing,
but the lack of “team play” has none the less diminished the efficiency of reform as a
practical and prosperous political agitation.

These disagreements are the more significant, because the different “star” reformers
are sufficiently united upon their statement of fundamental principles. They all of them
agree to conceive of reform as at bottom a moral protest and awakening, which seeks
to enforce the violated laws and to restore the American political and economic system
to its pristine purity and vigor. From their point of view certain abuses have become
unwholesomely conspicuous, because the average American citizen has been a little
lethargic, and allowed a few of his more energetic and unscrupulous fellow-citizens to
exploit for selfish purposes the opportunities of American business and politics. The
function of reform, consequently, is to deprive these parasites of their peculiar
opportunities. Few reformers anticipate now that this task will be easily or quickly
accomplished. They are coming to realize that the abuses are firmly intrenched, and a
prolonged siege as well as constant assaults are necessary for final success. Some
reformers are even tending to the opinion that a tradition of reform and succession of
reformers will be demanded for the vigilant protection of the American political and
economic system against abuse. But the point is the agreement among practical
reformers that reform means at bottom no more than moral and political purification. It
may, indeed, bring with it the necessity of a certain amount of reorganization; but such
reorganization will aim merely at the improvement of the existing political and economic
machinery. Present and future reformers must cleanse, oil, and patch a piece of
economic and political machinery, which in all essentials is adequate to its purpose.
The millionaire and the trust have appropriated too many of the economic opportunities
formerly enjoyed by the people. The corrupt politician has usurped too much of the
power which should be exercised by the people. Reform must restore to the people the
opportunities and power of which they have been deprived.
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An agitation of this kind, deriving as it does its principles and purposes from the very
source of American democracy, would seem to deserve the support of all good
Americans: and such support was in the beginning expected. Reformers have always
tended to believe that their agitation ought to be and essentially was non-partisan. They
considered it inconceivable either that patriotic American citizens should hesitate about
restoring the purity and vigor of American institutions, or such an object should not
appeal to every disinterested man, irrespective of party. It was a fight between the law
and its violators, between the Faithful and the Heretic, between the Good and the
Wicked. In such a fight there was, of course, only one aide to take. It was not to be
doubted that the honest men, who constitute, of course, an enormous majority of the
“plain people,” would rally to the banners of reform. The rascals would be turned out;
the people would regain their economic opportunities and political rights; and the
American democracy would pursue undefiled its triumphant career of legalized
prosperity.

These hopes have never been realized. Reform has rarely been non-partisan—except
in the minds of its more innocent advocates. Now and then an agitation for municipal
reform in a particular city will suffer a spasm of non-partisanship; but the reformers soon
develop such lively differences among themselves, that they separate into special
groups or else resume their regular party ties. Their common conception of reform as
fundamentally a moral awakening, which seeks to restore the American, political and
economic system to its early purity and vigor, does not help them to unity of action or to
unity in the framing of a remedial policy. Different reformers really mean something very
different by the traditional system, from which American practice has departed and
which they propose to restore. Some of them mean thereby a condition of spiritual
excellence, which will be restored by a sort of politico-moral revivalism and which will
somehow make the results of divine and popular election coincide. Others mean
nothing more than the rigid enforcement of existing laws. Still others mean a new legal
expression of the traditional democratic principle, framed to meet the new political and
social conditions; but the reformers who agree upon this last conception of reform
disagree radically as to what the new legal expression should be. The traditional
system, which they seek to restore, assumes almost as many shapes as there are
leading reformers; and as the reforming movement develops, the disagreements among
the reformers become more instead of less definite and acute.
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The inability of the reformers to cooeperate in action or to agree as to the application of
their principles is in part merely a natural result of their essential work. Reformers are
primarily protestants; and protestants are naturally insubordinate. They have been
protesting against the established order in American business and politics. Their protest
implies a certain degree of moral and intellectual independence, which makes them
dislike to surrender or subordinate their own personal opinions and manner of action.
Such independence is a new and refreshing thing, which has suddenly made American
politics much more interesting and significant than it has been at any time since the Civil
War. It has a high value wholly apart from its immediate political results. It means that
the American people are beginning a new phase of their political experience,—a phase
in which there will be room for a much freer play of individual ability and character.
Inevitably the sudden realization by certain exceptional politicians that they have a right
to be individuals, and that they can take a strong line of their own in politics without
being disqualified for practical political association with their fellow-countrymen—such a
new light could hardly break without tempting the performers to over-play the part. The
fact that they have over-played their parts, and have wasted time and energy over
meaningless and unnecessary disagreements is not in itself a matter of much
importance. The great majority of them are disinterested and patriotic men, who will not
allow in the long run either personal ambition or political crotchets to prevent them from
cooeperating for the good of the cause.

Unfortunately, however, neither public spirit nor patriotism will be sufficient to bring them
effectively together—any more than genuine excellence of intention and real public spirit
enabled patriotic Americans to cooeperate upon a remedial policy during the years
immediately preceding the Civil War. The plain fact is that the traditional American
political system, which so many good reformers wish to restore by some sort of
reforming revivalism, is just as much responsible for the existing political and economic
abuses as the Constitution was responsible for the evil of slavery. As long,
consequently, as reform is considered to be a species of higher conservatism, the
existing abuses can no more be frankly faced and fully understood than the Whig
leaders were able to face and understand the full meaning and consequences of any
attempt on the part of a democracy to keep house with slavery. The first condition of a
better understanding and a more efficient cooeperation among the reforming leaders is
a better understanding of the meaning of reform and the function of reformers. They will
never be united on the basis of allegiance to the traditional American political creed,
because that creed itself is overflowing with inconsistencies and ambiguities, which
afford a footing for almost every extreme of radicalism and conservatism; and in case
they persist in the attempt to reform political and economic abuses merely by a
restoration of earlier conditions and methods, they will be compromising much that is
good in the present economic and political organization without recovering that which
was good in the past.
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THE LOGIC OF REFORM

The prevailing preconception of the reformers, that the existing evils and abuses have
been due chiefly to the energy and lack of scruple with which business men and
politicians have taken advantage of the good but easy-going American, and that a
general increase of moral energy, assisted by some minor legal changes, will restore
the balance,—such a conception of the situation is less than half true. No doubt, the
“plain people” of the United States have been morally indifferent, and have allowed
unscrupulous special interests to usurp too much power; but that is far from being the
whole story. The unscrupulous energy of the “Boss” or the “tainted” millionaire is vitally
related to the moral indifference of the “plain people.” Both of them have been
encouraged to believe by the nature of our traditional ideas and institutions that a man
could be patriotic without being either public-spirited or disinterested. The democratic
state has been conceived as a piece of political machinery, which existed for the
purpose of securing certain individual rights and opportunities—the expectation being
that the greatest individual happiness would be thereby promoted, and one which
harmonized with the public interest. Consequently when the “Boss” and the “tainted”
millionaire took advantage of this situation to secure for themselves an unusually large
amount of political and economic power, they were putting into practice an idea which
traditionally had been entirely respectable, and which during the pioneer period had not
worked badly. On the other hand, when, the mass of American voters failed to detect
the danger of such usurpation until it had gone altogether too far, they, too, were not
without warrant for their lethargy and callousness. They, too, in a smaller way had
considered the American political and economic system chiefly as a system framed for
their individual benefit, and it did not seem sportsmanlike to turn and rend their more
successful competitors, until they were told that the “trusts” and the “Bosses” were
violating the sacred principle of equal rights. Thus the abuses of which we are
complaining are not weeds which have been allowed to spring up from neglect, and
which can be eradicated by a man with a hoe. They are cultivated plants, which, if not
precisely specified in the plan of the American political and economic garden, have at
least been encouraged by traditional methods of cultivation.

The fact that this dangerous usurpation of power has been accomplished partly by
illegal methods has blinded many reformers to two considerations, which have a vital
relation to both the theory and the practice of reform. Violation of the law was itself
partly the result of conflicting and unwise state legislation, and for this reason did not
seem very heinous either to its perpetrators or to public opinion. But even if the law had
not been violated, similar results
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would have followed. Under the traditional American system, with the freedom
permitted to the individual, with the restriction placed on the central authority, and with
its assumption of a substantial identity between the individual and the public interest—-
under such a system unusually energetic and unscrupulous men were bound to seize a
kind and an amount of political and economic power which was not entirely wholesome.
They had a license to do so; and if they had failed to take advantage thereof, their
failure would have been an indication, not of disinterestedness or moral impeccability,
but of sheer weakness and inefficiency.

How utterly confusing it is, consequently, to consider reform as equivalent merely to the
restoration of the American democracy to a former condition of purity and excellence!
Our earlier political and economic condition was not at its best a fit subject for any great
amount of complacency. It cannot be restored, even if we would; and the public interest
has nothing to gain by its restoration. The usurpation of power by “trusts” and “Bosses”
is more than anything else an expression of a desirable individual initiative and
organizing ability—which have been allowed to become dangerous and partly corrupt,
because of the incoherence and the lack of purpose and responsibility in the traditional
American political and economic system. A “purification” might well destroy the good
with the evil; and even if it were successful in eradicating certain abuses, would only
prepare the way for the outbreak in another form of the tendency towards individual
aggrandizement and social classification. No amount of moral energy, directed merely
towards the enforcement of the laws, can possibly avail to accomplish any genuine or
lasting reform. It is the laws themselves which are partly at fault, and still more at fault
is the group of ideas and traditional practices behind the laws.

Reformers have failed for the most part to reach a correct diagnosis of existing political
and economic abuses, because they are almost as much the victim of perverted,
confused, and routine habits of political thought as is the ordinary politician. They have
eschewed the tradition of partisan conformity in reference to controverted political
guestions, but they have not eschewed a still more insidious tradition of conformity—the
tradition that a patriotic American citizen must not in his political thinking go beyond the
formulas consecrated in the sacred American writings. They adhere to the stupefying
rule that the good Fathers of the Republic relieved their children from the necessity of
vigorous, independent, or consistent thinking in political matters,—that it is the duty of
their loyal children to repeat the sacred words and then await a miraculous
consummation of individual and social prosperity. Accordingly, all the leading reformers
begin by piously reiterating certain phrases about equal rights for all and special
privileges
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for none, and of government of the people, by the people, and for the people. Having in
this way proved their fundamental political orthodoxy, they proceed to interpret the
phrases according to their personal, class, local, and partisan preconceptions and
interests. They have never stopped to inquire whether the principle of equal rights in its
actual embodiment in American institutional and political practice has not been partly
responsible for some of the existing abuses, whether it is either a safe or sufficient
platform for a reforming movement, and whether its continued proclamation as the
fundamental political principle of a democracy will help or hinder the higher democratic
consummation. Their unquestioning orthodoxy in this respect has made them faithless
both to their own personal interest as reformers and to the cause of reform. Reform
exclusively as a moral protest and awakening is condemned to sterility. Reformers
exclusively as moral protestants and purifiers are condemned to misdirected effort, to
an illiberal puritanism, and to personal self-stultification. Reform must necessarily mean
an intellectual as well as a moral challenge; and its higher purposes will never be
accomplished unless it is accompanied by a masterful and jubilant intellectual
awakening.

All Americans, whether they are professional politicians or reformer, “predatory”
millionaires or common people, political philosophers or schoolboys, accept the
principle of “equal rights for all and special privileges for none” as the absolutely
sufficient rule of an American democratic political system. The platforms of both parties
testify on its behalf. Corporation lawyers and their clients appear frequently to believe in
it. Tammany offers tribute to it during every local political campaign in New York. A
Democratic Senator, in the intervals between his votes for increased duties on the
products of his state, declares it to be the summary of all political wisdom. The fact that
Mr. Bryan incorporates it in most of his speeches does not prevent Mr. Hearst from
keeping it standing in type for the purpose of showing how very American the American
can be. The fact that Mr. Hearst has appropriated it with the American flag as belonging
peculiarly to himself has not prevented Mr. Roosevelt from explaining the whole of his
policy of reform as at the bottom an attempt to restore a “Square Deal’—that is, a
condition of equal rights and non-existing privileges. More radical reformers find the
same principle equally useful for their own purposes. Mr. Frederic C. Howe, in his
“Hope of Democracy,” bases an elaborate scheme of municipal socialism exclusively
upon it. Mr. William Smythe, in his “Constructive Democracy,” finds warrant in the same
principle for the immediate purchase by the central government of the railway and “trust”
franchises. Mr. Henry George, Jr., in his “Menace of Privilege,” asserts that the plain
American citizen can never enjoy equality of rights as long as land, mines, railroad
rights of way and terminals, and the like remain in the hands of private owners. The
collectivist socialists are no less certain that the institution of private property
necessarily gives some men an unjust advantage over others. There is no extreme of
radicalism or conservatism, of individualism or socialism, of Republicanism or
Democracy, which does not rest its argument on this one consummate principle.
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In this respect, the good American finds himself in a situation similar to that with which
he was confronted before the Civil War. At that time, also, Abolitionist and slave-holder,
Republican and pioneer Democrat, each of them declared himself to be the interpreter
of the true democratic doctrine; and no substantial progress could be made towards the
settlement of the question, until public opinion had been instructed as to the real
meaning of democracy in relation to the double-headed problem of slavery and states’
rights. It required the utmost intellectual courage and ability to emancipate the
conception of democracy from the illusions and confusions of thought which enabled
Davis, Douglas, and Garrison all to pose as impeccable democrats; and at the present
time reformers need to devote as much ability and more courage to the task of framing
a fitting creed for a reformed and reforming American democracy.

The political lessons of the anti-slavery and states’ rights discussions may not be of
much obvious assistance in thinking out such a creed; but they should at least help the
reformers to understand the methods whereby the purposes of a reformed democracy
can be achieved. No progress was made towards the solution of the slavery question
until the question itself was admitted to be national in scope, and its solution a national
responsibility. No substantial progress had been made in the direction of reform until it
began to be understood that here, also, a national responsibility existed, which
demanded an exercise of the powers of the central government. Reform is both
meaningless and powerless unless the Jeffersonian principle of non-interference is
abandoned. The experience of the last generation plainly shows that the American
economic and social system cannot be allowed to take care of itself, and that the
automatic harmony of the individual and the public interest, which is the essence of the
Jeffersonian democratic creed, has proved to be an illusion. Interference with the
natural course of individual and popular action there must be in the public interest; and
such interference must at least be sufficient to accomplish its purposes. The house of
the American democracy is again by way of being divided against itself, because the
national interest has not been consistently asserted as against special and local
interests; and again, also, it can be reunited only by being partly reconstructed on better
foundations. If reform does not and cannot mean restoration, it is bound to mean
reconstruction.

The reformers have come partly to realize that the Jeffersonian policy of drift must be
abandoned. They no longer expect the American ship of state by virtue of its own
righteous framework to sail away to a safe harbor in the Promised Land. They
understand that there must be a vigorous and conscious assertion of the public as
opposed to private and special interests, and that the American people must to a
greater extent
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than they have in the past subordinate the latter to the former. They behave as if the
American ship of state will hereafter require careful steering; and a turn or two at the
wheel has given them some idea of the course they must set. On the other hand, even
the best of them have not learned the name of its ultimate destination, the full difficulties
of the navigation, or the stern discipline which may eventually be imposed upon the
ship’s crew. They do not realize, that is, how thoroughly Jeffersonian individualism must
be abandoned for the benefit of a genuinely individual and social consummation; and
they do not realize how dangerous and fallacious a chart their cherished principle of
equal rights may well become. In reviving the practice of vigorous national action for
the achievement of a national purpose, the better reformers have, if they only knew it,
been looking in the direction of a much more trustworthy and serviceable political
principle. The assumption of such a responsibility implies the rejection of a large part of
the Jeffersonian creed, and a renewed attempt to establish in its place the popularity of
its Hamiltonian rival. On the other hand, it involves no less surely the transformation of
Hamiltonianism into a thoroughly democratic political principle. None of these
inferences have, however, as yet been generally drawn, and no leading reformer has
sought to give reform its necessary foundation of positive, political principle.

Only a very innocent person will expect reformers to be convinced of such a novel
notion of reform by mere assertion, no matter how emphatic, or by argument, no matter
how conclusive. But if, as | have said, reform actually implies a criticism of traditional
American ideas, and a more responsible and more positive conception of democracy,
these implications will necessarily be revealed in the future history of the reforming
agitation. The reformers who understand will be assisted by the logic of events,
whereas those who cannot and will not understand will be thwarted by the logic of
events. Gradually (it may be anticipated) reformers, who dare to criticise and who are
not afraid to reconstruct will be sharply distinguished from reformers who believe reform
to be a species of higher conservatism. The latter will be forced where they belong into
the ranks of the supporters and beneficiaries of the existing system; and the party of
genuine reform will be strengthened by their departure. On the other hand, the sincere
and thorough-going reformers can hardly avoid a division into two divergent groups.
One of these groups will stick faithfully to the principle of equal rights and to the spirit of
the true Jeffersonian faith. It will seek still further to undermine the representative
character of American institutions, to deprive official leadership of any genuine
responsibility, and to cultivate individualism at the expense of individual and national
integrity. The second group, on the
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other hand, may learn from experience that the principle of equal rights is a dangerous
weapon in the hands of factious and merely revolutionary agitators, and even that such
a principle is only a partial and poverty-stricken statement of the purpose of a
democratic polity. The logic of its purposes will compel it to favor the principle of
responsible representative government, and it will seek to forge institutions which will
endow responsible political government with renewed life. Above all, it may discover
that the attempt to unite the Hamiltonian principle of national political responsibility and
efficiency with a frank democratic purpose will give a new meaning to the Hamiltonian
system of political ideas and a new power to democracy.

WILLIAM J. BRYAN AS A REFORMER

One would hardly dare to assert that such a future for the reforming agitation is already
prophesied by the history of reform; but the divergence between different classes of the
reformers is certainly widening, and some such alignment can already be distinguished.
Hitherto | have been classing reformers together and have been occupied in pointing
out the merits and failings which they possess in common. Such a method of treatment
hardly does justice to the significance of their mutual disagreements, or to the individual
value of their several personalities and points of view. In many instances their
disagreements are meaningless, and are not the result of any genuine conviction; but in
other instances they do represent a relevant and significant conflict of ideas. It remains
to be seen, consequently, what can be made out of their differences of opinion and
policy, and whether they point in the direction of a gradual transformation of the
agitation for reform. For this purpose | shall select a number of leading reformers
whose work has been most important, and whose individual opinions are most
significant, and seek some sort of an appraisal both of the comparative value of their
work and of the promise of their characteristic ideas. The men who naturally suggest
themselves for this purpose are William J. Bryan, William Travers Jerome, William
Randolph Hearst, and Theodore Roosevelt. Each of these gentlemen throughout his
public life has consistently stood for reform of one kind or another; and together they
include almost every popular brand or phase thereof. Reform as a practical agitation is
pretty well exhausted by the points of view of these four gentlemen. They exhibit its
weakness and its strength, its illusions and its good intentions, its dangerous and its
salutary tendencies.
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Be it remarked at the outset that three of these gentlemen call themselves Democrats,
while the fourth has been the official leader of the Republican party. The distinction to
be made on this ground is sufficiently obvious, but it is also extremely important. The
three Democrats differ among themselves in certain very important respects, and these
differences will receive their full share of attention. Nevertheless the fact that under
ordinary circumstances they affiliate with the Democratic party and accept its traditions
gives them certain common characteristics, and (it must be added) subjects them to
certain common disabilities. On the other hand the fact that Theodore Roosevelt,
although a reformer from the very beginning of his public life, has resolutely adhered to
the Republican partisan organization and has accepted its peculiar traditions,—this fact,
also, has largely determined the character and the limits of his work. These limits are
plainly revealed in the opinions, the public policy, and the public action of the four typical
reformers; and attempt to appraise the value of their individual opinions and their
personalities must be constantly checked by a careful consideration of the advantages
or disadvantages which they have enjoyed or suffered from their partisan ties.

Mr. William J. Bryan is a fine figure of a man—amiable, winning, disinterested,
courageous, enthusiastic, genuinely patriotic, and after a fashion liberal in spirit.
Although he hails from Nebraska, he is in temperament a Democrat of the Middle
Period—a Democrat of the days when organization in business and politics did not
count for as much as it does to-day, and when excellent intentions and noble sentiments
embodied in big flowing words were the popular currency of American democracy. But
while an old-fashioned Democrat in temperament, he has become in ideas a curious
mixture of traditional democracy and modern Western radicalism; and he can, perhaps,
be best understood as a Democrat of both Jeffersonian and Jacksonian tendencies,
who has been born a few generations too late. He is honestly seeking to deal with
contemporary American political problems in the spirit, if not according to the letter, of
traditional democracy; but though he is making a gallant fight and a brave show, his
efforts are not being rewarded with any conspicuous measure of success.

Mr. Bryan has always been a reformer, but his programme of reform has always beenill
conceived. His first conspicuous appearance in public life in the Democratic Convention
of 1806 was occasioned by the acute and widespread economic distress among his
own people west of the Mississippi; and the means whereby he sought to remedy that
distress, viz. by a change in the currency system, which would enable the Western
debtors partly to repudiate their debts, was a genuine result of Jacksonian economic
ideas. The Jacksonian Democracy, being the product of agricultural life, and being
inexperienced in the complicated business
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of finance, has always relished financial heresies. Bryan'’s first campaign was,
consequently, a new assertion of a time-honored tendency of his party; and in other
respects, also, he exhibited a lingering fealty to its older traditions. Reformer though he
be, he has never been much interested in civil service reform, or in any agitations
looking in the direction of the diminution of the influence of the professional politician.
The reforms for which he has stood have been economic, and he has had little
sympathy with any thorough-going attempt to disturb even such an equivocally
Democratic institution as the spoils system. Yet his lack of sympathy with this aspect of
reform was not due to any preference for corruption. It must be traced to a persistence
of the old Democratic prejudice that administrative specialization, like other kinds of
expert service, implied a discrimination against the average Democrat.

After the revival of prosperity among his own people had shown that partial repudiation
was not the only cure for poverty, Mr. Bryan fought his second campaign chiefly on the
issue of imperialism, and again met with defeat. But in this instance his platform was
influenced more by Jeffersonian than Jacksonian ideas. The Jacksonian Democracy
had always been expansionist in disposition and policy, and under the influence of their
nationalism they had lost interest in Jefferson’s humanitarianism. In this matter,
however, Mr. Bryan has shown more sympathy with the first than with the second phase
of the Democratic tradition; and in making this choice he was undoubtedly more faithful
to the spirit and the letter of the Democratic creed than were the expansionist
Democrats of the Middle Period. The traditional American democracy has frequently
been national in feeling, but it has never been national in idea and purpose. In the
campaign of 1900 Mr. Bryan committed himself and his party to an anti-national point of
view; and no matter how well intentioned and consistent he was in so doing, he made a
second mistake, even more disastrous than the first. In seeking to prevent his
countrymen from asserting their national interest beyond their own continent, he was
also opposing in effect the resolute assertion of the national interest in domestic affairs.
He stamped himself, that is, as an anti-nationalist, and his anti-nationalism has
disqualified him for effective leadership of the party of reform.

Mr. Bryan’s anti-nationalism is peculiarly embarrassing to his political efficiency just
because he is, as | have indicated, in many of his ideas an advanced contemporary
radical. He is, indeed, more of a radical than any other political leader of similar
prominence; and his radicalism is the result of a sincere and a candid attempt to think
out a satisfactory solution of the contemporary economic and political problems. As a
result of these reflections he dared to advocate openly and unequivocally the public
ownership of the railway system of the country; and
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he has proposed, also, a measure of Federal regulation of corporations, conducting an
inter-state business, much more drastic than that of Mr. Roosevelt. These proposed
increases of Federal responsibility and power would have been considered outrageous
by an old-fashioned Democrat; and they indicate on the part of Mr. Bryan an unusually
liberal and courageous mind. But the value and effect of his radicalism is seriously
impaired by the manner in which it is qualified. He proposes in one breath enormous
increases of Federal power and responsibility, and in the next betrays the old
Democratic distrust of effective national organization. He is willing to grant power to the
Federal authorities, but he denies them any confidence, because of the democratic
tradition of an essential conflict between political authority, particularly so far as it is
centralized, and the popular interest. He is incapable of adapting his general political
theories to his actual political programme; and, consequently, the utmost personal
enthusiasm on his part and great power of effective political agitation cannot give
essential coherence, substantial integrity, or triumphant effect to his campaigns.

The incoherence of his political thinking is best exemplified by the way in which he
proposed to nationalize the American railway system. His advocacy of public ownership
was the most courageous act of his political career; but he soon showed that he was
prepared neither to insist upon such a policy nor even to carry it to a logical conclusion.
Almost as soon as the words were out of his mouth, he became horrified at his own
audacity and sought to mitigate its effects. He admitted that the centralization of so
much power was dangerous, and he sought to make these dangers less by proposing
that the states appropriate the railroads operating within the boundaries of one state,
and the central government, only the large inter-state systems. But this qualification
destroyed the effect of his Federalist audacity. The inter-state railroads constitute such
an enormous percentage of the total mileage of the country that if centralized
governmental control was dangerous for all the railroads of the country, it would be
almost equally dangerous for that proportion of the railway mileage operated as part of
inter-state systems. In the one and the same speech, that is, Mr. Bryan placed himself
on record as a radical centralizer of economic and political power and as a man who
was on general principles afraid of centralization and opposed to it. No wonder public
opinion did not take his proposal seriously, and no wonder he himself has gradually
dropped it out of his practical programme.
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The confusion and inconsistency of Mr. Bryan’s own thinking is merely the reflection of
the confusion and inconsistency resident in the creed of his party. It is particularly
conspicuous in his case, because he is, as | have intimated, a sincere and within limits
a candid thinker; but Jeffersonian and Jacksonian Democrats alike have always
distrusted and condemned the means whereby alone the underlying purposes of
democracy can be fulfilled. Mr. Bryan is in no respect more genuinely Democratic than
in his incoherence. The remedial policy which he proposes for the ills of the American
political body are meaningless, unless sustained by faith in the ability of the national
political organization to promote the national welfare. His needs for the success and
integrity of his own policy a conviction which his traditions prevent him from
entertaining. He is possessed by the time-honored Democratic dislike of organization
and of the faith in expert skill, in specialized training, and in large personal opportunities
and responsibilities which are implied by a trust in organization. Of course he himself
would deny that he was the enemy of anything which made towards human betterment,
for it is characteristic of the old-fashioned Democrats verbally to side with the angels,
but at the same time to insist on clipping their wings. His fundamental prejudice against
efficient organization and personal independence is plainly betrayed by his opinions in
relation to institutional reform—which are absolutely those of a Democrat of the Middle
Period. He is on record in favor of destroying the independence of the Federal judiciary
by making it elective, of diminishing the authority of the President by allowing him only a
suspensive veto on legislation, and of converting representative assemblies into a
machinery, like that of the old French Parliaments, for merely registering the Sovereign
will. Faith in the people and confidence in popular government means to Mr. Bryan an
utter lack of faith in those personal instruments whereby such rule can be endowed with
foresight, moderation, and direction. Confidence in the average man, that is, means to
him distrust in the exceptional man, or in any sort of organization which bestows on the
exceptional man an opportunity equal to his ability and equipment. He stands for the
sacrifice of the individual to the popular average; and the perpetuation of such a
sacrifice would mean ultimate democratic degeneration.

vV

WILLIAM TRAVERS JEROME AS A REFORMER

Mr. William Travers Jerome has not so assured a rank in the hierarchy of reformers as
he had a few years ago, but his work and his point of view remain typical and
significant. Unlike Mr. Bryan, he is in temperament and sympathies far from being an
old-fashioned Democrat. He is, as his official expositor, the late Mr. Alfred Hodder,
says, “a typical American of the new time.” No old-fashioned Democrat would have
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smoked cigarettes, tossed dice in public for drinks, and “handed out” slang to his
constituents; and his unconventionally in these respects is merely an occasional
expression of a novel, individual, and refreshing point of view. Mr. Jerome alone among
American politicians has made a specialty of plain speaking. He has revolted against
the tradition in our politics which seeks to stop every leak with a good intention and
plaster every sore with a “decorative phrase.” He has, says Mr. Hodder, “a partly Gallic
passion for intellectual veracity, for a clear recognition of the facts before him, however
ugly, and a wholly Gallic hatred of hypocrisy.” It is Mr. Jerome’s intellectual veracity, his
somewhat conscious and strenuous ideal of plain speaking, which has been his
personal contribution to the cause of reform; and he is right in believing it to be a very
important contribution. The effective work of reform, as has already been pointed out,
demands on the part of its leaders the intellectual virtues of candor, consistency, and a
clear recognition of facts. In Mr. Jerome’s own case his candor and his clear
recognition of facts have been used almost exclusively in the field of municipal reform.
He has vigorously protested against existing laws which have been passed in
obedience to a rigorous puritanism, which, because of their defiance of stubborn facts,
can scarcely be enforced, and whose statutory existence merely provides an
opportunity for the “grafter.” He has clearly discerned that in seeking the amendment of
such laws he is obliged to fight, not merely an unwise statute, but an erroneous,
superficial, and hypocritical state of mind. Although it may have been his own official
duty as district attorney to see that certain laws are enforced and to prosecute the law
breakers, he fully realizes that municipal reform at least will never attain its ends until
the public—the respectable, well-to-do, church-going public—is converted to an
abandonment of what Mr. Hodder calls administrative lying. Consequently his
intellectual candor is more than a personal peculiarity—more even than an extremely
effective method of popular agitation. It is the expression of a deeper aspect of reform,
which many respectable reformers, not merely ignore, but fear and reprobate,—an
aspect of reform which can never prevail until the reformers themselves are subjected
to a process of purgation and education.

It has happened, however, that Mr. Jerome’s reputation and successes have been won
in the field of local politics; and, unfortunately, as soon as he transgressed the
boundaries of that field, he lost his efficiency, his insight, and, to my mind, his interest.
Only a year after he was elected to the district attorneyship of New York County, in spite
of the opposition both of Tammany and William R. Hearst, he offered himself as a
candidate for the Democratic gubernatorial nomination of New York on the
comprehensive platform of his oath of office; but in the larger
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arena his tactics proved to be ineffective, and his recent popularity of small avail. He
cut no figure at all in the convention, and a very insignificant one outside. Neither was
there any reason to be surprised at this result. In municipal politics he stood for an ideal
and a method of agitation which was both individual and of great value. In state and
national politics he stood for nothing individual, for nothing of peculiar value, for no
specific group of ideas or scheme of policy. The announcement that a candidate’s
platform consists of his oath of office doubtless has a full persuasive sound to many
Americans; but it was none the less on Mr. Jerome’s part an inept and meaningless
performance. He was bidding for support merely on the ground that he was an honest
man who proposed to keep his word; but honesty and good faith are qualities which the
public have a right to take for granted in their officials, and no candidate can lay peculiar
claim to them without becoming politically sanctimonious. Mr. Hearst’s strength
consisted in the fact that he had for years stood for a particular group of ideas and a
particular attitude of mind towards the problems of state and national politics, while Mr.
Jerome’s weakness consisted in the fact that he had never really tried to lead public
opinion in relation to state and national political problems, and that he was obliged to
claim support on the score of personal moral superiority to his opponent. The moral
superiority may be admitted; but alone it never would and never should contribute to his
election. Intimes like these a reformer must identify a particular group of remedial
measures with his public personality. The public has a right to know in what definite
ways a reformer’s righteousness is to be made effective; and Mr. Jerome has never
taken any vigorous and novel line in relation to the problems of state and national
politics. When he speaks on those subjects, he loses his vivacity, and betrays in his
thinking a tendency to old-fashioned Democracy far beyond that of Mr. Bryan. He
becomes in his opinions eminently respectable and tolerably dull, which is, as the late
Mr. Alfred Hodder could have told him, quite out of keeping with the part of a “New
American.”

Mr. Jerome has never given the smallest evidence of having taken serious independent
thought on our fundamental political problems. In certain points of detail respecting
general political questions he has shown a refreshing freedom from conventional
illusions; but, so far as | know, no public word has ever escaped him, which indicates
that he has applied his “ideal of intellectual veracity,” “his Gallic instinct for consistency,”
to the creed of his own party. When confronted by the fabric of traditional Jeffersonian
Democracy, his mind, like that of so many other Democrats, is immediately lulled into
repose. In one of his speeches, for instance, he has referred to his party as essentially
the party of “liberal
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ideas,” and he was much praised by the anti-Hearst newspapers for this consoling
description; but it can hardly be considered as an illustration of Mr. Jerome’s “intellectual
veracity.” If by “liberal ideas” one means economic and political heresies, such as
nullification, “squatter” sovereignty, secession, free silver, and occasional projects of
repudiation, then, indeed, the Democracy has been a party of “liberal ideas.” But
heresies of this kind are not the expression of liberal thought; they are the result of
various phases of local political and economic discontent. When a group of Democrats
become “liberal,” it usually means that they are doing a bad business, or are suffering
from a real or supposed injury. But if by “liberal” we mean, not merely radical and
subversive, but progressive national ideas, the application of the adjective to the
Democratic party is attended with certain difficulties. In the course of American history
what measure of legislation expressive of a progressive national idea can be attributed
to the Democratic party? At times it has been possessed by certain revolutionary
tendencies; at other times it has been steeped in Bourbon conservatism. At present it is
alternating between one and the other, according to the needs and opportunities of the
immediate political situation. Itis trying to find room within its hospitable folds for both
Alton B. Parker and William J. Bryan, and it has such an appetite for inconsistencies
that it may succeed. But in that event one would expect some symptoms of uneasiness
on the part of a Democratic reformer with “Gallic clearness and consistency of mind,
with an instinct for consistency, and a hatred of hypocrisy.”

Vv

WILLIAM R. HEARST AS A REFORMER

The truth is that Mr. William R. Hearst offers his countrymen a fair expression of the kind
of “liberal ideas” proper to the creed of democracy. In respect to patriotism and
personal character Mr. Bryan is a better example of the representative Democrat than is
Mr. Hearst; but in the tendency and spirit of his agitation for reform Hearst more
completely reveals the true nature of Democratic “liberalism.” When Mr. Lincoln
Steffens asserts on the authority of the “man of mystery” himself that one of Hearst's
mysterious actions has been a profound and searching study of Jeffersonian doctrine, |
can almost bring myself to believe the assertion. The radicalism of Hearst is simply an
unscrupulous expression of the radical element in the Jeffersonian tradition. He bases
his whole agitation upon the sacred idea of equal rights for all and special privileges for
none, and he indignantly disclaims the taint of socialism. His specific remedial
proposals do not differ essentially from those of Mr. Bryan. His methods of agitation
and his popular catch words are an ingenious adaptation of Jefferson to the needs of
political “yellow journalism.” He is always an advocate of the popular fact.
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He always detests the unpopular word. He approves expansion, but abhors
imperialism. He welcomes any opportunity for war, but execrates militarism. He wants
the Federal government to crush the trusts by the most drastic legislation, but he is
opposed to centralization. The institutional reforms which he favors all of them look in
the direction of destroying what remains of judicial, executive, or legislative
independence. The whole programme is as incoherent as is that of Mr. Bryan; but
incoherence is the least of his faults. Mr. Bryan’s inconsistencies are partly redeemed
by his genuine patriotism. The distracting effect of Hearst's inconsistencies is
intensified by his factiousness. He is more and less than a radical. He is in temper a
revolutionist. The disgust and distrust which he excites is the issue of a wholesome
political and social instinct, for the political instincts of the American people are often
much sounder than their ideas. Hearst and Hearstism is a living menace to the orderly
process of reform and to American national integrity.

Hearst is revolutionary in spirit, because the principle of equal rights itself, in the hand
either of a fanatic or a demagogue, can be converted into a revolutionary principle. He
considers, as do all reformers, the prevalent inequalities of economic and political power
to be violations of that principle. He also believes in the truth of American political
individualism, and in the adequacy, except in certain minor respects, of our systems of
inherited institutions. How, then, did these inequalities come about? How did the
Democratic political system of Jefferson and Jackson issue in undemocratic
inequalities? The answer is obviously (and it is an answer drawn by other reformers)
that these inequalities are the work of wicked and unscrupulous men. Financial or
political pirates of one kind or another have been preying on the guileless public, and by
means of their aggressions have perversely violated the supreme law of equal rights.
These men must be exposed; they must be denounced as enemies of the people; they
must be held up to public execration and scorn; they must become the objects of a
righteous popular vengeance. Such are the feelings and ideas which possess the
followers of Hearst, and on the basis of which Hearst himself acts and talks. An
apparent justification is reached for a systematic vilification of the trusts, the “predatory”
millionaires and their supporters; and such vilification has become Hearst's peculiar
stock in trade. In effect he treats his opponents very much as the French revolutionary
leaders treated their opponents, so that in case the conflict should become still more
embittered, his “reformed” democracy may resemble the purified republic of which
Robespierre and St. Just dreamed when they sent Desmoulins and Danton to the
guillotine. When he embodies such ideas and betrays such a spirit, the disputed point
as to Hearst's sincerity sinks into insignificance. A fanatic sincerely possessed by these
ideas is a more dangerous menace to American national integrity and the Promise of
American democracy than the sheerest demagogue.
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The logic of Hearst’s agitation is analogous to the logic of the anti-slavery agitation in
1830, and Hearstism is merely Abolitionism applied to a new material and translated
into rowdy journalism. The Abolitionists, believing as they did, that the institution of
slavery violated an abstract principle of political justice, felt thereby fully authorized to
vilify the Southern slaveholders as far as the resources of the English language would
permit. They attempted to remedy one injustice by committing another injustice; and by
the violence of their methods they almost succeeded in tearing apart the good fabric of
our national life. Hearst is headed in precisely the same direction. He is doing a radical
injustice to a large body of respectable American citizens who, like Hearst himself, have
merely shown a certain lack of scruple in taking advantage of the opportunities which
the American political and economic system offers, and who have been distinguished
rather by peculiar ability and energy than by peculiar selfishness. On a rigid
interpretation of the principle of equal rights he may be justified in holding them up to
public execration, just as the Abolitionists, on the principle that the right to freedom was
a Divine law, might be justified in vilifying the Southerners. But as a matter of fact we
know that personally neither the millionaire nor the slave-holder deserves such
denunciation; and we ought to know that the prejudices and passions provoked by
language of this kind violate the essential principle both of nationality and democracy.
The foundation of nationality is mutual confidence and fair dealing, and the aim of
democracy is a better quality of human nature effected by a higher type of human
association. Hearstism, like Abolitionism, is the work of unbalanced and vindictive men,
and increases enormously the difficulty of the wise and effective cure of the
contemporary evils.

Yet Hearst, as little as the millionaires he denounces, is not entirely responsible for
himself. Such a responsibility would be too heavy for the shoulders of one man. He
has been given to the American people for their sins in politics and economics. His
opponents may scold him as much as they please. They may call him a demagogue
and a charlatan; they may accuse him of corrupting the public mind and pandering to
degrading passions; they may declare that his abusive attacks on the late Mr. McKinley
were at least indirectly the cause of that gentleman’s assassination; they may, in short,
behave and talk as if he were a much more dangerous public enemy than the most
“tainted” millionaire or the most corrupt politician. Nevertheless they cannot deprive him
or his imitators of the standing to be obtained from the proclamation of a rigorous
interpretation of the principle of equal rights. Hearst has understood that principle better
than the other reformers, or the conservatives who claim its authority. He has exhibited
its disintegrating
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and revolutionary implications; and he has convinced a large, though fluctuating,
following that he is only fighting for justice. He personally may or may not have run his
course, but it is manifest that his peculiar application of the principle of equal rights to
our contemporary economic and political problems has come to stay. As long as that
principle keeps its present high position in the hierarchy of American political ideas, just
so long will it afford authority and countenance to agitators like Hearst. He is not a
passing danger, which will disappear in case the truly Herculean efforts to discredit him
personally continue to be successful. Just as slavery was the ghost in the House of the
American Democracy during the Middle Period, so Hearstism is and will remain the
ghost in the House of Reform. And the incantation by which it will be permanently
exorcised has not yet been publicly phrased.

