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CURRENT POLITICS AND LITERATURE IN 

FRANCE. 

HIS chronicle should be, above all, literary, but it is as impossible 
to separate it from the national and historical surroundings in 

which a literature is developed, as it is to write upon botany and to neg- 
lect the sun and climate which contribute to modify the vegetable life 
that one describes. We shall say very little about the general politics 
of France. The republican government having come victorious out - 

of the crisis of May 16 and the senatorial elections of the month of 
January, which gave it the majority in the upper chamber as well as 

in the Chamber of Deputies, has passed, according to M. Gambetta, 

from the period of great struggles, in which peril teaches discipline 

and wisdom, to that of difficulties. The morrows of victory have 

special dangers. The question now is, to know whether the violent 

party of democracy will prevail over the moderate and reasonable 
party, which alone is capable of permanently establishing the Republic 

in the shifting soil of France. We sincerely hope it is ; but it cannot be 

without struggles. There will be many days of difficulty, but we must 
keep ourselves from believing that the first mistake will compromise 

every thing. Besides, the new President of the Republic, M. Grévy, 

is precisely the pilot for this rocky navigation. He is both liberal 
and moderate. His personal influence is considerable. The most 
serious difficulties of the new régime proceed from the struggle with 
the ultramontane Church, which profited largely by the privileges 
she claimed from the National Assembly, in which a majority of the 



CABINET GOVERNMENT IN THE UNITED 

STATES. 

UR patriotism seems of late to have been exchanging its wonted 
tone of confident hope for one of desponding solicitude. Anxiety 

about the future of our institutions seems to be daily becoming 
stronger in the minds of thoughtful Americans. A feeling of un- 
easiness is undoubtedly prevalent, sometimes taking the shape of a 
fear that grave, perhaps radical, defects in our mode of government 
are militating against our liberty and prosperity. A marked and 

alarming decline in statesmanship, a rule of levity and folly instead 

of wisdom and sober forethought in legislation, threaten to shake 
our trust not only in the men by whom our national policy is con- 
trolled, but also in the very principles upon which our Government 

rests. Both State and National legislatures are looked upon with 
nervous suspicion, and we hail an adjournment of Congress as a 

temporary immunity from danger. In casting abouf for the chief 
cause of the admitted evil, many persons*have convinced themselves 
that it is to be found in the principle of universal suffrage. When 
Dr. Woolsey, in his admirable work on Political Science, speaks with 

despondency of the influence of this principle upon our political life, 
he simply gives clear expression to misgivings which he shares with 
a growing minority of his countrymen. We must, it is said, purge 
the constituencies of their ignorant elements, if we would have high- 
minded, able, worthy representatives. We see adventurers, who in 

times of revolution and confusion were suffered to climb to high and 
responsible places, still holding positions of trust; we perceive that 
our institutions, when once thrown out of gear, seem to possess no 

power of self-readjustment, — and we hasten to cast discredit upon 
that principie the establishment of which has been regarded as 
America’s greatest claim to political honor, —the right of every man 
to a voice in the Government under which he lives. The existence 
of such sentiments is in itself an instructive fact. But while it is 
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indisputably true that universal suffrage is a constant element of 
weakness, and exposes us to many dangers which we might other- 

wise escape, its operation does not suffice alone to explain existing 

evils. Those who make this the scapegoat of all our national griev- 

ances have made too superficial an analysis of the abuses about 
which they so loudly complain. 

What is the real cause of this solicitude and doubt? It is, in our 

opinion, to be found in the absorption of all power by a legislature 
which is practically irresponsible for its acts. But even this would 

not necessarily be harmful, were it not for the addition of a despotic 
principle which it is my present purpose to consider. 

At its highest development, representative government is that form 

which best enables a free people to govern themselves. The main 

object of a representative assembly, therefore, should be the dis- 
cussion of public business. They should legislate as if in the pres- 

ence of the whole country, because they come under the closest 

scrutiny and fullest criticism of all the representatives of the country 
speaking in open and free debate. Only in such an assembly, only 
in such an atmosphere of publicity, only by means of such a vast 

investigating machine, can the different sections of a great country 
learn each other’s feelings and interests. It is not enough that the 
general course of legislation is known to all. Unless during its 
progress it is subjected to a thorough, even a tediously prolonged, 
process of public sifting, to the free comment of friend and foe alike, 
to the ordeal of battle among those upon whose vote its fate depends, 

an act of open legislation may have its real intent and scope com- 
pletely concealed by its friends and undiscovered by its enemies, and 
it may be as fatally mischievous as the darkest measures of an oligar- 
chy or a despot. Nothing can be more obvious than the fact that the 
very life of free, popular institutions is dependent upon their breathing 
the bracing air of thorough, exhaustive, and open discussions, or that 

