


Introducticn

1 2 ~ ' Politics as polities is pe-aibloﬁsnlr as ﬁeag
- . as the realm of the irrational still exists.

--Karl Mannhelm
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For more than three-quarters of a century after the
Jackson period politics was a msjor form of mass entertainment in
the United States, In small-town America the political meeting
compared with the religious revival as a local event and was often

attended with the same kind of frenzy. Even today politics 1s more

than negligible as an amusement, but 1t has been routed from 1ts

old place by the radio, the movies, professional sports, and other
entertalnments, Not only do audiences no longer listen to three-
or four-hour political harangues, but they find it incredible that
thelr ancestors did so with pleasurezj,lt may be easy now to forget

how much polities partakes of the nature of drama and how much the

part of the politiclan is like the actor's, but the resemblance will

force itself upon anyone who studles the spread-eagle personalitiles
of the middle pericd, No one who has heard of 1t, for example, can
forget the theatrical deathbed scene of that supreme showman,
Daniel Webster, who consumed his last minutes with one of his
characteristicaelly florld orations punctuated at the close with the
query, "Have I--wife, son, doctors, friends, are you all here?--
have I, on this occasion, sald anything unworthy of Daniel Webster?"
Webster lived a theatrical exlstence, and his sense for
the stage did not fail even in a solemn moment of his private life.

This theatrical milieu, with its prepared entrances and exits, 1ts

n
formulated public poses, ita dellvery in a falsely spontaneous spirit

of well-rehearsed llnes, its complete dependence upon craftily de-

signed publicity, 1s shared by the politician and the actor, For

politiclans as for actors there is a great variety of possible roles,

some of which have a 1life-llke, poignant appeal, but the glare of
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the spotlight is so pitiless and so unremitting that spontanelty
and sincerity, as they exist in private relations, are impossible.
Soclal psychologists have learned that some actors identlfy with
their roles on the stage and are emotionally affected by thelr own
performences while others always have a sense of personal estrangement
from their parts and go through them without reasl feeling. Among
politicians, I believe, there 1is probably a similar division, and
I suspect that among eminent statesmen bellef in one's role--the
test of a politiclan's sincerity--is the rule, not the exceptéion.
But sincerity in political 1life 1s a cramped and dwarflike thing,
In all of 1ife men have to play a successlion of roles; the dis-
tinctive thing about the politician is the special gquality of his
public facade and the constant necessity of maintaining it.
Politics, like drama, demands a certain falsifying and
heightening of 1ife., A political campalgn 1s 1like a play, or two
competing plays by rival companies. It demands thoughtful staging,
good timing, and a sense of climax, It must be planned with regard
to the tastes and prejudices of the publiec., It should have a dynamie
and appealing personality 1in the leading rcle., It strives for an
illusion of raality, and it is dependent upon many operations behind
thsgcenes which audlences must be induced to forget if the i1llusion

is to be sustained.

more than one attitude toward this drama, He can tell its story as

The historian of Rgiitics and politicel 1deas msy have
it is seen by spectators in th@\audience, taking the characters at
their face value, His history then takes on the dramatic values in-
tended by the authors of the script, transfers the fictions of the

stage to the printed page, and hands them on to posterity. His

regders will, if he is skillful, have the same sort of experience
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es 1f they were attending the theatre themselves. All partisan
history is written in this fashlion by historians who feel a close
.identification with the characters on the stage--for example, Claude
Bowers 1n his 1lively books on Jefferson. Most history whieh is not
partisan In the strict party sense is written in a substantially
similar veln bikhistoriana who, without quite taking sides between
heroes and vill%ins, succumb at any rate to the spell of the drama
and record the w%rds and deeds of the play as though they were as
real as everythi%i else 1In l1ife.

It is a\so possible to look upon the history of these
performances 1n anpther way. Instead of studying the characters In
the play, the histqrian can concentrate on the actors behind the
parts, look cloaaly%into the work of the unseen authors of the
sceript, and 1nquire.into the part of the producers with thelr less
artistic, often gross, sometlmes sinister motives. Flacing himself
in the wings, he foresgoes re-writing the story of the play and in-
stead records how the play came to be produced. He watches the
actors transform themselves into characters, apply greasepaint,
change clothes for new roles, rehearse new speeches, His place in
the wings 1is disenchanting; of course. The plays seem familiar; it
1s as if he has seen each a hundred times. Although he may appre-
clate an especially effective performance, the dramatic values in-
tended by the authors and actors are largely lost to him. What does
arouse his lmegination is the 1ife of the theatre itself. If he
laughs, he laughs not at the comedles that are performed out front
but at the vanlitles of the actors; and if he weeps it 1s for
tragedies that take place off stage. For him the goal of history-

writing 1s not to reproduce the contents of the plays but to analyse

the many things upon which the drama depends. Above all he is moved
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by what the sorrows and frustrations of the theatre Imply for a

larger area of human experience.