Vi

THEODORE ROOSEVELT AS A REFORMER

It is fortunate, consequently, that one reformer can be named whose work has tended to
give reform the dignity of a constructive mission. Mr. Theodore Roosevelt's behavior at
least is not dictated by negative conception of reform. During the course of an
extremely active and varied political career he has, indeed, been all kinds of a reformer.
His first appearance in public life, as a member of the Legislature of New York,
coincided with an outbreak of dissatisfaction over the charter of New York City; and Mr.
Roosevelt's name was identified with the bills which began the revision of that very
much revised instrument. Somewhat later, as one of the Federal Commissioners, Mr.
Roosevelt made a most useful contribution to the more effective enforcement of the
Civil Service Law. Still later, as Police Commissioner of New York City, he had his
experience of reform by means of unregenerate instruments and administrative lies.
Then, as Governor of the State of New York, he was instrumental in securing the
passage of a law taxing franchises as real property and thus faced for the first time and
in a preliminary way the many-headed problem of the trusts. Finally, when an accident
placed him in the Presidential chair, he consistently used the power of the Federal
government and his own influence and popularity for the purpose of regulating the
corporations in what he believed to be the public interest. No other American has had
anything like so varied and so intimate an acquaintance with the practical work of reform
as has Mr. Roosevelt; and when, after more than twenty years of such experience, he
adds to the work of administrative reform the additional task of political and economic
reconstruction, his originality cannot be considered the result of innocence. Mr.
Roosevelt's reconstructive policy does not go very far in purpose or achievement, but
limited as it is, it does tend to give the agitation for reform the benefit of a much more
positive significance and a much more dignified task.
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Mr. Roosevelt has imparted a higher and more positive significance to reform, because
throughout his career he has consistently stood for an idea, from which the idea of
reform cannot be separated—namely, the national idea. He has, indeed, been even
more of a nationalist than he has a reformer. His most important literary work was a
history of the beginning of American national expansion. He has treated all public
guestions from a vigorous, even from an extreme, national standpoint. No American
politician was more eager to assert the national interest against an actual or a possible
foreign enemy; and not even William R. Hearst was more resolute to involve his country
in a war with Spain. Fortunately, however, his aggressive nationalism did not, like that
of so many other statesmen, faint from exhaustion as soon as there were no more
foreign enemies to defy. He was the first political leader of the American people to
identify the national principle with an ideal of reform. He was the first to realize that an
American statesman could no longer really represent the national interest without
becoming a reformer. Mr. Grover Cleveland showed a glimmering of the necessity of
this affiliation; but he could not carry it far, because, as a sincere traditional Democrat,
he could not reach a clear understanding of the meaning either of reform or of
nationality. Mr. Roosevelt, however, divined that an American statesman who eschewed
or evaded the work of reform came inevitably to represent either special and local
interests or else a merely Bourbon political tradition, and in this way was disqualified for
genuinely national service. He divined that the national principle involved a continual
process of internal reformation; and that the reforming idea implied the necessity of
more efficient national organization. Consequently, when he became President of the
United States and the official representative of the national interest of the country, he
attained finally his proper sphere of action. He immediately began the salutary and
indispensable work of nationalizing the reform movement.

The nationalization of reform endowed the movement with new vitality and meaning.
What Mr. Roosevelt really did was to revive the Hamiltonian ideal of constructive
national legislation. During the whole of the nineteenth century that ideal, while by no
means dead, was disabled by associations and conditions from active and efficient
service. Not until the end of the Spanish War was a condition of public feeling created,
which made it possible to revive Hamiltonianism. That war and its resulting policy of
extra-territorial expansion, so far from hindering the process of domestic amelioration,
availed, from the sheer force of the national aspirations it aroused, to give a tremendous
impulse to the work of national reform. It made Americans more sensitive to a national
idea and more conscious of their national responsibilities, and it indirectly helped to
place in the Presidential chair the man who, as | have said, represented both the
national idea and the spirit of reform. The sincere and intelligent combination of those
two ideas is bound to issue in the Hamiltonian practice of constructive national
legislation.

159



A

DX:I BOOKRAGS

Page 133

Of course Theodore Roosevelt is Hamiltonian with a difference. Hamilton’s fatal error
consisted in his attempt to make the Federal organization not merely the effective
engine of the national interest, but also a bulwark against the rising tide of democracy.
The new Federalism or rather new Nationalism is not in any way inimical to democracy.
On the contrary, not only does Mr. Roosevelt believe himself to be an unimpeachable
democrat in theory, but he has given his fellow-countrymen a useful example of the way
in which a college-bred and a well-to-do man can become by somewhat forcible means
a good practical democrat. The whole tendency of his programme is to give a
democratic meaning and purpose to the Hamiltonian tradition and method. He
proposes to use the power and the resources of the Federal government for the
purpose of making his countrymen a more complete democracy in organization and
practice; but he does not make these proposals, as Mr. Bryan does, gingerly and with a
bad conscience. He makes them with a frank and full confidence in an efficient national
organization as the necessary agent of the national interest and purpose. He has
completely abandoned that part of the traditional democratic creed which tends to
regard the assumption by the government of responsibility, and its endowment with
power adequate to the responsibility as inherently dangerous and undemocratic. He
realizes that any efficiency of organization and delegation of power which is necessary
to the promotion of the American national interest must be helpful to democracy. More
than any other American political leader, except Lincoln, his devotion both to the
national and to the democratic ideas is thorough-going and absolute.

As the founder of a new national democracy, then, his influence and his work have
tended to emancipate American democracy from its Jeffersonian bondage. They have
tended to give a new meaning to popular government by endowing it with larger powers,
more positive responsibilities, and a better faith in human excellence. Jefferson
believed theoretically in human goodness, but in actual practice his faith in human
nature was exceedingly restricted. Just as the older aristocratic theory had been to
justify hereditary political leadership by considering the ordinary man as necessarily
irresponsible and incapable, so the early French democrats, and Jefferson after them,
made faith in the people equivalent to a profound suspicion of responsible official
leadership. Exceptional power merely offered exceptional opportunities for abuse. He
refused, as far as he could, to endow special men, even when chosen by the people,
with any opportunity to promote the public welfare proportionate to their abilities. So far
as his influence has prevailed the government of the country was organized on the
basis of a cordial distrust of the man of exceptional competence, training, or
independence as a public official. To the present day this
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distrust remains the sign by which the demoralizing influence of the Jeffersonian
democratic creed is most plainly to be traced. So far as it continues to be influential it
destroys one necessary condition of responsible and efficient government, and it is
bound to paralyze any attempt to make the national organization adequate to the
promotion of the national interest. Mr. Roosevelt has exhibited his genuinely national
spirit in nothing so clearly as in his endeavor to give to men of special ability, training,
and eminence a better opportunity to serve the public. He has not only appointed such
men to office, but he has tried to supply them with an administrative machinery which
would enable them to use their abilities to the best public advantage; and he has
thereby shown a faith in human nature far more edifying and far more genuinely
democratic than that of Jefferson or Jackson.

Mr. Roosevelt, however, has still another title to distinction among the brethren of
reform. He has not only nationalized the movement, and pointed it in the direction of a
better conception of democracy, but he has rallied to its hammer the ostensible, if not
the very enthusiastic, support of the Republican party. He has restored that party to
some sense of its historic position and purpose. As the party which before the War had
insisted on making the nation answerable for the solution of the slavery problem, it has
inherited the tradition of national responsibility for the national good; but it was rapidly
losing all sense of its historic mission, and, like the Whigs, was constantly using its
principle and its prestige as a cloak for the aggrandizement of special interests. At its
worst it had, indeed, earned some claim on the allegiance of patriotic Americans by its
defense of the fiscal system of the country against Mr. Bryan’s well-meant but
dangerous attack, and by its acceptance after the Spanish War of the responsibilities of
extra-territorial expansion; but there was grave danger that its alliance with the “vested”
interests would make it unfaithful to its past as the party of responsible national action.
It escaped such a fate only by an extremely narrow margin; and the fact that it did
escape is due chiefly to the personal influence of Theodore Roosevelt. The Republican
party is still very far from being a wholly sincere agent of the national reform interest. Its
official leadership is opposed to reform; and it cannot be made to take a single step in
advance except under compulsion. But Mr. Roosevelt probably prevented it from
drifting into the position of an anti-reform party—which if it had happened would have
meant its ruin, and would have damaged the cause of national reform. A Republican
party which was untrue to the principle of national responsibility would have no reason
for existence; and the Democratic party, as we have seen, cannot become the party of
national responsibility without being faithless to its own creed.
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THE REFORMATION OF THEODORE ROOSEVELT

Before finishing this account of Mr. Roosevelt’s services as a reformer, and his place in
the reforming movement, a serious objection on the score of consistency must be fairly
faced. Even admitting that Mr. Roosevelt has dignified reform by identifying it with a
programme of constructive national legislation, does the fundamental purpose of his
reforming legislation differ essentially from that of Mr. Bryan or Mr. Hearst? How can he
be called the founder of a new national democracy when the purpose of democracy
from his point of view remains substantially the Jeffersonian ideal of equal rights for all
and special privileges for none? If, in one respect, he has been emancipating American
democracy from the Jeffersonian bondage, he has in another respect been tightening
the bonds, because he has continued to identify democracy with the legal constitution of
a system of insurgent, ambiguous, and indiscriminate individual rights.

The validity of such a criticism from the point of view of this book cannot be disputed.
The figure of the “Square Deal,” which Mr. Roosevelt has flourished so vigorously in
public addresses, is a translation into the American vernacular of the Jeffersonian
principle of equal rights; and in Mr. Roosevelt’s dissertations upon the American ideal he
has expressly disclaimed the notion of any more positive definition of the purpose of
American democracy. Moreover, his favorite figure gives a sinister application to his
assertions that the principle of equal rights is being violated. If the American people are
not getting a “Square Deal,” it must mean that they are having the cards stacked against
them; and in that case the questions of paramount importance are: Who are stacking
the cards? And how can they be punished? These are precisely the questions which
Hearst is always asking and Hearstism is seeking to answer. Neither has Mr. Roosevelt
himself entirely escaped the misleading effects of his own figure. He has too frequently
talked as if his opponents deserved to be treated as dishonest sharpers; and he has
sometimes behaved as if his suspicions of unfair play on their part were injuring the
coolness of his judgment. But at bottom and in the long run Mr. Roosevelt is too fair-
minded a man and too patriotic a citizen to become much the victim of his dangerous
figure of the “Square Deal.” He inculcates for the most part in his political sermons a
spirit, not of suspicion and hatred, but of mutual forbearance and confidence; and his
programme of reform attaches more importance to a revision of the rules of the game
than to the treatment of the winners under the old rules as one would treat a dishonest
gambler.
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In truth, Mr. Roosevelt has been building either better than he knows or better than he
cares to admit. The real meaning of his programme is more novel and more radical
than he himself has publicly proclaimed. It implies a conception of democracy and its
purpose very different from the Jeffersonian doctrine of equal rights. Evidences of deep
antagonism can be discerned between the Hamiltonian method and spirit, represented
by Mr. Roosevelt, and a conception of democracy which makes it consist fundamentally
in the practical realization of any system of equal rights. The distrust with which
thorough-going Jeffersonians regard Mr. Roosevelt’s nationalizing programme is a
justifiable distrust, because efficient and responsible national organization would be
dangerous either to or in the sort of democracy which the doctrine of equal rights
encourages—a democracy of suspicious discontent, of selfish claims, of factious
agitation, and of individual and class aggression. A thoroughly responsible and efficient
national organization would be dangerous in such a democracy, because it might well
be captured by some combination of local individual or class interests; and the only
effective way to guard against such a danger is to substitute for the Jeffersonian
democracy of individual rights a democracy of individual and social improvement. A
democracy of individual rights, that is, must either suffer reconstruction by the logic of a
process of efficient national organization, or else it may pervert that organization to the
service of its own ambiguous, contradictory, and in the end subversive political
purposes. A better justification for these statements must be reserved for the
succeeding chapter; but in the meantime | will take the risk asserting that Mr.
Roosevelt's nationalism really implies a democracy of individual and social
improvement. His nationalizing programme has in effect questioned the value of certain
fundamental American ideas, and if Mr. Roosevelt has not himself outgrown these
ideas, his misreading of his own work need not be a matter of surprise. Itis what one
would expect from the prophet of the Strenuous Life.

Mr. Roosevelt has done little to encourage candid and consistent thinking. He has
preached the doctrine that the paramount and almost the exclusive duty of the American
citizen consists in being a sixty-horse-power moral motor-car. In his own career his
intelligence has been the handmaid of his will; and the balance between those faculties,
so finely exemplified in Abraham Lincoln, has been destroyed by sheer exuberance of
moral energy. But although his intelligence is merely the servant of his will, it is at least
the willing and competent servant of a single-minded master. If it has not been
leavened by the rigorous routine of its work, neither has it been cheapened; and the
service has constantly been growing better worth while. During the course of his public
career, his original integrity of character has been
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intensified by the stress of his labors, his achievements, his experiences, and his
exhortations. An individuality such as his—wrought with so much consistent purpose
out of much variety of experience—brings with it an intellectual economy of its own and
a sincere and useful sort of intellectual enlightenment. He may be figured as a Thor
wielding with power and effect a sledge-hammer in the cause of national righteousness;
and the sympathetic observer, who is not stunned by the noise of the hammer, may
occasionally be rewarded by the sight of something more illuminating than a piece of
rebellious metal beaten into shape. He may be rewarded by certain unexpected gleams
of insight, as if the face of the sledge-hammer were worn bright by hard service and
flashed in the sunlight. Mr. Roosevelt sees as far ahead and as much as he needs to
see. He has an almost infallible sense of where to strike the next important blow, and
even during the ponderous labors of the day he prudently and confidently lays out the
task of to-morrow. Thus while he has contributed to the liberation of American
intelligence chiefly in the sense that he has given his fellow-countrymen something to
think about, he is very far from being a blind, narrow, or unenlightened leader.

Doubtless the only practical road of advance at present is laborious, slow, and not too
enlightened. For the time being the hammer is a mightier weapon than the sword or the
pen. Americans have the habit of action rather than of thought. Like their forbears in
England, they begin to do things, because their common sense tells them that such
things have to be done, and then at a later date think over the accomplished fact. A
man in public life who told them that their “noble national theory” was ambiguous and
distracting, and that many of their popular catchwords were false and exercised a
mischievous influence on public affairs, would do so at his own personal risk and cost.
The task of plain speaking must be suggested and justified by the achievement of a
considerable body of national reconstructive legislation, and must even then devolve
largely upon men who have from the political point of view little to gain or to lose by their
apparent heresies. The fact, however, that a responsible politician like Mr. Roosevelt
must be an example more of moral than of intellectual independence, increases rather
than diminishes the eventual importance of consistent thinking and plain speaking as
essential parts of the work of political reform. A reforming movement, whose supporters
never understand its own proper meaning and purpose, is sure in the end to go astray.
It is all very well for Englishmen to do their thinking after the event, because tradition
lies at the basis of their national life. But Americans, as a nation, are consecrated to the
realization of a group of ideas; and ideas to be fruitful must square both with the facts to
which they are applied and with one another. Mr. Roosevelt and his hammer must be
accepted gratefully, as the best available type of national reformer; but the day may and
should come when a national reformer will appear who can be figured more in the guise
of St. Michael, armed with a flaming sword and winged for flight.
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CHAPTER VII

RECONSTRUCTION; ITS CONDITIONS AND PURPOSES

The best method of approaching a critical reconstruction of American political ideas will
be by means of an analysis of the meaning of democracy. A clear popular
understanding of the contents of the democratic principle is obviously of the utmost
practical political importance to the American people. Their loyalty to the idea of
democracy, as they understand it, cannot be questioned. Nothing of any considerable
political importance is done or left undone in the United States, unless such action or
inaction can be plausibly defended on democratic grounds; and the only way to secure
for the American people the benefit of a comprehensive and consistent political policy
will be to derive it from a comprehensive and consistent conception of democracy.

Democracy as most frequently understood is essentially and exhaustively defined as a
matter of popular government; and such a definition raises at once a multitude of time-
honored, but by no means superannuated, controversies. The constitutional liberals in
England, in France, and in this country have always objected to democracy as so
understood, because of the possible sanction it affords for the substitution of a popular
despotism in the place of the former royal or oligarchic despotisms. From their point of
view individual liberty is the greatest blessing which can be secured to a people by a
government; and individual liberty can be permanently guaranteed only in case political
liberties are in theory and practice subordinated to civil liberties. Popular political
institutions constitute a good servant, but a bad master. When introduced in moderation
they keep the government of a country in close relation with well-informed public
opinion, which is a necessary condition of political sanitation; but if carried too far, such
institutions compromise the security of the individual and the integrity of the state. They
erect a power in the state, which in theory is unlimited and which constantly tends in
practice to dispense with restrictions. A power which is theoretically absolute is under
no obligation to respect the rights either of individuals or minorities; and sooner or later
such power will be used for the purpose of opposing the individual. The only way to
secure individual liberty is, consequently, to organize a state in which the Sovereign
power is deprived of any national excuse or legal opportunity of violating certain
essential individual rights.
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The foregoing criticism of democracy, defined as popular government, may have much
practical importance; but there are objections to it on the score of logic. Itis not a
criticism of a certain conception of democracy, so much as of democracy itself. Ultimate
responsibility for the government of a community must reside somewhere. If the single
monarch is practically dethroned, as he is by these liberal critics of democracy, some
Sovereign power must be provided to take his place. In England Parliament, by means
of a steady encroachment on the royal prerogatives, has gradually become Sovereign;
but other countries, such as France and the United States, which have wholly
dispensed with royalty, cannot, even if they would, make a legislative body Sovereign by
the simple process of allowing it to usurp power once enjoyed by the Crown. France
did, indeed, after it had finally dispensed with Legitimacy, make two attempts to found
governments in which the theory of popular Sovereignty was evaded. The Orleans
monarchy, for instance, through the mouths of its friends, denied Sovereignty to the
people, without being able to claim it for the King; and this insecurity of its legal
framework was an indirect cause of a violent explosion of effective popular Sovereignty
in 1848. The apologists for the Second Empire admitted the theory of a Sovereign
people, but claimed that the Sovereign power could be safely and efficiently used only
in case it were delegated to one Napoleon lll—a view the correctness of which the
results of the Imperial policy eventually tended to damage. There is in point of fact no
logical escape from a theory of popular Sovereignty—once the theory of divinely
appointed royal Sovereignty is rejected. An escape can be made, of course, as in
England, by means of a compromise and a legal fiction; and such an escape can be
fully justified from the English national point of view; but countries which have rejected
the royal and aristocratic tradition are forbidden this means of escape—if escape it is.
They are obliged to admit the doctrine of popular Sovereignty. They are obliged to
proclaim a theory of unlimited popular powers.

To be sure, a democracy may impose rules of action upon itself—as the American
democracy did in accepting the Federal Constitution. But in adopting the Federal
Constitution the American people did not abandon either its responsibilities or rights as
Sovereign. Difficult as it may be to escape from the legal framework defined in the
Constitution, that body of law in theory remains merely an instrument which was made
for the people and which if necessary can and will be modified. A people, to whom was
denied the ultimate responsibility for its welfare, would not have obtained the prime
condition of genuine liberty. Individual freedom is important, but more important still is
the freedom of a whole people to dispose of its own destiny; and | do not see how the
existence of such an ultimate popular political
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freedom and responsibility can be denied by any one who has rejected the theory of a
divinely appointed political order. The fallibility of human nature being what it is, the
practical application of this theory will have its grave dangers; but these dangers are
only evaded and postponed by a failure to place ultimate political responsibility where it
belongs. While a country in the position of Germany or Great Britain may be fully
justified from the point of view of its national tradition, in merely compromising with
democracy, other countries, such as the United States and France, which have earned
the right to dispense with these compromises, are at least building their political
structure on the real and righteous source of political authority. Democracy may mean
something more than a theoretically absolute popular government, but it assuredly
cannot mean anything less.

If, however, democracy does not mean anything less than popular Sovereignty, it
assuredly does mean something more. It must at least mean an expression of the
Sovereign will, which will not contradict and destroy the continuous existence of its own
Sovereign power. Several times during the political history of France in the nineteenth
century, the popular will has expressed itself in a manner adverse to popular political
institutions. Assemblies have been elected by universal suffrage, whose tendencies
have been reactionary and undemocratic, and who have been supported in this
reactionary policy by an effective public opinion. Or the French people have by means
of a plebiscite delegated their Sovereign power to an Imperial dictator, whose whole
political system was based on a deep suspicion of the source of his own authority. A
particular group of political institutions or course of political action may, then, be
representative of the popular will, and yet may be undemocratic. Popular Sovereignty is
self-contradictory, unless it is expressed in a manner favorable to its own perpetuity and
integrity.

The assertion of the doctrine of popular Sovereignty is, consequently, rather the
beginning than the end of democracy. There can be no democracy where the people do
not rule; but government by the people is not necessarily democratic. The popular will
must in a democratic state be expressed somehow in the interest of democracy itself;
and we have not traveled very far towards a satisfactory conception of democracy until
this democratic purpose has received some definition. In what way must a democratic
state behave in order to contribute to its own integrity?

The ordinary American answer to this question is contained in the assertion of Lincoln,
that our government is “dedicated to the proposition that all men are created equal.”
Lincoln’s phrasing of the principle was due to the fact that the obnoxious and
undemocratic system of negro slavery was uppermost in his mind when he made his
Gettysburg address; but he meant by his assertion of the principle of equality
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substantially what is meant to-day by the principle of “equal rights for all and special
privileges for none.” Government by the people has its natural and logical complement
in government for the people. Every state with a legal framework must grant certain
rights to individuals; and every state, in so far as it is efficient, must guarantee to the
individual that his rights, as legally defined, are secure. But an essentially democratic
state consists in the circumstance that all citizens enjoy these rights equally. If any
citizen or any group of citizens enjoys by virtue of the law any advantage over their
fellow-citizens, then the most sacred principle of democracy is violated. On the other
hand, a community in which no man or no group of men are granted by law any
advantage over their fellow-citizens is the type of the perfect and fruitful democratic
state. Society is organized politically for the benefit of all the people. Such an
organization may permit radical differences among individuals in the opportunities and
possessions they actually enjoy; but no man would be able to impute his own success
or failure to the legal framework of society. Every citizen would be getting a “Square
Deal.”

Such is the idea of the democratic state, which the majority of good Americans believe
to be entirely satisfactory. It should endure indefinitely, because it seeks to satisfy every
interest essential to associated life. The interest of the individual is protected, because
of the liberties he securely enjoys. The general social interest is equally well protected,
because the liberties enjoyed by one or by a few are enjoyed by all. Thus the individual
and the social interests are automatically harmonized. The virile democrat in pursuing
his own interest “under the law” is contributing effectively to the interest of society, while
the social interest consists precisely in the promotion of these individual interests, in so
far as they can be equally exercised. The divergent demands of the individual and the
social interest can be reconciled by grafting the principle of equality on the thrifty tree of
individual rights, and the ripe fruit thereof can be gathered merely by shaking the tree.

It must be immediately admitted, also, that the principle of equal rights, like the principle
of ultimate popular political responsibility is the expression of an essential aspect of
democracy. There is no room for permanent legal privileges in a democratic state.
Such privileges may be and frequently are defended on many excellent grounds. They
may unquestionably contribute for a time to social and economic efficiency and to
individual independence. But whatever advantage may be derived from such
permanent discriminations must be abandoned by a democracy. It cannot afford to give
any one class of its citizens a permanent advantage or to others a permanent
grievance. It ceases to be a democracy, just as soon as any permanent privileges are
conferred by its institutions or its laws; and this equality of right and absence of
permanent privilege is the expression of a fundamental social interest.
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But the principle of equal rights, like the principle of ultimate popular political
responsibility, is not sufficient; and because of its insufficiency results in certain
dangerous ambiguities and self-contradictions. American political thinkers have always
repudiated the idea that by equality of rights they meant anything like equality of
performance or power. The utmost varieties of individual power and ability are bound to
exist and are bound to bring about many different levels of individual achievement.
Democracy both recognizes the right of the individual to use his powers to the utmost,
and encourages him to do so by offering a fair field and, in cases of success, an
abundant reward. The democratic principle requires an equal start in the race, while
expecting at the same time an unequal finish. But Americans who talk in this way seem
wholly blind to the fact that under a legal system which holds private property sacred
there may be equal rights, but there cannot possibly be any equal opportunities for
exercising such rights. The chance which the individual has to compete with his fellows
and take a prize in the race is vitally affected by material conditions over which he has
no control. Itis as if the competitor in a Marathon cross country run were denied proper
nourishment or proper training, and was obliged to toe the mark against rivals who had
every benefit of food and discipline. Under such conditions he is not as badly off as if
he were entirely excluded from the race. With the aid of exceptional strength and
intelligence he may overcome the odds against him and win out. But it would be absurd
to claim, because all the rivals toed the same mark, that a man'’s victory or defeat
depended exclusively on his own efforts. Those who have enjoyed the benefits of
wealth and thorough education start with an advantage which can be overcome only in
very exceptional men,—men so exceptional, in fact, that the average competitor without
such benefits feels himself disqualified for the contest.

Because of the ambiguity indicated above, different people with different interests, all of
them good patriotic Americans, draw very different inferences from the doctrine of equal
rights. The man of conservative ideas and interests means by the rights, which are to
be equally exercised, only those rights which are defined and protected by the law—the
more fundamental of which are the rights to personal freedom and to private property.
The man of radical ideas, on the other hand, observing, as he may very clearly, that
these equal rights cannot possibly be made really equivalent to equal opportunities,
bases upon the same doctrine a more or less drastic criticism of the existing economic
and social order and sometimes of the motives of its beneficiaries and conservators.
The same principle, differently interpreted, is the foundation of American political
orthodoxy and American political heterodoxy. The same measure of reforming
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legislation, such as the new Inter-state Commerce Law, seems to one party a wholly
inadequate attempt to make the exercise of individual rights a little more equal, while it
seems to others an egregious violation of the principle itself. What with reforming
legislation on the one hand and the lack of it on the other, the once sweet air of the
American political mansion is soured by complaints. Privileges and discriminations
seem to lurk in every political and economic corner. The “people” are appealing to the
state to protect them against the usurpations of the corporations and the Bosses. The
government is appealing to the courts to protect the shippers against the railroads. The
corporations are appealing to the Federal courts to protect them from the unfair
treatment of state legislatures. Employers are fighting trades-unionism, because it
denies equal rights to their employers. The unionists are entreating public opinion to
protect them against the unfairness of “government by injunction.” To the free trader the
whole protectionist system seems a flagrant discrimination on behalf of a certain portion
of the community. Everybody seems to be clamoring for a “Square Deal” but nobody
seems to be getting it.

The ambiguity of the principle of equal rights and the resulting confusion of counsel are
so obvious that there must be some good reason for their apparently unsuspected
existence. The truth is that Americans have not readjusted their political ideas to the
teaching of their political and economic experience. For a couple of generations after
Jefferson had established the doctrine of equal rights as the fundamental principle of
the American democracy, the ambiguity resident in the application of the doctrine was
concealed. The Jacksonian Democrats, for instance, who were constantly nosing the
ground for a scent of unfair treatment, could discover no example of political privileges,
except the continued retention of their offices by experienced public servants; and the
only case of economic privilege of which they were certain was that of the National
Bank. The fact is, of course, that the great majority of Americans were getting a
“Square Deal” as long as the economic opportunities of a new country had not been
developed and appropriated. Individual and social interest did substantially coincide as
long as so many opportunities were open to the poor and untrained man, and as long as
the public interest demanded first of all the utmost celerity of economic development.
But, as we have seen in a preceding chapter, the economic development of the country
resulted inevitably in a condition which demanded on the part of the successful
competitor either increasing capital, improved training, or a larger amount of ability and
energy. With the advent of comparative economic and social maturity, the exercise of
certain legal rights became substantially equivalent to the exercise of a privilege; and if
equality of opportunity was to be maintained, it could not be done by virtue of non-
interference. The demands of the “Higher Law” began to diverge from the results of the
actual legal system.
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Public opinion is, of course, extremely loth to admit that there exists any such
divergence of individual and social interest, or any such contradiction in the fundamental
American principle. Reformers no less than conservatives have been doggedly
determined to place some other interpretation upon the generally recognized abuses;
and the interpretation on which they have fastened is that some of the victors have
captured too many prizes, because they did not play fair. There is just enough truth in
this interpretation to make it plausible, although, as we have seen, the most flagrant
examples of apparent cheating were due as much to equivocal rules as to any
fraudulent intention. But orthodox public opinion is obliged by the necessities of its own
situation to exaggerate the truth of its favorite interpretation; and any such exaggeration
Is attended with grave dangers, precisely because the ambiguous nature of the principle
itself gives a similar ambiguity to its violations. The cheating is understood as
disobedience to the actual law, or as violation of a Higher Law, according to the
interests and preconceptions of the different reformers; but however it is understood,
they believe themselves to be upholding some kind of a Law, and hence endowed with
some kind of a sacred mission.

Thus the want of integrity in what is supposed to be the formative principle of
democracy results, as it did before the Civil War, in a division of the actual substance of
the nation. Men naturally disposed to be indignant at people with whom they disagree
come to believe that their indignation is comparable to that of the Lord. Men naturally
disposed to be envious and suspicious of others more fortunate than themselves come
to confuse their suspicions with a duty to the society. Demagogues can appeal to the
passions aroused by this prevailing sense of unfair play for the purpose of getting
themselves elected to office or for the purpose of passing blundering measures of
repression. The type of admirable and popular democrat ceases to be a statesman,
attempting to bestow unity and health on the body politic by prescribing more
wholesome habits of living. He becomes instead a sublimated District Attorney, whose
duty it is to punish violations both of the actual and the “Higher Law.” Thus he is figured
as a kind of an avenging angel; but (as it happens) he is an avenging angel who can
find little to avenge and who has no power of flight. There is an enormous discrepancy
between the promises of these gentlemen and their performances, no matter whether
they occupy an executive office, the editorial chairs of yellow journals, or merely the
place of public prosecutor; and it sometimes happens that public prosecutors who have
played the part of avenging angels before election, are, as Mr. William Travers Jerome
knows, themselves prosecuted after a few years of office by their aggrieved
constituents. The truth is that these gentlemen are confronted by a task which is in a
large measure impossible, and which, so far as possible, would be either disappointing
or dangerous in its results.
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Hence it is that continued loyalty to a contradictory principle is destructive of a
wholesome public sentiment and opinion. A wholesome public opinion in a democracy
Is one which keeps a democracy sound and whole; and it cannot prevail unless the
individuals composing it recognize mutual ties and responsibilities which lie deeper than
any differences of interest and idea. No formula whose effect on public opinion is not
binding and healing and unifying has any substantial claim to consideration as the
essential and formative democratic idea. Belief in the principle of equal rights does not
bind, heal, and unify public opinion. Its effect rather is confusing, distracting, and at
worst, disintegrating. A democratic political organization has no immunity from
grievances. They are a necessary result of a complicated and changing industrial and
social organism. What is good for one generation will often be followed by
consequences that spell deprivation for the next. What is good for one man or one
class of men will bring ills to other men or classes of men. What is good for the
community as a whole may mean temporary loss and a sense of injustice to a minority.
All grievances from any cause should receive full expression in a democracy, but,
inasmuch as the righteously discontented must be always with us, the fundamental
democratic principle should, above all, counsel mutual forbearance and loyalty. The
principle of equal rights encourages mutual suspicion and disloyalty. It tends to attribute
individual and social ills, for which general moral, economic, and social causes are
usually in large measure responsible, to individual wrong-doing; and in this way it
arouses and intensifies that personal and class hatred, which never in any society lies
far below the surface. Men who have grievances are inflamed into anger and
resentment. In claiming what they believe to be their rights, they are in their own
opinion acting on behalf not merely of their interests, but of an absolute democratic
principle. Their angry resentment becomes transformed in their own minds into
righteous indignation; and there may be turned loose upon the community a horde of
self-seeking fanatics—like unto those soldiers in the religious wars who robbed and
slaughtered their opponents in the service of God.

DEMOCRACY AND DISCRIMINATION

The principle of equal rights has always appealed to its more patriotic and sensible
adherents as essentially an impartial rule of political action—one that held a perfectly
fair balance between the individual and society, and between different and hostile
individual and class interests. But as a fundamental principle of democratic policy it is
as ambiguous in this respect as it is in other respects. In its traditional form and
expression it has concealed an extremely partial interest under a formal proclamation of
impartiality. The political thinker who popularized it in this country
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was not concerned fundamentally with harmonizing the essential interest of the
individual with the essential popular or social interest. Jefferson’s political system was
intended for the benefit only of a special class of individuals, viz., those average people
who would not be helped by any really formative rule or method of discrimination. In
practice it has proved to be inimical to individual liberty, efficiency, and distinction. An
insistent demand for equality, even in the form of a demand for equal rights, inevitably
has a negative and limiting effect upon the free and able exercise of individual
opportunities. From the Jeffersonian point of view democracy would incur a graver
danger from a violation of equality than it would profit from a triumphant assertion of
individual liberty. Every opportunity for the edifying exercise of power, on the part either
of an individual, a group of individuals, or the state is by its very nature also an
opportunity for its evil exercise. The political leader whose official power depends upon
popular confidence may betray the trust. The corporation employing thousands of men
and supplying millions of people with some necessary service or commodity may
reduce the cost of production only for its own profit. The state may use its great
authority chiefly for the benefit of special interests. The advocate of equal rights is
preoccupied by these opportunities for the abusive exercise of power, because from his
point of view rights exercised in the interest of inequality have ceased to be righteous.
He distrusts those forms of individual and associated activity which give any individual
or association substantial advantages over their associates. He becomes suspicious of
any kind of individual and social distinction with the nature and effects of which he is not
completely familiar.

A democracy of equal rights may tend to encourage certain expressions of individual
liberty; but they are few in number and limited in scope. It rejoices in the freedom of its
citizens, provided this freedom receives certain ordinary expressions. It will follow a
political leader, like Jefferson or Jackson, with a blind confidence of which a really free
democracy would not be capable, because such leaders are, or claim to be in every
respect, except their prominence, one of the “people.” Distinction of this kind does not
separate a leader from the majority. It only ties them together more firmly. It is an
acceptable assertion of individual liberty, because it is liberty converted by its exercise
into a kind of equality. In the same way the American democracy most cordially
admired for a long time men, who pursued more energetically and successfully than
their fellows, ordinary business occupations, because they believed that such familiar
expressions of individual liberty really tended towards social and industrial
homogeneity. Herein they were mistaken; but the supposition was made in good faith,
and it constitutes the basis of the Jeffersonian Democrat’s illusion in reference to his
own interest in liberty. He dislikes or ignores liberty, only when it looks in the direction of
moral and intellectual emancipation. In so far as his influence has prevailed, Americans
have been encouraged to think those thoughts and to perform those acts which
everybody else is thinking and performing.
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The effect of a belief in the principle of “equal rights” on freedom is, however, most
clearly shown by its attitude toward Democratic political organization and policy. A
people jealous of their rights are not sufficiently afraid of special individual efficiency and
distinction to take very many precautions against it. They greet it oftener with neglect
than with positive coercion. Jeffersonian Democracy is, however, very much afraid of
any examples of associated efficiency. Equality of rights is most in clanger of being
violated when the exercise of rights is associated with power, and any unusual amount
of power is usually derived from the association of a number of individuals for a
common purpose. The most dangerous example of such association is not, however, a
huge corporation or a labor union; it is the state. The state cannot be bound hand and
foot by the law, as can a corporation, because it necessarily possesses some powers of
legislation; and the power to legislate inevitably escapes the limitation of the principle of
equal rights. The power to legislate implies the power to discriminate; and the best way
consequently for a good democracy of equal rights to avoid the danger of discrimination
will be to organize the state so that its power for ill will be rigidly restricted. The possible
preferential interference on the part of a strong and efficient government must be
checked by making the government feeble and devoid of independence. The less
independent and efficient the several departments of the government are permitted to
become, the less likely that the government as a whole will use its power for anything
but a really popular purpose.

In the foregoing type of political organization, which has been very much favored by the
American democracy, the freedom of the official political leader is sacrificed for the
benefit of the supposed freedom of that class of equalized individuals known as the
“people,” but by the “people” Jefferson and his followers have never meant all the
people or the people as a whole. They have meant a sort of apotheosized majority—-
the people in so far as they could be generalized and reduced to an average. The
interests of this class were conceived as inimical to any discrimination which tended to
select peculiarly efficient individuals or those who were peculiarly capable of social
service. The system of equal rights, particularly in its economic and political application
has worked for the benefit of such a class, but rather in its effect upon American
intelligence and morals, than in its effect upon American political and economic
development. The system, that is, has only partly served the purpose of its founder and
his followers, and it has failed because it did not bring with it any machinery adequate
even to its own insipid and barren purposes. Even the meager social interest which
Jefferson concealed under cover of his demand for equal rights could not be promoted
without
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some effective organ of social responsibility; and the Democrats of to-day are obliged,
as we have seen, to invoke the action of the central government to destroy those
economic discriminations which its former inaction had encouraged. But even so the
traditional democracy still retains its dislike of centralized and socialized responsibility.
It consents to use the machinery of the government only for a negative or destructive
object. Such must always be the case as long as it remains true to its fundamental
principle. That principle defines the social interest merely in the terms of an
indiscriminate individualism—uwhich is the one kind of individualism murderous to both
the essential individual and the essential social interest.

The net result has been that wherever the attempt to discriminate in favor of the
average or indiscriminate individual has succeeded, it has succeeded at the expense of
individual liberty, efficiency, and distinction; but it has more often failed than succeeded.
Whenever the exceptional individual has been given any genuine liberty, he has
inevitably conquered. That is the whole meaning of the process of economic and social
development traced in certain preceding chapters. The strong and capable men not
only conquer, but they seek to perpetuate their conquests by occupying all the strategic
points in the economic and political battle-field—whereby they obtain certain more or
less permanent advantages over their fellow-democrats. Thus in so far as the equal
rights are freely exercised, they are bound to result in inequalities; and these
inequalities are bound to make for their own perpetuation, and so to provoke still further
discrimination. Wherever the principle has been allowed to mean what it seems to
mean, it has determined and encouraged its own violation. The marriage which it is
supposed to consecrate between liberty and equality gives birth to unnatural children,
whose nature it is to devour one or the other of their parents.

The only way in which the thorough-going adherent of the principle of equal rights can
treat these tendencies to discrimination, when they develop, is rigidly to repress them;
and this tendency to repression is now beginning to take possession of those Americans
who represent the pure Democratic tradition. They propose to crush out the chief
examples of effective individual and associated action, which their system of democracy
has encouraged to develop. They propose frankly to destroy, so far as possible, the
economic organization which has been built up under stress of competitive conditions;
and by assuming such an attitude they have fallen away even from the pretense of
impatrtiality, and have come out as frankly representative of a class interest. But even to
assert this class interest efficiently they have been obliged to abandon, in fact if not in
word, their correlative principle of national irresponsibility. Whatever the national
interest may be, it is not to be asserted by the political practice of non-interference. The
hope of automatic democratic fulfillment must be abandoned. The national government
must stop in and discriminate; but it must discriminate, not on behalf of liberty and the
special individual, but on behalf of equality and the average man.
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Thus the Jeffersonian principle of national irresponsibility can no longer be maintained
by those Democrats who sincerely believe that the inequalities of power generated in
the American economic and political system are dangerous to the integrity of the
democratic state. To this extent really sincere followers of Jefferson are obliged to admit
the superior political wisdom of Hamilton’s principle of national responsibility, and once
they have made this admission, they have implicitly abandoned their contention that the
doctrine of equal rights is a sufficient principle of democratic political action. They have
implicitly accepted the idea that the public interest is to be asserted, not merely by
equalizing individual rights, but by controlling individuals in the exercise of those rights.
The national public interest has to be affirmed by positive and aggressive fiction. The
nation has to have a will and a policy as well as the individual; and this policy can no
longer be confined to the merely negative task of keeping individual rights from
becoming in any way privileged.