select Congressional committees, whose proceedings must from their 

very nature be secret, are,as means of legislation, dangerous and 

unwholesome. Parliaments are forces for freedom; for “talk is per- 

suasion, persuasion is force, the one force which can sway freemen 
to deeds such as those which have made England what she is,” or 

our English stock what it is. 
Congress is a deliberative body in which there is little real delibera- 

tion ; a legislature which legislates with no real discussion of its busi- 

ness. Our Government is practically carried on by irresponsible 
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committees. Too few Americans take the trouble to inform them- 
selves as to the methods of Congressional management ; and, as a 

consequence, not many have perceived that almost absolute power 

has fallen into the hands of men whose irresponsibility prevents the 
regulation of their conduct by the people from whom they derive 
their authority. The most important, most powerful.man in the 
government of the United States in time of peace is the Speaker of 
the House of Representatives. Instead of being merely an executive 

officer, whose principal duties are those immediately connected with 

the administration of the rules of order, he is a potent party chief, 
the only chief of any real potency,—and must of necessity be so. 
He must be the strongest and shrewdest member of his party in the 
lower House ; for almost all the real business of that House is trans- 

acted by committees whose members are his nominees. Unless the 
rules of the House be suspended by a special two-thirds vote, every 
bill introduced must be referred, without debate, to the proper Stand- 

ing Committee, with whom rests the privilege of embodying it, or 

any part-of it, in their reports, or of rejecting it altogether. The 
House very seldom takes any direct action upon any measures intro- 
duced by individual members ; its votes and discussions are almost 
entirely confined to com*nittee reports and committee dictation. The 
whole attitude of business depends upon forty-seven Standing Com- 

mittees. Even the discussions upon their directive reports are merely 

nominal, — liberal forms, at most. Take, as an example of the work- 

ings of the system, the functions and privileges of the Committee 
of Ways and Means. To it is intrusted the financial policy of the 
country ; its thairman is, in reality, our Chancellor of the Exchequer. 
With the aid of his colleagues he determines the course of legislation 
upon finance; in English political phrase, he draws up the budget. 
All the momentous questions connected with our finance are debated 
in the private sessions of this committee, and there only. For, when 
the budget is submitted to the House for its consideration, only a very 
limited time is allowed for its discussion ; and, besides the member 

of the committee to whom its introduction is intrusted, no one is 

permitted to speak save those to whom he through courtesy yields 
the floor, and who must have made arrangements beforehand with 
the Speaker to be recognized. Where, then, is there room for 
thorough discussion,—for discussion of any kind? If carried, the 

provisions of the budget must be put into operation by the Secretary 
of the Treasury, who may be directly opposed to the principles which 
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it embodies. If lost, no one save Congress itself is responsible for 
the consequent embarrassment into which the nation is brought, — 

and Congress as a body is not readily punishable. 
It must at once be evident to every thinking man that a policy 

thus regulated cannot be other than vacillating, uncertain, devoid 

of plan or consistency. This is certainly a phase of representative 

government peculiar to ourselves. And yet its development was 

most natural and apparently necessary. It is hardly possible for a 
body of several hundred men, without official or authoritative leaders, 

to determine upon any line of action without interminable wrangling 

and delays injurious to the interests under their care. Left to their 

own resources, they would be as helpless as any other mass meeting. 

Without leaders having authority to guide their deliberations and 
give a definite direction to the movement of legislation ; and, more- 

over, with none of that sense of responsibility which constantly rests 
upon those whose duty it is to work out to a successful issue the 
policies which they themselves originate, yet with full power to dic- 
tate policies which others must carry into execution, —a recognition 

of the need of some sort of leadership, and of a division of labor, 
led to the formation of these Standing Committees, to which are 
intrusted the shaping of the national policy in the several depart- 

ments of administration, as well as the prerogatives of the initia- 
tive in legislation and leadership in debate. When theoretically 

viewed, this is an ingenious and apparently harmless device, but one 

which, in practice, subverts that most fundamental of all the princi- 

ples of a free State,—the right of the people to a potential voice in 
their own government. Great measures of legislation are discussed 

and determined, not conspicuously in public session of the people’s 

representatives, but in the unapproachable privacy of committee 

rooms. 
But what less imperfect means of representative government can 

we find without stepping beyond the bounds of a true republicanism ? 
Certainly none other than those which were rejected by the Con- 
stitutional Convention. When the Convention of 1787, upon the 

submission of the report of the Committee of Detail, came to con- 

sider the respective duties and privileges of the legislative and execu- 
tive departments, and the relations which these two branches of the 

Government should sustain towards each other, many serious ques- 
tions presented themselves for solution. One of the gravest of these 
was, whether or not the interests of the public service would be fur- 
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thered: by allowing some of the higher officers of State to occupy seats 
in the legislature. The propriety and practical advantage of such a 
course were obviously suggested by a similar arrangement under the 
British Constitution, to which our political fathers often and wisely 
looked for useful hints. But since the spheres of the several depart- 