I do not wish to carry thls analogy too far. While the
theatre only represents the rest of 1life, polities 1s an orgenic
part of 1t. The mals of the politiclan are not fulfilled in his
theatrical functlon alone; nor 1s his primary service histrionic,
What sets him off from the actor, and from many other sorts of men,
is that he tries above all else to win and wleld power. Max Weber
has distinguished between those who live off polities and those who
live for it--which we may take to divide the party boss or party
hack from the lnspired publlc leader with an ideologlcal message
or statesmanllke goal, But whether the politician seeks only to
earn an interesting living or to perform some larger service, he
must either attaln power or become the secret patron of those who
do. [Ex these essays I have written of politicians who have been
highly audceséful, who have articulasted basle currents of American
popular thoug§521

A man does not normally devote his life to the pursuit
of power unless he gets some peculiar and distinctive satisfactlon
from it, The quest for offlice demands effort and devotion; the
quest for high office demands, in addition, force, persilstence,
talents of a kind, and a personal ambition strong enough to justify
the sacrifice of many other values. Polities 1s a trade which must
be plied hard by anyone who expects sriking success, and even when
a man does not have purely personal ends in mind, this means that he
must spend a great deal of time scheming for hls personal advance-

ment. There 1s nothing exceptional about this; 1t is true of almost

every kind of human enterprise in an 1ndif1dualistic and competitive




p civilization, Eut the pcliticlan lives under a speclal kind of dis-
U,»/‘:/Q

s I e ability. Politlcs operates 1n a business culture. A man who goes

e yf’ir iﬁto politlics tdces with him models of success and standards of con-
g ﬂ") (|

i .@yf duct derived from the 1life of business. Fublic sentiment will not

nﬂ?” permlt such sta B tem—dte-nalitical life. B

| For exauwgle, tae purcuasing ageut of any larg ]

7 o e fhe pu A’goryoﬁtiqn expects entertainment and fgvarsggro |
O ae salesman of any 11} ; tn, and

;k& v gavors, i Yy company ne deals witn, and

his acceptance of taem is sanctioned as part of '
the gawe. ‘
DO R R e B tet aon it war R TR o Th ol ea e TRRE

/ f/? }"‘ Q‘Uﬁ
’ft} T ethic which he is not really trained for, which he cannot always
/} : rise up to, but which he dares not repudiate. When in any period
like thet following the Civil War the ethles of business so
openly dominate society that politiclans dare to follow them openly,
that period is certain to be remembered by historlans as a period
| of corruption and cynicism., Normally, however, the public expects
and the political code demands & ceremonious disavowal of personal
aims as something shameful and unworthy. Uneasily the politician
complies,
' But the real 1ife of politics 1s quite unlike the image
o - which the aspiring statesman sets before himself and his publiec.
| kjﬁl [:American politics has always been an arena in which confliets of
LA interests have been fought out, compromised, adjusted. Once these
interests were sectional; now they tend more clearly to follow
class lines; but from the beginning American politlical parties,
instead of representing single sections or classes clearly and
forcefully, have been intersectional and interclass parties, em-
bracing a jumble of interests which often have reasons for contesting
among themselves. The politician, who cannot survive in the long

run unless hls party wins elections, has always tried to compromise

the various interests in his party and get them to agree bn some
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formula ambiguous enough to embrace them all and yet
sufficiently forthright to enable him to meet the opposing party
1ﬁ a spirit of contemptuous superiority. This task requires tact
and duplicity of the sort that 1s commonly assoclated with the
diplomat, end Professor Wilfred Binkley in his history of Americsan
parties aptly speaks of the politician as a "group diplomat." The
higher the place the pollticlian reaches, the higher the place to
which he asplires, the larger the varlety of interests he must com-
bine, and the more difficult his jo?;;;7