The arduous and responsible political task which a nation in its collective capacity must
seek to perform is that of selecting among the various prevailing ways of exercising
individual rights those which contribute to national perpetuity and integrity. Such
selection implies some interference with the natural course of popular notion; and that
interference is always costly and may be harmful either to the individual or the social
interest must be frankly admitted. He would be a foolish Hamiltonian who would claim
that a state, no matter how efficiently organized and ably managed, will not make
serious and perhaps enduring mistakes; but he can answer that inaction and
irresponsibility are more costly and dangerous than intelligent and responsible
interference. The practice of non-interference is just as selective in its effects as the
practice of state interference. It means merely that the nation is willing to accept the
results of natural selection instead of preferring to substitute the results of artificial
selection. In one way or another a nation is bound to recognize the results of selection.
The Hamiltonian principle of national responsibility recognizes the inevitability of
selection; and since it is inevitable, is not afraid to interfere on behalf of the selection of
the really fittest. If a selective policy is pursued in good faith and with sufficient
intelligence, the nation will at least be learning from its mistakes. It should find out
gradually the kind and method of selection, which is most desirable, and how far
selection by non-interference is to be preferred to active selection.
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As a matter of fact the American democracy both in its central and in its local
governments has always practiced both methods of selection. The state governments
have sedulously indulged in a kind of interference conspicuous both for its activity and
its inefficiency. The Federal government, on the other hand, has been permitted to
interfere very much less; but even during the palmiest days of national irresponsibility it
did not altogether escape active intervention. A protective tariff is, of course, a plain
case of preferential class legislation, and so was the original Inter-state Commerce Act.
They were designed to substitute artificial preferences for those effected by unregulated
individual action, on the ground that the proposed modification of the natural course of
trade would contribute to the general economic prosperity. No less preferential in
purpose are the measures of reform recently enacted by the central government. The
amended Inter-state Commerce Law largely increases the power of possible
discrimination possessed by the Federal Commission. The Pure Food Bill forbids many
practices, which have arisen in connection with the manufacture of food products, and
discriminates against the perpetrators of such practices. Factory legislation or laws
regulating the hours of labor have a similar meaning and justification. It is not too much
to say that substantially all the industrial legislation, demanded by the “people” both
here and abroad and passed in the popular interest, has been based essentially on
class discrimination.

The situation which these laws are supposed to meet is always the same. A certain
number of individuals enjoy, in the beginning, equal opportunities to perform certain
acts; and in the competition resulting there from some of these individuals or
associations obtain advantages over their competitors, or over their fellow-citizens
whom they employ or serve. Sometimes these advantages and the practices whereby
they are obtained are profitable to a larger number of people than they injure.
Sometimes the reverse is true. In either event the state is usually asked to interfere by
the class whose economic position has been compromised. It by no means follows that
the state should acquiesce in this demand. In many cases interference may be more
costly than beneficial. Each case must be considered on its merits. But whether in any
particular case the state takes sides or remains impartial, it most assuredly has a
positive function to perform on the promises. If it remains impartial, it simply agrees to
abide by the results of natural selection. If it interferes, it seeks to replace natural with
artificial discrimination. In both cases it authorizes discriminations which in their effect
violate the doctrine of “equal rights.” Of course, a reformer can always claim that any
particular measure of reform proposes merely to restore to the people a “Square Deal”;
but that is simply an easy and thoughtless way of concealing novel purposes under
familiar formulas. Any genuine measure of economic or political reform will, of course,
give certain individuals better opportunities than those they have been recently
enjoying, but it will reach this result only by depriving other individuals of advantages
which they have earned.
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Impartiality is the duty of the judge rather than the statesman, of the courts rather than
the government. The state which proposes to draw a ring around the conflicting
interests of its citizens and interfere only on behalf of a fair fight will be obliged to
interfere constantly and will never accomplish its purpose. In economic warfare, the
fighting can never be fair for long, and it is the business of the state to see that its own
friends are victorious. It holds, if you please, itself a hand in the game. The several
players are playing, not merely with one another, but with the political and social bank.
The security and perpetuity of the state and of the individual in so far an he is a social
animal, depend upon the victory of the national interest—as represented both in the
assurance of the national profit and in the domination of the nation’s friends. Itis in the
position of the bank at Monte Carlo, which does not pretend to play fair, but which
frankly promulgates rules advantageous to itself. Considering the percentage in its
favor and the length of its purse, it cannot possibly lose. It is not really gambling; and it
does not propose to take any unnecessary risks. Neither can a state, democratic or
otherwise, which believes in its own purpose. While preserving at times an appearance
of impatrtiality so that its citizens may enjoy for a while a sense of the reality of their
private game, it must on the whole make the rules in its own interest. It must help those
men to win who are most capable of using their winnings for the benefit of society.

CONSTRUCTIVE DISCRIMINATION

Assuming, then, that a democracy cannot avoid the constant assertion of national
responsibility for the national welfare, an all-important question remains as to the way in
which and the purpose for which this interference should be exercised. Should it be
exercised on behalf of individual liberty? Should it be exercised on behalf of social
equality? Is there any way in which it can be exercised on behalf both of liberty and
equality?

Hamilton and the constitutional liberals asserted that the state should interfere
exclusively on behalf of individual liberty; but Hamilton was no democrat and was not
outlining the policy of a democratic state. In point of fact democracies have never been
satisfied with a definition of democratic policy in terms of liberty. Not only have the
particular friends of liberty usually been hostile to democracy, but democracies both in
idea and behavior have frequently been hostile to liberty; and they have been justified in
distrusting a political regime organized wholly or even chiefly for its benefit. “La
Liberte,” says Mr. Emile Faguet, in the preface to his “Politiques et Moralistes du Dix-
Neuvieme Siecle’—*“La Liberte s’oppose a I'Egalite, car La Liberte est aristocratique par
essence. La Liberte ne se donne jamais, ne s’octroie jamais; elle se conquiert. Or ne
peuvent la conquerir que des groupes sociaux qui out su se donne la coherence,
I'organisation et la discipline et qui par consequent, sont des groupes aristocratiques.”
The fact that states organized exclusively or largely for the benefit of liberty are
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essentially aristocratic explains the hostile and suspicious attitude of democracies
towards such a principle of political action.
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Only a comparatively small minority are capable at any one time of exercising political,
economic, and civil liberties in an able, efficient, or thoroughly worthy manner; and a
regime wrought for the benefit of such a minority would become at best a state, in which
economic, political, and social power would be very unevenly distributed—a state like
the Orleans Monarchy in France of the “Bourgeoisie” and the “Intellectuals.” Such a
state might well give its citizens fairly good government, as did the Orleans Monarchy;
but just in so far as the mass of the people had any will of its own, it could not arouse
vital popular interest and support; and it could not contribute, except negatively, to the
fund of popular good sense and experience. The lack of such popular support caused
the death of the French liberal monarchy; and no such regime can endure, save, as in
England, by virtue of a somewhat abject popular acquiescence. As long as it does
endure, moreover, it tends to undermine the virtue of its own beneficiaries. The favored
minority, feeling as they do tolerably sure of their position, can scarcely avoid a habit of
making it somewhat too easy for one another. The political, economic, and intellectual
leaders begin to be selected without any sufficient test of their efficiency. Some sort of a
test continues to be required; but the standards which determine it drift into a condition
of being narrow, artificial, and lax. Political, intellectual, and social leadership, in order
to preserve its vitality needs a feeling of effective responsibility to a body of public
opinion as wide, as varied, and as exacting as that of the whole community.

The desirable democratic object, implied in the traditional democratic demand for
equality, consists precisely in that of bestowing a share of the responsibility and the
benefits, derived from political and economic association, upon the whole community.
Democracies have assumed and have been right in assuming that a proper diffusion of
effective responsibility and substantial benefits is the one means whereby a community
can be supplied with an ultimate and sufficient bond of union. The American democracy
has attempted to manufacture a sufficient bond out of the equalization of rights: but
such a bond is, as we have seen, either a rope of sand or a link of chains. A similar
object must be achieved in some other way; and the ultimate success of democracy
depends upon its achievement.

The fundamental political and social problem of a democracy may be summarized in the
following terms. A democracy, like every political and social group, is composed of
individuals, and must be organized for the benefit of its constituent members. But the
individual has no chance of effective personal power except by means of the secure
exercise of certain personal rights. Such rights, then, must be secured and exercised,;
yet when they are exercised, their tendency is to divide the community into divergent
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classes. Even if enjoyed with some equality in the beginning, they do not continue to be
equally enjoyed, but make towards discriminations advantageous to a minority. The
state, as representing the common interest, is obliged to admit the inevitability of such
classifications and divisions, and has itself no alternative but to exercise a decisive
preference on behalf of one side or the other. A well-governed state will use its power to
promote edifying and desirable discriminations. But if discriminations tend to divide the
community, and the state itself cannot do more than select among the various possible
cases of discrimination those which it has some reason to prefer, how is the solidarity of
the community to be preserved? And above all, how is a democratic community, which
necessarily includes everybody in its benefits and responsibilities, to be kept well
united? Such a community must retain an ultimate bond of union which counteracts the
divergent effect of the discriminations, yet which at the same time is not fundamentally
hostile to individual liberties.

The clew to the best available solution of the problem is supplied by a consideration of
the precise manner, in which the advantages derived from the efficient exercise of
liberties become inimical to a wholesome social condition. The hostility depends, not
upon the existence of such advantageous discriminations for a time, but upon their
persistence for too long a time. When, either from natural or artificial causes, they are
properly selected, they contribute at the time of their selection both to individual and to
social efficiency. They have been earned, and it is both just and edifying that, in so far
as they have been earned, they should be freely enjoyed. On the other hand, they
should not, so far as possible, be allowed to outlast their own utility. They must continue
to be earned. It is power and opportunity enjoyed without being earned which help to
damage the individual—both the individuals who benefit and the individuals who
consent—and which tend to loosen the ultimate social bond. A democracy, no less than
a monarchy or an aristocracy, must recognize political, economic, and social
discriminations, but it must also manage to withdraw its consent whenever these
discriminations show any tendency to excessive endurance. The essential wholeness
of the community depends absolutely on the ceaseless creation of a political, economic,
and social aristocracy and their equally incessant replacement.

Both in its organization and in its policy a democratic state has consequently to seek
two different but supplementary objects. It is the function of such a state to represent
the whole community; and the whole community includes the individual as well as the
mass, the many as well as the few. The individual is merged in the mass, unless he is
enabled to exercise efficiently and independently his own private and special purposes.
He must not only be permitted, he must be encouraged
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to earn distinction; and the best way in which he can be encouraged to earn distinction
is to reward distinction both by abundant opportunity and cordial appreciation.

Individual distinction, resulting from the efficient performance of special work, is not only
the foundation of all genuine individuality, but is usually of the utmost social value. In so
far as it is efficient, it has a tendency to be constructive. It both inserts some member
into the social edifice which forms for the time being a desirable part of the whole
structure, but it tends to establish a standard of achievement which may well form a
permanent contribution to social amelioration. It is useful to the whole community, not
because it is derived from popular sources or conforms to popular standards, but
because it is formative and so helps to convert the community into a well-formed whole.

Distinction, however, even when it is earned, always has a tendency to remain satisfied
with its achievements, and to seek indefinitely its own perpetuation. When such a
course is pursued by an efficient and distinguished individual, he is, of course, faithless
to the meaning and the source of his own individual power. In abandoning and
replacing him a democracy is not recreant to the principle of individual liberty. Itis
merely subjecting individual liberty to conditions which promote and determine its
continued efficiency. Such conditions never have been and never will be imposed for
long by individuals or classes of individuals upon themselves. They must be imposed
by the community, and nothing less than the whole community. The efficient exercise of
individual power is necessary to form a community and make it whole, but the duty of
keeping it whole rests with the community itself. It must consciously and resolutely
preserve the social benefit, derived from the achievements of its favorite sons; and the
most effective means thereto is that of denying to favoritism of all kinds the opportunity
of becoming a mere habit.

The specific means whereby this necessary and formative favoritism can be prevented
from becoming a mere habit vary radically among the different fields of personal
activity. In the field of intellectual work the conditions imposed upon the individual must
for the most part be the creation of public opinion; and in its proper place this aspect of
the relation between individuality and democracy will receive special consideration. In
the present connection, however, the relation of individual liberty to democratic
organization and policy can be illustrated and explained most helpfully by a
consideration of the binding and formative conditions of political and economic liberty.
Democracies have always been chiefly preoccupied with the problems raised by the
exercise of political and economic opportunities, because success in politics and
business implies the control of a great deal of physical power and the consequent
possession by the victors in a peculiar degree of both the motive and the means to
perpetuate their victory.
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The particular friends of freedom, such as Hamilton and the French “doctrinaires,” have
always believed that both civil and political liberty depended on the denial of popular
Sovereignty and the rigid limitation of the suffrage. Of course, a democrat cannot
accept such a conclusion. He should doubtless admit that the possession of absolute
Sovereign power is always liable to abuse; and if he is candid, he can hardly fail to add
that democratic favoritism is subject to the same weakness as aristocratic or royal
favoritism. It tends, that is, to make individuals seek distinction not by high individual
efficiency, but by compromises in the interest of useful popularity. It would be vain to
deny the gravity of this danger or the extent to which, in the best of democracies, the
seekers after all kinds of distinction have been hypnotized by an express desire for
popularity. But American statesmen have not always been obliged to choose between
Hamilton’s unpopular integrity and Henry Clay’s unprincipled bidding for popular favor.
The greatest American political leaders have been popular without any personal
capitulation; and their success is indicative of what is theoretically the most wholesome
relation between individual political liberty and a democratic distribution of effective
political power. The highest and most profitable individual political distinction is that
which is won from a large field and from a whole people. Political, even more than other
kinds of distinction, should not be the fruit of a limited area of selection. It must be open
to everybody, and it must be acceptable to the community as a whole. In fact, the
concession of substantially equal political rights is an absolute condition of any
fundamental political bond. Grave as are the dangers which a democratic political
system incurs, still graver ones are incurred by a rigidly limited electoral organization. A
community, so organized, betrays a fundamental lack of confidence in the mutual loyalty
and good faith of its members, and such a community can remain well united only at the
cost of a mixture of patronage and servility.

The limitation of the suffrage to those who are individually capable of making the best
use of it has the appearance of being reasonable; and it has made a strong appeal to
those statesmen and thinkers who believed in the political leadership of intelligent and
educated men. Neither can it be denied that a rigidly restricted suffrage might well
make in the beginning for administrative efficiency and good government. But it must
never be forgotten that a limited suffrage confines ultimate political responsibility, not
only to a number of peculiarly competent individuals, but to a larger or smaller class;
and in the long run a class is never to be trusted to govern in the interest of the whole
community. A democracy should encourage the political leadership of experienced,
educated, and well-trained men, but only on the express condition that their
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power is delegated and is to be used, under severe penalties, for the benefit of the
people as a whole. A limited suffrage secures governmental efficiency, if at all, at the
expense of the political education and training of the disfranchised class, and at the
expense, also, of a permanent and radical popular political grievance. A substantially
universal suffrage merely places the ultimate political responsibility in the hands of
those for whose benefit governments are created; and its denial can be justified only on
the ground that the whole community is incapable of exercising the responsibility. Such
cases unquestionably exist. They exist wherever the individuals constituting a
community, as at present in the South, are more divided by social or class ambitions
and prejudices than they are united by a tradition of common action and mutual loyalty.
But wherever the whole people are capable of thinking, feeling, and acting as if they
constituted a whole, universal suffrage, even if it costs something in temporary
efficiency, has a tendency to be more salutary and more formative than a restricted
suffrage.

The substantially equal political rights enjoyed by the American people for so many
generations have not proved dangerous to the civil liberties of the individual and, except
to a limited extent, not to his political liberty. Of course, the American democracy has
been absolutely opposed to the delegation to individuals of official political power,
except under rigid conditions both as to scope and duration; and the particular friends of
liberty have always claimed that such rigid conditions destroyed individual political
independence and freedom. Hamilton, for instance, was insistent upon the necessity of
an upper house consisting of life-members who would not be dependent on popular
favor for their retention of office. But such proposals have no chance of prevailing in a
sensible democracy. A democracy is justified in refusing to bestow permanent political
power upon individuals, because such permanent tenure of office relaxes oftener than it
stimulates the efficiency of the favored individual, and makes him attach excessive
importance to mere independence. The official leaders of a democracy should, indeed,
hold their offices under conditions which will enable them to act and think
independently; but independence is really valuable only when the officeholder has won
it from his own followers. Under any other conditions it is not only peculiarly liable to
abuse, but it deprives the whole people of that ultimate responsibility for their own
welfare, without which democracy is meaningless. A democracy is or should be
constantly delegating an effective share in this responsibility to its official leaders, but
only on condition that the power and responsibility delegated is partial and is
periodically resumed.
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The only Americans who hold important official positions for life are the judges of the
Federal courts. Radical democrats have always protested against this exception,
which, nevertheless, can be permitted without any infringement of democratic
principles. The peculiar position of the Federal judge is symptomatic of the peculiar
importance in the American system of the Federal Constitution. A senator would be less
likely to be an efficient and public-spirited legislator, in case he were not obliged at
regular intervals to prove title to his distinction. A justice of the Supreme Court, on the
other hand, can the better perform his special task, provided he has a firm and
permanent hold upon his office. He cannot, to be sure, entirely escape responsibility to
public opinion, but his primary duty is to expound the Constitution as he understands it;
and it is a duty which demands the utmost personal independence. The fault with the
American system in this respect consists not in the independence of the Federal
judiciary, but in the practical immutability of the Constitution. If the instrument which the
Supreme Court expounds could be altered whenever a sufficiently large body of public
opinion has demanded a change for a sufficiently long time, the American democracy
would have much more to gain than to fear from the independence of the Federal
judiciary.

The interest of individual liberty in relation to the organization of democracy demands
simply that the individual officeholder should possess an amount of power and
independence adequate to the efficient performance of his work. The work of a justice
of the Supreme Court demands a power that is absolute for its own special work, and it
demands technically complete independence. An executive should, as a rule, serve for
a longer term, and hold a position of greater independence than a legislator, because
his work of enforcing the laws and attending to the business details of government
demands continuity, complete responsibility within its own sphere, and the necessity
occasionally of braving adverse currents of public opinion. The term of service and the
technical independence of a legislator might well be more restricted than that of an
executive; but even a legislator should be granted as much power and independence as
he may need for the official performance of his public duty. The American democracy
has shown its enmity to individual political liberty, not because it has required its political
favorites constantly to seek reelection, but because it has since 1800 tended to refuse
to its favorites during their official term as much power and independence as is needed
for administrative, legislative, and judicial efficiency. It has been jealous of the power it
delegated, and has tried to take away with one hand what it gave with the other.
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Taking American political traditions, ideals, institutions, and practices as a whole, there
is no reason to believe that the American democracy cannot and will not combine
sufficient opportunities for individual political distinction with an effective ultimate popular
political responsibility. The manner in which the combination has been made hitherto is
far from flawless, and the American democracy has much to learn before it reaches an
organization adequate to its own proper purposes. It must learn, above all, that the
state, and the individuals who are temporarily responsible for the action of the state,
must be granted all the power necessary to redeem that responsibility. Individual
opportunity and social welfare both depend upon the learning of this lesson; and while it
is still very far from being learned, the obstacles in the way are not of a disheartening
nature.

With the economic liberty of the individual the case is different. The Federalists
refrained from protecting individual political rights by incorporating in the Constitution
any limitation of the suffrage; but they sought to protect the property rights of the
individual by the most absolute constitutional guarantees. Moreover, American practice
has allowed the individual a far larger measure of economic liberty than is required by
the Constitution; and this liberty was granted in the expectation that it would benefit, not
the individual as such, but the great mass of the American people. It has undoubtedly
benefited the great mass of the American people; but it has been of far more benefit to a
comparatively few individuals. Americans are just beginning to learn that the great
freedom which the individual property-owner has enjoyed is having the inevitable result
of all unrestrained exercise of freedom. It has tended to create a powerful but limited
class whose chief object it is to hold and to increase the power which they have gained;
and this unexpected result has presented the American democracy with the most
difficult and radical of its problems. Is it to the interest of the American people as a
democracy to permit the increase or the perpetuation of the power gained by this
aristocracy of money?

A candid consideration of the foregoing question will, | believe, result in a negative
answer. A democracy has as much interest in regulating for its own benefit the
distribution of economic power as it has the distribution of political power, and the
consequences of ignoring this interest would be as fatal in one case as in the other. In
both instances regulation in the democratic interest is as far as possible from meaning
the annihilation of individual liberty; but in both instances individual liberty should be
subjected to conditions which will continue to keep it efficient and generally serviceable.
Individual economic power is not any more dangerous than individual political power—-
provided it is not held too absolutely and for too long a time. But in both cases the
interest of the community as a whole should be dominant; and the interest of the whole
community demands a considerable concentration of economic power and
responsibility, but only for the ultimate purpose of its more efficient exercise and the
better distribution of its fruits.
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That certain existing American fortunes have in their making been of the utmost benefit
to the whole economic organism is to my mind unquestionably the fact. Men like Mr. J.
Pierpont Morgan, Mr. Andrew Carnegie, Mr. James J. Hill, and Mr. Edward Harriman
have in the course of their business careers contributed enormously to American
economic efficiency. They have been overpaid for their services, but that is irrelevant to
the question immediately under consideration. It is sufficient that their economic power
has been just as much earned by substantial service as was the political power of a
man like Andrew Jackson; and if our country is to continue its prosperous economic
career, it must retain an economic organization which will offer to men of this stamp the
opportunity and the inducement to earn distinction. The rule which has already been
applied to the case of political power applies, also, to economic power. Individuals
should enjoy as much freedom from restraint, as much opportunity, and as much
responsibility as is necessary for the efficient performance of their work. Opinions will
differ as to the extent of this desirable independence and its associated responsibility.
The American millionaire and his supporters claim, of course, that any diminution of
opportunity and independence would be fatal. To dispute this inference, however, does
not involve the abandonment of the rule itself. A democratic economic system, even
more than a democratic political system, must delegate a large share of responsibility
and power to the individual, but under conditions, if possible, which will really make for
individual efficiency and distinction.

The grievance which a democrat may feel towards the existing economic system is that
it makes only partially for genuine individual economic efficiency and distinction. The
political power enjoyed by an individual American rarely endures long enough to survive
its own utility. But economic power can in some measure at least be detached from its
creator. Let it be admitted that the man who accumulates $50,000,000 in part earns it,
but how about the man who inherits it? The inheritor of such a fortune, like the inheritor
of a ducal title, has an opportunity thrust upon him. He succeeds to a colossal
economic privilege which he has not earned and for which he may be wholly
incompetent. He rarely inherits with the money the individual ability possessed by its
maker, but he does inherit a “money power” wholly independent of his own qualifications
or deserts. By virtue of that power alone he is in a position in some measure to exploit
his fellow-countrymen. Even though a man of very inferior intellectual and moral caliber,
he is able vastly to increase his fortune through the information and opportunity which
that fortune bestows upon him, and without making any individual contribution to the
economic organization of the country. His power brings with it no personal dignity or
efficiency;
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and for the whole material and meaning of his life he becomes as much dependent
upon his millions as a nobleman upon his title. The money which was a source of
distinction to its creator becomes in the course of time a source of individual
demoralization to its inheritor. His life is organized for the purpose of spending a larger
income than any private individual can really need; and his intellectual point of view is
bounded by his narrow experience and his class interests.

No doubt the institution of private property, necessitating, as it does, the transmission to
one person of the possessions and earnings of another, always involves the inheritance
of unearned power and opportunity. But the point is that in the case of very large
fortunes the inherited power goes far beyond any legitimate individual needs, and in the
course of time can hardly fail to corrupt its possessors. The creator of a large fortune
may well be its master; but its inheritor will, except in the case of exceptionally able
individuals, become its victim, and most assuredly the evil social effects are as bad as
the evil individual effects. The political bond which a democracy seeks to create
depends for its higher value upon an effective social bond. Gross inequalities in wealth,
wholly divorced from economic efficiency on the part of the rich, as effectively loosen
the social bond as do gross inequalities of political and social standing. A wholesome
social condition in a democracy does not imply uniformity of wealth any more than it
implies uniformity of ability and purpose, but it does imply the association of great
individual economic distinction with responsibility and efficiency. It does imply that
economic leaders, no less than political ones, should have conditions imposed upon
them which will force them to recognize the responsibilities attached to so much power.
Mutual association and confidence between the leaders and followers is as much a part
of democratic economic organization as it is of democratic political organization; and in
the long run the inheritance of vast fortunes destroys any such relation. They breed
class envy on one side, and class contempt on the other; and the community is either
divided irremediably by differences of interest and outlook, or united, if at all, by
snobbish servility.

If the integrity of a democracy is injured by the perpetuation of unearned economic
distinctions, it is also injured by extreme poverty, whether deserved or not. A
democracy which attempted to equalize wealth would incur the same disastrous fate as
a democracy which attempted to equalize political power; but a democracy can no more
be indifferent to the distribution of wealth than it can to the distribution of the suffrage.

In a wholesome democracy every male adult should participate in the ultimate political
responsibility, partly because of the political danger of refusing participation to the
people, and partly because of the advantages
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to be derived from the political union of the whole people. So a wholesome democracy
should seek to guarantee to every male adult a certain minimum of economic power
and responsibility. No doubt it is much easier to confer the suffrage on the people than
it is to make poverty a negligible social factor; but the difficulty of the task does not
make it the less necessary. It stands to reason that in the long run the people who
possess the political power will want a substantial share of the economic fruits. A
prudent democracy should anticipate this demand. Not only does any considerable
amount of grinding poverty constitute a grave social danger in a democratic state, but
S0, in general, does a widespread condition of partial economic privation. The
individuals constituting a democracy lack the first essential of individual freedom when
they cannot escape from a condition of economic dependence.

The American democracy has confidently believed in the fatal prosperity enjoyed by the
people under the American system. In the confidence of that belief it has promised to
Americans a substantial satisfaction of their economic needs; and it has made that
promise an essential part of the American national idea. The promise has been
measurably fulfilled hitherto, because the prodigious natural resources of a new
continent were thrown open to anybody with the energy to appropriate them. But those
natural resources have now in large measure passed into the possession of individuals,
and American statesmen can no longer count upon them to satisfy the popular hunger
for economic independence. An ever larger proportion of the total population of the
country is taking to industrial occupations, and an industrial system brings with it much
more definite social and economic classes, and a diminution of the earlier social
homogeneity. The contemporary wage-earner is no longer satisfied with the economic
results of being merely an American citizen. His union is usually of more obvious use to
him than the state, and he is tending to make his allegiance to his union paramount to
his allegiance to the state. This is only one of many illustrations that the traditional
American system has broken down. The American state can regain the loyal adhesion
of the economically less independent class only by positive service. What the wage-
earner needs, and what it is to the interest of a democratic state he should obtain, is a
constantly higher standard of living. The state can help him to conquer a higher
standard of living without doing any necessary injury to his employers and with a
positive benefit to general economic and social efficiency. If it is to earn the loyalty of
the wage-earners, it must recognize the legitimacy of his demand, and make the
satisfaction of it an essential part of its public policy.
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The American state is dedicated to such a duty, not only by its democratic purpose, but
by its national tradition. So far as the former is concerned, it is absurd and fatal to ask a
popular majority to respect the rights of a minority, when those rights are interpreted so
as seriously to hamper, if not to forbid, the majority from obtaining the essential
condition of individual freedom and development—uviz. the highest possible standard of
living. But this absurdity becomes really critical and dangerous, in view of the fact that
the American people, particularly those of alien birth and descent, have been explicitly
promised economic freedom and prosperity. The promise was made on the strength of
what was believed to be an inexhaustible store of natural opportunities; and it will have
to be kept even when those natural resources are no longer to be had for the asking. It
is entirely possible, of course, that the promise can never be kept,—that its redemption
will prove to be beyond the patience, the power, and the wisdom of the American people
and their leaders; but if it is not kept, the American commonwealth will no longer
continue to be a democracy.

v

THE BRIDGE BETWEEN DEMOCRACY AND NATIONALITY

We are now prepared, | hope, to venture upon a more fruitful definition of democracy.
The popular definitions err in describing it in terms of its machinery or of some partial
political or economic object. Democracy does not mean merely government by the
people, or majority rule, or universal suffrage. All of these political forms or devices are
a part of its necessary organization; but the chief advantage such methods of
organization have is their tendency to promote some salutary and formative purpose.
The really formative purpose is not exclusively a matter of individual liberty, although it
must give individual liberty abundant scope. Neither is it a matter of equal rights alone,
although it must always cherish the social bond which that principle represents. The
salutary and formative democratic purpose consists in using the democratic
organization for the joint benefit of individual distinction and social improvement.

To define the really democratic organization as one which makes expressly and
intentionally for individual distinction and social improvement is nothing more than a
translation of the statement that such an organization should make expressly and
intentionally for the welfare of the whole people. The whole people will always consist
of individuals, constituting small classes, who demand special opportunities, and the
mass of the population who demand for their improvement more generalized
opportunities. At any particular time or in any particular case, the improvement of the
smaller classes may conflict with that of the larger class, but the conflict becomes
permanent and irreconcilable only when it is intensified by the lack of a really
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binding and edifying public policy, and by the consequent stimulation of class and
factional prejudices and purposes. A policy, intelligently informed by the desire to
maintain a joint process of individual and social amelioration, should be able to keep a
democracy sound and whole both in sentiment and in idea. Such a democracy would
not be dedicated either to liberty or to equality in their abstract expressions, but to liberty
and equality, in so far as they made for human brotherhood. As M. Faguet says in the
introduction to his “Politiques et Moralistes du Dix-Neuvieme Siecle,” from which | have
already quoted: “Liberte et Egalite sont donc contradictoires et exclusives I'une et
I'autre; mais la Fraternite les concilierait. La Fraternite non seulement concilierait la
Liberte et 'Egalite, mais elle les ferait generatrices I'une et I'autre.” The two
subordinate principles, that is, one representing the individual and the other the social
interest, can by their subordination to the principle of human brotherhood, be made in
the long run mutually helpful.

The foregoing definition of the democratic purpose is the only one which can entitle
democracy to an essential superiority to other forms of political organization.
Democrats have always tended to claim some such superiority for their methods and
purposes, but in case democracy is to be considered merely as a piece of political
machinery, or a partial political idea, the claim has no validity. Its superiority must be
based upon the fact that democracy is the best possible translation into political and
social terms of an authoritative and comprehensive moral idea; and provided a
democratic state honestly seeks to make its organization and policy contribute to a
better quality of individuality and a higher level of associated life, it can within certain
limits claim the allegiance of mankind on rational moral grounds.

The proposed definition may seem to be both vague and commonplace; but it none the
less brings with it practical consequences of paramount importance. The subordination
of the machinery of democracy to its purpose and the comprehension within that
purpose of the higher interests both of the individual and society, is not only exclusive of
many partial and erroneous ideas, but demands both a reconstructive programme and
an efficient organization. A government by the people, which seeks an organization and
a policy beneficial to the individual and to society, is confronted by a task as responsible
and difficult as you please; but it is a specific task which demands the adoption of
certain specific and positive means. Moreover it is a task which the American
democracy has never sought consciously to achieve. American democrats have always
hoped for individual and social amelioration as the result of the operation of their
democratic system; but if any such result was to follow, its achievement was to be a
happy accident. The organization and policy of a democracy should leave the individual
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and society to seek their own amelioration. The democratic state should never
discriminate in favor of anything or anybody. It should only discriminate against all sorts
of privilege. Under the proposed definition, on the other hand, popular government is to
make itself expressly and permanently responsible for the amelioration of the individual
and society; and a necessary consequence of this responsibility is an adequate
organization and a reconstructive policy.

The majority of good Americans will doubtless consider that the reconstructive policy,
already indicated, is flagrantly socialistic both in its methods and its objects; and if any
critic likes to fasten the stigma of socialism upon the foregoing conception of
democracy, | am not concerned with dodging the odium of the word. The proposed
definition of democracy is socialistic, if it is socialistic to consider democracy
inseparable from a candid, patient, and courageous attempt to advance the social
problem towards a satisfactory solution. It is also socialistic in case socialism cannot be
divorced from the use, wherever necessary, of the political organization in all its forms to
realize the proposed democratic purpose. On the other hand, there are some doctrines
frequently associated with socialism, to which the proposed conception of democracy is
wholly inimical; and it should be characterized not so much socialistic, as
unscrupulously and loyally nationalistic.

A democracy dedicated to individual and social betterment is necessarily individualist as
well as socialist. It has little interest in the mere multiplication of average individuals,
except in so far as such multiplication is necessary to economic and political efficiency;
but it has the deepest interest in the development of a higher quality of individual self-
expression. There are two indispensable economic conditions of qualitative individual
self-expression. One is the preservation of the institution of private property in some
form, and the other is the radical transformation of its existing nature and influence. A
democracy certainly cannot fulfill its mission without the eventual assumption by the
state of many functions now performed by individuals, and without becoming expressly
responsible for an improved distribution of wealth; but if any attempt is made to
accomplish these results by violent means, it will most assuredly prove to be a failure.
An improvement in the distribution of wealth or in economic efficiency which cannot be
accomplished by purchase on the part of the state or by a legitimate use of the power of
taxation, must be left to the action of time, assisted, of course, by such arrangements as
are immediately practical. But the amount of actual good to the individual and society
which can be effected at any one time by an alteration in the distribution of wealth is
extremely small; and the same statement is true of any proposed state action in the
interest of the democratic purpose.
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Consequently, while responsible state action is an essential condition of any steady
approach to the democratic consummation, such action will be wholly vain unless
accompanied by a larger measure of spontaneous individual amelioration. In fact, one
of the strongest arguments on behalf of a higher and larger conception of state
responsibilities in a democracy is that the candid, courageous, patient, and intelligent
attempt to redeem those responsibilities provides one of the highest types of
individuality—viz. the public-spirited man with a personal opportunity and a task which
should be enormously stimulating and edifying.

The great weakness of the most popular form of socialism consists, however, in its
mixture of a revolutionary purpose with an international scope. It seeks the abolition of
national distinctions by revolutionary revolts of the wage-earner against the capitalist;
and in so far as it proposes to undermine the principle of national cohesion and to
substitute for it an international organization of a single class, it is headed absolutely in
the wrong direction. Revolutions may at times be necessary and on the whole helpful,
but not in case there is any other practicable method of removing grave obstacles to
human amelioration; and in any event their tendency is socially disintegrating. The
destruction or the weakening of nationalities for the ostensible benefit of an international
socialism would in truth gravely imperil the bond upon which actual human association
is based. The peoples who have inherited any share in Christian civilization are
effectively united chiefly by national habits, traditions, and purposes; and perhaps the
most effective way of bringing about an irretrievable division of purpose among them
would be the adoption by the class of wage-earners of the programme of international
socialism. It is not too much to say that no permanent good can, under existing
conditions, come to the individual and society except through the preservation and the
development of the existing system of nationalized states.

Radical and enthusiastic democrats have usually failed to attach sufficient importance to
the ties whereby civilized men are at the present time actually united. Inasmuch as
national traditions are usually associated with all sorts of political, economic, and social
privileges and abuses, they have sought to identify the higher social relation with the
destruction of the national tradition and the substitution of an ideal bond. In so doing
they are committing a disastrous error; and democracy will never become really
constructive until this error is recognized and democracy abandons its former alliance
with revolution. The higher human relation must be brought about chiefly by the
improvement and the intensification of existing human relations. The only possible
foundation for a better social structure is the existing order, of which the contemporary
system of nationalized states forms the foundation.
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Loyalty to the existing system of nationalized states does not necessarily mean loyalty
to an existing government merely because it exists. There have been, and still are,
governments whose ruin is a necessary condition of popular liberation; and revolution
doubtless still has a subordinate part to play in the process of human amelioration. The
loyalty which a citizen owes to a government is dependent upon the extent to which the
government is representative of national traditions and is organized in the interest of
valid national purposes. National traditions and purposes always contain a large
infusion of dubious ingredients; but loyalty to them does not necessarily mean the
uncritical and unprotesting acceptance of the national limitations and abuses.
Nationality is a political and social ideal as well as the great contemporary political fact.
Loyalty to the national interest implies devotion to a progressive principle. It demands,
to be sure, that the progressive principle be realized without any violation of
fundamental national ties. It demands that any national action taken for the benefit of
the progressive principle be approved by the official national organization. But it also
serves as a ferment quite as much as a bond. It bids the loyal national servants to
fashion their fellow-countrymen into more of a nation; and the attempt to perform this
bidding constitutes a very powerful and wholesome source of political development. It
constitutes, indeed, a source of political development which is of decisive importance for
a satisfactory theory of political and social progress, because a people which becomes
more of a nation has a tendency to become for that very reason more of a democracy.

The assertion that a people which becomes more of a nation becomes for that very
reason more of a democracy, is, | am aware, a hazardous assertion, which can be
justified, if at all, only at a considerable expense. As a matter of fact, the two following
chapters will be devoted chiefly to this labor of justification. In the first of these chapters
| shall give a partly historical and partly critical account of the national principle in its
relation to democracy; and in the second | shall apply the results, so achieved, to the
American national principle in its relation to the American democratic idea. But before
starting this complicated task, a few words must be premised as to the reasons which
make the attempt well worth the trouble.

If a people, in becoming more of a nation, become for that very reason more of a
democracy, the realization of the democratic purpose is not rendered any easier, but
democracy is provided with a simplified, a consistent, and a practicable programme. An
alliance is established thereby between the two dominant political and social forces in
modern life. The suspicion with which aggressive advocates of the national principle
have sometimes regarded democracy would be shown to have only a conditional
justification; and the suspicion
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with which many ardent democrats have regarded aggressive nationalism would be
similarly disarmed. A democrat, so far as the statement is true, could trust the fate of
his cause in each particular state to the friends of national progress. Democracy would
not need for its consummation the ruin of the traditional political fabrics; but so far as
those political bodies were informed by genuinely national ideas and aspirations, it
could await confidently the process of national development. In fact, the first duty of a
good democrat would be that of rendering to his country loyal patriotic service.
Democrats would abandon the task of making over the world to suit their own purposes,
until they had come to a better understanding with their own countrymen. One’s
democracy, that is, would begin at home and it would for the most part stay at home;
and the cause of national well-being would derive invaluable assistance from the loyal
cooeperation of good democrats.

A great many obvious objections will, of course, be immediately raised against any such
explanation of the relation between democracy and nationality; and | am well aware that
these objections demand the most serious consideration. A generation or two ago the
European democrat was often by way of being an ardent nationalist; and a constructive
relation between the two principles was accepted by many European political

reformers. The events of the last fifty years have, however, done much to sever the
alliance, and to make European patriots suspicious of democracy, and European
democrats suspicious of patriotism. To what extent these suspicions are justified, | shall
discuss in the next chapter; but that discussion will be undertaken almost exclusively for
obtaining, if possible, some light upon our domestic situation. The formula of a
constructive relation between the national and democratic principles has certain
importance for European peoples, and particularly for Frenchmen: but, if true, it is of a
far superior importance to Americans. It supplies a constructive form for the progressive
solution of their political and social problems; and while it imposes on them
responsibilities which they have sought to evade, it also offers compensations, the
advantage of which they have scarcely expected.

Americans have always been both patriotic and democratic, just as they have always
been friendly both to liberty and equality, but in neither case have they brought the two
ideas or aspirations into mutually helpful relations. As democrats they have often
regarded nationalism with distrust, and have consequently deprived their patriotism of
any sufficient substance and organization. As nationalists they have frequently
regarded essential aspects of democracy with a wholly unnecessary and embarrassing
suspicion. They have been after a fashion Hamiltonian, and Jeffersonian after more of
a fashion; but they have never recovered from the initial disagreement between
Hamilton and Jefferson.
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If there is any truth in the idea of a constructive relation between democracy and
nationality this disagreement must be healed. They must accept both principles loyally
and unreservedly; and by such acceptance their “noble national theory” will obtain a
wholly unaccustomed energy and integrity. The alliance between the two principles will
not leave either of them intact; but it will necessarily do more harm to the Jeffersonian
group of political ideas than it will to the Hamiltonian. The latter’s nationalism can be
adapted to democracy without an essential injury to itself, but the former’s democracy
cannot be nationalized without being transformed. The manner of its transformation has
already been discussed in detail. It must cease to be a democracy of indiscriminate
individualism; and become one of selected individuals who are obliged constantly to
justify their selection; and its members must be united not by a sense of joint
irresponsibility, but by a sense of joint responsibility for the success of their political and
social ideal. They must become, that is, a democracy devoted to the welfare of the
whole people by means of a conscious labor of individual and social improvement; and
that is precisely the sort of democracy which demands for its realization the aid of the
Hamiltonian nationalistic organization and principle.