_ ments were in the end defined with all the clearness, strictness, and 

care possible to a written instrument, the opinion prevailed among 
the members of the Convention that it would be unadvisable to estab- 
lish any such connection between the Executive and Congress. They 
thought, in their own fervor of patriotism and intensity of respect for 
written law, that paper barriers would prove sufficient to prevent the 

encroachments of any one department upon the prerogatives of any 

other; that these vaguely broad laws — or principles of law — would 

be capable of securing and maintaining the harmonious and mutually 
helpful co-operation of the several branches; that the exhibition of 
these general views of government would be adequate to the stupen- 
dous task of preventing the legislature from rising to the predomi- 
nance of influence, which, nevertheless, constantly lay within its 
reach. But, in spite of constitutional barriers, the legislature has 
become the imperial power of the State, as it must of necessity 

become under every representative system ; and experience of the 

consequences of a complete separation of the legislative and executive 
branches long since led that able and sagacious commentator upon 

the Constitution, Chief-Justice Story, to remark that, “if it would not 

have been safe to trust the heads of departments, as representatives, 

to the choice of the people, as their constituents, it would have been 
at least some gain to have allowed them seats, like territorial dele-. 

gates, in the House of Representatives, where they might freely 
debate without a title to vote.” In short, the framers of the Con- 

stitution, in endeavoring to act in accordance with the principle of 

Montesquieu’s celebrated and unquestionably just political maxim, — 
that the legislative, executive, and judicial departments of a free State 
should be separate, — made their separation so complete as to amount 
to isolation. To the methods of representative government which have 
sprung from these provisions of the Constitution, by which the Con- 
vention thought so carefully to guard and limit the powers of the 
legislature, we must look for an explanation, in a large measure, of 
the evils over which we now find ourselves lamenting. 

What, then, is Cabinet government? What is the change pro- 

posed? Simply to give to the heads of the Executive departments — 
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the members of the Cabinet — seats in Congress, with the privilege 
of the initiative in legislation and some part of the unbounded privi- 
leges now commanded by the Standing Committees. ‘But the advo- 
cates of such a change —and they are now not a few—deceive them- 
selves when they maintain that it would not necessarily involve the 
principle of ministerial responsibility, — that is, the resignation of the 

Cabinet upon the defeat of any important part of their plans. For, 
if Cabinet officers sit in Congress as official representatives of the 
Executive, this principle of responsibility must of necessity come 

sooner or later to be recognized. Experience would soon demonstrate 
the practical impossibility of their holding their seats, and continuing 

to represent the Administration, after they had found themselves 
unable to gain the consent of a majority to their policy. Their func- 
tions would be peculiar. They would constitute a link between the 
legislative and executive branches of the general Government, and, 

as representatives of the Executive, must hold the right of the initia- 
tive in legislation. Otherwise their position would be an anomalous 
one, indeed. There would be little danger and evident propriety in 

extending to them the first right of introducing measures relative to 
the administration of the several departments ; and they could possess 
such a right without denying the fullest privileges to other members, 

But, whether granted this initiative or not, the head of each depart- 

ment would undoubtedly find it necessary to take a decided and open 
stand for or against every measure bearing upon the affairs of his 

department, by whomsoever introduced. No high-spirited man would 

long remain in an office in the business of which he was not permitted 
to pursue a policy which tallied with his own principles and con- 
victions. If defeated by both Houses, he would naturally resign ; 
and not many years would pass before resignation upon defeat would 
have become an established precedent, — and resignation upon defeat 

is the essence of responsible government. In arguing, therefore, for 
the admission of Cabinet officers into the legislature, we are logi- 

cally brought to favor responsible Cabinet government in the United 

States. 

But, to give to the President the right to choose whomsoever he 
pleases as his constitutional advisers, after having constituted Cabinet 
officers ex officio members of Congress, would be to empower him to 

appoint a limited number of representatives, and would thus be plainly 
at variance with republican principles. The highest order of respgn- 

sible government could, then, be established in the United States 



~ 152 CABINET GOVERNMENT IN THE UNITED STATES. 

' only by laying upon the President the necessity of selecting his Cab- 
- inet from among the number of representatives already chosen by 

the people, or by the legislatures of the States. 
Such a change in our legislative system would not be so radical as 

it might at first appear: it would certainly be very far from revo- 

lutionary. Under our present system we suffer all the inconveniences, 
are hampered by all that is defective in the machinery, of responsible 
government, without securing any of the many benefits which would 

follow upon its complete establishment. Cabinet officers are now 
appointed only with the consent of the Senate. Such powers as a 
Cabinet with responsible leadership must possess are now divided 
among the forty-seven Standing Committees, whose prerogatives of 
irresponsible leadership savor of despotism, because exercised for the 
most part within the secret precincts of a committee room, and not 
under the eyes of the whole House, and thus of the whole country. 
These committees, too, as has been said, rule without any of that 