CHAPTER VIII

NATIONALITY AND DEMOCRACY; NATIONAL ORIGINS

Whatever the contemporary or the logical relation between nationality and democracy
as ideas and as political forces, they were in their origin wholly independent one of the
other. The Greek city states supplied the first examples of democracy; but their
democracy brought with it no specifically national characteristics. In fact, the political
condition and ideal implied by the word nation did not exist in the ancient world. The
actual historical process, which culminated in the formation of the modern national
state, began some time in the Middle Ages—a period in which democracy was almost
an incredible form of political association. Some of the mediaeval communes were not
without traces of democracy; but modern nations do not derive from those turbulent little
states. They derive from the larger political divisions into which Europe drifted during
the Dark Ages; and they have grown with the gradually prospering attempt to bestow on
the government of these European countries the qualities of efficiency and
responsibility.

A complete justification of the foregoing statements would require a critical account of
the political development of Western Europe since 400 B.C.; but within the necessary
limits of the present discussion, we shall have to be satisfied with the barest summary of
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the way in which the modern national states originated, and of the relation to democracy
which has gradually resulted from their own proper development. A
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great deal of misunderstanding exists as to the fundamental nature of a national as
compared to a city or to an imperial state, because the meaning of the national idea has
been obscured by the controversies which its militant assertion has involved. It has
been identified both with a revolutionary and a racial political principle, whereas its
revolutionary or racial associations are essentially occasional and accidental. The
modern national state is at bottom the most intelligent and successful attempt which has
yet been made to create a comparatively stable, efficient, and responsible type of
political association.

The primary objects sought in political association are internal order, security from
foreign attack, the authoritative and just adjustment of domestic differences and
grievances, and a certain opportunity for individual development; and these several
objects are really reducible to two, because internal order cannot be preserved among a
vigorous people, in case no sufficient opportunity is provided for individual development
or for the adjustment of differences and grievances. In order that a state may be
relatively secure from foreign attack, it must possess a certain considerable area,
population, and military efficiency. The fundamental weakness of the commune or city
state has always been its inability to protect itself from the aggressions of larger or more
warlike neighbors, and its correlative inability to settle its own domestic differences
without foreign interference. On the other hand, when a state became sufficiently large
and well organized to feel safe against alien aggression, it inevitably became the
aggressor itself; and it inevitably carried the conquest of its neighbors just as far as it
was able. But domestic security, which is reached by constant foreign aggression,
results inevitably in a huge unwieldy form of imperial political organization which is
obliged by the logic of its situation to seek universal dominion. The Romans made the
great attempt to establish a dominion of this kind; and while their Empire could not
endure, because their military organization destroyed in the end the very foundation of
internal order, they bequeathed to civilization a political ideal and a legal code of
inestimable subsequent value.

As long as men were obliged to choose between a communal or an imperial type of
political organization,—which was equivalent merely to a choice between anarchy and
despotism,—the problem of combining internal order with external security seemed
insoluble. They needed a form of association strong enough to defend their frontiers,
but not sufficiently strong to attack their neighbors with any chance of continued
success; and such a state could not exist unless its unity and integrity had some moral
basis, and unless the aggressions of exceptionally efficient states were checked by
some effective inter-state organization. The coexistence of such states demanded in its
turn
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the general acceptance of certain common moral ties and standards among a group of
neighboring peoples; and such a tie was furnished by the religious bond with which
Catholic Christianity united the peoples of Western Europe—a bond whereby the
disorder and anarchy of the early Middle Ages was converted into a vehicle of political
and social education. The members of the Christian body had much to fear from their
fellow-Christians, but they also had much to gain. They shared many interesting and
vital subjects of consultation; and even when they fought, as they usually did, they were
likely to fight to some purpose. But beyond their quarrels Catholic Christians comprised
one universe of discourse. They were somehow responsible one to another; and their
mutual ties and responsibilities were most clearly demonstrated whenever a peculiarly
unscrupulous and insistent attempt was made to violate them. As new and
comparatively strong states began to emerge from the confusion of the early Middle
Ages, it was soon found that under the new conditions states which were vigorous
enough to establish internal peace and to protect their frontiers were not vigorous
enough to conquer their neighbors. Political efficiency was brought to a much better
realization of its necessary limits and responsibilities, because of the moral and
intellectual education which the adoption of Christianity had imposed upon the Western
peoples.

One of the earliest examples of political efficiency in mediaeval Europe was the England
of Edward I, which had begun to exhibit certain characteristics of a national state. Order
was more than usually well preserved. It was sheltered by the Channel from foreign
attack. The interest both of the nobles and of the people had been considered in its
political organization. A fair balance was maintained among the leading members of the
political body, so that the English kings could invade France with united national armies
which easily defeated the incoherent rabble of knights and serfs whereby they were
opposed. Nevertheless, when the English, after the manner of other efficient states,
tried to conquer France, they were wholly unable to extinguish French resistance, as the
similar resistance of conquered peoples had so frequently been extinguished in classic
times. The French people rallied to a king who united them in their resistance to foreign
domination; and the ultimate effect of the prolonged English aggression was merely the
increasing national efficiency and the improving political organization of the French
people.

The English could not extinguish the resistance of the French people, because their
aggression aroused in Frenchmen latent power of effective association.
Notwithstanding the prevalence of a factious minority, and the lack of any habit or
tradition of national association, the power of united action for a common purpose was
stimulated by the threat of alien domination; and this latent power was unquestionably
the result

199



A

DX:I BOOKRAGS

Page 171

in some measure of the discipline of Christian ideas to which the French, in common
with the other European peoples, had been subjected. That discipline had, as has
already been observed, increased men’s capacity for fruitful association one with
another. It had stimulated a social relationship much superior to the prevailing political
relationship. It had enabled them to believe in an idea and to fight devotedly on its
behalf. Itis no accident, consequently, that the national resistance took on a religious
character, and in Jeanne d’Arc gave birth to one of the most fragrant figures in human
history. Thus the French national resistance, and the national bond thereby created,
was one political expression of the power of cooeperation developed in the people of
Europe by the acceptance of a common religious bond. On the other hand, the use
which the English had made of their precocious national organization weakened its
foundations. The aggressive exercise of military force abroad for an object which it was
incompetent to achieve disturbed the domestic balance of power on which the national
organization of the English people rested. English political efficiency was dependent
partly upon its responsible exercise; and it could not survive the disregard of domestic
responsibilities entailed by the expense in men and money of futile external aggression.

The history of Europe as it emerged from the Middle Ages affords a continuous
illustration of the truth that the increasing political efficiency of the several states was
proportioned to the exercise of their powers in a responsible manner. The national
development of the several states was complicated in the beginning by the religious
wars; but those peoples suffered least from the wars of religion who did not in the end
allow them to interfere with their primary political responsibilities. Spain, for instance,
whose centuries of fighting with the Moors had enormously developed her military
efficiency, used this military power solely for the purpose of pursuing political and
religious objects antagonistic or irrelevant to the responsibilities of the Spanish kings
towards their own subjects. The Spanish monarchy proclaimed as its dominant political
object the maintenance by force of the Catholic faith throughout Europe; and for three
generations it wasted the superb military strength and the economic resources of the
Spanish people in an attempt to crush out Protestantism in Holland and England and to
reinforce militant Catholicism in France. Upon Germany, divided into a number of petty
states, partly Protestant, and partly Catholic, but with the Imperial power exerted on
behalf of a Catholic and anti-national interest, the religious wars laid a heavy hand. Her
lack of political cohesion made her the prey of neighboring countries whose population
was numerically smaller, but which were better organized; and the end of the Thirty
Years’ War left her both despoiled and exhausted, because
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her political organization was wholly incapable of realizing a national policy or of
meeting the national needs. Great Britain during all this period was occupied with her
domestic problems and interfered comparatively little in continental affairs; and the
result of this discreet and sensible effort to adapt her national organization to her
peculiar domestic needs was in the eighteenth century an extraordinary increase of
national efficiency. France also emerged from the religious wars headed by a dynasty
which really represented national aspirations, and which was alive in some respects to
its responsibilities toward the French people. The Bourbon monarchy consolidated the
French national organization, encouraged French intellectual and religious life, and at
times sought in an intelligent manner to improve the economic conditions of the
country. For the first time in the history of continental Europe something resembling a
genuinely national state was developed. Differences of religious opinion had been
subordinated to the political and social interests of the French people. The crown, with
the aid of a succession of able ministers, suppressed a factious nobility at home, and
gradually made France the dominant European Power. A condition of the attainment of
both of these objects was the loyal support of the French people, and the alliance with
the monarchy, as the embodiment of French national life, of Frenchmen of ability and
purpose.

The French monarchy, however, after it had become the dominant power in Europe,
followed the bad example of previous states, and aroused the fear of its neighbors by a
policy of excessive aggression. In this instance French domineering did not stimulate
the national development of any one neighbor, because it was not concentrated upon
any one or two peoples. But it did threaten the common interests of a number of
European states; and it awakened an unprecedented faculty of inter-state association
for the protection of these interests. The doctrine of the Balance of Power waxed as the
result of this experience into a living principle in European politics; and it imposed an
effective check upon the aggression of any single state. France was unable to retain
the preponderant position which she had earned during the early years of the reign of
Louis XIV; and this mistake of the Bourbon monarchy was the cause of its eventual
downfall. The finances of the country were wrecked by its military efforts and failures,
the industrial development of the people checked, and their loyalty to the Bourbons
undermined. A gulf was gradually created between the French nation and its official
organization and policy.
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England, on the other hand, was successfully pursuing the opposite work of national
improvement and consolidation. She was developing a system of government which,
while preserving the crown as the symbol of social order, combined aristocratic
leadership with some measure of national representation. For the first time in centuries
the different members of her political body again began to function harmoniously; and
she used the increasing power of aggression thereby secured with unprecedented
discretion and good sense. She had learned that her military power could not be used
with any effect across the Channel, and that under existing conditions her national
interests in relation to the other European Powers were more negative than positive.
Her expansive energy was concentrated on the task of building up a colonial empire in
Asia and America; and in this task her comparative freedom from continental
entanglements enabled her completely to vanquish France. Her success in creating a
colonial empire anticipated with extraordinary precision the course during the nineteenth
century of European national development.

In contemplating the political situation of Europe towards the end of the eighteenth
century the student of the origin of the power and principle of nationality will be
impressed by its two divergent aspects. The governments of the several European
states had become tolerably efficient for those purposes in relation to which, during the
sixteenth century and before, efficiency had been most necessary. They could keep
order. Their citizens were protected to some extent in the enjoyment of their legal
rights. The several governments were closely associated chiefly for the purpose of
preventing excessive aggression on the part of any one state and of preserving the
Balance of Power. Unfortunately, however, these governments had acquired during the
turbulent era an unlimited authority which was indispensable to the fundamental task of
maintaining order, but which, after order had been secured, was sufficient to encourage
abuse. Their power was in theory absolute. It was an imitation of Roman Imperialism,
and made no allowance for those limitations, both in its domestic and foreign
expressions, which existed as a consequence of national growth and the international
system. Their authority at all times was keyed up to the pitch of a great emergency. It
was supposed to be the immediate expression of the common weal. The common weal
was identified with the security of society and the state. The security of the state
dictated the supreme law. The very authority, consequently, which was created to
preserve order and the Balance of Power gradually became an effective cause of
internal and external disorder. It became a source not of security, but of individual and
social insecurity, because a properly organized machinery for exercising such a power
and redeeming such a vast responsibility had not as yet been wrought.
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The rulers of the continental states in the eighteenth century explained and excused
every important action they took by what was called “La Raison d’Etat’—that is, by
reasons connected with the public safety which justified absolute authority and extreme
measures. But as a matter of fact this absolute authority, instead of being confined in its
exercise to matters in which the public safety was really concerned, was wasted and
compromised chiefly for the benefit of a trivial domestic policy and a merely dynastic
foreign policy. At home the exercise of absolute authority was not limited to matters and
occasions which really raised questions of public safety. In their foreign policies the
majority of the states had little idea of the necessary and desirable limits of their own
aggressive power. Those limits were imposed from without; and when several states
could combine in support of an act of international piracy, as in the case of the partition
of Poland, Europe could not be said to have any effective system of public law. The
partition of Poland, which France could and should have prevented, was at once a
convincing exposure of the miserable international position to which France had been
reduced by the Bourbons, and the best possible testimony to the final moral bankruptcy
of the political system of the eighteenth century.

THE IMPLICATIONS OF NATIONAL DEVELOPMENT

In 1789 the bombshell of the French Revolution exploded under this fabric of semi-
national and semi-despotic, but wholly royalist and aristocratic, European political
system. For the first time in the history of European nations a national organization and
tradition was confronted by a radical democratic purpose and faith. The two ideas have
been face to face ever since; and European history thereafter may, in its broadest
aspect, be considered as an attempt to establish a fruitful relation between them. In the
beginning it looked as if democracy would, so far as it prevailed, be wholly destructive of
national institutions and the existing international organization. The insurgent
democrats sought to ignore and to eradicate the very substance of French national
achievement. They began by abolishing all social and economic privileges and by
framing a new polity based in general upon the English idea of a limited monarchy,
partial popular representation, and equal civil rights; but, carried along by the
momentum of their ideas and incensed by the disloyalty of the king and his advisers and
the threat of invasion they ended by abolishing royalty, establishing universal suffrage
and declaring war upon every embodiment, whether at home or abroad, of the older
order. The revolutionary French democracy proclaimed a creed, not merely subversive
of all monarchical and aristocratic institutions, but inimical to the substance and the
spirit of nationality. Indeed it did not perceive any essential distinction between
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the monarchical or legitimist and the national principles; and the error was under the
circumstances not unnatural. In the European political landscape of 1793 despotic
royalty was a much more conspicuous fact than the centuries of political association in
which these monarchies had been developed. But the eyes of the French democrats
had been partially blinded by their own political interests and theories. Their democracy
was in theory chiefly a matter of abstract political rights which remitted logically in a sort
of revolutionary anarchy. The actual bonds whereby men were united were ignored. All
traditional authority fell under suspicion. Frenchmen, in their devotion to their ideas and
in their distrust of every institution, idea, or person associated with the Old Regime,
hacked at the roots of their national cohesion and undermined the foundations of social
order.

To a disinterested political philosopher of that day the antagonism between the principle
of political authority and cohesion, as represented by the legitimate monarchies, and the
principle of popular Sovereignty represented by the French democracy, may well have
looked irretrievable. But events soon proved that such an inference could not be drawn
too quickly. It is true that the French democracy, by breaking so violently the bonds of
national association, perpetuated a division between their political organization and the
substance of their national life, which was bound in the end to constitute a source of
weakness. Yet the revolutionary democracy succeeded, nevertheless, in releasing
sources of national energy, whose existence had never before been suspected, and in
uniting the great body of the French people for the performance of a great task. Even
though French national cohesion had been injured in one respect, French national
efficiency was temporarily so increased that the existing organization and power of the
other continental countries proved inadequate to resist it. When the French democracy
was attacked by its monarchical neighbors, the newly aroused national energy of the
French people was placed enthusiastically at the service of the military authorities. The
success of the French armies, even during the disorders of the Convention and the
corruption of the Directory, indicated that revolutionary France possessed possibilities of
national efficiency far superior to the France of the Old Regime.

Neither the democrats nor Napoleon had, in truth, broken as much as they themselves
and their enemies believed with the French national tradition; but unfortunately that
aspect of the national tradition perpetuated by them was by no means its best aspect.
The policy, the methods of administration, and the actual power of the Committee of
Public Safety and of Napoleon were all inherited from the Old Regime. Revolutionary
France merely adapted to new conditions the political organization and policy to which
Frenchmen had been accustomed; and the most serious indictment to be
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made against it is that its excesses prevented it from dispensing with the absolutism
which social disorder and unwarranted foreign aggression always necessitate. The
Revolution made France more of a nation than it had been in the eighteenth century,
because it gave to the French people the civil freedom, the political experience, and the
economic opportunities which they needed, but it did not heal the breach which the
Bourbons had made between the political organization of France and its legitimate
national interests and aspirations. France in 1815, like France in 1789, remained a
nation divided against itself,—a nation which had perpetuated during a democratic
revolution a part of its national tradition most opposed to the logic of its new political and
social ideas. It remained, that is, a nation whose political organization and policy had
not been adapted to its domestic needs, and one which occupied on anomalous and
suspected position in the European international system.

On the other hand, French democracy and Imperialism had directly and indirectly
instigated the greater national efficiency of the neighboring European states. Alliances
among European monarchs had not been sufficient to check the Imperial ambitions of
Napoleon, as they had been sufficient to check the career of Louis X1V, because behind
a greater general was the loyal devotion and the liberated energy of the French people;
but when outrages perpetrated on the national feelings of Germans and Spaniards
added an enthusiastic popular support to the hatred which the European monarchs
cherished towards a domineering upstart, the fall of Napoleon became only a question
of time. The excess and the abuse of French national efficiency and energy,
consequent upon its sudden liberation and its perpetuation of an illogical but natural
policy of national aggression, had the same effect upon Europe as English aggression
had upon the national development of France. Napoleon was crushed under a popular
uprising, comparable to that of the French people, which had been the condition of his
own aggrandizement. Thus, in spite of the partial antagonism between the ideas of the
French Revolutionary democracy and the principle of nationality the ultimate effect of
the Revolution both in France and in Europe was to increase the force and to enlarge
the area of the national movement. English national sentiment was enormously
stimulated by the strenuous wars of the Revolutionary epoch. The embers of Spanish
national feeling were blown into spasmodic life. The peoples of Italy and Germany had
been possessed by the momentum of a common political purpose, and had been stirred
by promises of national representation. Even France, unstable though its political
condition was, had lost none of the results of the Revolution for which it had fought in
the beginning; and if the Bourbons were restored, it was only on the implicit condition
that the monarchy should be nationalized. The Revolutionary democracy, subversive as
were its ideas, had started a new era for the European peoples of national and
international construction.
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Of course, it was by no means obvious in 1815 that a constructive national and
international principle had come to dominate the European political system. The Treaty
of Vienna was an unprincipled compromise among the divergent interests and claims of
the dominant Powers, and the triumphant monarchs ignored their promises of national
reform or representation. For one whole generation they resolutely suppressed, so far
as they were able, every symptom of an insurgent democratic or national idea. They
sought persistently and ingeniously to identify in Europe the principle of political integrity
and order with the principle of the legitimate monarchy. But obscurantist as were the
ideas and the policy of the Holy Alliance, the political system it established was an
enormous improvement upon that of the eighteenth century. Not only was the sense of
responsibility of the governing classes very much quickened, but the international
system was based on a comparatively moral and rational idea. For the first time in
European history a group of rulers, possessing in theory absolute authority and forming
an apparently irresistible combination, exercised this power with moderation. They did
not combine, as in the case of the partition of Poland, to break the peace and prey upon
a defenseless neighbor, but to keep the peace; and if to keep the peace meant the
suppression wherever possible of liberal political ideas, it meant also the renunciation of
aggressive foreign policies. In this way Europe obtained the rest which was necessary
after the havoc of the Revolutionary wars, while at the same time the principle on which
the Holy Alliance was based was being put to the test of experience. Such a test it
could not stand. The people of Europe were not content to identify the principle of
political order, whether in domestic or foreign affairs, with that of legitimate monarchy
and with the arbitrary political alignments of the Treaty of Vienna. Such a settlement
ignored the political forces and ideas which, while originating in Revolutionary France,
had none the less saved Europe from the consequences of French Revolutionary and
Imperial aggression.

Beginning in 1848, Europe entered upon another period of revolutionary disturbance,
which completely destroyed the political system of the Holy Alliance. At the outset these
revolutions were no more respectful of national traditions than was the French
Revolution; and as long as they remained chiefly subversive in idea and purpose, they
accomplished little. But after some unsuccessful experimentation, the new
revolutionary movement gradually adopted a national programme; and thereatfter, its
triumphs were many and varied. For the first time in political history the meaning of the
national principle began to be understood; and it became in the most explicit manner a
substantial and a formative political idea.
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The revolutionary period taught European statesmen and political thinkers that political
efficiency and responsibility both implied some degree of popular representation. Such
representation did not necessarily go as far as thorough-going democrats would like. It
did not necessarily transfer the source of political authority from the crown to the
people. It did not necessarily bring with it, as in France, the overthrow of those political
and social institutions which constituted the traditional structure of the national life. But
it did imply that the government should make itself expressly responsible to public
opinion, and should consult public opinion about all important questions of public policy.
A certain amount of political freedom was shown to be indispensable to the making of a
nation, and the granting of this amount of political freedom was no more than a
fulfillment of the historical process in which the nations of Europe had originated.

The people of Europe had drifted into groups, the members of which, for one reason or
another, were capable of effective political association. This association was not based
at bottom on physical conditions. It was not dependent on a blood bond, because as a
matter of fact the racial composition of the European peoples is exceedingly mixed. It
was partly conditioned on geographical continuity without being necessarily caused
thereby, and was wholly independent of any uniformity of climate. The association was
in the beginning largely a matter of convenience or a matter of habit. Those
associations endured which proved under stress of historical vicissitudes to be worthy of
endurance. The longer any particular association endured, the more firm it became in
political structure and the more definite in policy. Its citizens became accustomed to
association one with another, and they became accustomed to those political and social
forms which supplied the machinery of joint action. Certain institutions and ideas were
selected by the pressure of historical events and were capitalized into the effective local
political and social traditions. These traditions constituted the substance of the political
and social bond. They provided the forms which enabled the people of any group to
realize a joint purpose or, if necessary, to discuss serious differences. In their absence
the very foundation of permanent political cohesion was lacking. For a while the
protection of these groups against domestic and foreign enemies demanded, as we
have seen, the exercise of an absolute political authority and the severe suppression of
any but time-honored individual or class interests; but when comparative order had
been secured, a higher standard of association gradually came to prevail. Differences
of conviction and interest among individuals and classes, which formerly were
suppressed or ignored, could no longer be considered either as so dangerous to public
safety as to demand suppression or as so insignificant as to justify indifference.
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Effective association began to demand, that is, a new adjustment among the individual
and class interests, traditions, and convictions which constituted the substance of any
particular state; and such an adjustment could be secured only by an adequate
machinery of consultation and discussion. Cohesion could no longer be imposed upon
a people, because they no longer had any sufficient reason to submit to the discipline of
such an imposition. It had to be reached by an enlarged area of political association, by
the full expression of individual and class differences, and finally by the proper
adjustment of those differences in relation to the general interest of the whole
community.

As soon as any European state attained, by whatever means, a representative
government, it began to be more of a nation, and to obtain the advantages of a more
nationalized political organization. England’s comparative domestic security enabled
her to become more of a nation sooner than any of her continental neighbors; and her
national efficiency forced the French to cultivate their latent power of national
association. In France the government finally succeeded in becoming nationally
representative without much assistance from any regular machinery of representation;
but under such conditions it could not remain representative. One of its defects as a
nation to-day is its lack of representative institutions to which Frenchmen have been
long accustomed and which command some instinctive loyalty. Stimulated by French
and English example, the other European states finally understood that some form or
degree of popular representation was essential to national cohesion; and little by little
they have been grafting representative institutions upon their traditional political
structures. Thus the need of political and social cohesion was converted into a principle
of constructive national reform. A nation is more or less of a nation according as its
members are more or less capable of effective association; and the great object of a
genuinely national domestic policy is that of making such association candid, loyal, and
fruitful. Loyal and fruitful association is far from demanding mere uniformity of purpose
and conviction on the part of those associated. On the contrary it gains enormously
from a wide variety of individual differences,—but with the essential condition that such
differences do not become factious in spirit and hostile to the utmost freedom of
intercourse. But the only way of mitigating factiousness and misunderstanding is by
means of some machinery of mutual consultation, which may help to remedy
grievances and whose decision shall determine the political action taken in the name of
the whole community. The national principle, that is, which is precisely the principle of
loyal and fruitful political association, depends for its vitality upon the establishment and
maintenance of a constructive relation between the official political organization and
policy and the interests, the ideas, and the traditions of the people as a whole. The
nations of Europe, much as they suffered from the French Revolution and disliked it,
owe to the insurgent French democracy their effective instruction in this political truth.
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It follows, however, that there is no universal and perfect machinery whereby loyal and
fruitful national association can be secured. The nations of Europe originated in local
political groups, each of which possessed its own peculiar interests, institutions, and
traditions. Their power of fruitful national association depended more upon loyalty to
their particular local political tradition and habits than upon any ideal perfection in their
new and experimental machinery for distributing political responsibility and securing
popular representation. A national policy and organization is, consequently, essentially
particular; and, what is equally important, its particular character is partly determined by
the similarly special character of the policy and organization of the surrounding states.
The historical process in which each of the European nations originated included, as an
essential element, the action and reaction of these particular states one upon the other.
Each nation was formed, that is, as part of a political system which included other
nations. As any particular state became more of a nation, its increasing power of
effective association forced its neighbors either into submission or into an equally
efficient exercise of national resistance. Little by little it has been discovered that any
increase in the loyalty and fertility of a country’s domestic life was contingent upon the
attainment of a more definite position in the general European system; and that, on the
other hand, any attempt to escape from the limitations imposed upon a particular state
by the general system was followed by a diminished efficiency in its machinery of
national association.

The full meaning of these general principles can, perhaps, be best explained by the
consideration in relation thereto of the existing political condition of the foremost
European nations—Great Britain, France, and Germany. Each of these special cases
will afford an opportunity of exhibiting a new and a significant variation of the relation
between the principles of nationality and the principles of democracy; and together they
should enable us to reach a fairly complete definition of the extent to which, in
contemporary Europe, any fruitful relation can be established between them. What has
already been said sufficiently indicates that the effective realization of a national
principle, even in Europe, demands a certain infusion of democracy; but it also indicates
that this democratic infusion cannot at any one time be carried very far without impairing
the national integrity. How far, then, in these three decisive cases has the democratic
infusion been carried and what are the consequences, the promise, and the dangers of
each experiment?

NATIONALITY AND DEMOCRACY IN ENGLAND

209



A

DX:I BOOKRAGS

Page 181

It has already been observed that England was the first European state both in
mediaeval and modern times to reach a high degree of national efficiency. At a period
when the foreign policies of the continental states were exclusively but timidly dynastic,
and when their domestic organizations illustrated the disadvantages of a tepid
autocracy, Great Britain had entered upon a foreign policy of national colonial expansion
and was building up a representative national domestic organization. After several
centuries of revolutionary disturbance the English had regained their national balance,
without sacrificing any of the time-honored elements in their national life. The monarchy
was reconstituted as the symbol of the national integrity and as the crown of the social
system. The hereditary aristocracy, which was kept in touch with the commoners
because its younger sons were not noble and which was national, if not liberal, in spirit,
became the real rulers of England; but its role was supplemented by an effective though
limited measure of general representation. This organization was perfected in the
nineteenth century. Little by little the area of popular representation was enlarged, until
it included almost the whole adult male population; and the government became more
and more effectively controlled by national public opinion. As a result of this slowly
gathering but comprehensive plan of national organization, the English have become
more completely united in spirit and purpose than are the people of any other country.
The crown and the aristocracy recognize the limitations of their positions and their
inherited responsibilities to the gentry and the people. The commoners on their side are
proud of their lords and of the monarchy and grant them full confidence. It is a unique
instance of mutual loyalty and well-distributed responsibility among social classes,
differing widely in station, occupations, and wealth; and it is founded upon habit of joint
consultation, coupled, as the result of the long persistence of this habit, with an unusual
similarity of intellectual and moral outlook.

The result, until recently, was an exceptional degree of national efficiency; and in
scrutinizing this national efficiency the fact must be faced that the political success of
Great Britain has apparently been due, not merely to her adoption of the practice of
national representation, but to her abhorrence of any more subversive democratic
ideas. On the one hand, the British have organized a political system which is probably
more sensitively and completely responsive to a nationalized public opinion than is the
political system of the American democracy. On the other hand, this same nationalized
political organization is aristocratic to the core—aristocratic without scruple or
gualification. What is the effect of this aristocratic organization upon the efficiently and
fertility of the English political system? Has it contributed in the past to such efficiency?
Does it still contribute? And if so, how far?
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The power of the English aristocracy is no doubt to be justified, in part, by the admirable
service which has been rendered to the country by the nobility and the gentry. During
the eighteenth and a part of the nineteenth centuries the political leadership of the
English people was on the whole both efficient and edifying. During all this period their
continental competitors were either burdened with autocratic obscurantism or else were
weakened by civil struggles and the fatal consequences of military aggression. In the
meantime Great Britain pursued a comparatively tranquil course of domestic reform and
colonial and industrial expansion. She was the European Power whose political and
industrial energies were most completely liberated and most successfully used; and as
a conseqguence she naturally drifted into an extremely self-satisfied state of mind in
respect to her political and economic organization and policy. But during the last
guarter of the nineteenth century political and economic conditions both began to
change. The more important competing nations had by that time overcome their
internal disorders, and by virtue of their domestic reforms had released new springs of
national energy. Great Britain had to face much severer competition in the fields both of
industrial and colonial expansion; and during all of these years she has been losing
ground. Her expansion has not entirely ceased; but industrially she is being left behind
by Germany and by the United States, and her recent colonial acquisitions have been
attained only at an excessive cost. Inasmuch as she has succeeded in retaining her
relative superiority on the sea, she has maintained her special position in the European
political system; but the relatively greater responsibilities of the future coupled with her
relatively smaller resources make her future international standing dubious. It looks as
if there might be something lacking in the national organization and policy with which
Great Britain has been so completely content.

Many Englishmen recognize that their national organization has diminished in efficiency,
and they are considering various methods of meeting the emergency. But to an
outsider it does not look as if any remedy, as yet seriously proposed, was really
adequate. The truth is, that the existing political, social, and economic organization of
Great Britain both impairs and misleads the energy of the people. It was adequate to
the economic and political conditions of two generations ago, but it is at the present time
becoming more and more inadequate. It is inferior in certain essential respects to the
economic and political organization of Great Britain’s two leading competitors—-
Germany and the United States. It is lacking in purpose. It is lacking in brains. Itis
lacking in faith.

211



A

DX:I BOOKRAGS

Page 183

Just as Great Britain benefited enormously during a century and a half from her political
precocity, so she is now suffering from the consequences thereof. The political
temperament of her people, their method of organization, and their national ideals all
took form at a time when international competition for colonies and trade was not very
sharp, and when democracy had no philosophic or moral standing. At the beginning of
the eighteenth century the country was longing for domestic peace, and it was willing to
secure peace at any price save that of liberty. The leadership of the landed aristocracy
and gentry secured to the British people domestic peace and civil liberty, and in return
for these very great blessings they sold themselves to the privileged classes. These
privileged classes have probably deserved their privileges more completely than has the
aristocracy of any other country. They have been patriotic; they have shed their blood
and spent their money on what they believed to be the national welfare; they introduced
an honorable and an admirable esprit de corps into the English public service; and they
have been loyal to the great formative English political idea—the idea of liberty. They
have granted to the people from time to time as much liberty as public opinion
demanded, and have in this way maintained to the present day their political and social
prestige. But although they have been, on the whole, individually disinterested, they
have not been and they could not be disinterested as a class. Owning as they did much
of the land, they had as a class certain economic interests. Possessing as they did
certain special privileges, they had as a class certain political interests. These interests
have been scrupulously preserved, no matter whether they did or did not conflict with
the national interest. Their landed proprietorship has resulted in certain radical
inequalities of taxation and certain grave economic drawbacks. Their position as a
privileged class made them hospitable only to those reforms which spared their
privileges. But their privileges could not be spared, provided Englishmen allowed
rational ideas any decisive influence in their political life; and the consequence of this
abstention from ideas was the gradual cultivation of a contempt for intelligence, an
excessive worship of tradition, and a deep-rooted faith in the value of compromise. In
the interest of domestic harmony they have identified complacent social subserviency
with the virtue of loyalty, and have erected compromise into an ultimate principle of
political action.

The landed aristocracy and gentry of England have been obliged to face only one
serious crisis—the prolonged crisis occasioned by the transformation of Great Britain
from an agricultural to an industrial community. The way the English privileged classes
preserved their political leadership during a period, in which land was ceasing to be the
source of Great Britain’s economic prosperity, is an extraordinary
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illustration of their political tact and social prestige. But it must be added that their
leadership has been preserved more in name than in substance. The aristocracy
managed to keep its prestige and its apparent power during the course of the industrial
revolution, but only on condition of the abandonment of the substance thereof. The
nobility and the gentry became the privileged servants of the rising middle class. They
bought off their commercial and industrial conquerors with the concession of free trade,
because at the time such a concession did not seem to injure their own interests; and
they agreed to let the English business man practically dictate the national policy. In
this way they preserved their political and social privileges and have gradually so
identified the interests of the well-to-do middle class with their interest that the two have
become scarcely distinguishable. The aristocracy of privilege and the aristocracy of
wealth are absolutely united in their devotion to the existing political organization and
policy of the United Kingdom.

This bargain appeared to work very well for a while; but indications are accumulating
that a let-alone economic policy has not preserved the vitality of the British economic
system. The English farmer has lost ambition, and has been sacrificed to the industrial
growth of the nation, while the industrial growth itself no longer shows its former power
of expansion. The nation passed the responsibility for its economic welfare on to the
individual; and the individual with all his energy and initiative seems unable to hold his
own against better organized competition. Its competitors have profited by the very
qualities which Great Britain renounced when she accepted the anti-national liberalism
of the Manchester school. They have shown under widely different conditions the
power of nationalizing their economic organization; and in spite of the commission of
many errors, particularly in this country, a system of national economy appears to make
for a higher level of economic vitality than a system of international economy. “At the
present time,” says Mr. O. Elzbacher in his “Modern Germany,” “when other nations are
no longer divided against themselves, but have become homogeneous unified nations
in fact and nations in organization, and when the most progressive nations have
become gigantic institutions for self-improvement and gigantic business concerns on
cooeperative principles, the spasmodic individual efforts of patriotic and energetic
Englishmen and their unorganized individual action prove less efficient for the good of
their country than they were formerly.” The political leaders of England abandoned, that
is, all leadership in economic affairs and allowed a merely individualistic liberalism
complete control of the fiscal and economic policy of the country. The government
resigned economic responsibility at the very time when English economic interests
began to need vigilant protection and promotion; and as a consequence of this
resignation the English governing class practically surrendered its primary function.
What seemed to be an easy transferal to more competent shoulders of the national
responsibility for the economic welfare of the country has proved to be a betrayal of the
national interest.
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Fiscal reform alone will, however, never enable Great Britain to compete more
vigorously with either the United States or Germany. The diminished economic vitality
of England must be partly traced to her tradition of political and social subserviency,
which serves to rob both the ordinary and the exceptional Englishmen of energy and
efficiency. American energy, so far as it is applied to economic tasks, is liberated not
merely by the abundance of its opportunities, but by the prevailing idea that every man
should make as much of himself as he can; and in obedience to this idea the average
American works with all his might towards some special personal goal. The energy of
the average Englishman, on the other hand, is impaired by his complacent acceptance
of positions of social inferiority and by his worship of degrading social distinctions; and
even successful Englishmen suffer from a similar handicap. The latter rarely push their
business successes home, because they themselves immediately begin to covet a
place in the social hierarchy, and to that end are content with a certain established
income. The pleasure which the average Englishman seems to feel in looking up to the
“upper classes” is only surpassed by the pleasure which the exceptional Englishman
seems to feel in looking down on the “lower classes.” Englishmen have always
congratulated themselves because their nobility was not a caste; but the facts that the
younger sons of the peers are commoners, and that a distinguished commoner may
earn a peerage, only makes the poison of these arbitrary social discriminations the
more deadly. An Englishman always has a chance of winning an irrelevant but very
gratifying social and political privilege. He may by acceptable services of the ordinary
kind become as good as a lord. Some such ambition is nearly always the end to which
the energy of the successful Englishman is directed, and its particular nature hinders
him from realizing the special purpose of his own life with an unimpeded will.

The net result of the English system is to infect English social, political, military, and
industrial life with social favoritism, and the poison of the infection is only mitigated by
the condition that the “favorites” must deserve their selection by the maintenance of a
certain standard. This standard was formed a good many years ago when the
conditions of efficiency were not so exacting as they are to-day. At that time it was a
sufficiently high standard and made, on the whole, for successful achievement. It
demanded of the “favorite” that he be honest, patriotic, well-educated, gentlemanly,
courageous, and a “good sort,” but it wholly failed to demand high special training,
intense application, unremitting energy, or any exclusive devotion to one’s peculiar
work. If an Englishman comes up to the regular standard, he can usually obtain his
share of the good things of English life; but if he goes beyond, he falls under the social
disqualification
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of being abnormal and peculiar. The standard, consequently, is not now an efficient
standard; and it is frequently applied with some laxity to the members of the privileged
classes. A tacit conspiracy naturally exists among people in such a position to make it
easy for their associates, friends, and relatives. The props and chances offered to a
boy born into this class make the very most of his probably moderate deserts and
abilities, and in occupying a position of responsibility he inevitably displaces a more
competent substitute. In our own country the enjoyment of such political favors is
known as a “pull,” and is a popular but disreputable method of political advancement,
whereas in England the whole social, and a large part of the political, structure is
constituted on the basis of a systematic and hereditary “pull.” The spirit thereof is highly
honored in the most sacred precincts of English life. It is supported heartily and
unscrupulously by English public opinion, and its critics are few and insignificant.

When Englishmen come to understand the need of dissociating their national idea from
its existing encumbrances of political privilege and social favoritism, they will be
confronted by a reconstructive task of peculiar difficulty. The balance of the national life,
which has been so slowly and painfully recovered, will be endangered by the weakening
of any of its present supports. For centuries the existing system has been wrought with
the utmost patience and patriotism; and an Englishman may well shudder at the notion
of any essential modification. The good of the system is so mixed with the evil that it
seems impossible to extricate and eradicate the latter without endangering English
national cohesion. Their traditional faith in compromise, their traditional dread of ideas,
their traditional habit of acting first and reasoning afterwards, has made the English
system a hopelessly confused bundle of semi-efficiency and semi-inefficiency—just as it
has made the best English social type a gentleman, but a gentleman absolutely
conditioned, tempered, and supplemented by a flunky.

While the process of becoming more of a democracy may very well injure—at any rate
for a while—English national consistency, England’s future as a nation is compromised
by her fear of democracy. She has built her national organization on the idea that the
national welfare is better promoted by a popular loyalty which entails popular immobility,
than by the exercise on the part of the people of a more individual and less subservient
intellectual and moral energy. In so doing she has for the time being renounced one of
the greatest advantages of a national political and social organization—the advantage
of combining great popular energy with loyalty and fertility of association. No doubt
certain nations, because of their perilous international situation, may be obliged to
sacrifice the moral and economic individuality of the people to the demands of political
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security and efficiency. But Great Britain suffered from no such necessity. After the fall
of Napoleon, she was more secure from foreign interference than ever before in her
history; and she could have afforded, with far less risk than France, to identify her
national principle with the work of popular liberation and amelioration. As a matter of
fact, the logic of the reform movement which began in England soon after the Treaty of
Vienna, required the adoption by England either of more democracy or of less. The
privileged classes should either have fought to preserve their peculiar responsibility for
the national welfare, or else, if they were obliged to surrender their inherited leadership,
they should have also surrendered their political and social privileges. But Englishmen,
terrified by the disasters which French democratic nationalism had wrought upon
France, preferred domestic harmony to the perils of any radical readjustment of the
balance of their national life. The aristocracy and the middle classes compromised their
differences; and in the compromise each of them sacrificed the principle upon which the
vitality of its action as a class depended, while both of them combined to impose
subordination on the mass of the people.