freedom of public debate which is essential to the liberties of the 
people. Their measures are too often mere partisan measures, and 
are hurried through the forms of voting by a party majority whose 
interest it is that all serious opposition, all debate that might develop 
obstructive antagonism, should be suppressed. Under the conditions 

of Cabinet government, however, full and free debates are sure to 

take place. For what are these conditions? According as their 

policy stands or falls, the ministers themselves stand or fall; to the 

party which supports them each discussion involves a trial of strength 

with their opponents ; upon it depends the amount of their success as 

a party: while to the opposition the triumph of ministerial plans 
means still further exclusion from office; their overthrow, accession 

to power. To each member of the assembly every debate offers an 
opportunity for placing himself, by able argument, in a position to 
command a place in any future Cabinet that may be formed from the 
ranks of his own party; each speech goes to the building up (or 
the tearing down) of his political fortunes. There is, therefore, an 
absolute certainty that every phase of every subject will be drawn 
carefully and vigorously, will be dwelt upon with minuteness, will be 
viewed from every possible standpoint. The legislative, holding 
full power of final decision, would find itself in immediate contact 
with the executive and its policy. Nor would there be room for 
factious government or factious opposition. Plainly, ministers must 
found their policies, an opposition must found its attacks, upon well-con- 
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sidered principles ; for in this open sifting of debate, when every feature 
of every measure, even to the motives which prompted it, is the subject 

of out-spoken discussion and keen scrutiny, no chicanery, no party 
craft, no questionable principles can long hide themselves. Party 
trickery, legislative jobbery, are deprived of the very air they breathe, 
—the air of secrecy, of concealment. The public is still surprised 

whenever they find that dishonest legislation has been allowed to 
pass unchallenged. Why surprised? As things are, measures are 

determined in the interests of corporations, and the suffering people 
know almost nothing of them until their evil tendencies crop out in 

actual execution. Under lobby pressure from interested parties, they 
have been cunningly concocted in the closet sessions of partisan 
committees, and, by the all-powerful aid of party machinery, have been 

hurried through the stages of legislation without debate ; so that even 
Press correspondents are often as ignorant of the real nature of such 

special measures as the outside public. Any searching debate of such 

questions would at once have brought the public eye upon them, and 

how could they then have stood? Lifting the lid of concealment 
must have been the discovery to all concerned of their unsavory 
character. Light would have killed them. ; 

We are thus again brought into the presence of the cardinal fact of 
this discussion, —that debate is the essential function of a popular 
representative body. In the severe, distinct, and sharp enunciation of 
underlying principles, the unsparing examination and telling criticism 

of opposite positions, the careful, painstaking unravelling of all the 
issues involved, which are incident to the free discussion of questions 
of public policy, we see the best, the only effective, means of educating 
public opinion. Can any one suppose for one moment that, in the 

late heated and confused discussions of the Bland silver bill, the 
Western papers would have had any color of justification in claiming 
that the Resumption Act of 1875 was passed secretly and without 
the knowledge of the people, if we had then had responsible govern- 

ment? Although this all-important matter was before the country 
for more than a year; was considered by two Congresses, recom- 
mended by more than one Congressional committee ; was printed and 
circulated for the perusal of the people ; was much spoken of, though 
little understood by the Press at the time, —the general mass of our 

population knew little or nothing about it, for it elicited almost no 

statesmanlike comment upon the floor of Congress, was exposed to 
none of the analysis of earnest debate. What, however, would have 
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been its history under a well-ordered Cabinet government? It would 
have been introduced —if introduced at all—to the House by the 
Secretary of the Treasury as a part of the financial policy of the 
Administration, supported by the authority and sanction of the entire 

Cabinet. At once it would have been critically scanned by the lead- 
ers of the opposition ; at each reading of the bill, and especially in 
Committee of the Whole, its weak points would have been mercilessly 
assailed, and its strong features urged in defence; attacks upon its 

principle by the opposition would have been met by an unequivocal 
avowal of “soft money” principles from the majority; and, defended 

by men anxious to win honors in support of the ministry, it would have 

been dissected by all those who were at issue with the financial doc- 
trines of the majority, discussed and re-discussed until all its essential, 
all its accidental features, and all its remotest tendencies, had been 

dinned into the public ear, so that no man in the nation could have pre- 
tended ignorance of its meaning and object. The educational influ- 

ence of such discussions is two-fold, and operates in two directions, — 

upon the members of the legislature themselves, and upon the people 

whom they represent. Thus do the merits of the two systems — Com- 
mittee government and government by a responsible Cabinet — hinge 
upon this matter of a full and free discussion of all subjects of leg- 

-islation ; upon the principle stated by Mr. Bagehot, that “free gov- 
ernment is self-government,—a government of the pepple by the 

people.” It is perhaps safe to say, that the Government which se- 
cures the most thorough discussions of public interests, — whose ad- 
ministration most nearly. conforms to the opinions of the governed, — 

is the freest and the best. And certainly, when judged by this prin- 
ciple, government by irresponsible Standing Committees can bear no 
comparison with government by means of a responsible ministry ; 
for, as we have seen,—and as others besides Senator Hoar have 

shown, —its essential feature is a vicious suppression of debate. 

Only a single glance is necessary to discover how utterly Committee 
government must fail to give effect to public opinion. In the first 

place, the exclusion of debate prevents the intelligent formation of 

opinion on the part of the nation at large; in the second place, public 

opinion, when once formed, finds it impossible to exercise any imme- 
diate control over the action of its representatives. There is no one 
in Congress to speak for the nation. Congress is a conglomeration 
of inharmonious elements ; a collection of men representing each his 

neighborhood, each his local interest ; an alarmingly large proportion of 
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its legislation is “ special ;” all of it is at best only a limping compromise 
between the conflicting interests of the innumerable localities repre- 
sented. There is no guiding or harmonizing power. Are the people 

in favor of a particular policy, — what means have they of forcing it 
upon the sovereign legislature at Washington? None but the most 

imperfect. If they return representatives who favor it (and this is 
the most they can do), these representatives being under no directing 
power will find a mutual agreement impracticable among so many, 

and will finally settle upon some policy which satisfies nobody, re- 
moves no difficulty, and makes little definite or valuable provision 

for the future. They must, indeed, be content with whatever measure 

the appropriate committee chances to introduce. Responsible minis- 
tries, on the other hand, form the policy of their parties ; the strength 
of their party is at their command; the course of legislation turns 
upon the acceptance or rejection by the Houses of definite and con- 

sistent plans upon which they determine. In forming its judgment 

of their policy, the nation knows whereof it is judging; and, with 

biennial Congresses, it may soon decide whether any given policy 

shall stand or fall. The question would then no longer be, What 

representatives shall we choose to represent our chances in this 
haphazard game of legislation ?: but, What plans of national admin- 

istration shall we sanction? Would not party programmes mean 

something then? Could they be constructed only to deceive and 

bewilder ? 
But, above and beyond all this, a responsible Cabinet constitutes 

a link between. the executive and legislative departments of the Gov- 

ernment which experience declares in the clearest tones to be abso- 

lutely necessary in a well-regulated, well-proportioned body politic. 

None can so well judge of the perfections or imperfections of a law 
as those who have to administer it. Look, for example, at the im- 

portant matter of taxation. The only legitimate object of taxation 

is the support of Government; and who can so well determine the 

requisite revenue as those who conduct the Government? Who can 

so well choose feasible means of taxation, available sources of revenue, 

as those who have to meet the practical difficulties of tax-collection ? 
And what surer guarantee against exorbitant estimates and unwise 
taxation, than the necessity of full explanation and defence before the 
whole House? The same principles, of course, apply to all legislation 
upon matters connected with any of the Executive departments. 

Thus, then, not only can Cabinet ministers meet the needs of their 
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departments more adequately and understandingly, and conduct their 
administration better than can irresponsible committees, but they are 
also less liable to misuse their powers. Responsible ministers must 

secure from the House and Senate an intelligent, thorough, and 

practical treatment of their affairs; must vindicate their principles 
in open battle on the floor of Congress. The public is thus enabled 

to exercise a direct scrutiny over the workings of the Executive 
departments, to keep all their operations under a constant stream of 

daylight. Ministers could do nothing under the shadow of darkness ; 
committees do all in the dark. It can easily be seen how constantly 
ministers would be plied with questions about the conduct of public 
affairs, and how necessary it would be for them to satisfy their ques- 
tioners if they did not wish to fall under suspicion, distrust, and 
obloquy. 

But, while the people would thus be able to defend themselves 
through their representatives against malfeasance or inefficiency in 

the management of their business, the heads of the departments 
would also have every opportunity to defend their administration of 

the people’s affairs against unjust censure or crippling legislation. 
Corruption in office would court concealment in vain; vicious trifling 
with the administration of public business by irresponsible persons 
would meet with a steady and effective check. The ground would 
be clear for a manly and candid defence of ministerial methods ; wild 
schemes of legislation would meet with a cold repulse from ministerial 
authority. The salutary effect of such a change would most con- 
spicuously appear in the increased effectiveness of our now crumbling 
civil, military, and naval services ; for we should no longer be cursed 

with tardy, insufficient, and misapplied appropriations. The ministers 

of War, of the Navy, of the Interior, would be able to submit their 

estimates in person, and to procure speedy and regular appropriations ; 

and half the abuses at present connected with appropriative legisla- 

tion would necessarily disappear with the present committee system. 
Appropriations now, though often inadequate, are much oftener waste- 
ful and fraudulent. Under responsible government, every appro- 
priation asked by an Executive chief, as well as the reasons by which 
he backed his request, would be subjected to the same merciless 
sifting processes of debate as would characterize the consideration 