Englishmen have, it is true, always remained faithful to their dominant political idea—the
idea of freedom, and the English political and economic system is precisely the example
of the ultimate disadvantage of basing national cohesion upon the application of such a
limited principle. This principle, as we have seen in the preceding chapter, always
operates for the benefit of a minority, whose whole object, after they have once won
certain peculiar advantages, is to secure their perpetuation. The wealthy middle class,
which at one time was the backbone of the Liberal party, has for the most part gone
over to the Conservatives, because its interest has become as much opposed to
political and economic egalitarianism as is that of the aristocracy: and the mass of the
English people, whose liberation can never be accomplished under the existing regime
of political and economic privilege, looks with complacency and awe upon the good time
enjoyed by their betters. Popular bondage is the price of national consistency. A
century of industrial expansion and over half a century of free trade has left the English
people miserably poor and contentedly hopeless; and in the future the people cannot
depend upon any increase even of the small share of the benefits of industrial
expansion, which they have hitherto obtained, because the national expansion is itself
proceeding at a much slower rate. The dole, which is now being accorded in the shape
of old-age pensions, may fairly be compared to the free transportation to their homes
with which the Bank of Monte Carlo assuages the feelings of its destitute victims. The
national organization and policy is so arranged that the majority must lose. The result
will be inevitably a diminution of the ability of the United Kingdom to hold its own in
competition with its economic and political rivals; and in all probability this pressure from
the outside will eventually force the English nation to reconsider the basis of its political
and economic organization and policy.
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DEMOCRACY AND NATIONALITY IN FRANCE

The recent history and the present position of France illustrate another phase of the
interdependence of the national and the democratic principles. The vitality of English
national life has been impaired by its identification with an inadequate and aristocratic
political principle. In France the effective vitality of the democracy has been very much
lowered by certain flaws in the integrity of French national life. France is strong where
England is weak and is weak where England is strong; and this divergence of
development is by no means accidental. Just because they were the first countries to
become effectively nationalized, their action and reaction have been constant and have
served at once to develop and distinguish their national temperaments. The English
invasions accelerated the growth of the French royal power and weakened domestic
resistance to its ambitions. The English revolutions of the seventeenth century made
the Bourbons more than ever determined to consolidate the royal despotism and to
stamp out Protestantism. The excesses of the French royal despotism brought as a
consequence the excesses of the Revolutionary democracy. The Reign of Terror in its
turn made Englishmen more than ever suspicious of the application of rational political
ideas to the fabric of English society. So the ball was tossed back and forth—the
national temperament of each people being at once profoundly modified by this action
and reaction and for the same cause profoundly distinguished one from the other. The
association has been more beneficial to France than to England, because the French,
both before and after the Revolution, really tried to learn something from English
political experience, whereas the English have never been able to discover anything in
the political experience of their neighbors, except an awful example of the danger of
democratic ideas and political and social rationalism.

The ideas of the French democracy were in the beginning revolutionary, disorderly, and
subversive of national consistency and good faith. No doubt the French democracy had
a much better excuse for identifying democracy with a system of abstract rights and an
indiscriminate individualism than had the American democracy. The shadow of the Old
Regime hung over the country; and it seemed as if the newly won civil and political
rights could be secured only by erecting them into absolute conditions of just political
association and by surrounding them with every possible guarantee. Moreover, the
natural course of the French democratic development was perverted by foreign
interference and a constant condition of warfare; and if the French nation had been
allowed to seek its own political salvation without interference, as was this English
nation, the French democracy might have been saved many an error and excess. But
whatever excuses
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may be found for the disorders of the French democracy, the temporary effect of the
democratic idea upon the national fabric was, undoubtedly, a rending of the roots of
their national stability and good feeling. The successive revolutionary explosions, which
have constituted so much of French history since 1789, have made France the victim of
what sometimes seem to be mutually exclusive conceptions of French national well-
being. The democratic radicals are “intransigeant.” The party of tradition and authority
is “ultramontane.” The majority of moderate and sensible people are usually in control;
but their control is unstable. The shadow of the Terror and the Commune hangs over
every serious crisis in French politics. The radicals jump to the belief that the interests
and rights of the people have been betrayed and that the traitors should be
exterminated. Good Frenchmen suffer during those crises from an obsession of
suspicion and fear. Their mutual loyalty, their sense of fair play, and their natural
kindliness are all submerged under a tyranny of desperate apprehension. The social
bond is unloosed, and the prudent bourgeois thinks only of the preservation of person
and property.

This aspect of the French democracy can, however, easily be over-emphasized and
usually is over-emphasized by foreigners. It is undoubtedly a living element in the
composition of the contemporary France; but it was less powerful at the time of the
Commune than at the time of the Terror, and is less powerful to-day than it was in 1871.
French political history in the nineteenth century is not to be regarded as a succession
of meaningless revolutions, born of a spirit of reckless and factious insubordination, but
as the route whereby a people, inexperienced in self-government, have been gradually
traveling towards the kind of self-government best fitted to their needs. It is entirely
possible that the existing Republic, modified perhaps for the purpose of obtaining a
more independent and a more vigorous executive authority, may in the course of time
give France the needed political and social stability. That form of government which
was adopted at the time, because it divided Frenchmen the least, may become the form
of government which unites Frenchmen by the strongest ties. Bismarck’s
misunderstanding of the French national character and political needs was well
betrayed when he favored a Republic rather than a Legitimist monarchy in France,
because a French Republic would, in his opinion, necessarily keep France a weak and
divided neighbor. The Republic has kept France divided, but it has been less divided
than it would have been under any monarchical government. It has successfully
weathered a number of very grave domestic crises; and its perpetuity will probably
depend primarily upon its ability to secure and advance by practical means the
international standing of France. The Republic has been obliged to meet a foreign peril
more prolonged and more dangerous than that which
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has befallen any French government since 1600. From the time of Richelieu until 1870,
France was stronger than any of her continental neighbors. Unless they were united
against her she had little to fear from them; and her comparative strength tempted her
to be aggressive, careless, and experimental in her foreign policy. That policy was
vacillating, purposeless, and frequently wasteful of the national resources. Eventually, it
compromised the international position of France. After 1871, for the first time in almost
three hundred years, the very safety of France in a time of peace became actively and
gravely imperiled. The third Republic reaped the fruit of all the former trifling with the
national interest of France and that of its neighbors; and the resulting danger was and is
so ominous and so irretrievable that it has made and will make for internal stability. If
the Republic can provide for French national defense and can keep for France the
position in Europe to which she is entitled, the Republic will probably endure. And in
that case it will certainly deserve to endure, because it will have faced and overcome
the most exacting possible national peril.

Even the most loyal friend of France can, however, hardly claim that the French
democracy is even yet thoroughly nationalized. It has done something to obtain
national cohesion at home, and to advance the national interest abroad; but evidences
of the traditional dissociation between French democracy and French national efficiency
and consistency are still plainly visible. Both the domestic and the foreign policies of the
Republic have of late years been weakened by the persistence of a factious and anti-
national spirit among radical French democrats.

The most dangerous symptom of this anti-national democracy is that an apparently
increasing number of educated Frenchmen are rebelling against the burdens imposed
upon the Republic by its perilous international position. They are tending to seek
security and relief, not by strengthening the national bond and by loyalty to the fabric of
their national life, but by personal disloyalty and national dissolution. The most extreme
of democratic socialists do not hesitate to advocate armed rebellion against military
service in the interest of international peace. They would fight their fellow-countrymen
in order to promote a union with foreigners. How far views of this kind have come to
prevail, an outsider cannot very well judge; but they are said to be popular among the
school teachers, and to have impaired the discipline of the army itself. Authoritative
French journals claim that France cannot afford to run the risk of incurring the ill-will of
Germany, even in a good cause, because the country is no longer sure of its military
efficiency. There is no present danger of this anti-nationalist democracy capturing
control of the French government, as did the revolutionary democracy at an earlier date;
but its existence is a source of weakness to a nation whose perilous international
situation requires the most absolute patriotic devotion on the part of her sons.
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Unfortunately, it is also true that the official domestic policy of the Republic is not
informed by a genuinely national spirit. Just as the English national interest demands
the temporary loosening of traditional bonds for the sake of securing national cohesion
at a smaller sacrifice of popular vitality, so, on the contrary, the French national interest
demands more of the English spirit of compromise for the sake of national consistency.
The wounds dealt to the integrity of French national life by the domestic conflicts of four
generations require binding and healing. The Third Republic has on the whole been
more national in its domestic policy than were any of the preceding French governments
for over two hundred years; but it has still fallen far short of its duty in that respect. The
healing of one wound has always been followed by the opening of another.
Irreconcilable differences of opinion still subsist; and they are rarely bridged or dissolved
by any fundamental loyalty of patriotic feeling. The French have as yet been unable to
find in their democracy any conscious ideal of mutual loyalty which provides a sufficient
substitute for a merely instinctive national tradition. They have not yet come to realize
that the success of their whole democratic experiment depends upon their ability to
reach a good understanding with their fellow-countrymen, and, that just in so far as their
democracy fails to be nationally constructive, it is ignoring the most essential condition
of its own vitality and perpetuity.

The French democracy is confronted by an economic, as well as a political, problem of
peculiar difficulty. The effects of the Revolution were no less important upon the
distribution of wealth in France than upon the distribution of political power. The people
came into the ownership of the land; and in the course of time the area of this
distribution has been increased rather than diminished. Furthermore, the laws under
which property in France is inherited have promoted a similarly wide distribution of
personal estate. France is a rich country; and its riches are much more evenly divided
than is the case in Great Britain, Germany, or the United States. There are fewer large
fortunes, and fewer cases of poverty. The average Frenchman is a small, but extremely
thrifty proprietor, who abhors speculation and is always managing to add something to
his accumulations; and the French economic system is adapted to this peculiar
distribution of wealth. The scarcity in France of iron and coal has checked the tendency
to industrial organization on a huge scale. The strength of the French industrial system
does not consist in the large and efficient use of machinery, but in its multitude of skilled
craftsmen and the excellence of their handiwork. In a system of this kind, labor
naturally receives a large percentage of the gross product, and a larger proportion of
wage-earners reach an independent economic position. At first sight it looks as if
France was something like a genuine economic democracy, and ought to escape the
evils which threaten other countries from an economic organization, in which
concentrated capital plays a more important part.
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But the situation is not without another and less favorable aspect. France, in becoming
a country of small and extremely thrifty property owners, has also become a country of
partial economic parasites with very little personal initiative and energy. Individual
freedom has been sacrificed to economic and social equality; and this economic and
social equality has not made for national cohesion. The bourgeois, the mechanic, and
the farmer, in so far as they have accumulated property, are exhibiting an extremely
calculating individualism, of which the most dangerous symptom is the decline in the
birth-rate. Frenchmen are becoming more than ever disinclined to take the risks and
assume the expense of having more than one or two children. The recent outbreak of
anti-militarism is probably merely another illustration of the increasing desire of the
French bourgeois for personal security, and the opportunity for personal enjoyment. To
a foreigner it looks as if the grave political and social risks, which the French nation has
taken since 1789, had gradually cultivated in individual Frenchmen an excessive
personal prudence, which adds to the store of national wealth, but which no more
conduces to economic, social, and political efficiency than would the incarceration of a
fine army in a fortress conduce to military success. A nation or an individual who wishes
to accomplish great things must be ready, in Nietsche’s phrase, “to lived angerously”—-
to take those risks, without which no really great achievement is possible; and if
Frenchmen persist in erecting the virtue of thrift and the demand for safety into the
predominant national characteristic, they are merely beginning a process of national
corruption and dissolution.

That any such result is at all imminent, | do not for a moment believe. The time will
come when the danger of the present drift will be understood, and will create its
sufficient remedy; and all good friends of democracy and human advancement should
hope and believe that France will retain indefinitely her national vitality. If she should
drift into an insignificant position in relation to her neighbors, a void would be created
which it would be impossible to fill and which would react deleteriously upon the whole
European system. But such a result is only to be avoided by the general recognition
among Frenchmen that the means which they are adopting to render their personal
position more secure is rendering their national situation more precarious. The fate of
the French democracy is irrevocably tied up with the fate of French national life, and the
best way for a Frenchman to show himself a good democrat is to make those sacrifices
and to take those risks necessary for the prestige and welfare of his country.

\'

THE RELATION OF GERMAN NATIONALITY TO DEMOCRACY
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The German Empire presents still another phase of the relation between democracy
and nationality, and one which helps considerably towards an understanding of the
varied possibilities of that relationship. The German national organization and policy
was wrought in a manner entirely different from that of either France or England. In the
two latter countries political freedom was conquered only as the result of successive
revolutions; and the ruling classes were obliged to recognize the source of these
political reformations by renouncing all or a large part of their inherited responsibilities.
In Germany, on the other hand, or rather in Prussia as the maker of modern Germany,
the various changes in the national organization and policy, which have resulted in the
founding of a united nation, originated either with the crown or with the royal
counselors. The Prussian monarchy has, consequently, passed through the
revolutionary period without abandoning its political leadership of the Prussian state. It
has created a national representative body; but it has not followed the English example
and allowed such a body to tie its hands; and it has remained, consequently, the most
completely responsible and representative monarchy in Europe.

Up to the present time this responsibility and power have on the whole been deserved
by the manner in which they have been exercised. German nationality as an efficient
political and economic force has been wrought by skillful and patriotic management out
of materials afforded by military and political opportunities and latent national ties and
traditions. During the eighteenth century the Prussian monarchy came to understand
that the road to effective political power in Germany was by way of a military efficiency,
disproportionate to the resources and population of the Kingdom. In this way it was
able to take advantage of almost every important crisis to increase its dominion and its
prestige. Neither was Prussian national efficiency built up merely by a well-devised and
practicable policy of military aggression. The Prussian monarchy had the good sense to
accept the advice of domestic reformers during its period of adversity, and so
contributed to the economic liberation and the educational training of its subjects. Thus
the modern German nation has been at bottom the work of admirable leadership on the
part of officially responsible leaders; and among those leaders the man who planned
most effectively and accomplished the greatest results was Otto von Bismarck.

* k k% %

It requires a very special study of European history after 1848 to understand how bold,
how original, how comprehensive, and how adequate for their purpose Bismarck’s ideas
and policy gradually became; and it requires a very special study of Bismarck’s own
biography to understand that his personal career, with all its transformations, exhibits an
equally remarkable integrity. The Bismarck of from 1848
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to 1851 is usually described as a country squire, possessed by obscurantist mediaeval
ideas wholly incompatible with his own subsequent policy. But while there are many
superficial contradictions between the country squire of 1848 and the Prussian Minister
and German Chancellor, the really peculiar quality of Bismarck’s intelligence was
revealed in his ability to develop a constructive German national policy out of the
prejudices and ideas of a Prussian “junker.” Bismarck, in 1848, was primarily an ardent
Prussian patriot who believed that the monarchy was divinely authorized to govern the
Prussian people, and that any diminution of this responsibility was false in principle and
would be baleful in its results. These ideas led him, in 1848, to oppose the constitution,
granted by Frederick William IV and to advocate the repression of all revolutionary
upheavals. He never essentially departed from these principles; but his experience
gradually taught him that they were capable of a different and more edifying
application. The point of view from which his policy, his achievements, and his career
can best be understood is that of a patriotic Prussian who was exclusively, intelligently,
and unscrupulously devoted to the welfare (as he conceived it) of his country and his
king. As a loyal Prussian he wished to increase Prussian influence among the other
German states, because that was the only way to improve her standing and greatness
as a European Power; and he soon realized that Austria constituted the great obstacle
to any such increase of Prussian influence. He and he only drew the one sufficient
inference from this fact. Inasmuch as Prussia’s future greatness and efficiency
depended absolutely on the increase of her influence in Germany, and inasmuch as
Austria barred her path, Prussia must be prepared to fight Austria, and must make every
possible provision, both diplomatic and military, to bring such a war to a successful
Issue. Such a purpose meant, of course, the abandonment of the policy which Prussia
had pursued for a whole generation. The one interest which Bismarck wanted the
Prussian government to promote was the Prussian interest, no matter whether that
interest meant opposition to the democracy or cooeperation therewith; and the
important point in the realization of this exclusive policy is that he soon found himself in
need of the help of the German democratic movement. His resolute and candid
nationalism in the end forced him to enter into an alliance with the very democracy
which he had begun by detesting.

It must be admitted, also, that he had in the beginning reason to distrust the Prussian
and the German democracy. The German radicals had sought to compass the
unification of Germany by passing resolutions and making speeches; but such methods,
which are indispensable accessories to the good government of an established national
community, were utterly incompetent to remove the obstacles to German unity. These
obstacles consisted in the
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particularism of the German princes, the opposition of Austria, and looming in the
background the possible opposition of France; and Bismarck alone thoroughly
understood that such obstacles could be removed by war and war only. But in order to
wage war successfully, a country must be well-armed; and in the attempt to arm Prussia
so that she would be equal to asserting her interests in Germany, Bismarck and the king
had to face the stubborn opposition of the Prussian representative assembly. Bismarck
did not flinch from fighting the Prussian assembly in the national interest any more than
he flinched under different circumstances from calling the German democracy to his

aid. When by this policy, at once bold and cautious, of Prussian aggrandizement, he
had succeeded in bringing about war with Austria, he fearlessly announced a plan of
partial unification, based upon the supremacy of Prussia and a national parliament
elected by universal suffrage; and after the defeat of Austria, he successfully carried this
plan into effect. It so happened that the special interest of Prussia coincided with the
German national interest. It was Prussia’s effective military power which defeated
Austria and forced the princes to abate their particularist pretensions. It was Prussia’s
comparatively larger population which made Bismarck insist that the German nation
should be an efficient popular union rather than a mere federation of states. And it was
Bismarck’s experience with the anti-nationalism “liberalism” of the Prussian assembly,
elected as it was by a very restricted suffrage, which convinced him that the national
interest could be as well trusted to the good sense and the patriotism of the whole
people as to the special interests of the “bourgeoisie.” Thus little by little the fertile seed
of Bismarck’s Prussian patriotism grew into a German semi-democratic nationalism, and
it achieved this transformation without any essential sacrifice of its own integrity. He
had been working in Prussia’s interest throughout, but he saw clearly just where the
Prussian interest blended with the German national interest, and just what means,
whether by way of military force or popular approval, were necessary for the success of
his patriotic policy.

When the Prussian Minister-President became the Imperial Chancellor, he pursued in
the larger field a similar purpose by different means. The German national Empire had
been founded by means of the forcible coercion of its domestic and foreign opponents.
It remained now to organize and develop the new national state; and the government,
under Bismark’s lead, made itself responsible for the task of organization and
development, just as it had made itself responsible for the task of unification. According
to the theories of democratic individualistic “liberalism,” such an effort could only result
in failure, because from the liberal point of view the one way to develop a modern
industrial nation was simply to allow the
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individual every possible liberty. But Bismarck’s whole scheme of national industrial
organization looked in a very different direction. He believed that the nation itself, as
represented by its official leaders, should actively assist in preparing an adequate
national domestic policy, and in organizing the machinery for its efficient execution. He
saw clearly that the logic and the purpose of the national type of political organization
was entirely different from that of a so-called free democracy, as explained in the
philosophy of the German liberals of 1848, the Manchester school in England, or our
own Jeffersonian Democrats; and he successfully transformed his theory of responsible
administrative activity into a comprehensive national policy. The army was, if anything,
increased in strength, so that it might remain fully adequate either for national defense
or as an engine of German international purposes. A beginning was made toward the
creation of a navy. A moderate but explicit protectionist policy was adopted, aimed not
at the special development either of rural or manufacturing industries, but at the all-
round development of Germany as an independent national economic unit. In Prussia
itself the railways were bought by the government, so that they should be managed, not
in the interest of the shareholders, but in that of the national economic system. The
government encouraged the spread of bettor farming methods, which have resulted in
the gradual increase in the yield per acre of every important agricultural staple. The
educational system of the country was made of direct assistance to industry, because it
turned out skilled scientific experts, who used their knowledge to promote industrial
efficiency. In every direction German activity was organized and was placed under
skilled professional leadership, while at the same time each of these special lines of
work was subordinated to its particular place in a comprehensive scheme of national
economy. This “paternalism” has, moreover, accomplished its purpose. German
industrial expansion surpasses in some respects that of the United States, and has left
every European nation far behind. Germany alone among the modern European
nations is, in spite of the temporary embarrassment of Imperial finance, carrying the
cost of modern military preparation easily, and looks forward confidently to greater
successes in the future. She is at the present time a very striking example of what can
be accomplished for the popular welfare by a fearless acceptance on the part of the
official leaders of economic as well as political responsibility, and by the efficient and
intelligent use of all available means to that end.
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Inevitably, however, Germany is suffering somewhat from the excess of her excellent
gualities. Her leaders were not betrayed by the success of their foreign and domestic
policies to attempt the immediate accomplishment of purposes, incommensurate with
the national power and resources; but they were tempted to become somewhat
overbearing in their attitude toward their domestic and foreign opponents. No doubt a
position which was conquered by aggressive leadership must be maintained by
aggressive leadership; and no doubt, consequently, the German Imperial Power could
not well avoid the appearance and sometimes the substance of being domineering. But
the consequence of the Bismarckian tradition of bullying and browbeating one’s
opponents has been that of intensifying the opposition to the national policy and of
compromising its success. France has been able to escape from the isolation in which
she was long kept by Bismarck after the war, and has gradually built up a series of
understandings with other Powers, more or less inimical to Germany. The latter’s
standing in Europe is not as high as it was ten years ago, in spite of the increased
relative efficiency of her army, her navy, and her economic system. Moreover, an
equally serious and dangerous opposition has been created at home. The government
has not succeeded in retaining the loyal support of a large fraction of the German
people. A party which is composed for the most part of workingmen, and which has
been increasing steadily in the number of its adherents, is utterly opposed to the
present policy and organization of the Imperial government; and those Social
Democrats have for the most part been treated by the authorities with repressive laws
and abusive epithets. Thus a schism is being created in the German national system
which threatens to become a source of serious weakness to the national efficiency and
strength.

That the existence of some such domestic opposition is to a certain extent unavoidable
must be admitted. A radical incompatibility exists between the national policy of the
Imperial and Prussian governments and the Social Democratic programme; and the
Imperial authorities could not conciliate the Social Democrats without abandoning the
peculiar organization and policy which have been largely so responsible for the
extraordinary increase in the national well-being. On the other hand, it must also be
remembered that the Prussian royal power has maintained its nationally representative
character and its responsible leadership quite as much by its ability to meet legitimate
popular grievances and needs as by its successful foreign policy. The test of German
domestic statesmanship hereafter will consist in its ability to win the support of the
industrial democracy, created by the industrial advance of the country, without impairing
the traditional and the existing practice of expert and responsible leadership. The task
is one of extreme difficulty, but it is far from being wholly impossible, because
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the Social Democratic party in Germany is every year becoming less revolutionary and
more national in its outlook. But at present little attempt is being made at conciliation;
and the attitude of the ruling classes is such that in the near future none is likely to be
made. In this respect they are false to the logic of the origin of German political unity.
The union was accomplished with the assistance of the democracy and on a foundation
of universal suffrage. As Germany has become more of a nation, the democracy has
acquired more substantial power; but its increase in numbers and weight has not been
accompanied by any increase of official recognition. The political organization of
Germany is consequently losing touch with those who represent one essential aspect of
the national growth. It behooves the ruling classes to tread warily, or they may have to
face a domestic opposition more dangerous than any probable foreign opposition.

The situation is complicated by the dubious international standing of the German
Empire. She is partly surrounded by actual and possible enemies, against whom she
can make headway only by means of continuous vigilance and efficient leadership;
while at the same time her own national ambitions still conflict in some measure with the
interests of her neighbors. Her official foreign policy since 1872 has undoubtedly been
determined by the desire to maintain the peace of Europe under effective guarantees,
because she needed time to consolidate her position and reap the advantages of her
increasing industrial efficiency; but both German and European statesmen are none the
less very conscious of the fact that the German Empire is the European Power which
has most to gain in Europe from a successful war. Some Frenchmen still cherish plans
of revenge for 1870; but candid French opinion is beginning to admit that the constantly
increasing resources of Germany in men and money make any deliberate policy of that
kind almost suicidal. France would lose much more by a defeat than she could gain
from a victory, and the fruits of victory could not be permanently held. Italy, also, has no
unsatisfied ambition which a war could gratify, except the addition of a few thousand
Austrian-Italians to her population. Russia still looks longingly toward Constantinople;
but until she has done something to solve her domestic problem and reorganize her
finances, she needs peace rather than war. But the past successes of Germany and
her new and increasing expansive power tempt her to cherish ambitions which
constitute the chief menace to the international stability of Europe. She would have
much to lose, but she would also have something to gain from the possible
disintegration of Austria-Hungary. She has possibly still more to gain from the
incorporation of Holland within the Empire. Her increasing commerce has possessed
her with the idea of eventually disputing the supremacy of the sea with Great Britain.
And she unquestionably expects to profit in Asia Minor
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from the possible break-up of the Ottoman Empire. How seriously such ambitions are
entertained, it is difficult to say; and it is wholly improbable that more than a small part of
this enormous programme of national aggrandizement will ever be realized. But when
Germany has the chance of gaining and holding such advantages as these from a
successful war, it is no wonder that she remains the chief possible disturber of the
European peace. In her case certainly the fruits of victory look more seductive than the
penalties of defeat look dangerous; and the resolute opposition to the partial
disarmament, which she has always offered at the Hague Conference, is the best
evidence of the unsatisfied nature of her ambitions.

Germany'’s standing in the European system is, then, very far from being as well-
defined as are those of the older nations, like France and Great Britain. The gradual
growth of a better understanding between France, Great Britain, and Russia is largely
due to an instinctive coalition of those powers who would be most injured by an
increase of the German influence and dominion; and the sense that Europe is becoming
united against them makes German statesmen more than ever on their guard and more
than ever impatient of an embarrassing domestic opposition. Thus Germany’s
aggressive foreign policy has so far tended to increase the distance between her
responsible leaders and the popular party; and there are only two ways in which this
schism can be healed. If German foreign policy should continue to be as brilliantly
successful as it was in the days of Bismarck, the authorities will have no difficulty in
retaining the support of a sufficient majority of the German people—just as the victory
over Austria brought King William and Bismarck forgiveness from their parliamentary
opponents. On the other hand, any severe setback to Germany in the realization of its
aggressive plans would strengthen the domestic opposition and might lead to a severe
internal crisis. It all depends upon whether German national policy has or has not
overstepped the limits of practical and permanent achievement.

Vi

MILITARISM AND NATIONALITY

The foregoing considerations in respect to the existing international situation of
Germany bring me to another and final aspect of the relation in Europe between
nationality and democracy. One of the most difficult and (be it admitted) one of the most
dubious problems raised by any attempt to establish a constructive relationship between
those two principles hangs on the fact that hitherto national development has not
apparently made for international peace. The nations of Europe are to all appearances
as belligerent as were the former European dynastic states. Europe has become a vast
camp, and its governments are spending probably a larger proportion of the resources
of their countries for military and naval purposes than did those of the eighteenth
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century. How can these warlike preparations, in which all the European nations share,
and the warlike spirit which they have occasionally displayed, be reconciled with the
existence of any constructive relationship between the national and the democratic
ideas?
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The question can best be answered by briefly reviewing the claims already advanced on
behalf of the national principle. | have asserted from the start that the national principle
was wholly different in origin and somewhat different in meaning from the principle of
democracy. What has been claimed for nationality is, not that it can be identified with
democracy, but that as a political principle it remained unsatisfied without an infusion of
democracy. But the extent to which this infusion can go and the forms which it takes
are determined by a logic and a necessity very different from that of an absolute
democratic theory. National politics have from the start aimed primarily at efficiency—-
that is, at the successful use of the force resident in the state to accomplish the
purposes desired by the Sovereign authority. Among the group of states inhabited by
Christian peoples it has gradually been discovered that the efficient use of force is
contingent in a number of respects upon its responsible use; and that its responsible
use means a limited policy of external aggrandizement and a partial distribution of
political power and responsibilities. A national polity, however, always remains an
organization based upon force. In internal affairs it depends at bottom for its success
not merely upon public opinion, but, if necessary, upon the strong arm. It is a matter of
government and coercion as well as a matter of influence and persuasion. So in its
external relations its standing and success have depended, and still depend, upon the
efficient use of force, just in so far as force is demanded by its own situation and the
attitudes of its neighbors and rivals. The democrats who disparage efficient national
organization are at bottom merely seeking to exorcise the power of physical force in
human affairs by the use of pious incantations and heavenly words. That they will never
do. The Christian warrior must accompany the evangelist; and Christians are not by
any means angels. Itis none the less true that the modern nations control the
expenditure of more force in a more responsible manner than have any preceding
political organizations; and it is none the less true that a further development of the
national principle will mean in the end the attachment of still stricter responsibilities to
the use of force both in the internal and external policies of modern nations.

War may be and has been a useful and justifiable engine of national policy. Itis
justifiable, moreover, not merely in such a case as our Civil War, in which a people
fought for their own national integrity. It was, | believe, justifiable, in the case of the two
wars which preceded the formation of the modern German Empire. These wars may,
indeed, be considered as decisive instances. Prussia did not drift into them, as we
drifted into the Civil War. They were deliberately provoked by Bismarck at a favorable
moment, because they were necessary to the unification of
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the German people under Prussian leadership; and | do not hesitate to say that he can
be justified in the assumption of this enormous responsibility. The German national
organization means increased security, happiness, and opportunity of development for
the whole German people; and inasmuch as the selfish interests of Austria and France
blocked the path, Bismarck had his sufficient warrant for a deliberately planned attack.
No doubt such an attack and its results injured France and the French people just as it
has benefited Germany; but France had to suffer that injury as a penalty for the part she
had as a matter of policy played in German affairs. For centuries a united France had
helped to maintain for her own purposes a divided Germany; and when Germany
herself became united, it was inevitable, as Bismarck foresaw in 1848, that French
opposition must be forcibly removed, and some of the fruits of French aggression be
reclaimed. That the restitution demanded went further than was necessary, | fully
believe; but the partial abuse of victory does not diminish the legitimacy of the German
aggression. A war waged for an excellent purpose contributes more to human
amelioration than a merely artificial peace,—such as that established by the Holy
Alliance. The unification of Germany and Italy has not only helped to liberate the
energies of both the German and the Italian people, but it has made the political
divisions of Europe conform much more nearly to the lines within which the people of
Europe can loyally and fruitfully associate one with another. In fact, the whole national
movement, if it has increased the preparations for war, has diminished in number of
probable causes thereof; and it is only by diminishing the number of causes whereby a
nation has more to gain from victory than it has to lose by defeat that war among the
civilized powers can be gradually extinguished.

At the present time it is, as we have seen, the international situation and the national
ambitions of Russia and Germany which constitute the chief threat to European peace.
Germany'’s existing position in Europe depends upon its alliance with Austria-Hungary.
The Habsburg Empire is an incoherent and unstable state which is held together only by
dynastic ties and external pressure. The German, the Austrian, and the Hungarian
interests all demand the perpetuation of the Habsburg dominion; but it is doubtful
whether in the long run its large Slavic population will not combine with its blood
neighbors to break the bond. But whether the German, Austrian, and Hungarian
interest does or does not prevail, the fundamental national interests, which are
compromised by the precarious stability of Austria-Hungary, are alone sufficient to make
disarmament impossible. Disarmament means the preservation of Europe in its existing
condition; and such a policy, enforced by means of international guarantees, would be
almost as inimical to the foundation of a permanent and satisfactory international
system now as it was in 1820. The fact has to be recognized that the ultimate object of
a peaceable and stable European international situation cannot in all probability be
reached without many additional wars; and the essential point is that these wars, when
they come, should, like the wars between Austria or France and Prussia, or like our Civil
War, be fought to accomplish a desirable purpose and should be decisive in result.
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Modern conflicts between efficiently organized nations tend to obtain just this character.
They are fought for a defensible purpose, and they accomplish a definite result. The
penalties of defeat are so disastrous that warfare is no longer wantonly incurred; and it
will not be provoked at all by nations, such as Italy or France, who have less to gain
from victory than they have to lose from defeat. Moreover, the cost of existing
armaments is so crushing that an ever increasing motive exists in favor of their ultimate
reduction. This motive will not operate as long as the leading Powers continue to have
unsatisfied ambitions which look practicable; but eventually it will necessarily have its
effect. Each war, as it occurs, even if it does not finally settle some conflicting claims,
will most assuredly help to teach the warring nations just how far they can go, and will
help, consequently, to restrict its subsequent policy within practicable and probably
inoffensive limits. It is by no means an accident that England and France, the two
oldest European nations, are the two whose foreign policies are best defined and, so far
as Europe is concerned, least offensive. For centuries these Powers fought and fought,
because one of them had aggressive designs which apparently or really affected the
welfare of the other; but the result of this prolonged rivalry has been a constantly clearer
understanding of their respective national interests. Clear-headed and moderate
statesmen like Talleyrand recognized immediately after the Revolution that the
substantial interests of a liberalized France in Europe were closely akin to those of
Great Britain, and again and again in the nineteenth century this prophecy was justified.
Again and again the two Powers were brought together by their interests only to be
again divided by a tradition of antagonism and misunderstanding. At present, however,
they are probably on better terms than ever before in the history of their relations; and
this result is due to the definite and necessarily unaggressive character of their
European interests. They have finally learned the limits of their possible achievement
and could transgress them only by some act of folly.

In the course of another fifty years the limits of possible aggression by Germany and
Russia in Europe will probably be very much better defined than they are to-day. These
two Powers will seek at the favorable moment to accomplish certain aggressive
purposes which they secretly or openly entertain, and they will succeed or fail. Each
success or failure will probably be decisive in certain respects, and will remove one or
more existing conflicts of interest or ambiguities of position. Whether this progressive
specification of the practicable foreign policies of the several Powers will soon or will
ever go so far as to make some general international understanding possible, is a
guestion which no man can answer; but as long as the national principle retains its
vitality,
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there is no other way of reaching a permanent and fruitful international settlement. That
any one nation, or any small group of nations, can impose its dominion upon Europe is
contrary to every lesson of European history. Such a purpose would be immeasurably
beyond the power even of 90,000,000 Germans or 150,000,000 Russians, or even
beyond the power of 90,000,000 Germans allied with 150,000,000 Russians. Europe is
capable of combining more effectually than ever before to resist any possible revival of
imperialism; and the time will come when Europe, threatened by the aggression of any
one domineering Power, can call other continents to her assistance. The limits to the
possible expansion of any one nation are established by certain fundamental and
venerable political conditions. The penalties of persistent transgression would be not
merely a sentence of piracy similar to that passed on Napoleon I, but a constantly
diminishing national vitality on the part of the aggressor. As long as the national
principle endures, political power cannot be exercised irresponsibly without becoming
inefficient and sterile.

Inimical as the national principle is to the carrying out either of a visionary or a predatory
foreign policy in Europe, it does not imply any similar hostility to a certain measure of
colonial expansion. In this, as in many other important respects, the constructive
national democrat must necessarily differ from the old school of democratic “liberals.” A
nationalized democracy is not based on abstract individual rights, no matter whether the
individual lives in Colorado, Paris, or Calcutta. Its consistency is chiefly a matter of
actual historical association in the midst of a general Christian community of nations. A
people that lack the power of basing their political association on an accumulated
national tradition and purpose is not capable either of nationality or democracy; and that
is the condition of the majority of Asiatic and African peoples. A European nation can
undertake the responsibility of governing these politically disorganized societies without
any necessary danger to its own national life. Such a task need not be beyond its
physical power, because disorganized peoples have a comparatively small power of
resistance, and a few thousand resolute Europeans can hold in submission many
million Asiatics. Neither does it conflict with the moral basis of a national political
organization, because at least for a while the Asiatic population may well be benefited
by more orderly and progressive government. Submission to such a government is
necessary as a condition of subsequent political development. The majority of Asiatic
and African communities can only got a fair start politically by some such preliminary
process of tutelage; and the assumption by a European nation of such a responsibility in
a desirable phase of national discipline and a frequent source of genuine national
advance.
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Neither does an aggressive colonial policy make for unnecessary or meaningless wars.
It is true, of course, that colonial expansion increases the number of possible occasions
for dispute among the expanding nations; but these disputes have the advantage of
rarely turning on questions really vital to the future prosperity of a European nation.
They are just the sort of international differences of interest which ought to be settled by
arbitration or conciliation, because both of the disputants have so much more to lose by
hostilities than they have to gain by military success. A dispute turning upon a piece of
African territory would, if it waxed into war, involve the most awful and dangerous
consequences in Europe. The danger of European wars, except for national purposes
of prime importance, carries its consequence into Africa and Asia. France, for instance,
was very much irritated by the continued English occupation of Egypt in spite of certain
solemn promises of evacuation; and the expedition of Marchand, which ended in the
Fashoda incident, indirectly questioned the validity of the British occupation of Egypt by
making that occupation strategically insecure. In spite, however, of the deliberate
manner in which France raised this question and of the highly irritated condition of
French public opinion, she could not, when the choice had to be made, afford the
consequences of a Franco-English war. In the end she was obliged to seek
compensation elsewhere in Africa and abandon her occupation of Fashoda. This
incident is typical; and it points directly to the conclusion that wars will very rarely occur
among European nations over disputes as to colonies, unless the political situation in
Europe is one which itself makes war desirable or inevitable. A Bismarck could handle
a Fashoda incident so as to provoke hostilities, but in that case Fashoda, like the
Hohenzollern candidacy in Spain, would be a pretext, not a cause. The one
contemporary instance in which a difference of colonial interests has caused a great
war is the recent conflict between Russia and Japan; and in this instance the issues
raised by the dispute were essentially different from the issues raised by a dispute over
a colonial question between two European nations. The conflict of interests turned
upon matter essential to the future prosperity of Japan, while at the same time the war
did not necessarily involve dangerous European complications.

The truth is that colonial expansion by modern national states is to be regarded, not as
a cause of war, but as a safety-valve against war. It affords an arena in which the
restless and adventurous members of a national body can have their fling without
dangerous consequences, while at the same time it satisfies the desire of a people for
some evidence of and opportunity for national expansion. The nations which, one after
another, have recognized the limits of their expansion in Europe have been those which
have adopted
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a more or less explicit policy of colonial acquisition. Spain was, indeed, a great colonial
power at a time when her policy in Europe continued to be aggressive; but her
European aggressions soon undermined her national vitality, and her decadence in
Europe brought her colonial expansion to a standstill. Portugal and Holland were too
small to cherish visions of European aggrandizement, and they naturally sought an
outlet in Asia and Africa for their energies. After Great Britain had passed through her
revolutionary period, she made rapid advances as a colonial power, because she
realized that her insular situation rendered a merely defensive European policy
obligatory. France made a failure of her American and Asiatic colonies as long as she
cherished schemes of European aggrandizement. Her period of colonial expansion,
Algeria apart, did not come until after the Franco-Prussian War and the death of her
ambition for a Rhine frontier. Bismarck was opposed to colonial development because
he believed that Germany should husband her strength for the preservation and the
improvement of her standing in Europe; but Germany’s power of expansion demanded
some outlet during a period of European rest. Throughout the reign of the present
Emperor she has been picking up colonies wherever she could in Asia and Africa; and
she cherishes certain plans for the extension of German influence in Asia Minor. Itis
characteristic of the ambiguous international position of Germany that she alone among
the European Powers (except the peculiar case of Russia) is expectant of an increase
of power both in Europe and other continents.

In the long run Germany will, like France, discover that under existing conditions an
aggressive colonial and aggressive European policy are incompatible. The more
important her colonies become and the larger her oceanic commerce, the more
Germany lays herself open to injury from a strong maritime power, and the more
hostages she is giving for good behavior in Europe. Unless a nation controls the sea,
colonies are from a military point of view a source of weakness. The colonizing nation
Is in the position of a merchant who increases his business by means of a considerable
increase of his debts. His use of the borrowed capital may be profitable, but none the
less he makes his standing at the time of an emergency much more precarious. In the
same way colonies add to the responsibilities of a nation and scatter its military
resources; and a nation placed in such a situation is much less likely to break the
peace.