of other questions. Always having their responsible agents thus 
before them, the people would at once know how much they were 
spending, and for what it was spent. 
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When we come to speak of the probable influence of responsible 
Cabinet government upon the development of statesmanship and the 

renewal of the now perishing growth of statesmanlike qualities, we 

come upon a vital interest of the whole question. Will it bring with 

it worthy successors of Hamilton and Webster? Will it replace a 

leadership of trickery and cunning device by one of ability and moral 
strength? If it will not, why advocate it? If it will, how gladly and 

eagerly and imperatively ought we to demand it! The most despotic 

of Governments under the control of wise statesmen is preferable to 

the freest ruled by demagogues. Now, there are few more common, 

and perhaps few more reasonable, beliefs than that at all times, 
among the millions of population who constitute the body of this 

great nation, there is here and there to be found a man with all the 

genius, all the deep and strong patriotism, all the moral vigor, and all 

the ripeness of knowledge and variety of acquisition which gave 
power and lasting fame to the greater statesmen of our past history. 
We bewail and even wonder at the fact that these men do not find 

their way into public life, to claim power and leadership in the service 

of their country. We naturally ascribe their absence to the repug- 
nance which superior minds must feel for the intrigues, the glaring 

publicity, and the air of unscrupulousness and even dishonesty which 
are the characteristics, or at least the environments, of political life. 

In our disappointment and vexation that they do not, even at the 

most distressing sacrifice of their personal convenience and peace, 
devote themselves to the study and practice of state-craft, we turn 
for comfort to re-read history’s lesson, — that many countries find their 

greatest statesmen in times of extraordinary crisis or rapid transition 
and progress ; the intervals of slow gyowth and uninteresting every- 
day administration of the government being noted only for the eleva- 
tion of mediocrity, or at most of shrewd cunning, to high admin- 
istrative places. We take cold consolation from the hope that times 

of peril— which sometimes seem close enough at hand—will not 

find us without strong leaders worthy of the most implicit confidence. 
Thus we are enabled to arrive at the comfortable and fear-quieting 
conclusion that it is from no fault of ours, certainly from no defects 

in our forms of government, that we are ruled by scheming, incom- 
petent, political tradesmen, whose aims and ambitions are merely 

personal, instead of by broad-minded, masterful statesmen, whose 

sympathies and purposes are patriotic and national. 
To supply the conditions of statesmanship is, we conclude, beyond 
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our power; for the causes of its decline and the means necessary to its 
development are beyond ourken. Let us take anew departure. Let us, 

drawing light from every source within the range of our knowledge, 
make a little independent analysis of the conditions of statesmanship, 
with a view to ascertaining whether or not it is in reality true that 
we cannot contribute to its development, or even perchance give it a 

perennial growth among us. We learn from a critical survey of the 
past, that, so far as political affairs are concerned, great critical epochs 

are the man-making epochs of history, that revolutionary influences 
are man-making influences. And why? If this be the law, it must 
have some adequate reason underlying it; and we seem to find the 

reason a very plain and conspicuous one. Crises give birth and a 
new growth to statesmanship because they are peculiarly periods of 
-action, in which talents find the widest and the freest scope. They 
are periods not only of action, but also of unusual opportunity for 
gaining leadership and a controlling and guiding influence. It is 
opportunity for transcendent influence, therefore, which calls into 
active public life a nation’s greater minds, — minds which might 

otherwise remain absorbed in the smaller affairs of private life. And 
we thus come upon the principle, —a principle which will appear the 

more incontrovertible the more it is looked into and tested, — that 

governmental forms will call to the work of administration able minds 
and strong hearts constantly or infrequently, according as they do or 
do not afford them at all times an opportunity of gaining and retain- 
ing a commanding authority and an undisputed leadership in the 
nation’s councils. Now it certainly needs no argument to prove that 
government by supreme committees, whose members are appointed 

at the caprice of an irresponsible party chief, by seniority, because of 
reputation gained in entirely different fields, or because of partisan 
shrewdness, is not favorable to a full and strong development of 
statesmanship. Certain it is that statesmanship has been steadily 

dying out in the United States since that stupendous crisis during 
which its government felt the first throbs of life. In the govern- 
ment of the United States there is no place found for the leadership 
of men of real ability. Why, then, complain that we have no leaders ? 
The President can seldom make himself recognized as a leader ; he is 
merely the executor of the sovereign legislative will; his Cabinet 
officers are little more than chief clerks, or superintendents, in the 

Executive departments, who advise the President as to matters in 
most of which he has no power of action independently of the con- 
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currence of the Senate. The most ambitious representative can rise 

no higher than the chairmanship of the Committee of Ways and 
Means, or the Speakership of the House. The cardinal feature of 

‘ 4 Cabinet government, on the other hand, is responsible leadership, — 

the leadership and authority of a small body of men who have won 
i} the foremost places in their party by a display of administrative 

“4 talents, by evidence of high ability upon the floor of Congress in the 
stormy play of debate. None but the ablest can become leaders and 
masters in this keen tournament in which arguments are the weapons, 

and the people the judges. Clearly defined, definitely directed poli- 
cies arouse bold and concerted opposition ; and leaders of oppositions 

become in time leaders of Cabinets. Such a recognized leadership 

it is that is necessary to the development of statesmanship under 
popular, republican institutions ; for only such leadership can make 
politics seem worthy of cultivation to men of high mind andaim. 
And if party success in Congress—the ruling body of the nation — 

depends upon power in debate, skill and prescience in policy, success- 
ful defence of or attacks upon ruling ministries, how ill can contend- 

a ing parties spare their men of ability from Congress! To keep men 

° of the strongest mental and moral fibre in Congress would become a 

[party necessity. Party triumph would then be a matter of might in 
debate, not of supremacy in subterfuge. The two great national 

. parties — and upon the existence of two great parties, with clashings 
and mutual jealousies and watchings, depends the health of free 

' political institutions — are dying for want of unifying and vitalizing 
principles. Without leaders, they are also without policies, without 
aims. With leaders there must be followers, there must be parties. 

And with leaders whose leadership was earned in an open war of 

principle against principle, by the triumph of one opinion over all 

: opposing opinions, parties must from the necessities of the case have 
definite policies. Platforms, then, must mean something. Broken 

promises will then end in broken power. A Cabinet without a policy 

: that is finding effect in progressive legislation is, in a country of fre- 
quent elections, inviting its own defeat. Or is there, on the other 

i hand, a determined, aggressive opposition? Then the ministry have 
a right to ask them what they would do under similar circumstances, 
wer@ the reins of government to fall to them. And if the opposition 
are then silent, they cannot reasonably expect the country to intrust 
the government to them. Witness the situation of the Liberal party in 
England during the late serious crisis in Eastern affairs. Not daring 

= 
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to propose any policy, — having indeed, because of the disintegration 
of the party, no policy to propose, — their numerical weakness became 

a moral weakness, and the nation’s ear was turned away from them. 

Eight words contain the sum of the present degradation of our politi- 

cal parties: Wo leaders, no principles ; no principles, no parties. Con- 

gressional leadership is divided infinitesimally; and with divided 

leadership there can be no great party units. Drill in debate, by 

giving scope to talents, invites talents ; raises up a race of men habit- 
uated to the methods of public business, skilled parliamentary chiefs. 
And, more than this, it creates a much-to-be-desired class who early 

make attendance upon public affairs the business of their lives, devot- 
ing to the service of their country all their better years. Surely the 
management of a nation’s business will, in a well-ordered society, be 

as properly a matter of life-long training as the conduct of private 
affairs. 

These are but meagre and insufficient outlines of some of the 

results which would follow upon the establishment of responsible 
Cabinet government in the United States. Its establishment has not 
wanted more or less outspoken advocacy from others ; nor, of course, 

have there been lacking those who are ready to urge real or imagi- 

nary objections against it, and proclaim it an exotic unfit to thrive in 

American soil. It has certainly, in common with all other political 
systems, grave difficulties and real evils connected with it. Difficul- 
ties and evils are inseparable from every human scheme of govern- 
ment ; and, in making their choice, a people can do no more than 

adopt that form which affords the largest measure of real liberty, 
whose machinery is least imperfect, and which is most susceptible to 
the control of their sovereign will. 

Few, however, have discovered the real defects of such a responsible 
government as that which I now advocate. It is said, for instance, 

that it would render the President a mere figure-head, with none of 

that stability of official tenure, or that traditional dignity, which are 

necessary to such figure-heads. Would the President’s power be 
curtailed, then, if his Cabinet ministers simply took the place of the 
Standing Committees? Would it not rather be enlarged? He 
would then be in fact, and not merely in name, the head of the Gov- 

ernment. Without the consent of the Senate, he now exercises no 

sovereign functions that would be taken from him by a responsible 
Cabinet. 
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The apparently necessary existence of a partisan Executive presents 
itself to many as a fatal objection to the establishment of the forms 
of responsible Cabinet government in this country. The President 
must continue to represent a political party, and must continue to be 

anxious to surround himself with Cabinet officers who shall always 
substantially agree with him on all political questions. It must be 
admitted that the introduction of the principle of ministerial responsi- 
bility might, on this account, become at times productive of mischief, 
unless the tenure of the presidential office were made more permanent 

than it now is. Whether or not the presidential term should, under 
such a change of conditions, be lengthened would be one of several 
practical questions which would attend the adoption of a system of 
this sort. But it must be remembered that such a state of things as 

now exists, when we find the Executive to be of one party and the ma- 
jority in Congress to be of the opposite party, is the exception, by no 