The economic and political development of Asia and Africa by the European Powers is
in its infancy; and no certain predictions can be made as to its final effects upon the
political relations among civilized nations. Many important questions in respect thereto
remain ambiguous. What, for instance, are the limits of a practicable policy of colonial
expansion? In view of her peculiar economic condition and her
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threatened decrease in population have those limits been transgressed by France?
Have they been transgressed by Great Britain? Considering the enormous increase in
British responsibilities imposed by the maritime expansion of Germany, will not Great
Britain be obliged to adopt a policy of concentration rather than expansion? Is not her
partial retirement from American waters the first step in such a policy? Is not the
Japanese alliance a dubious device for the partial shifting of burdens too heavy to
bear? How long can Great Britain afford to maintain her existing control of the sea? Is
there any way of ending such a control save either by the absolute exhaustion of Great
Britain or by the establishment of a stable international system under adequate
guarantees? Will the economic development of Asia lead to the awakening of other
Asiatic states like Japan, and the re-arrangement of international relations for the
purpose of giving them their appropriate places? A multitude of such questions are
raised by the transformation which is taking place from a European international system
into a political system composed chiefly of European nations, but embracing the whole
world; and these questions will prove to be sufficiently difficult of solution. But in spite of
the certainty that colonial expansion will in the end merely transfer to a larger area the
conflicts of idea and interest whose effects have hitherto chiefly been confined to
Europe—in spite of this certainty the process of colonial expansion is a wholly legitimate
aspect of national development, and is not necessarily inimical to the advance of
democracy. It will not make immediately for a permanent international settlement; but it
is accomplishing a work without which a permanent international settlement is
impossible; and it indubitably places every colonizing nation in a situation which makes
the risk of hostilities dangerous compared to the possible advantages of military
success.

The chief object of this long digression, has, | hope, now been achieved. My purpose
has been to exhibit the European nations as a group of historic individuals with
purposes, opportunities, and limitations analogous to those of actual individuals. An
individual has no meaning apart from the society in which his individuality has been
formed. A national state is capable of development only in relation to the society of
more or less nationalized states in the midst of which its history has been unfolded. The
growing and maturing individual is he who comes to take a more definite and
serviceable position in his surrounding society,—he who performs excellently a special
work adapted to his abilities. The maturing nation is in the same way the nation which
is capable of limiting itself to the performance of a practicable and useful national work,
—a work which in some specific respect accelerates the march of Christian civilization.
There is no way in which a higher type of national life can be obtained without
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a corresponding individual improvement on the part of its constituent members. There
Is similarly no way in which a permanently satisfactory system of international relations
can be secured, save by the increasing historical experience and effective self-control of
related nations. Any country which declares that it is too good (or too democratic) to
associate with other nations and share the responsibilities and opportunities resulting
from such association is comparable to the individual who declares himself to be too
saintly for association with his fellow-countrymen. Whatever a man or a nation gains by
isolation, he or it necessarily loses in the discipline of experience with its possible fruits
of wisdom and self-control. Association is a condition of individuality. International
relations are a condition of nationality. A universal nation is as much a contradiction in
terms as a universal individual. A nation seeking to destroy other nations is analogous
to a man who seeks to destroy the society in which he was born. Little by little
European history has been teaching this lesson; and in the course of time the
correlation of national development with the improvement and definition of international
relations will probably be embodied in some set of international institutions.

In the meantime the existing rivalries and enmities among European states must not be
under-estimated either in their significance or their strength. In a way those rivalries
have become more intense than ever before; and it is only too apparent that the many-
headed rulers of modern nations are as capable of cherishing personal and national
dislikes as were the sovereign kings of other centuries. These rivalries and enmities will
not be dissolved by kind words and noble sentiments. The federation of Europe, like
the unification of Germany, will never be brought about by congresses and amicable
resolutions. It can be effected only by the same old means of blood and iron. The
nations will never agree upon a permanent settlement until they have more to gain from
peace than from military victory. But such a time will be postponed all the longer unless
the nations, like France, Italy, England and the United States, which are at present
sincerely desirous of peace, keep as well armed as their more belligerent neighbors.
When the tug comes, the issue will depend upon the effective force which such nations,
when loyally combined, can exert. It would be fatal, consequently, for the pacific
Powers to seek to establish peace by a partial diminution of their military efficiency.
Such an action would merely encourage the belligerent Powers to push their aggressive
plans to the limit. The former must, on the contrary, keep as well armed as their
resources and policy demand. Nationality is impaired and the national principle is
violated just as soon as a nation neglects any sort of efficiency which is required either
by its international position or by its national purposes.
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CHAPTER IX

THE AMERICAN DEMOCRACY AND ITS NATIONAL PRINCIPLE

The foregoing review of the relation which has come to subsist in Europe between
nationality and democracy should help us to understand the peculiar bond which unites
the American democratic and national principles. The net result of that review was
encouraging but not decisive. As a consequence of their development as nations, the
European peoples have been unable to get along without a certain infusion of
democracy; but it was for the most part essential to their national interest that such an
infusion should be strictly limited. In Europe the two ideals have never been allowed a
frank and unconstrained relation one to the other other. They have been unable to live
apart; but their marriage has usually been one of convenience, which was very far from
implying complete mutual dependence and confidence. No doubt the collective
interests of the German or British people suffer because such a lack of dependence and
confidence exists; but their collective interests would suffer more from a sudden or
violent attempt to destroy the barriers. The nature and the history of the different
democratic and national movements in the several European countries at once tie them
together and keep them apart.

The peoples of Europe can only escape gradually from the large infusion of arbitrary
and irrational material in their national composition. Monarchical and aristocratic
traditions and a certain measure of political and social privilege have remained an
essential part of their national lives; and no less essential was an element of defiance in
their attitude toward their European neighbors. Hence, when the principle of national
Sovereignty was proclaimed as a substitute for the principal of royal Sovereignty, that
principle really did not mean the sudden bestowal upon the people of unlimited
Sovereign power. “The true people,” said Bismarck, in 1847, then a country squire, “is
an invisible multitude of spirits. It is the living nation—the nation organized for its
historical mission—the nation of yesterday and of to-morrow.” A nation, that is, is a
people in so far as they are united by traditions and purposes; and national Sovereignty
implies an attachment to national history and traditions which permits only the very
gradual alteration of these traditions in the direction of increasing democracy. The
mistake which France made at the time of the French Revolution was precisely that of
interpreting the phrase “souvrenete nationale” as equivalent to immediate, complete,
and (in respect to the past) irresponsible popular sovereignty.
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The European nations are, consequently, not in a position to make their national ideals
frankly and loyally democratic. Their national integrity depends upon fidelity to
traditional ideas and forms quite as much as it does upon the gradual modification of
those ideas and forms in a democratic direction. The orderly unfolding of their national
lives calls for a series of compromises which carry the fundamental democratic
implication of the national principle as far as it can under the circumstances be safely
carried; and in no other way does a people exhibit its political common sense so clearly
as in its ability to be contemporary and progressive without breaking away from its
historical anchorage. A comparatively definite national mission and purpose clearly
emerge at some particular phase of the indefinite process of internal and external
readjustment; but such a mission and such purposes necessarily possess a limited
significance and a special character. Restricted as they are by the facts of national
history, they lack the ultimate moral significance of the democratic ideal, which permits
the transformation of patriotic fidelity into devotion to the highest and most
comprehensive interests of humanity and civilization.

That an analogous condition exists in our own country, it would be vain to deny. The
American people possessed a collective character even before they possessed a
national organization; and both before and after the foundation of a national
government, these common traditions were by no means wholly democratic.
Furthermore, as we have frequently had occasion to observe, the American democracy
in its traditional form has more often than not been anti-national in instinct and idea.
Our own country has, consequently, a problem to solve, similar in certain respects to
that of the European nations. Its national cohesion is a matter of historical association,
and the facts of its historical association have resulted in a partial division and a
misunderstanding between its two fundamental principles—the principles of nationality
and democracy.

In the case of the United States there is, however, to be observed an essential
difference. A nation, and particularly a European nation, cannot afford to become too
complete a democracy all at once, because it would thereby be uprooting traditions
upon which its national cohesion depends. But there is no reason why a democracy
cannot trust its interests absolutely to the care of the national interest, and there is in
particular every reason why the American democracy should become in sentiment and
conviction frankly, unscrupulously, and loyally nationalist. This, of course, is a heresy
from the point of view of the American democratic tradition; but it is much less of a
heresy from the point of view of American political practice, and, whether heretical or
not, it indicates the road whereby alone the American people can obtain political
salvation.
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The American democracy can trust its interest to the national interest, because
American national cohesion is dependent, not only upon certain forms of historical
association, but upon fidelity to a democratic principle. A nation is a very complex
political, social, and economic product—so complex that political thinkers in
emphasizing one aspect of it are apt to forget other and equally essential aspects. Its
habits and traditions of historical association constitute an indispensable bond; but they
do not constitute the only bond. A specific national character is more than a group of
traditions and institutions. It tends to be a formative idea, which defines the situation of
a country in reference to its neighbors, and which is constantly seeking a better
articulation and understanding among the various parts of its domestic life. The English
national idea is chiefly a matter of freedom, but the principle of freedom is associated
with a certain in measure of responsibility. The German national idea is more difficult of
precise description, but it turns upon the principle of efficient and expert official
leadership toward what is as yet a hazy goal of national greatness. The French national
idea is democratic, but its democracy is rendered difficult by French national insecurity,
and its value is limited by its equalitarian bias. The French, like the American,
democracy needs above all to be thoroughly nationalized; and a condition of such a
result is the loyal adoption of democracy as the national idea. Both French and
American national cohesion depend upon the fidelity of the national organization to the
democratic idea, and the gradual but intentional transformation of the substance of the
national life in obedience to a democratic interest.

Let us seek for this complicated formula a specific application. How can it be translated
into terms of contemporary American conditions? Well, in the first place, Americans are
tied together by certain political, social, and economic habits, institutions, and
traditions. From the political point of view these forms of association are at once
constitutional, Federal, and democratic. They are accustomed to some measure of
political centralization, to a larger measure of local governmental responsibility, to a still
larger measure of individual economic freedom. This group of political institutions and
habits has been gradually pieced together under the influence of varying political ideas
and conditions. It contains many contradictory ingredients, and not a few that are
positively dangerous to the public health. Such as it is, however, the American people
are attached to this national tradition; and no part of it could be suddenly or violently
transformed or mutilated without wounding large and important classes among the
American people, both in their interests and feelings. They have been accustomed to
associate under certain conditions and on certain terms; and to alter in any
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important way those conditions and terms of association without fair notice, full
discussion, a demonstrable need and a sufficient consent of public opinion, would be to
drive a wedge into the substance of American national cohesion. The American nation,
no matter how much (or how little) it may be devoted to democratic political and social
ideas, cannot uproot any essential element in its national tradition without severe
penalties—as the American people discovered when they decided to cut negro slavery
out of their national composition.

On the other hand, their national health and consistency were in the long run very much
benefited by the surgical operation of the Civil War; and it was benefited because the
War eradicated the most flagrant existing contradiction among the various parts of the
American national tradition. This instance sufficiently showed, consequently, that
although nationality has its traditional basis, it is far from being merely a conservative
principle. At any one time the current of national public opinion embodies a temporary
accommodation among the different traditional ideas, interests, conditions, and
institutions. This balance of varying and perhaps conflicting elements is constantly
being destroyed by new conditions,—such, for instance, as the gradual increase before
the Civil War of the North as compared to the South in wealth, population, and industrial
efficiency. The effect of this destruction of the traditional balance was to bring out the
contradiction between the institution of negro slavery and the American democratic
purpose—thereby necessitating an active conflict, and the triumph of one of these
principles over the other. The unionist democracy conquered, and as the result of that
conquest a new balance was reached between the various ingredients of American
national life. During the past generation, the increased efficiency of organization in
business and politics, the enormous growth of an irresponsible individual money-power,
the much more definite division of the American people into possibly antagonistic
classes, and the pressing practical need for expert, responsible, and authoritative
leadership,—these new conditions and demands have been by way of upsetting once
more the traditional national balance and of driving new wedges into American national
cohesion. New contradictions have been developed between various aspects of the
American national composition; and if the American people wish to escape the
necessity of regaining their health by means of another surgical operation, they must
consider carefully how much of a reorganization of traditional institutions, policy, and
ideas are necessary for the achievement of a new and more stable national balance.
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In the case of our own country, however, a balance is not to be struck merely by the
process of compromise in the interest of harmony. Our forbears tried that method in
dealing with the slavery problem from 1820 to 1850, and we all know with what results.
American national cohesion is a matter of national integrity; and national integrity is a
matter of loyalty to the requirements of a democratic ideal. For better or worse the
American people have proclaimed themselves to be a democracy, and they have
proclaimed that democracy means popular economic, social, and moral emancipation.
The only way to regain their national balance is to remove those obstacles which the
economic development of the country has placed in the path of a better democratic
fulfillment. The economic and social changes of the past generation have brought out a
serious and a glaring contradiction between the demands of a constructive democratic
ideal and the machinery of methods and institutions, which have been considered
sufficient for its realization. This is the fundamental discrepancy which must be at least
partially eradicated before American national integrity can be triumphantly re-affirmed.
The cohesion, which is a condition of effective nationality, is endangered by such a
contradiction, and as long as it exists the different elements composing American
society will be pulling apart rather than together. The national principle becomes a
principle of reform and reconstruction, precisely because national consistency is
constantly demanding the solution of contradictory economic and political tendencies,
brought out by alterations in the conditions of economic and political efficiency. Its
function is not only to preserve a balance among these diverse tendencies, but to make
that balance more than ever expressive of a consistent and constructive democratic
ideal. Any disloyalty to democracy on the part of American national policy would in the
end prove fatal to American national unity.

The American democracy can, consequently, safely trust its genuine interests to the
keeping of those who represent the national interest. It both can do so, and it must do
so. Only by faith in an efficient national organization and by an exclusive and
aggressive devotion to the national welfare, can the American democratic ideal be made
good. If the American local commonwealths had not been wrought by the Federalists
into the form of a nation, they would never have continued to be democracies; and the
people collectively have become more of a democracy in proportion as they have
become more of a nation. Their democracy is to be realized by means of an
intensification of their national life, just as the ultimate moral purpose of an individual is
to be realized by the affirmation and intensification of its own better individuality.
Consequently the organization of the American democracy into a nation is not to be
regarded in the way that so many Americans have regarded it,—as
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a necessary but hazardous surrender of certain liberties in order that other liberties
might be better preserved,—as a mere compromise between the democratic ideal and
the necessary conditions of political cohesion and efficiency. Its nationalized political
organization constitutes the proper structure and veritable life of the American
democracy. No doubt the existing organization is far from being a wholly adequate
expression of the demands of the democratic ideal, but it falls equally short of being an
adequate expression of the demands of the national ideal. The less confidence the
American people have in a national organization, the less they are willing to surrender
themselves to the national spirit, the worse democrats they will be. The most stubborn
impediments which block the American national advance issue from the imperfections in
our democracy. The American people are not prepared for a higher form of democracy,
because they are not prepared for a more coherent and intense national life. When
they are prepared to be consistent, constructive, and aspiring democrats, their
preparation will necessarily take the form of becoming consistent, constructive, and
aspiring nationalists.

The difficulty raised by European political and economic development hangs chiefly on
a necessary loyalty to a national tradition and organization which blocks the advance of
democracy. Americans cannot entirely escape this difficulty; but in our country by far
the greater obstacle to social amelioration is constituted by a democratic theory and
tradition, which blocks the process of national development. We Americans are
confronted by two divergent theories of democracy. According to one of these theories,
the interest of American democracy can be advanced only by an increasing
nationalization of the American people in ideas, in institutions, and in spirit. According to
the other of these theories, the most effective way of injuring the interest of democracy
Is by an increase in national authority and a spread of the national leaven. Thus
Americans, unlike Englishmen, have to choose, not between a specific and efficient
national tradition and a vague and perilous democratic ideal—they have to choose
between two democratic ideals, and they have to make this choice chiefly on logical and
moral grounds. An Englishman or a German, no matter how clear his intelligence or
fervid his patriotism, cannot find any immediately and entirely satisfactory method of
reconciling the national traditions and forms of organization with the demands of an
uncompromising democracy. An American, on the other hand, has it quite within his
power to accept a conception of democracy which provides for the substantial integrity
of his country, not only as a nation with an exclusively democratic mission, but as a
democracy with an essentially national career.

NATIONALITY AND CENTRALIZATION
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The Federal political organization has always tended to confuse to the American mind
the relation between democracy and nationality. The nation as a legal body was, of
course, created by the Constitution, which granted to the central government certain
specific powers and responsibilities, and which almost to the same extent diminished
the powers and the responsibilities of the separate states. Consequently, to the great
majority of Americans, the process of increasing nationalization has a tendency to mean
merely an increase in the functions of the central government. For the same reason the
affirmation of a constructive relation between the national and the democratic principles
is likely to be interpreted merely as an attempt on the grounds of an abstract theory to
limit state government and to disparage states rights. Such an interpretation, however,
would be essentially erroneous. It would be based upon the very idea against which |
have been continually protesting—the idea that the American nation, instead of
embodying a living formative political principle, is merely the political system created by
the Federal Constitution; and it would end in the absurd conclusion that the only way in
which the Promise of American democracy can be fulfilled would be by the abolition of
American local political institutions.

The nationalizing of American political, economic, and social life means something more
than Federal centralization and something very different therefrom. To nationalize a
people has never meant merely to centralize their government. Little by little a
thoroughly national political organization has come to mean in Europe an organization
which combined effective authority with certain responsibilities to the people; but the
national interest has been just as likely to demand de-centralization as it has to demand
centralization. The Prussia of Frederick the Great, for instance, was over-centralized;
and the restoration of the national vitality, at which the Prussian government aimed after
the disasters of 1806, necessarily took the form of reinvigorating the local members of
the national body. In this and many similar instances the national interest and welfare
was the end, and a greater or smaller amount of centralized government merely the
necessary machinery. The process of centralization is not, like the process of
nationalization, an essentially formative and enlightening political transformation. When
a people are being nationalized, their political, economic, and social organization or
policy is being cooerdinated with their actual needs and their moral and political ideals.
Governmental centralization is to be regarded as one of the many means which may or
may not be taken in order to effect this purpose. Like every other special aspect of the
national organization, it must be justified by its fruits. There is no presumption in its
favor. Neither is there any general presumption against it. Whether a given function
should or should not be exercised by the central government in a Federal system is
from the point of view of political logic a matter of expediency—with the burden of proof
resting on those who propose to alter any existing Constitutional arrangement.
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It may be affirmed, consequently, without paradox, that among those branches of the
American national organization which are greatly in need of nationalizing is the central
government. Almost every member of the American political body has been at one time
or another or in one way or another perverted to the service of special interests. The
state governments and the municipal administrations have sinned more in this respect
than the central government; but the central government itself has been a grave sinner.
The Federal authorities are responsible for the prevailing policy in respect to military
pensions, which is one of the most flagrant crimes ever perpetrated against the national
interest. The Federal authorities, again, are responsible for the existing tariff schedules,
which benefit a group of special interests at the expense of the national welfare. The
Federal authorities, finally, are responsible for the Sherman Anti-Trust Law, whose
existence on the statute books is a fatal bar to the treatment of the problem of corporate
aggrandizement from the standpoint of genuinely national policy. Those instances
might be multiplied, but they suffice to show that the ideal of a constructive relation
between the American national and democratic principles does not imply that any
particular piece of legislation or policy is national because it is Federal. The Federal no
less than the state governments has been the victim of special interests; and when a
group of state or city officials effectively assert the public interest against the private
interests, either of the machine or of the local corporations, they are noting just as
palpably, if not just as comprehensively, for the national welfare, as if their work
benefited the whole American people. The process of nationalization in its application
to American political organization means that political power shall be distributed among
the central, state, and municipal officials in such a manner that it can be efficiently and
responsibly exerted in the interest of those affected by its action.

Be it added, however, in the same breath, that under existing conditions and simply as a
matter of expediency, the national advance of the American democracy does demand
an increasing amount of centralized action and responsibility. In what respect and for
what purposes an increased Federal power and responsibility is desirable will be
considered in a subsequent chapter. In this connection it is sufficient to insist that a
more scrupulous attention to existing Federal responsibilities, and the increase of their
number and scope, is the natural consequence of the increasing concentration of
American industrial, political, and social life. American government demands more
rather than less centralization merely and precisely because of the growing
centralization of American activity. The state governments, either individually or by any
practicable methods of cooeperation, are not competent to deal
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effectively in the national interest and spirit with the grave problems created by the
aggrandizement of corporate and individual wealth and the increasing classification of
the American people. They have, no doubt, an essential part to play in the attempted
solution of these problems; and there are certain aspects of the whole situation which
the American nation, because of its Federal organization, can deal with much more
effectually than can a rigidly centralized democracy like France. But the amount of
responsibility in respect to fundamental national problems, which, in law almost as much
as in practice, is left to the states, exceeds the responsibility which the state
governments are capable of efficiently redeeming. They are attempting (or neglecting)
a task which they cannot be expected to perform with any efficiency.

The fact that the states fail properly to perform certain essential functions such as
maintaining order or administering justice, is no sufficient reason for depriving them
thereof. Functions which should be bestowed upon the central government are not
those which the states happen to perform badly. They are those which the states, even
with the best will in the world, cannot be expected to perform satisfactorily; and among
these functions the regulation of commerce, the organization of labor, and the
increasing control over property in the public interest are assuredly to be included. The
best friends of local government in this country are those who seek to have its activity
confined with the limits of possible efficiency, because only in case its activity is so
confined can the states continue to remain an essential part of a really efficient and
well-cooerdinated national organization.

Proposals to increase the powers of the central government are, however, rarely treated
on their merits. They are opposed by the majority of American politicians and
newspapers as an unqualified evil. Any attempt to prove that the existing distribution of
responsibility is necessarily fruitful of economic and political abuses, and that an
increase of centralized power offers the only chance of eradicating these abuses is
treated as irrelevant. It is not a question of the expediency of a specific proposal,
because from the traditional point of view any change in the direction of increased
centralization would be a violation of American democracy. Centralization is merely a
necessary evil which has been carried as far as it should, and which cannot be carried
any further without undermining the foundations of the American system. Thus the
familiar theory of many excellent American democrats is rather that of a contradictory
than a constructive relation between the democratic and the national ideals. The
process of nationalization is perverted by them into a matter merely of centralization, but
the question of the fundamental relation between nationality and democracy is raised by
their attitude, because the reasons they advance against increasingly
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centralized authority would, if they should continue to prevail, definitely and absolutely
forbid a gradually improving cooerdination between American political organization and
American national economic needs or moral and intellectual ideals. The conception of
democracy out of which the supposed contradiction between the democratic and
national ideals issues is the great enemy of the American national advance, and is for
that reason the great enemy of the real interests of democracy.

To be sure, any increase in centralized power and responsibility, expedient or
inexpedient, is injurious to certain aspects of traditional American democracy. But the
fault in that case lies with the democratic tradition; and the erroneous and misleading
tradition must yield before the march of a constructive national democracy. The national
advance will always be impeded by these misleading and erroneous ideas, and, what is
more, it always should be impeded by them, because at bottom ideas of this kind are
merely an expression of the fact that the average American individual is morally and
intellectually inadequate to a serious and consistent conception of his responsibilities as
a democrat. An American national democracy must always prove its right to a further
advance, not only by the development of a policy and method adequate for the
particular occasion, but by its ability to overcome the inevitable opposition of selfish
interests and erroneous ideas. The logic of its position makes it the aggressor, just as
the logic of its opponents’ position ties them to a negative and protesting or merely
insubordinate part. If the latter should prevail, their victory would become tantamount to
national dissolution, either by putrefaction, by revolution, or by both.

Under the influence of certain practical demands, an increase has already taken place
in the activity of the Federal government. The increase has not gone as far as
governmental efficiency demands, but it has gone far enough to provoke outbursts of
protest and anguish from the “old-fashioned Democrats.” They profess to see the
approaching extinction of the American democracy in what they call the drift towards
centralization. Such calamitous predictions are natural, but they are none the less
absurd. The drift of American politics—its instinctive and unguided movement—is
almost wholly along the habitual road; and any effective increase of Federal
centralization can be imposed only by most strenuous efforts, by one of the biggest
sticks which has ever been flourished in American politics. The advance made in this
direction is small compared to the actual needs of an efficient national organization, and
considering the mass of interest and prejudice which it must continue to overcome, it
can hardly continue to progress at more than a snail’s pace. The great obstacle to
American national fulfillment must always be the danger that the American people will
merely succumb to the demands of their local and private interests and will permit their
political craft to drift into a compromising situation—from which the penalties of rescue
may be almost as distressing as the penalties of submission.
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The tradition of an individualist and provincial democracy, which is the mainstay of an
anti-national policy, does not include ideals which have to be realized by aggressive
action. Their ideals are the ones embodied in our existing system, and their continued
vitality demands merely a policy of inaction enveloped in a cloud of sacred phrases.
The advocates and the beneficiaries of the prevailing ideas and conditions are little by
little being forced into the inevitable attitude of the traditional Bourbon—the attitude of
maintaining customary or legal rights merely because they are customary or legal, and
predicting the most awful consequences from any attempt to impair them. Men, or
associations of men, who possess legal or customary rights inimical to the public
welfare, always defend those rights as the essential part of a political system, which, if it
is overthrown, will prove destructive to public prosperity and security. On no other
ground can they find a plausible public excuse for their opposition. The French royal
authority and aristocratic privileges were defended on these grounds in 1780, and as
the event proved, with some show of reason. In the same way the partial legislative
control of nationalized corporations now exercised by the state government, is
defended, not on the ground that it has been well exercised, not even plausibly on the
ground that it can be well exercised. It is defended almost exclusively on the ground
that any increase in the authority of the Federal government is dangerous to the
American people. But the Federal government belongs to the American people even
more completely than do the state governments, because a general current of public
opinion can act much more effectively on the single Federal authority than it can upon
the many separate state authorities. Popular interests have nothing to fear from a
measure of Federal centralization, which bestows on the Federal government powers
necessary to the fulfillment of its legitimate responsibilities; and the American people
cannot in the long run be deceived by pleas which bear the evidence of such a selfish
origin and have such dubious historical associations. The rights and the powers both of
states and individuals must be competent to serve their purposes efficiently in an
economical and coherent national organization, or else they must be superseded. A
prejudice against centralization is as pernicious, provided centralization is necessary, as
a prejudice in its favor. All rights under the law are functions in a democratic political
organism and must be justified by their actual or presumable functional adequacy.
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The ideal of a constructive relation between American nationality and American
democracy is in truth equivalent to a new Declaration of Independence. It affirms that
the American people are free to organize their political, economic, and social life in the
service of a comprehensive, a lofty, and far-reaching democratic purpose. At the
present time there is a strong, almost a dominant tendency to regard the existing
Constitution with superstitious awe, and to shrink with horror from modifying it even in
the smallest detail; and it is this superstitious fear of changing the most trivial parts of
the fundamental legal fabric which brings to pass the great bondage of the American
spirit. If such an abject worship of legal precedent for its own sake should continue, the
American idea will have to be fitted to the rigid and narrow lines of a few legal formulas;
and the ruler of the American spirit, like the ruler of the Jewish spirit of old, will become
the lawyer. But it will not continue, in case Americans can be brought to understand and
believe that the American national political organization should be constructively related
to their democratic purpose. Such an ideal reveals at once the real opportunity and the
real responsibility of the American democracy. It declares that the democracy has a
machinery in a nationalized organization, and a practical guide in the national interest,
which are adequate to the realization of the democratic ideal; and it declares also that in
the long run just in so far as Americans timidly or superstitiously refuse to accept their
national opportunity and responsibility, they will not deserve the names either of
freemen or of loyal democrats. There comes a time in the history of every nation, when
its independence of spirit vanishes, unless it emancipates itself in some measure from
its traditional illusions; and that time is fast approaching for the American people. They
must either seize the chance of a better future, or else become a nation which is
satisfied in spirit merely to repeat indefinitely the monotonous measures of its own past.

THE PEOPLE AND THE NATION

At the beginning of this discussion popular Sovereignty was declared to be the essential
condition of democracy; and a general account of the nature of a constructive
democratic ideal can best be brought to a close by a definition of the meaning of the
phrase, popular Sovereignty, consistent with a nationalist interpretation of democracy.
The people are Sovereign; but who and what are the people? and how can a many-
headed Sovereignty be made to work? Are we to answer, like Bismarck, that the “true
people is an invisible multitude of spirits—the nation of yesterday and of to-morrow”?
Such an answer seems scarcely fair to living people of to-day. On the other hand, can
we reply that the Sovereign people is constituted by any chance majority which happens
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to obtain control of the government, and that the decisions and actions of the majority
are inevitably and unexceptionally democratic? Such an assertion of the doctrine of
popular Sovereignty would bestow absolute Sovereign authority on merely a part of the
people. Majority rule, under certain prescribed conditions, is a necessary constituent of
any practicable democratic organization; but the actions or decisions of a majority need
not have any binding moral and national authority. Majority rule is merely one means to
an extremely difficult, remote and complicated end; and it is a piece of machinery which
Is peculiarly liable to get out of order. Its arbitrary and dangerous tendencies can, as a
matter of fact, be checked in many effectual and legitimate ways, of which the most
effectual is the cherishing of a tradition, partly expressed in some body of fundamental
law, that the true people are, as Bismarck declared, in some measure an invisible
multitude of spirits—the nation of yesterday and to-morrow, organized for its national
historical mission.

The phrase popular Sovereignty is, consequently, for us Americans equivalent to the
phrase “national Sovereignty.” The people are not Sovereign as individuals. They are
not Sovereign in reason and morals even when united into a majority. They become
Sovereign only in so far as they succeed in reaching and expressing a collective
purpose. But there is no royal and unimpeachable road to the attainment of such a
collective will; and the best means a democratic people can take in order to assert its
Sovereign authority with full moral effect is to seek fullness and consistency of national
life. They are Sovereign in so far as they are united in spirit and in purpose; and they
are united in so far as they are loyal one to another, to their joint past, and to the
Promise of their future. The Promise of their future may sometimes demand the partial
renunciation of their past and the partial sacrifice of certain present interests; but the
inevitable friction of all such sacrifices can be mitigated by mutual loyalty and good
faith. Sacrifices of tradition and interest can only be demanded in case they contribute
to the national purpose—to the gradual creation of a higher type of individual and
associated life. Hence it is that an effective increase in national coherence looks in the
direction of the democratic consummation—of the morally and intellectually authoritative
expression of the Sovereign popular will. Both the forging and the functioning of such a
will are constructively related to the gradual achievement of the work of individual and
social amelioration.
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Undesirable and inadequate forms of democracy always seek to dispense in one way or
another with this tedious process of achieving a morally authoritative Sovereign will.

We Americans have identified democracy with certain existing political and civil rights,
and we have, consequently, tended to believe that the democratic consummation was
merely a matter of exercising and preserving those rights. The grossest form of this
error was perpetrated when Stephen A. Douglas confused authoritative popular
Sovereignty with the majority vote of a few hundred “squatters” in a frontier state, and
asserted that on democratic principles such expressions of the popular will should be
accepted as final. But an analogous mistake lurks in all static forms of democracy. The
bestowal and the exercise of political and civil rights are merely a method of
organization, which if used in proper subordination to the ultimate democratic purpose,
may achieve in action something of the authority of a popular Sovereign will. But to
cleave to the details of such an organization as the very essence of democracy is utterly
to pervert the principle of national democratic Sovereignty. From this point of view, the
Bourbon who wishes the existing system with its mal-adaptations and contradictions
preserved in all its lack of integrity, commits an error analogous to that of the radical,
who wishes by virtue of a majority vote immediately to destroy some essential part of
the fabric. Both of them conceive that the whole moral and national authority of the
democratic principle can be invoked in favor of institutions already in existence or of
purposes capable of immediate achievement.

On the other hand, there are democrats who would seek a consummate democracy
without the use of any political machinery. The idea that a higher type of associated life
can be immediately realized by a supreme act of faith must always be tempting to men
who unite social aspirations with deep religious faith. It is a more worthy and profound
conception of democracy than the conventional American one of a system of legally
constituted and equally exercised rights, fatally resulting in material prosperity. Before
any great stride can be made towards a condition of better democracy, the constructive
democratic movement must obtain more effective support both from scientific discipline
and religious faith. Nevertheless, the triumph of Tolstoyan democracy at the present
moment would be more pernicious in its results than the triumph of Jeffersonian
Democracy. Tolstoy has merely given a fresh and exalted version of the old doctrine of
non-resistance, which, as it was proclaimed by Jesus, referred in the most literal way to
another world. In this world faith cannot dispense with power and organization. The
sudden and immediate conversion of unregenerate men from a condition of violence,
selfishness, and sin into a condition of beatitude and brotherly love can obtain even
comparative permanence
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only by virtue of exclusiveness. The religious experience of our race has sufficiently
testified to the permanence of the law. One man can be evangelized for a lifetime. A
group of men can be evangelized for many years. Multitudes of men can be
evangelized only for a few hours. No faith can achieve comparatively stable social
conquests without being established by habit, defined by thought, and consolidated by
organization. Usually the faith itself subsequently sickens of the bad air it breathes in its
own house. Indeed, it is certain to lose initiative and vigor, unless it can appeal
intermittently to some correlative source of enthusiasm and devotion. But with the help
of efficient organization it may possibly survive, whereas in the absence of such a
worldly body, it must in a worldly sense inevitably perish. Democracy as a living
movement in the direction of human brotherhood has required, like other faiths, an
efficient organization and a root in ordinary human nature; and it obtains such an
organization by virtue of the process of national development—on condition, of course,
that the nation is free to become a genuine and thorough-going democracy.

A democracy organized into a nation, and imbued with the national spirit, will seek by
means of experimentation and discipline to reach the object which Tolstoy would reach
by an immediate and a miraculous act of faith. The exigencies of such schooling
frequently demand severe coercive measures, but what schooling does not? A nation
cannot merely discharge its unregenerate citizens; and the best men in a nation or in
any political society cannot evade the responsibility which the fact of human
unregeneracy places upon the whole group. After men had reached a certain stage of
civilization, they frequently began to fear that the rough conditions of political
association excluded the highest and most fruitful forms of social life; and they sought
various ways of improving the quality of the association by narrowing its basis. They
tried to found small communities of saints who were connected exclusively by moral and
religious bonds, and who in this way freed themselves from the hazards, the distraction,
and the violence inseparable from political association. Such communities have made
at different times great successes; but their success has not been permanent. The
political aspect of associated life is not to be evaded. In proportion as political
organization gained in prosperity, efficiency, and dignity, special religious associations
lost their independence and power. Even the most powerful religious association in the
world, the Catholic Church, has been fighting a losing battle with political authority, and
it is likely in the course of time to occupy in relation to the political powers a position
analogous to that of the Greek or the English church. The ultimate power to command
must rest with that authority which, if necessary, can force people to obey; and any plan
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of association which seeks to ignore the part which physical force plays in life is
necessarily incomplete. Just as formerly the irresponsible and meaningless use of
political power created the need of special religious associations, independent of the
state, so now the responsible, the purposeful, and the efficient use of physical force,
characteristic of modern nations, has in its turn made such independence less
necessary, and tends to attach a different function to the church. A basis of association
narrower than the whole complex of human powers and interests will not serve.
National organization provides such a basis. The perversity of human nature may
cause its ultimate failure; but it will not fail because it omits any essential constituent in
the composition of a permanent and fruitful human association. So far as it fulfills its
responsibilities, it guarantees protection against predatory powers at home and abroad.
It provides in appropriate measure for individual freedom, for physical, moral, and
intellectual discipline, and for social consistency. It has prizes to offer as well as
coercion to exercise; and with its foundations planted firmly in the past, its windows and
portals look out towards a better future. The tendency of its normal action is continually,
if very slowly, to diminish the distance between the ideal of human brotherhood, and the
political, economic, and social conditions, under which at any one time men manage to
live together.

That is the truth to which the patriotic Americans should firmly cleave. The modern
nation, particularly in so far as it is constructively democratic, constitutes the best
machinery as yet developed for raising the level of human association. It really teaches
men how they must feel, what they must think, and what they must do, in order that they
may live together amicably and profitably. The value of this school for its present
purposes is increased by its very imperfections, because its imperfections issue
inevitably from the imperfections of human nature. Men being as unregenerate as they
are, all worthy human endeavor involves consequences of battle and risk. The heroes
of the struggle must maintain their achievements and at times even promote their
objects by compulsion. The policeman and the soldier will continue for an indefinite
period to be guardians of the national schools, and the nations have no reason to be
ashamed of this fact. It is merely symbolic of the very comprehensiveness of their
responsibilities—that they have to deal with the problem of human inadequacy and
unregeneracy in all its forms,—that they cannot evade this problem by allowing only the
good boys to attend school—that they cannot even mitigate it by drawing too sharp a
distinction between the good boys and the bad. Such indiscriminate attendance in
these national schools, if it is to be edifying, involves one practical consequence of
dominant importance. Everybody within the school-house—masters,
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teachers, pupils and janitors, old pupils and young, good pupils and bad, must feel one
to another an indestructible loyalty. Such loyalty is merely the subjective aspect of their
inevitable mutual association; it is merely the recognition that as a worldly body they
must all live or die and conquer or fail together. The existence of an invincible loyalty is
a condition of the perpetuity of the school. The man who believes himself wise is
always tempted to ignore or undervalue the foolish brethren. The man who believes
himself good is always tempted actively to dislike the perverse brethren. The man who
insists at any cost upon having his own way is always twisting the brethren into his
friends or his enemies. But the teaching of the national school constantly tends to
diminish these causes of disloyalty. Its tendency is to convert traditional patriotism into
a patient devotion to the national ideal, and into a patient loyalty towards one’s fellow-
countrymen as the visible and inevitable substance through which that ideal is to be
expressed.

In the foregoing characteristic of a democratic nation, we reach the decisive difference
between a nation which is seeking to be wholly democratic and a nation which is
content to be semi-democratic. In the semi-democratic nation devotion to the national
ideal does not to the same extent sanctify the citizen’s relation in feeling and in idea to
his fellow-countrymen. The loyalty demanded by the national ideal of such a country
may imply a partly disloyal and suspicious attitude towards large numbers of political
associates. The popular and the national interests must necessarily in some measure
diverge. In a nationalized democracy or a democratic nation the corresponding
dilemma is mitigated. The popular interest can only be efficiently expressed in a
national policy and organization. The national interest is merely a more coherent and
ameliorating expression of the popular interest. Its consistency, so far as it is
consistent, is the reflection of a more humanized condition of human nature. It
increases with the increasing power of its citizens to deal fairly and to feel loyally
towards their fellow-countrymen; and it cannot increase except through the overthrow of
the obstacles to fair dealing and loyal feeling.

The responsibility and loyalty which the citizens of a democratic nation must feel one
towards another is comprehensive and unmitigable; but the actual behavior which at
any one time the national welfare demands must, of course, be specially and carefully
discriminated. National policies and acts will be welcome to some citizens and
obnoxious to others, according to their special interests and opinions; and the citizens
whose interests and ideas are prejudiced thereby have every right and should be
permitted every opportunity to protest in the most vigorous and persistent manner. The
nation may, however, on its part demand that these protests, in order to be heeded and
respected, must
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conform to certain conditions. They must not be carried to the point of refusing
obedience to the law. When private interests are injured by the national policy, the
protestants must be able to show either that such injuries are unnecessary, or else they
involve harm to an essential public interest. All such protest must find an ultimate
sanction in a group of constructive democratic ideas. Finally, the protest must never be
made the excuse for personal injustice or national disloyalty. Even if the national policy
should betray indifference to the fundamental interests of a democratic nation, as did
that of the United States from 1820 to 1860, the obligation of patient good faith on the
part of the protestants is not diminished. Their protests may be as vivacious and as
persistent as the error demands. The supporters of the erroneous policy may be made
the object of most drastic criticism and the uncompromising exposure. No effort should
be spared to secure the adoption of a more genuinely national policy. But beyond all
this there remains a still deeper responsibility—that of dealing towards one’s fellow-
countrymen in good faith, so that differences of interest, of conviction, and of moral
purpose can be made the agency of a better understanding and a firmer loyalty.