means the rule. Moreover we must constantly keep before our minds 
the fact that the choice now lies between this responsible Cabinet gov- 

ernment and the rule of irresponsible committees which actually exists. 
It is not hard to believe that most presidents would find no greater 

inconvenience, experience no greater unpleasantness, in being at the 

head of a Cabinet composed of political opponents than in presiding, 
as they must now occasionally do, over a Cabinet of political friends 
who are compelled to act in all matters of importance according to 

the dictation of Standing Committees which are ruled by the. opposite 
party. Inthe former case, the President may, by the exercise of what- 
ever personal influence he possesses, affect the action of the Cabinet, 
and, through them, the action of the Houses ; in the latter he is abso- 

lutely helpless. Even now it might prove practically impossible for a 
President to gain from a hostile majority in the Senate a confirmation 
of his appointment of a strongly partisan Cabinet drawn from his own 
party. The President must now, moreover, acting through his Cabi- 
net, simply do the bidding of the committees in directing the business 
of the departments. With a responsible Cabinet — even though that 

Cabinet were of the opposite party —he might, if a man of ability, 
exercise great power over the conduct of public affairs; if not a man 

of ability, but a mere partisan, he would in any case be impotent. 
From these considerations it would appear that government by Cabinet 
ministers who represent the majority in Congress is no more incom- 
patible with a partisan Executive than is government by committees 
representing such a majority. Indeed, a partisan President might 
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well prefer legislation through a hostile body at whose deliberations 
he might himself be present, and whose course he might influence, to 

tegislation through hostile committees over whom he could have no 
manner of control, direct or indirect. And such conditions would be 

exceptional. 
But the encroachment of the legislative upon the executive is 

deemed the capital evil of our Government in its later phases ;. and it 
is asked, Would not the. power of Congress be still more dangerously 

enlarged, and these encroachments made easier and surer, by thus 

making its relations with the Executive closér? By no means. The 
several parts of a perfect mechanism must actually interlace and be 
in strong union in order mutually to support and check each other. 
Here again permanent, dictating committees are the only alternative. 
On the one hand, we have committees directing policies for whose 

miscarriage they are not responsible ; on the other, we have a ministry 
asking for legislation for whose results they are responsible. In both 
cases there is full power and authority on the part of the legislature 
to determine all the main lines of administration: there is no more 
real control of Executive acts in the one case than in the other; but 

there is an all-important difference in the character of the agents 
employed. When carrying out measures thrust upon them by com- 
mittees, administrative officers can throw off all sense of responsi- 
bility ; and the committees are safe from punishment, safe even from 

censure, whatever the issue. But in administering laws which have 

passed under the influence of their own open advocacy, ministers 

must shoulder the responsibilities and face the consequences. We 
should not, then, be giving Congress powers or opportunities of 
encroachment which it does not now possess, but should, on the con- 

trary, be holding its powers in constant and effective check by putting 
over it responsible leaders. A complete separation of the executive 
and legislative is not in accord with the true spirit of those essen- 
tially English institutions of which our Government is a characteristic 
offshoot. The Executive is in constant need of legislative co-opera- 
tion; the legislative must be aided by an Exécutive who is in a 

position intelligently and vigorously to execute its acts. There must 
needs be, therefore, as a binding link between them, some body which 
has no power to coerce the one and is interested in maintaining the 
independent effectiveness of the other. Such a link is the responsible 
Cabinet. 

Again, it is objected that we should be cursed with that instability 
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of government which results from a rapid succession of ministries, a 

frequent shifting of power from the hands of one party to the hands of 
another. This is not necessarily more likely to occur under the sys- 
tem of responsibility than now. We should be less exposed to such 
fluctuations of power than is the English government. The elective 
system which regulates the choice of United States Senators prevents 

more than one third of the seats becoming vacant at once, and this 

third only once every two years. The political complexion of the 

Senate can be changed only by a succession of elections. 
But against such a responsible system the ‘alarm-bell of centraliza- 

tion is again sounded, and all those who dread seeing too much 

authority, too complete control, placed within the reach of the central 

Government sternly set their faces against any such change. They 

deceive themselves. There could be no more despotic authority 
wielded under the forms of free government than our national Con- 

gress now exercises. It is a despotism which uses its power with 

all the caprice, all the scorn for settled policy, all the wild unrestraint 

which mark the methods of other tyrants as hateful to freedom. 
Few of us are ready to suggest a remedy for the evils all deplore. 

We hope that our system is self-adjusting, and will not need our 
corrective interference. This is a vain hope! It is no small part of 
wisdom to know how long an evil ought to be tolerated, to see when 
the time has come for the people, from whom springs all authority, 
to speak its doom or prescribe its remedy. If that time be allowed 
to slip unrecognized, our dangers may overwhelm us, our political 

maladies may prove incurable. 
Tuomas W. WILSON. 