If a national policy offends the integrity of the national idea, as for a while that of the
American nation did, its mistake is sure to involve certain disastrous consequences; and
those consequences constitute, usually, the vehicle of necessary national discipline.
The national school is, of course, the national life. So far as the school is properly
conducted, the methods of instruction are, if you please, pedagogic; but if the masters
are blind or negligent, or if the scholars are unruly, there remains as a resource the
more painful and costly methods of nature’s instruction. A serious error will be followed
by its inevitable penalty, proportioned to the blindness and the perversity in which it
originated; and thereafter the prosperity of the country’s future will hang partly on the
ability of the national intelligence to trace the penalty to its cause and to fix the
responsibility. No matter how loyal the different members of a national body may be
one to another, their mutual good faith will bleed to death, unless some among them
have the intelligence to trace their national ills to their appropriate causes, and the
candid courage to advocate the necessary remedial measures. At some point in the
process, disinterested patriotism and good faith must be reenforced by intellectual
insight. A people are saved many costly perversions, in case the official school-masters
are wise, and the pupils neither truant nor insubordinate; but if the lessons are foolishly
phrased, or the pupils refuse to learn, the school will never regain its proper disciplinary
value until new teachers have arisen, who understand both the error and its
consequences, and who can exercise an effective authority over their pupils.
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The mutual loyalty and responsibility, consequently, embodied and inculcated in a
national school, depends for its efficient expression upon the amount of insight and
intelligence which it involves. The process of national education means, not only a
discipline of the popular will, but training in ability to draw inferences from the national
experience, so that the national consciousness will gradually acquire an edifying state of
mind towards its present and its future problems. Those problems are always closely
allied to the problems which have been more or less completely solved during the
national history; and the body of practical lessons which can be inferred from that
history is the best possible preparation for present and future emergencies. Such
history requires close and exact reading. The national experience is always strangely
mixed. Even the successes of our own past, such as the Federal organization, contain
much dubious matter, demanding the most scrupulous disentanglement. Even the
worst enemies of our national integrity, such as the Southern planters, offer in some
respects an edifying political example to a disinterested democracy. Nations do not
have to make serious mistakes in order to learn valuable lessons. Every national
action, no matter how trivial, which is scrutinized with candor, may contribute to the
stock of national intellectual discipline—the result of which should be to form a
constantly more coherent whole out of the several elements in the national composition
—out of the social and economic conditions, the stock of national opinions, and the
essential national ideal. And it is this essential national ideal which makes it undesirable
for the national consciousness to dwell too much on the past or to depend too much
upon the lessons of experience alone. The great experience given to a democratic
nation must be just an incorrigible but patient attempt to realize its democratic ideal—an
attempt which must mold history as well as hang upon its lessons. The function of the
patriotic political intelligence in relation to the fulfillment of the national Promise must be
to devise means for its redemption—means which have their relations to the past, their
suitability to the occasion, and their contribution towards a step in advance. The work in
both critical, experienced, and purposeful. Mistakes will be made, and their effects
either corrected or turned to good account. Successes will be achieved, and their
effects must be coolly appraised and carefully discriminated. The task will never be
entirely achieved, but the tedious and laborious advance will for every generation be a
triumphant affirmation of the nationalized democratic ideal as the one really adequate
political and social principle.

CHAPTER X

A NATIONAL FOREIGN POLICY
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The logic of a national democratic ideal and the responsibilities of a national career in
the world involve a number of very definite consequences in respect to American foreign
policy. They involve, in fact, a conception of the place of a democratic nation in relation
to the other civilized nations, different from that which has hitherto prevailed in this
country. Because of their geographical situation and their democratic institutions,
Americans have claimed and still claim a large degree of national aloofness and
independence; but such a claim could have been better defended several generations
ago than it can to-day. Unquestionably the geographical situation of the United States
must always have a decisive effect upon the nature of its policy in foreign affairs; and
undoubtedly no course of action in respect to other nations can be national without
serving the interests of democracy. But precisely because an American foreign policy
must be candidly and vigorously national, it will gradually bring with it an increasingly
complicated group of international ties and duties. The American nation, just in so far
as it believes in its nationality and is ready to become more of a nation, must assume a
more definite and a more responsible place in the international system. It will have an
increasingly important and an increasingly specific part to play in the political affairs of
the world; and, in spite of “old-fashioned democratic” scruples and prejudices, the will to
play that part for all it is worth will constitute a beneficial and a necessary stimulus to the
better realization of the Promise of our domestic life.

A genuinely national policy must, of course, be based upon a correct understanding of
the national interest in relation to those of its neighbors and associates. That American
policy did obtain such a foundation during the early years of American history is to be
traced to the sound political judgment of Washington and Hamilton. Jefferson and the
Republicans did their best for a while to persuade the American democracy to follow the
dangerous course of the French democracy, and to base its international policy not
upon the firm ground of national interest, but on the treacherous sands of international
democratic propagandism. After a period of hesitation, the American people, with their
usual good sense in the face of a practical emergency, rallied to the principles
subsequently contained in Washington’s Farewell Address; and the Jeffersonian
Republicans, when they came into control of the Federal government, took over this
conception of American national policy together with the rest of the Federalist outfit. But
like the rest of the Federalist organization and ideas, the national foreign policy was
emasculated by the expression it received at the hands of the Republicans. The
conduct of American foreign affairs during the first fifteen years of the century are an
illustration of the ills which may befall a democracy during a critical international period,
when its foreign policy is managed by a party of anti-national patriots.
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After 1815 the foreign policy of the United States was determined by a strict adherence
to the principles enunciated in Washington’s Farewell Address. The adherence was
more in the letter than in the spirit, and the ordinary popular interpretation, which
prevails until the present day, cannot be granted undivided approval; but so far as its
immediate problems were concerned, American foreign policy did not, on the whole, go
astray. The United States kept resolutely clear of European entanglements, and did not
participate in international councils, except when the rights of neutrals were under
discussion; and this persistent neutrality was precisely the course which was needed in
order to confirm the international position of the country as well as to leave the road
clear for its own national development. But certain consequences were at an early date
deduced from a neutral policy which require more careful examination. During the
presidency of Monroe the systematic isolation of the United States in respect to Europe
was developed, so far as the two Americas were concerned, into a more positive
doctrine. It was proclaimed that abstention on the part of the United States from
European affairs should be accompanied by a corresponding abstention by the
European Powers from aggressive action in the two Americas. What our government
proposed to do was to divide sharply the democratic political system of the Americas
from the monarchical and aristocratic political system of Europe. The European system,
based as it was upon royalist legitimacy and privileges, and denying as it did popular
political rights, was declared to be inimical in spirit and in effect to the American
democratic state.

The Monroe Doctrine has been accepted in this form ever since as an indisputable
corollary of the Farewell Address. The American people and politicians cherish it as a
priceless political heirloom. It is considered to be the equivalent of the Declaration of
Independence in the field of foreign affairs; and it arouses an analogous volume and
fury of conviction. Neither is this conviction merely the property of Fourth-of-July
Americans. Our gravest publicists usually contribute to the Doctrine a no less emphatic
adherence; and not very many years ago one of the most enlightened of American
statesmen asserted that American foreign policy as a whole could be sufficiently
summed up in the phrase, “The Monroe Doctrine and the Golden Rule.” Does the
Monroe Doctrine, as stated above, deserve such uncompromising adherence? Is it an
adequate expression of the national interest of the American democracy in the field of
foreign affairs?
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At the time the Monroe Doctrine was originally proclaimed, it did unquestionably
express a valid national interest of the American democracy. It was the American retort
to the policy of the Holy Alliance which sought to erect the counter-revolutionary
principles into an international system, and which suppressed, so far as possible, all
nationalist or democratic agitation. The Spanish-American colonies had been winning
their independence from Spain; and there was a fear, not entirely ill-founded, that the
Alliance would apply its anti-democratic international policy to the case of Spain’s
revolted colonies. Obviously the United States, both as a democracy and as a
democracy which had won its independence by means of a revolutionary war, could not
admit the right of any combination of European states to suppress national and
democratic uprisings on the American continents. Our government would have been
wholly justified in resisting such interference with all its available military force. But in
what sense and upon what grounds was the United States justified in going farther than
this, and in asserting that under no circumstances should there be any increase of
European political influence upon the American continents? What is the propriety and
justice of such a declaration of continental isolation? What are its implications? And
what, if any, are its dangers?

In seeking an answer to these questions we must return to the source of American
foreign policy in the Farewell Address. That address contains the germ of a prudent
and wise American national policy; but Hamilton, in preparing its phrasing, was guided
chiefly by a consideration of the immediate needs and dangers of his country. The
Jeffersonian Republicans in their enthusiasm for the French Revolution proposed for a
while to bring about a permanent alliance between France and the United States, the
object whereof should be the propagation of the democratic political faith. Both
Washington and Hamilton saw clearly that such behavior would entangle the United
States in all the vicissitudes and turmoil which might attend the development of
European democracy; and their favorite policy of neutrality and isolation implied both
that the national interest of the United States was not concerned in merely European
complications, and that the American people, unlike those of France, did not propose to
make their political principles an excuse for international aggression. The Monroe
Doctrine, as proclaimed in 1825, rounded out this negative policy with a more positive
assertion of principles. It declared that the neutrality of the American democracy, so far
as Europe was concerned, must be balanced by the non-intervention of European
legitimacy and aristocracy in the affairs of the American continents. Now this extension
of American foreign policy was, as we have seen, justified, in so far as it was a protest
against any possible interference on the part of the Holy Alliance in American politics. It
was, moreover,
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justified in so far as it sought to identify the attainment of a desirable democratic
purpose with American international policy. Of course Hamilton, when he tried to found
the international policy of his country upon the national interest, wholly failed to identify
that interest with any positive democratic purpose; but in this, as in other respects,
Hamilton was not a thorough-going democrat. While he was right in seeking to prevent
the American people from allying themselves with the aggressive French democracy, he
was wrong in failing to foresee that the national interest of the United States was
identified with the general security and prosperity of liberal political institutions—that the
United States must by every practical means encourage the spread of democratic
methods and ideas. As much in foreign as in domestic affairs must the American
people seek to unite national efficiency with democratic idealism. The Monroe Doctrine,
consequently, is not to be condemned, as it has been condemned, merely because it
went far beyond the limited foreign policy of Hamilton. The real question in regard to
the Doctrine is whether it seeks in a practicable way—in a way consistent with the
national interest and inevitable international responsibilities—the realization of the
democratic idea. Do the rigid advocates of that Doctrine fall into an error analogous to
the error against which Washington and Hamilton were protesting? Do they not tend,
indirectly, and within a limited compass, to convert the American democratic idea into a
dangerously aggressive principle?

The foregoing question must, | believe, be answered partly in the affirmative. The
Monroe Doctrine, as usually stated, does give a dangerously militant tendency to the
foreign policy of the United States; and unless its expression is modified, it may prevent
the United States from occupying a position towards the nations of Europe and America
in conformity with its national interest and its national principle. It should be added,
however, that this unwholesomely aggressive quality is only a tendency, which will not
become active except under certain possible conditions, and which can gradually be
rendered less dangerous by the systematic development of the Doctrine as a positive
principle of political action in the Western hemisphere.

The Monroe Doctrine has, of course, no status in the accepted system of International
Law. Its international standing is due almost entirely to its express proclamation as an
essential part of the foreign policy of the United States, and it depends for its weight
upon the ability of this country to compel its recognition by the use of latent or actual
military force. Great Britain has, perhaps, tacitly accepted it, but no other European
country has done so, and a number of them have expressly stated that it entails
consequences against which they might sometime be obliged strenuously and forcibly
to protest. No forcible protest has as yet been made, because no European country
has had anything to gain from such a protest, comparable to the inevitable cost of a war
with the United States.
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The dangerously aggressive tendency of the Monroe Doctrine is not due to the fact that
it derives its standing from the effective military power of the United States. The
recognition which any proclamation of a specific principle of foreign policy receives will
depend, in case it conflicts with the actual or possible interests of other nations, upon
the military and naval power with which it can be maintained. The question as to
whether a particular doctrine is unwholesomely aggressive depends, consequently, not
upon the mere fact that it may provoke a war, but upon the doubt that, if it provokes a
war, such a war can be righteously fought. Does the Doctrine as usually stated,
possibly or probably commit the United States to an unrighteous war—a war in which
the United States would be opposing a legitimate interest on the part of one or a group
of European nations? Does an American foreign policy of the “Monroe Doctrine and the
Golden Rule” proclaim two parallel springs of national action in foreign affairs which
may prove to be incompatible?

There is a danger that such may be the case. The Monroe Doctrine in its most popular
form proclaims a rigid policy of continental isolation—of America for the Americans and
of Europe for the Europeans. European nations may retain existing possessions in the
Americas, but such possessions must not be increased. So far, so good. A European
nation, which sought defiantly to increase its American possessions, in spite of the
express declaration of the United States that such action would mean war, would
deserve the war thereby incurred. But there are many ways of increasing the political
influence of European Powers in the Americas without actual territorial appropriation.
The emigration from several European states and from Japan to South America is
already considerable, and is likely to increase rather than diminish. European
commercial interests in South America are greater than ours, and in the future will
become greater still. The South Americans have already borrowed large quantities of
European capital, and will need more. The industrial and agricultural development of
the South American states is constantly tying them more closely to Europe than it is to
the United States. It looks, consequently, as if irresistible economic conditions were
making in favor of an increase of effective European influence in South America. The
growth of that influence is part of the world-movement in the direction of the better
utilization of the economic resources of mankind. South America cannot develop
without the benefits of European capital, additional European labor, European products,
and European experience and training; and in the course of another few generations the
result will be a European investment in South America, which may in a number of
different ways involve political complications. We have already had a foretaste of those
consequences in the steps which the European Powers took a few years ago to collect
debts due to Europeans by Venezuela.
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The increasing industrial, social, and financial bonds might not have any serious political
consequences, provided the several South American states were possessed of stable
governments, orderly political traditions, and a political standing under definite treaties
similar to that of the smaller European states. But such is not the case. The alien
investment in South America may involve all sorts of political complications which would
give European or Asiatic Powers a justifiable right under the law of nations to interfere.
Up to the present time, as we have seen, such interference has promised to be too
costly; but the time may well come when the advantages of interference will more than
counterbalance the dangers of a forcible protest. Moreover, in case such a protest were
made, it might not come from any single European Power. A general European interest
would be involved. The United States might well find her policy of America for the
Americans result in an attempt on the part of a European coalition to bring about a really
effectual isolation. We might find ourselves involved in a war against a substantially
united Europe. Such a danger seems sufficiently remote at present; but in the long run
a policy which carries isolation too far is bound to provoke justifiable attempts to break it
down. If Europe and the Americas are as much divided in political interest as the
Monroe Doctrine seems to assert, the time will inevitably arrive when the two divergent
political systems must meet and fight; and plenty of occasions for such a conflict will
arise, as soon as the policy of isolation begins to conflict with the establishment of that
political relation between Europe and South America demanded by fundamental
economic and social interests. Thus under certain remote but entirely possible
conditions, the Doctrine as now proclaimed and practiced might justify Europe in
seeking to break it down by reasons at least as valid as those of our own country in
proclaiming it.

But if the Monroe Doctrine could only be maintained by a war of this kind, or a
succession of wars, it would defeat the very purpose which it is supposed to
accomplish. It would embroil the United States and the two American continents in
continual trouble with Europe; and it would either have to be abandoned or else would
carry with it incessant and enormous expenditures for military and naval purposes. The
United States would have to become a predominantly military power, armed to the
teeth, to resist or forestall European attack; and our country would have to accept these
consequences, for the express purpose of keeping the Americas unsullied by the
complications of European politics. Obviously there is a contradiction in such a
situation. The United States could fight with some show of reason a single European
Power, like France in 1865, which undertook a policy of American territorial
aggrandizement; but if it were obliged to fight a considerable portion of Europe for the
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same purpose, it would mean that our country was opposing a general, and presumably
a legitimate, European interest. In that event America would become a part of the
European political system with a vengeance—a part which in its endeavor to escape
from the vicissitudes of European politics had brought upon itself a condition of
permanent military preparation and excitement. Consequently, in case the “Monroe
Doctrine and the Golden Rule” are to remain the foundation of American foreign policy,
mere prudence demands a systematic attempt to prevent the Doctrine from arousing
just and effective European opposition.

No one can believe more firmly than myself that the foreign policy of a democratic
nation should seek by all practicable and inoffensive means the affirmation of
democracy; but the challenge which the Monroe Doctrine in its popular form issues to
Europe is neither an inoffensive nor a practicable means of affirmation. It is based
usually upon the notion of an essential incompatibility between American and European
political institutions; and the assertion of such an incompatibility at the present time can
only be the result of a stupid or willful American democratic Bourbonism. Such an
incompatibility did exist when the Holy Alliance dominated Europe. It does not exist to-
day, except in one particular. The exception is important, as we shall see presently; but
it does not concern the domestic institutions of the European and the American states.
The emancipated and nationalized European states of to-day, so far from being
essentially antagonistic to the American democratic nation, are constantly tending
towards a condition which invites closer and more fruitful association with the United
States; and any national doctrine which proclaims a rooted antagonism lies almost at
right angles athwart the road of American democratic national achievement.
Throughout the whole of the nineteenth century the European nations have been
working towards democracy by means of a completer national organization; while this
country has been working towards national cohesion by the mere logic and force of its
democratic ideal. Thus the distance between America and Europe is being diminished,;
and Americans in their individual behavior bear the most abundant and generous
testimony to the benefits which American democracy can derive from association with
the European nations. It is only in relation to the Monroe Doctrine that we still make
much of the essential incompatibility between European and American institutions, and
by so doing we distort and misinterpret the valid meaning of a national democratic
foreign policy. The existing domestic institutions of the European nations are for the
most part irrelevant to such a policy.
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The one way in which the foreign policy of the United States can make for democracy is
by strengthening and encouraging those political forces which make for international
peace. The one respect in which the political system, represented by the United States,
is still antagonistic to the European political system is that the European nation,
whatever its ultimate tendency, is actually organized for aggressive war, that the
cherished purposes of some of its states cannot be realized without war, and that the
forces which hope to benefit by war are stronger than the forces which hope to benefit
by peace. That is the indubitable reason why the United States must remain aloof from
the European system and must avoid scrupulously any entanglements in the
complicated web of European international affairs. The policy of isolation is in this
respect as wise to-day as it was in the time of its enunciation by Washington and
Hamilton; and nobody seriously proposes to depart from it. On the other hand, the
basis for this policy is wholly independent of the domestic institutions of the European
nations. It derives from the fact that at any time those nations may go to war about
guestions in which the United States has no vital interest. The geographical situation of
the United States emancipates her from these conflicts, and enables her to stand for the
ultimate democratic interest in international peace.

This justifiable policy of isolation has, moreover, certain important consequences in
respect to the foreign policy of the United States in the two Americas. In this field, also,
the United States must stand in every practicable way for a peaceful international
system, and whatever validity the Monroe Doctrine may have in its relation to the
European nations is the outcome of that obligation. If South and Central America were
thrown open to European colonial ambitions, they would be involved very much more
than they are at present in the consequences of European wars. In this sense the
increase of European political influence in the two Americas would be an undesirable
thing which the United States would have good reason to oppose. In this sense the
extension of the European system to the American hemisphere would involve
consequences inimical to democracy. In 1801 the North was fighting, not merely to
preserve American national integrity, but to prevent the formation of a state on its
southern frontier which could persist only by virtue of a European alliance, and which
would consequently have entangled the free republic of the Northern states in the
network of irrelevant European complications. Such would be the result of any attempt
on the part of the European states to seek alliances or to pursue an aggressive policy
on this side of the Atlantic.
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But it may be asked, how can European aggressions in America be opposed, even on
the foregoing ground, without requiring enormous and increasing military preparations?
Would not the Monroe Doctrine, even in that modified form, involve the same practical
inconsistency which has already been attached to its popular expression? The answer
is simple. It will involve a similar inconsistency unless effective means are taken to
avoid the inevitable dangers of such a challenge to Europe—unless, that is, means are
taken to prevent Europe from having any just cause for intervention in South America
for the purpose of protecting its own investment of men and money. The probable
necessity of such intervention is due to the treacherous and unstable political conditions
prevailing on that continent; and the Monroe Doctrine, consequently, commits the
United States at least to the attempt to constitute in the two Americas a stable and
peaceful international system. During the next two or three generations the European
states will be too much preoccupied elsewhere to undertake or even to threaten any
serious or concerted interference in South America. During that interval, while the
Monroe Doctrine remains in its present situation of being unrecognized but
unchallenged, American statesmen will have their opportunity. If the American system
can be made to stand for peace, just as the European system stands at present for war,
then the United States will have an unimpeachable reason in forbidding European
intervention. European states would no longer have a legitimate ground for
interference; it would be impossible for them to take any concerted action. The
American nation would testify to its sincere democracy both by its negative attitude
towards a militant European system and by its positive promotion of a peaceful
international system in the two Americas.

On the other hand, if a stable international system either is not or cannot be constituted
in the two Americas, the Monroe Doctrine will probably involve this country in wars
which would be not merely exhausting and demoralizing, but fruitless. We should be
fighting to maintain a political system which would be in no essential respect superior to
the European political system. The South and Central American states have been
almost as ready to fight among themselves, and to cherish political plans which can be
realized only by war, as the European states. In the course of time, as they grow in
population and wealth, they also will entertain more or less desirable projects of
expansion; and the resulting conflicts would, the United States permitting, be sure to
involve European alliances and complications. Why should the United States prepare
for war in order to preserve the integrity of states which, if left to themselves, might well
have an interest in compromising their own independence, and which, unless subjected
to an edifying pressure, would probably make comparatively poor use of the
independence they enjoyed? Surely the only valid reason for fighting in order to prevent
the growth of European political influence in the two Americas is the creation of a
political system on behalf of which it is worth while to fight.
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A STABLE AMERICAN INTERNATIONAL SYSTEM

Possibly some of my readers will have inferred by this time that the establishment of a
peaceable international system in the two Americas is only a sanctimonious paraphrase
for a policy on the part of this country of political aggrandizement in the Western
hemisphere. Such an inference would be wholly unjust. Before such a system can be
established, the use of compulsion may on some occasions be necessary; but the
United States acting individually, could rarely afford to employ forcible means. An
essential condition of the realization of the proposed system would be the ability of
American statesmen to convince the Latin-Americans of the disinterestedness of their
country’s intentions; and to this end the active cooeperation of one or more Latin-
American countries in the realization of the plan would be indispensable. The
statesmen of this country can work without cooeperation as long as they are merely
seeking to arouse public sentiment in favor of such a plan, or as long as they are
clearing away preliminary obstacles; but no decisive step can be taken without
assurance of support on the part of a certain proportion of the Latin-American states,
and the best way gradually to obtain such support has already been indicated by Mr.
Elihu Root during his official term as Secretary of State. He has begun the work of
coming to an understanding with the best element in South American opinion by his
candid and vigorous expression of the fundamental interest of the United States in its
relations with its American neighbors.

Fifteen years ago the attempt to secure effective support from any of the Latin-American
states in the foundation of a stable American international system would have looked
hopeless. Countries with so appalling a record of domestic violence and instability
could apparently be converted to a permanently peaceable behavior in respect to their
neighbors only by the use of force. But recently several niches have been built into the
American political structure on which a foothold may eventually be obtained. In general
the political condition of the more powerful Latin-American states, such as Mexico,
Brazil, Argentina, and Chile, has become more stable and more wholesome. If their
condition of stability and health persists, their industrial and commercial prosperity will
also continue; and little by little their political purposes will become more explicit and
more significant. As soon as this stage is reached, it should be possible for American
statesmen to estimate accurately the weight of the probable obstacles which any
movement towards an international agreement would encounter. A series of particular
steps could then be taken, tending to remove such obstacles, and, if wise, the whole
guestion of an international agreement could be raised in some definite way.
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Such obstacles may prove to be insurmountable; but provided the Latin-Americans can
be convinced of the disinterestedness of this country, they do not look insurmountable.
Acquiescence in a permanent American international system would, of course, imply a
certain sacrifice of independence on the part of the several contracting states; but in
return for this sacrifice their situation in respect to their neighbors would receive a
desirable certification. They would renounce the right of going to war in return for a
guarantee of their independence in other respects, and for the consequent chance of an
indefinite period of orderly economic and social development. Whether they can ever
be brought to such a renunciation will depend, of course, on the conception of their
national interest which the more important Latin-American states will reach. As long as
any one of them cherishes objects which can only be realized by war, the international
situation in the Western hemisphere will remain similar to that of Europe. An actual or
latent aggressiveness on the part of any one nation inevitably provokes its neighbors
into a defiant and suspicious temper. It is too soon to predict whether the economic and
political development of the Latin-Americans during the next generation will make for a
warlike or a peaceful international organization; but considering the political geography
of South America and the manifest economic interests of the several states, it does not
look as if any one of them had as much to gain from a militant organization as it had
from a condition of comparative international security.

The domestic condition of some of the Latin-American states presents a serious
obstacle to the creation of a stable American international system. Such a system
presupposes a condition of domestic peace. The several contracting states must
possess permanent and genuinely national political organizations; and no such
organization is possible as long as the tradition and habit of revolution persists. As we
have seen, the political habits of the more important states have in this respect
enormously improved of late years, but there remain a number of minor countries
wherein the right of revolution is cherished as the essential principle of their democracy.
Just what can be done with such states is a knotty problem. In all probability no
American international system will ever be established without the forcible pacification
of one or more such centers of disorder. Coercion should, of course, be used only in
the case of extreme necessity; and it would not be just to deprive the people of such
states of the right of revolution, unless effective measures were at the same time taken
to do away with the more or less legitimate excuses for revolutionary protest. In short,
any international American political system might have to undertake a task in states like
Venezuela, similar to that which the United States is now performing in Cuba. That any
attempt to secure domestic stability would be disinterested, if not successful, would be
guaranteed by the participation or the express acquiescence therein of the several
contracting states.
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The United States has already made an effective beginning in this great work, both by
the pacification of Cuba and by the attempt to introduce a little order into the affairs of
the turbulent Central American republics. The construction of the Panama Canal has
given this country an exceptional interest in the prevalence of order and good
government in the territory between Panama and Mexico; and in the near future our
best opportunity for improving international political conditions in the Western
hemisphere will be found in this comparatively limited but, from a selfish point of view,
peculiarly important field. Within this restricted area the same obstacles will be
encountered as in the larger area, and success will depend upon the use of similar
means and the exhibition of similar qualities. Very little can be achieved in Central
America without the cooeperation of Mexico, and without the ability to convince Mexican
statesmen of the disinterested intentions of this country. In the same way any
recrudescence of revolutionary upheavals in Mexico would enormously increase the
difficulties and perils of the attempt. On the other hand, success in bringing about with
Mexican cooeperation a condition of political security and comparative stability in
Central America would augur well for the success of the larger and more difficult attempt
to perform a similar work for the whole American hemisphere.

The most difficult task, however, connected with the establishment of a peaceful
American international system is presented by Canada. In case such a system were
constituted, Canada should most assuredly form a part of it. Yet she could not form a
part of it without a radical alteration in her relations with Great Britain. Canada is tied to
the British Imperial system, and her policy and destiny depends upon the policy and
destiny of the British Empire. She is content with this situation, not merely because she
is loyal to the mother country, but because she believes that her association with Great
Britain guarantees her independence in respect to the United States. Many Canadians
cherish a profound conviction that the United States wishes nothing so much as the
annexation of the Dominion; and the one thing in the world which they propose to
prevent is a successful attack upon their independence. This is the natural attitude of a
numerically weak people, divided by a long and indefensible frontier from a numerous
and powerful neighbor; and while the people of this country have done nothing since the
War of 1812 positively to provoke such suspicions, they have, on the other hand, done
nothing to allay them. We have never attempted to secure the good will of the
Canadians in any respect; and we have never done anything to establish better
relations. Yet unless such better relations are established, the United States will lose an
indispensable ally in the making of a satisfactory political system in the Western
hemisphere while at the same time the American people will be in the sorry situation for
a sincere democracy of having created only apprehension and enmity on the part of
their nearest and most intelligent neighbors.
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Under such circumstances the very first object of the foreign policy of the United States
should be to place its relations with Canada on a better footing. There was a time when
this object could have been accomplished by the negotiation of a liberal treaty of
commercial reciprocity. If the commercial policy of the United States had been
determined by its manifest national interest instead of by the interests of a group of
special industries, such a treaty would have been signed many years ago. A great
opportunity was lost when the negotiations failed early in the eighties, because ever
since Canada has been tightening her commercial ties with Great Britain; and these ties
will be still further tightened as Canada grows into a large grain-exporting country. But
while it will be impossible to make an arrangement as advantageous as the one which
might have been made twenty-five years ago, the national interest plainly demands the
negotiation of the most satisfactory treaty possible at the present time; and if the special
interests of a few industries are allowed to stand indefinitely in the way, we shall be
plainly exhibiting our incompetence to carry out an enlightened and a truly national
foreign policy. We shall be branding ourselves with the mark of a merely trading
democracy which is unable to subordinate the selfish interests of a few of its citizens to
the realization of a policy combining certain commercial advantages with an essential
national object. Just as the maintenance of the present high protective tariff is the
clearest possible indication of the domination of special over national interests in
domestic politics, so the resolute opposition which these industries show to the use of
the tariff as an instrument of a national foreign policy, suggests that the first duty of the
United States as a nation is to testify to its emancipation from such bondage by revising
the tariff. The matter concerns not merely Canada, but the South American Republics;
and it is safe to say that the present policy of blind protection is an absolute bar to the
realization of that improved American political system which is the correlative in foreign
affairs of domestic individual and social amelioration.

The desirable result of the utmost possible commercial freedom between Canada and
the United States would be to prepare the way for closer political association. By closer
political association | do not mean the annexation of Canada to the United States. Such
annexation might not be desirable even with the consent of Canada. What | do mean is
some political recognition of the fact that the real interests of Canada in foreign affairs
coincide with the interests of the United States rather than with the interests of Great
Britain. Great Britain’s interest in the independence of Holland or in the maintenance of
the Turkish power in Europe might involve England in a European war, in which Canada
would have none but a sentimental stake, but from which she might suffer severe
losses.
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At bottom Canada needs for her political and commercial welfare disentanglement from
European complications just as much as does the United States; and the diplomacy,
official and unofficial, of the United States, should seek to convince Canada of the truth
of this statement. Neither need a policy which looked in that direction necessarily incur
the enmity of Great Britain. In view of the increasing cost of her responsibilities in
Europe and in Asia, England has a great deal to gain by concentration and by a partial
retirement from the American continent, so far as such a retirement could be effected
without being recreant to her responsibilities towards Canada. The need of such
retirement has already been indicated by the diminution of her fleet in American waters;
and if her expenses and difficulties in Europe and Asia increase, she might be glad to
reach some arrangement with Canada and the United States which would recognize a
dominant Canadian interest in freedom from exclusively European political vicissitudes.

Such an arrangement is very remote; but it looks as if under certain probable future
conditions, a treaty along the following lines might be acceptable to Great Britain,
Canada, and the United States. The American and the English governments would
jointly guarantee the independence of Canada. Canada, on her part, would enter into
an alliance with the United States, looking towards the preservation of peace on the
American continents and the establishment of an American international political
system. Canada and the United States in their turn would agree to lend the support of
their naval forces to Great Britain in the event of a general European war, but solely for
the purpose of protecting the cargoes of grain and other food which might be needed by
Great Britain. Surely the advantages of such an arrangement would be substantial and
well-distributed. Canada would feel secure in her independence, and would be
emancipated from irrelevant European complications. The United States would gain
support, which is absolutely essential for the proper pacification of the American
continent, and would pay for that support only by an engagement consonant with her
interest as a food-exporting power. Great Britain would exchange a costly responsibility
for an assurance of food in the one event, which Britons must fear—viz., a general
European war with strong maritime powers on the other side. Such an arrangement
would, of course, be out of the question at present; but it suggests the kind of treaty
which might lead Great Britain to consent to the national emancipation of Canada, and
which could be effected without endangering Canadian independence.
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Any systematic development of the foreign policy of the United States, such as
proposed herewith, will seem very wild to the majority of Americans. They will not
concede its desirability, because the American habit is to proclaim doctrines and
policies, without considering either the implications, the machinery necessary to carry
them out, or the weight of the resulting responsibilities. But in estimating the
practicability of the policy proposed, the essential idea must be disentangled from any
possible methods of realizing it—such as the suggested treaty between the United
States, Great Britain, and Canada. An agreement along those lines may never be either
practicable or prudent, but the validity of the essential idea remains unaffected by the
abandonment of a detail. That idea demands that effective and far-sighted
arrangements be made in order to forestall the inevitable future objections on the part of
European nations to an uncompromising insistence on the Monroe Doctrine; and no
such arrangement is possible, except by virtue of Canadian and Mexican cooeperation
as well as that of some of the South American states. It remains for American
statesmanship and diplomacy to discover little by little what means are practicable and
how much can be accomplished under any particular set of conditions. A candid man
must admit that the obstacles may prove to be insuperable. One of any number of
possible contingencies may serve to postpone its realization indefinitely. Possibly
neither Canada nor Great Britain will consent to any accommodation with the United
States. Possibly one or more South American states will assume an aggressive attitude
towards their neighbors. Possibly their passions, prejudices, and suspicions will make
them prefer the hazards and the costs of military preparations and absolute technical
independence, even though their interests counsel another course. Possibly the
consequences of some general war in Europe or Asia will react on the two Americas
and embroil the international situation to the point of hopeless misunderstanding and
confusion. Indeed, the probabilities are that in America as in Europe the road to any
permanent international settlement will be piled mountain high with dead bodies, and
will be traveled, if at all, only after a series of abortive and costly experiments. But
remote and precarious as is the establishment of any American international system, it
is not for American statesmen necessarily either an impracticable, an irrelevant, or an
unworthy object. Fail though we may in the will, the intelligence, or the power to carry it
out, the systematic effort to establish a peaceable American system is just as plain and
just as inevitable a consequence of the democratic national principle, as is the effort to
make our domestic institutions contribute to the work of individual and social
amelioration.

DEMOCRACY AND PEACE
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A genuinely national foreign policy for the American democracy is not exhausted by the
Monroe Doctrine. The United States already has certain colonial interests; and these
interests may hereafter be extended. | do not propose at the present stage of this
discussion to raise the question as to the legitimacy in principle of a colonial policy on
the part of a democratic nation. The validity of colonial expansion even for a democracy
is a manifest deduction from the foregoing political principles, always assuming that the
people whose independence is thereby diminished are incapable of efficient national
organization. On the other hand, a democratic nation cannot righteously ignore an
unusually high standard of obligation for the welfare of its colonial population. It would
be distinctly recreant to its duty, in case it failed to provide for the economic prosperity of
such a population, and for their educational discipline and social improvement. It by no
means follows, however, that because there is no rigid objection on democratic
principles to colonial expansion, there may not be the strongest practical objection on
the score of national interest to the acquisition of any particular territory. A remote
colony is, under existing international conditions, even more of a responsibility than it is
a source of national power and efficiency; and it is always a grave question how far the
assumption of any particular responsibility is worth while.

Without entering into any specific discussion, there can, | think, be little doubt that the
United States was justified in assuming its existing responsibilities in respect to Cuba
and its much more abundant responsibilities in respect to Porto Rico. Neither can it be
fairly claimed that hitherto the United States has not dealt disinterestedly and in good
faith with the people of these islands. On the other hand, our acquisition of the
Philippines raises a series of much more doubtful questions. These islands have been
so far merely an expensive obligation, from which little benefit has resulted to this
country and a comparatively moderate benefit to the Filipinos. They have already cost
an amount of money far beyond any chance of compensation, and an amount of
American and Filipino blood, the shedding of which constitutes a grave responsibility.
Their future defense against possible attack presents a military and naval problem of
the utmost difficulty. In fact, they cannot be defended from Japan except by the
maintenance of a fleet in Pacific waters at least as large as the Japanese fleet; and it
does not look probable that the United States will be able to afford for another
generation any such concentration of naval strength in the Pacific. But even though
from the military point of view the Philippines may constitute a source of weakness and
danger, their possession will have the political advantage of keeping the American
people alive to their interests in the grave problems which will be raised in the Far East
by the future development of China and Japan.
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The future of China raises questions of American foreign policy second only in
importance to the establishment of a stable American international organization; and in
relation to these questions, also, the interests of the United States and Canada tend
both to coincide and to diverge (possibly) from those of Great Britain. Just what form
the Chinese question will assume, after the industrial and the political awakening of
China has resulted in a more effective military organization and in greater powers both
of production and consumption, cannot be predicted with any certainty; but at present, it
looks as if the maintenance of the traditional American policy with respect to China, viz.,
the territorial integrity and the free commercial development of that country, might
require quite as considerable a concentration of naval strength in the Pacific as is
required by the defense of the Philippines. It is easy enough to enunciate such a policy,
just as it is easy to proclaim a Monroe Doctrine which no European Power has any
sufficient immediate interest to dispute; but it is wholly improbable that China can be
protected in its territorial integrity and its political independence without a great deal of
diplomacy and more or less fighting. During the life of the coming generation there will
be brought home clearly to the American people how much it will cost to assert its own
essential interests in China; and the peculiar value of the Philippines as an American
colony will consist largely in the fact that they will help American public opinion to realize
more quickly than it otherwise would the complications and responsibilities created by
Chinese political development and by Japanese ambition.

The existence and the resolute and intelligent facing of such responsibilities are an
inevitable and a wholesome aspect of national discipline and experience. The American
people have too easily evaded them in the past, but in the future they cannot be
evaded; and it is better so. The irresponsible attitude of Americans in respect to their
national domestic problems may in part be traced to freedom from equally grave
international responsibilities. In truth, the work of internal reconstruction and
amelioration, so far from being opposed to that of the vigorous assertion of a valid
foreign policy, is really correlative and supplementary thereto; and it is entirely possible
that hereafter the United States will be forced into the adoption of a really national
domestic policy because of the dangers and duties incurred through her relations with
foreign countries.
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The increasingly strenuous nature of international competition and the constantly higher
standards of international economic, technical, and political efficiency prescribe a
constantly improving domestic political and economic organization. The geographical
isolation which affords the United States its military security against foreign attack
should not blind Americans to the merely comparative nature of their isolation. The
growth of modern sea power and the vast sweep of modern national political interests
have at once diminished their security, and multiplied the possible sources of contact
between American and European interests. No matter how peaceably the United States
Is inclined, and no matter how advantageously it is situated, the American nation is none
the less constantly threatened by political warfare, and constantly engaged in industrial
warfare. The American people can no more afford than can a European people to
neglect any necessary kind or source of efficiency. Sooner than ever before in the
history of the world do a nation’s sins and deficiencies find it out. Under modern
conditions a country which takes its responsibilities lightly, and will not submit to the
discipline necessary to political efficiency, does not gradually decline, as Spain did in the
seventeenth century. It usually goes down with a crash, as France did in 1870, or as
Russia has just done. The effect of diminishing economic efficiency is not as suddenly
and dramatically exhibited; but it is no less inevitable and no less severe. And the
service which the very intensity of modern international competition renders to a living
nation arises precisely from the searching character of the tests to which it subjects the
several national organizations. Austria-Hungary has been forced to assume a
secondary position in Europe, because the want of national cohesion and vitality
deprived her political advance of all momentum. Russia has suddenly discovered that a
corrupt bureaucracy is incapable of a national organization as efficient as modern
military and political competition requires. It was desirable in the interest of the
Austrians, the Hungarians, and the Russians, that these weaknesses should be
exposed; and if the Christian states of the West ever become so organized that their
weaknesses are concealed until their consequences become irremediable, Western
civilization itself will be on the road to decline. The Atlantic Ocean will, in the long run,
fail to offer the United States any security from the application of the same searching
standards. Its democratic institutions must be justified, not merely by the prosperity
which they bestow upon its own citizens, but by its ability to meet the standards of
efficiency imposed by other nations. Its standing as a nation is determined precisely by
its ability to conquer and to hold a dignified and important place in the society of nations.
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The inference inevitably is that the isolation which has meant so much to the United
States, and still means so much, cannot persist in its present form. Its geographical
position will always have a profound influence on the strategic situation of the United
States in respect to the European Powers. It should always emancipate the United
States from merely European complications. But, while the American nation should
never seek a positive place in an exclusively European system, Europe, the United
States, Japan, and China must all eventually take their respective places in a world
system. While such a system is still so remote that it merely shows dimly through the
obscurity of the future, its manifest desirability brings with it certain definite but
contingent obligations in addition to the general obligation of comprehensive and
thorough-going national efficiency. It brings with it the obligation of interfering under
certain possible circumstances in what may at first appear to be a purely European
complication; and this specific obligation would be the result of the general obligation of
a democratic nation to make its foreign policy serve the cause of international peace.
Hitherto, the American preference and desire for peace has constituted the chief
justification for its isolation. At some future time the same purpose, just in so far as it is
sincere and rational, may demand intervention. The American responsibility in this
respect is similar to that of any peace-preferring European Power. If it wants peace, it
must be spiritually and physically prepared to fight for it. Peace will prevail in
international relations, just as order prevails within a nation, because of the righteous
use of superior force—because the power which makes for pacific organization is
stronger than the power which makes for a warlike organization. It looks as if at some
future time the power of the United States might well be sufficient, when thrown into the
balance, to tip the scales in favor of a comparatively pacific settlement of international
complications. Under such conditions a policy of neutrality would be a policy of
irresponsibility and unwisdom.

The notion of American intervention in a European conflict, carrying with it either the
chance or the necessity of war, would at present be received with pious horror by the
great majority of Americans. Non-interference in European affairs is conceived, not as a
policy dependent upon certain conditions, but as absolute law—derived from the sacred
writings. If the issue should be raised in the near future, the American people would be
certain to shirk it; and they would, perhaps, have some reason for a failure to
understand their obligation, because the course of European political development has
not as yet been such as to raise the question in a decisive form. All one can say as to
the existing situation is that there are certain Powers which have very much more to
lose than they have to gain by war. These
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Powers are no longer small states like Belgium, Switzerland, and Holland, but populous
and powerful states like Great Britain, Italy, and France. It may be one or it may be
many generations before the issue of a peaceful or a warlike organization is decisively
raised. When, if ever, it is decisively raised, the system of public law, under which any
organization would have to take place, may not be one which the United States could
accept. But the point is that, whenever and however it is raised, the American national
leaders should confront it with a sound, well-informed, and positive conception of the
American national interest rather than a negative and ignorant conception. And there is
at least a fair chance that such will be the case. The experience of the American people
in foreign affairs is only beginning, and during the next few generations the growth of
their traffic with Asia and Europe will afford them every reason and every opportunity to
ponder seriously the great international problem of peace in its relation to the American
national democratic interest.

The idea which is most likely to lead them astray is the idea which vitiates the Monroe
Doctrine in its popular form,—the idea of some essential incompatibility between
Europeanism and Americanism. That idea has given a sort of religious sanctity to the
national tradition of isolation; and it will survive its own utility because it flatters
American democratic vanity. But if such an idea should prevent the American nation
from contributing its influence to the establishment of a peaceful system in Europe,
America, and Asia, such a refusal would be a decisive stop toward American democratic
degeneracy. It would either mean that the American nation preferred its apparently safe
and easy isolation to the dangers and complications which would inevitably attend the
final establishment of a just system of public law; or else it would mean that the
American people believed more in Americanism than they did in democracy. A decent
guarantee of international peace would be precisely the political condition which would
enable the European nations to release the springs of democracy; and the Americanism
which was indifferent or suspicious of the spread of democracy in Europe would incur
and deserve the enmity of the European peoples. Such an attitude would constitute a
species of continental provincialism and chauvinism. Hence there is no shibboleth that
patriotic Americans should fight more tenaciously and more fiercely than of America for
the Americans, and Europe for the Europeans. To make Pan-Americanism merely a
matter of geography is to deprive it of all serious meaning. Pan-Slavism or Pan-
Germanism, based upon a racial bond, would be a far more significant political idea.
The only possible foundation of Pan-Americanism is an ideal democratic purpose—-
which, when translated into terms of international relations, demands, in the first place,
the establishment of a pacific system of public law in the two Americas, and in the
second place, an alliance with the pacific European Powers, just in so far as a similar
system has become in that continent one of the possibilities of practical politics.
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CHAPTER XI

PROBLEMS OF RECONSTRUCTION

STATE INSTITUTIONAL REFORM

In the foregoing chapter | have traced the larger aspects of a constructive relation
between the national and democratic principles in the field of foreign politics. The task
remains of depicting somewhat in detail the aspect which our more important domestic
problems assume from the point of view of the same relationship. The general outlines
of this picture have already been roughly sketched; but the mere sketch of a fruitful
general policy is not enough. A national policy must be justified by the flexibility with
which, without any loss of its integrity, it can be applied to specific problems, differing
radically one from another in character and significance. That the idea of a constructive
relationship between nationality and democracy is flexible without being invertebrate is
one of its greatest merits. It is not a rigid abstract and partial ideal, as is that of an
exclusively socialist or an exclusively individualist democracy. Neither is it merely a
compromise, suited to certain practical exigencies, between individualism and
socialism. Its central formative idea can lend itself to many different and novel
applications, while still remaining true to its own fundamental interest.

Flexible though the national ideal may be, its demands are in one respect inflexible. It is
the strenuous and irrevocable enemy of the policy of drift. It can counsel patience; but it
cannot abide collective indifference or irresponsibility. A constructive national ideal must
at least seek humbly to be constructive. The only question is, as to how this
responsibility for the collective welfare can at any one time be most usefully redeemed.
In the case of our own country at the present time an intelligent conception of the
national interest will counsel patient agitation rather than any hazardous attempts at
radical reconstruction. No such reform can be permanent, or even healthy, until
American public opinion has been converted to a completer realization of the nature and
extent of its national responsibilities. The ship of reform will gather most headway from
the association of certain very moderate practical proposals with the issue of a
deliberate, persistent, and far more radical challenge to popular political prejudices and
errors. It will be sufficient, in case our practical proposals seek to accomplish some
small measure both of political and economic reconstruction, and in case they occupy
some sort of a family relation to plans of the same kind with which American public
opinion is already more or less familiar.
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In considering this matter of institutional reform, | shall be guided chiefly by the extent to
which certain specific reforms have already become living questions. From this point of
view it would be a sheer waste of time just at present to discuss seriously any radical
modification, say, of the Federal Constitution. Certain transformations of the
Constitution either by insidious effect of practice, by deliberate judicial construction, or
by amendment are, of course, an inevitable aspect of the contemporary American
political problem; but all such possible and proposed changes must be confined to
specific details. They should not raise any question as to the fundamental desirability of
a system of checks and balances or of the other principles upon which the Federal
political organization is based. Much, consequently, as a political theorist may be
interested in some ideal plan of American national organization, it will be of little benefit
under existing conditions to enter into such a discussion. Let it wait until Americans
have come to think seriously and consistently about fundamental political problems.
The Federal Constitution is not all it should be, but it is better than any substitute upon
which American public opinion could now agree. Modifications may and should
somehow be made in details, but for the present not in fundamentals. On the other
hand, no similar sanctity attaches to municipal charters and state constitutions. The
ordinary state constitution is a sufficiently ephemeral piece of legislation. State and
municipal political forms are being constantly changed, and they are being changed
because they have been so extremely unsatisfactory in their actual operation. The local
political machinery becomes, consequently, the natural and useful subject of
reconstructive experiments. A policy of institutional reform must prove its value and
gain its experience chiefly in this field; and in formulating such a policy reformers will be
placing their hands upon the most palpable and best-recognized weakness in the
American political system.

A popular but ill-founded American political illusion concerns the success of their state
governments. Americans tend to believe that these governments have on the whole
served them well, whereas in truth they have on the whole been ill served by their
machinery of local administration and government. The failure has not, perhaps, been
as egregious or as scandalous as has been that of their municipal institutions; but it has
been sufficiently serious to provoke continual but abortive attempts to improve them;
and it has had so many dangerous consequences that the cause and cure of their
inefficiency constitute one of the most fundamental of American political problems. The
consequences of the failure have been mitigated because the weakness of the state
governments has been partly concealed and redeemed by the comparative strength
and efficiency of the central government. But
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the failures have none the less been sufficiently distressing; and if they are permitted to
continue, they will compromise the success of the American democratic experiment.
The Federal government has done much to ameliorate the condition of the American
people, whereas the state governments have done little or nothing. Instead of
representing, as a government should, the better contemporary ideals and methods,
they have reflected at best the average standard of popular behavior and at worst a
standard decidedly below the average. The lawlessness which so many Americans
bemoan in American life must be traced to the inefficiency of the state governments. |If
the central government had shared this weakness, the American political organism
would have already dissolved in violence and bloodshed.

The local authorities retain under the American Federal organization many of the
primary functions of government. They preserve order, administer civil and criminal
justice, collect taxes for general and local purposes, and are directly or indirectly
responsible for the system of public education. If it can be proved that the state
governments have exercised any of these functions in an efficient manner, that proof
certainly does not lie upon the surface of the facts. The provisions they have made for
keeping order have been utterly inadequate, and have usually broken down when any
serious reason for disorder has existed. A certain part of this violence is, moreover, the
immediate result of the failure of American criminal justice. The criminal laws have
been so carefully framed and so admirably expounded for the benefit of the lawyers and
their clients, the malefactors, that a very large proportion of American murderers escape
the proper penalty of their acts; and these dilatory and dubious judicial methods are
undoubtedly one effective cause of the prevalence of lynching in the South. There is
more to be said in favor of our civil than of our criminal courts. In spite of a good deal of
corruption and of subserviency to special interests, the judges are usually honest men
and good average lawyers; but the fact that they are elected for comparatively short
terms has made them the creatures of the political machine, and has demoralized their
political standards. They use court patronage largely for the benefit of the machine; and
whatever influence they have in politics is usually exercised in favor of the professional
politician. If they do not constitute a positive weakness in the system of local
government, they are certainly far from constituting a source of strength; and
considering the extent to which our government is a government of judges, they should
exercise a far more beneficent influence than they do.
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Neither are the administrative and legislative responsibilities of the states redeemed
with any more success. The tax systems of the several states are in a chaotic
condition. Their basis consists of the old property tax, which under its application to
modern conditions has become both unjust and unproductive, but which the state
legislatures seem to be wholly incapable of either abandoning or properly transforming.
In the matter of education the states have been, except in the South, liberal; but they
have not been as intelligent and well-informed as they have been well-intentioned. The
educational system of the country is not only chaotic, but it is very imperfectly adapted
to the needs of an industrial and agricultural democracy. Finally, if the legislatures of the
several states have ever done anything to increase respect for the wisdom and
conservatism of American representative government, it is certainly hard to discover
indications thereof. The financial and economic legislation of the states has usually
shown incompetence and frequently dishonesty. They have sometimes been ready to
repudiate their debts. In their relations to the corporations they have occupied the
positions alternately of blackmailers and creatures. They have been as ready to
confiscate private property as they have to confer on it excessive privileges. If the word
“law” means something less majestic and authoritative to Americans than it should, the
mass of trivial, contradictory, unwise, ephemeral, and corrupt legislation passed by the
state legislatures is largely responsible.

No doubt a certain part of this failure of the state governments is irremediable as long
as existing standards of public and private morality prevail; but most assuredly a certain
part is the direct result of unwise organization. American state governments have been
corrupt and inefficient largely because they have been organized for the benefit of
corrupt and inefficient men; and as long as they continue to be organized on such a
basis, no permanent or substantial improvement can be expected. Moreover, any
reorganization in order to be effective must not deal merely with details and expedients.
It must be as radical as are the existing disorganization and abuses. It must be founded
on a different relation between the executive and legislative branches and a wholly
different conception of the function of a state legislative body.

The demand for some such reorganization has already become popular, particularly in
the West. A generation or more ago the makers of new state constitutions, being
confronted by palpable proofs of the inefficiency and corruption of the state
governments, sought to provide a remedy chiefly by limiting the power of the
legislature. All sorts of important details, which would have formerly been left to
legislative action, were incorporated in the fundamental law; and in the same spirit
severe restrictions were imposed on legislative procedure, designed to prevent the
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most flagrant existing abuses. These prudential measures have not served to improve
the legislative output, and the reformers are now crying for more drastic remedies. In
the West the tendency is to transfer legislative authority from a representative body
directly to the people. A movement in favor of the initiative and the referendum is
gaining so much headway, that in all probability it will spread throughout the country
much as the Australian ballot did over a decade ago. But the adoption of the initiative
and the referendum substitutes a new principle for the one which has hitherto underlain
American local institutions. Representative government is either abandoned thereby or
very much restricted; and direct government, so far as possible, is substituted for it.
Such a fundamental principle and tradition as that of representation should not be
thrown away, unless the change can be justified by a specific, comprehensive, and
conclusive analysis of the causes of the failure of the state governments.

The analysis upon which the advocates of the initiative and the referendum base their
reform has the merit of being obvious. American legislatures have betrayed the
interests of their constituents, and have been systematically passing laws for the benefit
of corrupt and special interests. The people must consequently take back the trust,
which has been delegated to representative bodies. They must resume at least the
power to initiate the legislation they want; and no law dealing with a really important
subject should be passed without their direct consent.

Such an analysis of the causes of legislative corruption and incompetence is not as
correct as it is obvious. It is based upon the old and baleful democratic tendency of
always seeking the reason for the failure of a democratic enterprise in some personal
betrayal of trust. It is never the people who are at fault. Neither is the betrayal
attributed to some defect of organization, which neglects to give the representative
individual a sufficient chance. The responsibility for the failure is fastened on the
selected individual himself, and the conclusion is drawn that the people cannot trust
representatives to serve them honestly and efficiently. The course of reasoning is
precisely the same as that which prompted the Athenian democracy to order the
execution of an unsuccessful general. In the case of our state legislatures, a most
flagrant betrayal of trust has assuredly occurred, but before inferring from this betrayal
that selected individuals cannot be trusted to legislate properly on behalf of their
constituents, it would be just as well to inquire whether individual incompetence and
turpitude are any sufficient reason for this particular failure of representative institutions.
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As a matter of fact they are no sufficient reason. When a large number of individuals to
whom authority is delegated exercise that authority improperly, one may safely infer that
the system is at fault as much as the individual. Local American legislative organization
has courted failure. Both the system of representation and functions of the
representative body have been admirably calculated to debase the quality of the
representatives and to nullify the value of their work. American state legislatures have
really never had a fair opportunity. They have almost from the beginning been deprived
of any effective responsibility. The state constitutions have gradually hedged them in
with so many restrictions, have gone so much into detail in respect to state organization
and policy that the legislatures really had comparatively little to do, except to deal with
matters of current business. They offered no opportunity for a man of ability and public
spirit. When such men drifted into a local legislature, they naturally escaped as soon as
they could to some larger and less obstructed field of action. If the American people
want better legislatures, they must adopt one of two courses. Either they must give
their legislative bodies something more and better to do, or else they must arrange so
that these bodies will have a chance to perform an inferior but definite service more
capably.

The legislatures have been corrupt and incapable, chiefly because they have not been
permitted any sufficient responsibility, but this irresponsibility itself has had more than
one cause. It cannot be traced exclusively to the diminished confidence and power
reposed in representative bodies by the state constitutions. Early in the nineteenth
century, the legislatures were granted almost full legislative powers; and if they did not
use those powers well, they used them much better than at a later period. Their
corruption began with the domination of the political machine; and it is during the last
two generations that their powers and responsibilities have been more and more
restricted. They have undoubtedly been more corrupt and incompetent in proportion as
they have been increasingly deprived of power; but the restrictions imposed upon them
have been as much an effect as a cause of their corruption. There is a deeper reason
for their deficiencies; and this reason is connected with mal-adaptation of the whole
system of American state government to its place in a Federal system. The Federal
organization took away from the states a number of the most important governmental
functions, and in certain respects absolutely subordinated the state to the nation. In this
way the actual responsibilities and the powers of the state governments were very much
diminished, while at the same time no sufficient allowance for such a diminution was
made in framing their organization. Their governments were organized along the same
lines as that of an independent state—in spite of the fact that they had abandoned so
many of the responsibilities and prerogatives of independence.
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The effect of this mal-adaptation of the state political institutions to their place in a
Federal system has been much more important than is usually supposed. The former
were planned to fulfill a much completer responsibility than the one which they actually
possessed. The public business of a wholly or technically independent state naturally
arouses in its citizens a much graver sense of responsibility than does the public
business of a state in the American Union. The latter retained many important duties;
but it surrendered, if not the most essential of its functions, at least the most critical and
momentous, while in the exercise of the remainder it was to a certain extent protected
against the worst consequences of mistakes or perversities. It surrendered the power
of making peace or declaring war. Its relation to the other states in the Union was
strictly defined, so that it had no foreign policy and responsibilities corresponding to its
purely domestic ones. Its citizens were aware that the protection of such fundamental
institutions as that of private property was lodged in the Federal government, and that in
the end that government had the power to guarantee them even against the worst
consequences of domestic disorder. Thus the state governments were placed in the
easy situation of rich annuitants, who had surrendered the control of some political
capital in order to enjoy with less care the opportunities of a plethoric income.

The foregoing comment is not intended as any disparagement of a Federal as
contrasted with a centralized political system. Its purpose is to justify the statement
that, in a Federal system, local political institutions should be adapted to their
necessarily restricted functions. The state governments were organized as smaller
copies of the central government, and the only alterations in the type permitted by the
Democrats looked in the direction of a further distribution of responsibility. But a system
which was adapted to the comprehensive task of securing the welfare of a whole people
might well fail as an engine of merely local government,—even though the local
government retained certain major political functions. As a matter of fact, such has
been the case. The system of a triple division of specific powers, each one of which
was vigorous in its own sphere while at the same time checked and balanced by the
other branches of the government, has certain advantages and certain disadvantages.
Its great advantage is its comparative safety, because under it no one function of
government can attain to any dangerous excess of power. Its great disadvantage
consists in the division of responsibility among three independent departments, and the
possibility that the public interest would suffer either from lack of cooeperation or from
actual conflicts. In the case of the general government, the comparative safety of the
system of checks and balances was of paramount importance, because the despotic
exercise of its vast
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powers would have wrecked the whole American political system. On the other hand,
the disadvantages of such a system—its division of responsibility and the possible lack
of cooeperation among the several departments—were mitigated to a considerable, if
not to a sufficient, extent. National parties came into existence with the function of
assuming a responsibility which no single group of Federal officials possessed; and in
their management of national affairs, the partisan leaders were prompted by a certain
amount of patriotism and interest in the public welfare. Even at Washington the system
works badly enough in certain respects; but in general the dominant party can be held
to a measure of responsibility; and effective cooeperation is frequently obtained in
matters of foreign policy and the like through the action of patriotic and disinterested
motives.

In the state governments the advantages of a system of checks and balances were of
small importance, while its disadvantages were magnified. The state governments had
no reason to sacrifice concentrated efficiency to safety, because in a Federal
organization the temporary exercise of arbitrary executive or legislative power in one
locality would not have entailed any irretrievable consequences, and could not impair
the fundamental integrity of the American system. But if a state had less to lose from a
betrayal by a legislature or an executive of a substantially complete responsibility for the
public welfare, it was not protected to the same extent as the central government
against the abuses of a diffused responsibility. In the state capitals, as at Washington,
the national parties did, indeed, make themselves responsible for the management of
public affairs and for the harmonious cooeperation of the executive and the legislature;
but in their conduct of local business the national parties retained scarcely a vestige of
national patriotism. Their behavior was dictated by the most selfish factional and
personal motives. They did, indeed, secure the cooeperation of the different branches
of the government, but largely for corrupt or undesirable purposes; and after the work
was done the real authors of it could hide behind the official division of responsibility.

If the foregoing analysis is correct, the partial failure of American state governments is
to be imputed chiefly to their lack of a centralized responsible organization. In their
case a very simple and very efficient legislative and administrative system is the more
necessary, because only through such a machinery can the local public spirit receive
any effective expression. It can hardly be expected that American citizens will bring as
much public spirit to their local public business as to the more stirring affairs of the
whole nation; and what local patriotism there is should be confronted by no
unnecessary obstacles. If a mistake or an abuse occurs, the responsibility for it should
be unmistakable and absolute, while if a reform candidate or party is victorious, they
should control a machinery of government wholly sufficient for their purposes.
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As soon as any attempt is made to devise a system which does concentrate
responsibility and power, serious difficulties are encountered. Concentration of
responsibility can be brought about in one of two ways—either by subordinating the
legislature to the executive or the executive to the legislature. There are precedents
both here and abroad in favor of each of these methods, and their comparative
advantages must be briefly sketched.

The subordination of the executive to the legislature would conform to the early
American political tradition. We have usually associated executive authority with
arbitrary and despotic political methods, and we have tended to assume that a
legislative body was much more representative of popular opinion. During or
immediately succeeding the Revolutionary War, the legislatures of the several states
were endowed with almost complete control—a control which was subject only to the
constitutional bills of rights; and it has been seriously and frequently proposed to revive
this complete legislative responsibility. Under such a system, the legislature would elect
the chief executive, if not the judicial officials; and it would become like the British
Parliament exclusively and comprehensively responsible for the work of government—-
both in its legislative and administrative branches.

The foregoing type of organization has so many theoretical advantages that one would
like to see it tried in some American states. But for the present it is not likely to be tried.
The responsibility of the legislature could not be exercised without the creation of some
institution corresponding to the British Cabinet: and the whole tendency of American
political development has been away from any approach to the English Parliamentary
system. Whatever the theoretical advantages of legislative omnipotence, it would
constitute in this country a dangerous and dubious method of concentrating local
governmental responsibility and power. It might succeed, in case it were accompanied
by the adoption of some effective measures for improving the quality of the
representation—such, for instance, as the abandonment of all existing traditions
necessitating the residence of the representative in the district he represents. This
American political practice always has and always will tend to give mediocrity to the
American popular representation, but it corresponds to one of the most fundamental of
American political prejudices, and for the present its abandonment is out of the
guestion. The work of improving the quality of the average American representative
from a small district appears to be hopeless, because as a matter of fact such small
districts and the work imposed on their representatives can hardly prove tempting to
able men; and unless the American legislator is really capable of becoming
exceptionally representative, the fastening of exclusive responsibility upon the state
legislatures could hardly result in immediate success. Its intrinsic merits might carry it to
ultimate success, but not until it had transformed many American political practices and
traditions.
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The truth is, that certain very deep and permanent causes underlie American legislative
degeneracy. When the American legislative system was framed, a representative
assembly possessed a much better chance than it does now of becoming a really
representative body. It constituted at the time an effective vehicle for the formation and
expression of public opinion. Public questions had not received the complete ventilation
on the platform and in the press that they obtain at the present time; and in the debate
of a representative assembly the chance existed of a really illuminating and formative
conflict of opinion. Representatives were often selected, who were capable of adding
something to the candid and serious consideration of a question of public policy. The
need helped to develop men capable of meeting it. Now, however, American
legislatures, with the partial exception of the Federal Senate, have ceased to be
deliberative bodies. Public questions receive their effective discussion in the press and
on the platform. Public opinion is definitely formed before the meeting of the legislature;
and the latter has become simply a vehicle for realizing or betraying the mandates of
popular opinion. Its function is or should be to devise or to help in the devising of
means, necessary to accomplish a predetermined policy. Its members have little or no
initiative and little or no independence. Legislative projects are imposed upon them
either by party leaders, by special interests, or at times by the executive and public
opinion. Their work is at best that of committee-men and at worst that of mercenaries,
paid to betray their original employers. A successful attempt to bestow upon legislative
bodies, composed of such doubtful material and subject to such equivocal traditions
anything resembling complete governmental responsibility, would be a dangerous
business. Legislatures have degenerated into the condition of being merely agents,
rather than principals in the work of government; and the strength and the propriety of
the contemporary movement in favor of the initiative and the referendum is to be
attributed to this condition.

The increasing introduction of the referendum into the local political organization is
partly a recognition of the fact that the legislatures have ceased to play an independent
part in the work of government. There is every reason to believe that hereafter the
voters will obtain and keep a much more complete and direct control over the making of
their laws than that which they have exerted hitherto; and the possible desirability of the
direct exercise of this function cannot be disputed by any loyal democrat. The principle
upon which the referendum is based is unimpeachable; but a question remains as to the
manner in which the principle of direct legislation can be best embodied in a piece of
practical political machinery; and the attempt to solve this question involves a
consideration of the general changes in our system of local government, which may be
required, as a result of the application of the new principle.
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The necessary limits of this discussion forbid any exhaustive consideration of the
foregoing questions; and | must content myself with a brief summary of the method in
which the principle of direct legislation can be made the part of an efficient local political
system. The difficulty is to find some means of distinguishing that part of the legislative
responsibility which should be retained by the people and that part which, in order to be
effectively redeemed, must be delegated. Obviously the part to be retained is the
function of accepting or rejecting certain general proposals respecting state organization
or policy. An American electorate is or should be entirely competent to decide whether
in general it wishes gambling or the sale of intoxicating liquors to be suppressed,
whether it is willing or unwilling to delegate large judicial and legislative authority to
commissions, or whether it wishes to exempt buildings from local taxation. In retaining
the power of deciding for itself these broad questions of public legislative policy, it is
exercising a function, adapted to the popular intelligence and both disciplinary and
formative in its effect on those who take the responsibility seriously. Under any system
of popular government—even under a parliamentary system—such general questions
are eventually submitted to popular decision; and the more decisively they can be
submitted, the better. On the other hand, there is a large part of the work of
government, which must be delegated by the people to select individuals, because it
can be efficiently exercised only by peculiarly experienced or competent men. The
people are capable of passing upon the general principle embodied in a proposed law;
but they cannot be expected to decide with any certainty of judgment about
amendments or details, which involve for their intelligent consideration technical and
special knowledge. Efficient law-making is as much a matter of well-prepared and well-
tempered detail as it is of an excellent general principle, and this branch of legislation
must necessarily be left to experts selected in one way or another to represent the
popular interest. How can they best be selected and what should be their functions?

An answer to these questions involves a consideration of the changes which the
referendum should bring with it in the whole system of local government—an aspect of
the matter which according to the usual American habit has hitherto been neglected. In
states like Oregon the power of initiating and consummating legislation is bestowed on
the electorate without being taken away from the legislature; and a certain share of
necessary political business is left to a body which has been expressly declared
unworthy to exercise a more important share of the same task. A legislative body,
whose responsibilities and power are still further reduced, will probably exercise their
remaining functions with even greater incompetence, and will, if possible, be composed
of a still more
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inferior class of legislative agents. If the legislature is to perform the inferior but still
necessary functions that will necessarily remain in its hands, an attempt should certainly
be made to obtain a better quality of representation. No direct system of state
government can constitute any really substantial improvement on the existing system,
unless either the legislature is deprived of all really essential functions, or the quality of
its membership improved.

The legislature, or some representative body corresponding to it, cannot, however, be
deprived of certain really essential functions. The task of preparing legislation for
reference to the people, so that a question of public policy will be submitted in a
decisive and acceptable form, belongs naturally to a representative body; and the same
statement is true respecting the legislative work essential to the administration of a
state’s business affairs. The supply bills demand an amount of inspection in detail,
which can obtain only by expert supervision; and so it is in respect to various minor
legislative matters which do not raise question of general policy but which amount to
little more than problems of local administrative detail. A representative body must be
provided which shall perform work of this kind; and again, it must be said that existing
legislatures would perform these more restricted functions even worse than they have
performed a completer legislative duty. Their members are experts in nothing but petty
local politics. They are usually wholly incapable of drawing a bill, or of passing
intelligently on matters either of technical or financial detail. If they represent anything,
it is the interest of their district rather than that of the state. The principle of direct
legislation, in order to become really constructive, must bring with it a more effective
auxiliary machinery than any which existing legislatures can supply.

The kind of machinery needed can be deduced from the character of the work. The
function of the representative body, needed under a system of direct legislation, is
substantially that of a legislative and administrative council or commission. It should be
an experienced body of legal, administrative, and financial experts, comparatively
limited in numbers, and selected in a manner to make them solicitous of the interests of
the whole state. They should be elected, consequently, from comparatively large
districts, or, if possible, by the electorate of the whole state under some system of
cumulative voting. The work of such a council would not be in any real sense
legislative; and its creation would simply constitute a candid recognition of the plain fact
that our existing legislatures, either with or without the referendum, no longer perform a
responsible legislative function. It would be tantamount to a scientific organization of
the legislative committees, which at the present time exercise an efficient control over
the so-called legislative output. This council would mediate between the governor, who
administered the laws, and the people, who enacted them. It would constitute a check
upon the governor, and would in turn be checked by him; while it would act in relation to
the people as a sort of technical advisory commission, with the duty of preparing
legislation for popular enactment or rejection.
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But how would such specific legislative proposals originate? Before answering this
guestion let us consider how important bills actually originate under the existing
system. They are in almost every case imposed upon the legislature by some outside
influence. Sometimes they are prepared by corporation lawyers and are introduced by
the special corporation representatives. Sometimes they originate with the party
“bosses,” and are intended to promote some more or less important partisan purpose.
Sometimes they are drawn by associations of reformers, and go to the legislature with
whatever support from public opinion the association can collect. Finally, they are
frequently introduced at the suggestion of the governor; and of late years during the
growth of the reform movement, the executive has in point of fact become more and
more responsible for imposing on the legislature laws desired or supposed to be desired
by the electorate. Of these different sources of existing legislation, the last suggests a
manner of initiating legislation, which is most likely to make for the efficient
concentration of governmental responsibility. The governor should be empowered not
merely to suggest legislation to the council, but to introduce it into the council. His right
to introduce legislation need not be exclusive, but bills introduced by him should have a
certain precedence and their consideration should claim a definite amount of the
council’'s time. The council would possess, of course, full right of rejection or
amendment. In the case of rejection or an amendment not acceptable to the governor
the question at issue would be submitted to popular vote.

The method of originating legislation suggested above is, of course, entirely different
from that ordinarily associated with the referendum. According to the usual methods of
direct legislation, any body of electors of a certain size can effect the introduction of a
bill and its submission to popular vote; but a method of this kind is really no method at
all. It allows the electorate to be bombarded with a succession of legislative proposals,
turning perhaps on radical questions of public policy like the single tax, which may be
well or ill drawn, which may or may not be living questions of the day, which may or may
not have received sufficient preparatory discussion, and which would keep public
opinion in a wholly unnecessary condition of ferment. Some organized control over the
legislative proposals submitted to popular approval is absolutely necessary; and the sort
of control suggested above merely conforms to the existing unofficial practice of those
states wherein public opinion has been aroused. The best reform legislation now
enacted usually originates in executive mansions. Why should not the practice be
made official? If it were so, every candidate for governor would have to announce
either a definite legislative policy or the lack of one; and the various items composing
this policy would be fully discussed during the campaign.
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In proposing such a policy the governor would be held to a high sense of responsibility.
He could not escape from the penalties of an unwise, an ill-drawn, or a foolhardy
legislative proposal. At the same time he would be obliged constantly to meet severe
criticism both as to the principle and details of his measures on the part of the legislative
council. Such criticism would fasten upon any weakness and would sufficiently protect
the public against the submission of unnecessary, foolish, or dangerous legislative
proposals.

| am aware, of course, that the plan of legislative organization, vaguely sketched above,
will seem to be most dubious to the great majority of Americans, intelligently interested
in political matters; but before absolutely condemning these suggestions as wild or
dangerous, the reader should consider the spirit in which and the purpose for which
they are made. My intention has not been to prepare a detailed plan of local
governmental organization and to stamp it as the only one, which is correct in principle
and coherent in detail. In a sense | care nothing about the precise suggestions
submitted in the preceding paragraphs. They are offered, not as a definite plan of local
political organization, but as the illustration of a principle. The principle is that both
power and responsibility in affairs of local government should be peculiarly
concentrated. It cannot be concentrated without some simplification of machinery and
without giving either the legislature or the executive a dominant authority. In the
foregoing plan the executive has been made dominant, because as a matter of fact
recent political experience has conclusively proved that the executives, elected by the
whole constituency, are much more representative of public opinion than are the
delegates of petty districts. One hundred district agents represent only one hundred
districts and not the whole state, or the state in so far as it is whole. In the light of
current American political realities the executive deserves the greater share of
responsibility and power; and that is why the proposal is made to bestow it on him. The
other details of the foregoing plan have been proposed in a similar spirit. They are
innovations; but they are innovations which may naturally (and perhaps should) result
from certain living practices and movements in American local politics. They merely
constitute an attempt to give those ideas and practices candid recognition. No such
reorganization may ever be reached in American local government; and | may have
made essential mistakes in estimating the real force of certain current practices and the
real value of certain remedial expedients. But on two points the argument admits of no
concession. Any practical scheme of local institutional reform must be based on the
principle of more concentrated responsibility and power, and it must be reached by
successive experimental attempts to give a more consistent and efficient form to actual
American political practices.
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The bestowal upon an executive of increased official responsibility and power will be
stigmatized by “old-fashioned Democrats” as dangerously despotic; and it may be
admitted that in the case of the central government, any official increase of executive
power might bring with it the risk of usurpation. The Constitution of the United States
has made the President a much more responsible and vigorous executive in his own
sphere of action than are the governors of the several states in theirs; and he can with
his present power exercise a tolerably effective control over legislation. But the states,
for reasons already given, are protected against the worst possible consequences of
illegal usurpation; and in any event the people, in case their interests were threatened,
could make use of a simple and absolutely effective remedy. The action of the governor
or of any member of the legislative council could be challenged by the application of the
recall. He could be made to prove his loyalty to the Constitution and to the public
interest by the holding of a special election at the instance of a sufficient number of
voters; and if he could not justify any possibly dubious practices, he could be displaced
and replaced. The recall is for this purpose a useful and legitimate political device. It
has the appearance at the first glance of depriving an elected official of the sense of
independence and security which he may derive from his term of office; and
unquestionably if applied to officials who served for very short terms and exercised no
effective responsibility during service it would deprive them of what little power of public
service they possessed. On the other hand, it is right that really responsible and
vigorous officials serving for comparatively long terms should be subjected to the check
of a possible recall of the popular trust.

No plan of political organization can in the nature of things offer an absolute guarantee
that a government will not misuse its powers; but a government of the kind suggested,
should it prove to be either corrupt or incompetent, could remain in control only by the
express acquiescence of the electorate. Its corruption and incompetence could not be
concealed, and would inevitably entail serious consequences. On the other hand, the
results of any peculiar efficiency and political wisdom would be equally conspicuous.
Men of integrity, force, and ability would be tempted to run for office by the stimulating
opportunity offered for effective achievement. Such a government would, consequently
press into its service whatever public-spirited and energetic men the community
possessed; and it would represent not an inferior or even an average standard public
opinion and ideas, but the highest standard which the people could be made to accept.
Provided only the voters themselves were on the whole patriotic, well-intentioned, and
loyal, it would be bound to make not for a stagnant routine, but for a gradually higher
level of local political action.
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STATE ADMINISTRATIVE REFORM

The foregoing discussion of the means which may be taken to make American local
governments more alive to their responsibilities has been confined to the department of
legislation. The department of administration is, however, almost equally important; and
some attempt must be made to associate with a reform of the local legislature a reform
of the local administration. The questions of administrative efficiency and the best
method of obtaining it demand special and detailed consideration. In this case the
conclusions reached will apply as much to the central and municipal as they do to the
state administrations; but the whole matter of administrative efficiency can be most
conveniently discussed in relation to the proper organization of a state government.

The false ideas and practices which have caused so much American administrative
inefficiency originated in the states and thence infected the central government. On the
other hand, the reform of these practices made its first conquests at Washington and
thereafter was languidly and indifferently taken over by many of the states. The state
politicians have never adopted it in good faith, because real administrative efficiency
would, by virtue of the means necessarily taken to accomplish it, undermine the stability
of the political machine. The power of the machine can never be broken without a
complete reform of our local administrative systems; and the discussion of that reform is
more helpful in relation to the state than in relation to the central government.

Civil service reform was the very first movement of the kind to make any headway in
American politics. Within a few years after the close of the War it had waxed into an
issue which the politicians could not ignore; and while its first substantial triumph was
postponed until late in the seventies, it has, on the whole, been more completely
accepted than any important reforming idea. It has secured the energetic support of
every President during the last twenty-five years; it has received at all events the verbal
homage of the two national parties; and it can point to affirmative legislation in the great
majority of the states. It meets at the present time with practically no open and
influential opposition. Nevertheless, the “merit system” has not met the expectations of
its most enthusiastic supporters. Abuses have been abolished wherever the reform has
been introduced, but the abolition of abuses has not made for any marked increase of
efficiency. The civil service is still very far from being in a satisfactory condition either in
the central, state, or municipal offices. Moreover, the passage of reform laws has not
had any appreciable effect upon the vitality or the power of the professional politician.
The machine has, on the whole, increased rather than diminished in power, during the
past twenty-five years. Civil service reform is no longer as vigorously opposed as it
used to be, because it is no longer feared. The politicians have found that in its ordinary
shape it really does not do them any essential harm. The consequence is that the
agitation has drifted to the rear of the American political battle, and fails to excite either
the enthusiasm, the enmity, or the interest that it did fifteen years ago.
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Its partial failure has been due to the fact that the reformers merely attacked one of the
symptoms of a disease which was more deeply rooted and more virulent than they
supposed. They were outraged by the appointment of administrative officials solely as a
reward for partisan service and without reference to their qualifications for their official
duties; and two means were devised to strike at this abuse. Lower administrative
officials were protected in their positions by depriving their superiors of the power of
removing them except for cause; and it was provided that new appointments should be
made from lists of candidates whose eligibility was guaranteed by their ability to pass
examinations in subjects connected with the work of the office. These were
undoubtedly steps in a better direction; but they have failed to be effective, because the
attempt to secure a more meritorious selection of public servants was not applied to
higher grades of the service. At the head of every public office was a man who had
been appointed or elected chiefly for partisan reasons; who served only for a short time;
who could become familiar with the work of his office, if at all, only slowly; and who,
because of his desire to be surrounded by his own henchmen, was the possible enemy
of the permanent staff. The civil service laws have been designed, consequently, to a
very considerable extent for the purpose of protecting the subordinates against their
chiefs; and that is scarcely to be conceived as a method of organizing administrative
employees helpful to administrative efficiency. The chiefs were allowed comparatively
little effective authority over their subordinates, and subordinates could not be held to
any effective responsibility. A premium was placed upon ordinary routine work which
observed carefully all the official forms, but which was calculated with equal care not to
task its perpetrators.

The American civil service will never be really reformed by the sort of civil service laws
which have hitherto been passed—no matter how faithfully those laws may be
executed. The only way in which administrative efficiency can be secured is by means
of an organization which makes a departmental chief absolutely responsible for
energetic work and economical administration in his office; and no such responsibility
can exist as long as his subordinates are independent of him. He need not necessarily
have the power to discharge his subordinates, except with the consent of a Board of
Inspectors; but he should have the power to promote them to positions of greater
responsibility and income, or to degrade them to comparatively insignificant positions.
Efficiency cannot be secured in any other way, because no executive official can be
held accountable for good work unless his control over his subordinates is effective. So
far as the existing civil service laws in city, state, and the United States fail to bestow full
responsibility, coupled with sufficient authority, upon departmental chiefs, they should be
altered; and their alteration should be made part of any plan of constructive reform in
the civil service.
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The responsibility of departmental chiefs and their effective authority over their
subordinates necessarily imply changes in the current methods of selecting these
officials. The prevailing methods are unwise and chaotic. In some cases they are
appointed by the chief executive. In other cases they are elected. But whether
appointed or elected, they are selected chiefly for partisan service. They hold office
only for a few years. They rarely have any particular qualification for their work. They
cannot be expected either to take very much interest in their official duties or use their
powers in an efficient manner. To give such temporary officeholders a large measure of
authority over their subordinates would mean in the long run that such authority would
be used chiefly for political purposes. Administrative efficiency, consequently, can only
be secured by the adoption of a method of selecting departmental chiefs which will tend
to make them expert public servants rather than politicians. They must be divorced
from political associations. They must be emancipated from political vicissitudes. The
success of their career must depend exclusively upon the excellence of their
departmental work.

As long as these public servants are elected, no such result can be expected. The
practice of electing the incumbents of subordinate executive positions inevitably invites
the evasion of responsibility and the selection of the candidate chiefly for partisan
service. When such a man stands for renomination or reelection, his administrative
efficiency or inefficiency (unless the latter should chance to be patrticularly flagrant) does
not affect his chances. He is renominated in case he has served his party well, or in
case no one else who wants the job has in the meantime served it better. He is
reelected in case his party happens to have kept public confidence. Departmental
chiefs can be made responsible for their work only by being subordinated to a chief
executive whose duty it is to keep his eye on his subordinates and who is accountable
to the people for the efficient conduct of all the administrative offices. The former,
consequently, must be selected by appointment, they must be installed in office for an
indefinite period, and they must be subject to removal by the chief executive. Those are
terms upon which all private employees serve; and on no other terms will equally
efficient results be obtained from public officials.

Under a democratic political system there is, of course, no way of absolutely
guaranteeing that any method of administrative organization, however excellent in itself,
will accomplish the desired and the desirable result. Administrative authority must at
some poin