The work of a natlional pollIticien is trying. He is
constantly under compulsion to be cordial to people he does not
know, familiar with people he will never see again, plessant to
people for whom he has no use, hostile to people he suspects are
gocd fellows., As the old soclilalist aphorism has it, he must take
votes from the masses and money from the classes. He 1s con-
stantly engaged in manipulating the publlc mind and deslgning ways
to influence it, but he must try to avold becoming cynical about
his constlituents. He is under the constant strain of presenting
conflicts of interests as conflicts of 1deals, of pretending that
some confliets do not exist, of exaggerating others that hardly
exist at all. He must on occasion put together a hodgepodge of
contradictory ideas and yet try to sound forceful, If he holds some
failrly unequivocal principle on which to go before the public he will
almost certainly have to bargaln away a large part of it in the
course of the leglslatlve process; and then he must return to his
constituency with a plausible explanation. If through some for-
tunate circumstance he can survive for a time without doing the
usual devious and compromising things, he must still work closely

with a party organlzation that does. If he is a Lincoln or a




Franklin D, Roosevelt he will have his Camerons or Hagues and
Kellys.

American politleal folklore, which vaclillates between
abject ecredulity and intense skepticism, sometimes has 1t that
polliticians are a parasitic group--a prejudice reflected in the
homespun judgment that "Politicians are all crooks." Political
sclentists and historians usually look on the matter differently.
They approach social problems as a sort of unofficial priesthood
of the present order and the national interest. They are fond of
pointing out that as long as conflicts do exlst 1ssues must be
settled by compromise i1f law and order are to be kept. They find
great merlt In statesmen for bringing together in gentlemanly com-
promise interests that might otherwise be at each other's throats,
and thus fending off domestlic disorder, forging national unity, and
enhancing the group's capaclty for defense or aggression. They
therefore take a qésual and indulgent attitude toward any unseemly
personal qualities that are cultivated in the profession. And
sober second thought among the people, as shown by the stabllity
of the parties and the longevity of many political careers, evi-
dently accepts the judgment, In sum, politiecs ranks with other
professions which suffer moral disfavor but are conceded by most
people to serve an essentlsal civiec function,

Such a calling selects a specislized personnel, The
eminent national politician, while indulging in the actor's pose
and the diplomat's duplicity, must keep the inward feeling and the
outward appearance of integrity. An excess of self-exsminstion
would be paralyzing to a man who lives this way. He must be capable

of belleving in himself in the teeth of the evidence, of living in

an Intellectuel and moral twilight in which outlines are softensed




end values obscured. An incurable habit of self-deception is the
primary occupational disease of polltics.

I do not mean to charge the politician with habitual and
organic insincerity, much less dishonesty. There has been much of
both in American politics; they have invaded even the top leadership
during dissolute periods like the Grant and Harding eras; but the
men I have chosen to write about here are among America's first
statesmen, and I do not believe that elther venality or insincerity
is usually characteristic at that level. I am, however, trying to
emphasize what a singular k1nd of psychological feat the politician's
sincerity is. Politics demands a remarkable capacity for ration-
alization, both public and private. In the post-Freudian era, wirem
the concept of the uncongcious is—se—famidtdany it is not difficult
to understand how seemingly disreputable or interested conduet can
go hand in hand with serene consclousness of rectitude. A hundred
years before Freud, Jefferson remarked, "All know the influence of
interest on the mind of man, and how unconsciously his judgment 1is
warped by that influence." Hoger Brooke Taney left an extremely
sensitive and sympathetlec record of this process. Writing of a
certaln Congressman who accepted a large loan from the United States
Bank and then voted to support it, Taney said:

Now I do not mean to say that he was directly

bribed tc glve this vote. From the character he

sustgined and from what I know of him I think he

would have resented any thing that he regarded as

an attempt to corrupt him, But he wanted the

money--and felt grateful for the favor: and per-

haps he thought that an institutlon which was so

useful to him, and had behaved with so much kind-

ness, could not be injurlous or dangerous to the

public, and that it would be as well to continue

it. Men under the influence of interest or

passion,..do not always acknowledge even to them-

selves the motives upon which they really act.

They sometimes persuade themselves that they are

acting on a motive consistent with their own self-

respect, and sense of right, and shut their eyes
to the one which in fact governs their conduct,




The historian has his best opportunitzféb observe the most
naked political rationalization when some pol;fician, impelled by
changes in public opinion, finds it necessgfg to reverse his posi-
ticn completely on some major issue. T%}g’first began to happen
during the rapid social changes of thgf;arly republic, Webster and
Calhoun in response to changes in Mﬁfgachusetts and South Carolinsa
both shifted their position on styé;s rights versus nationalism and
many associated economic issueg;/ Jackson did not become a consclous
spokesman of mass protest untfi after he was president. Lincoln,
after many long years of 1q§ifference and equivccation on the
slavery lssue, underwent’jfsuddenc:onversion to ardent free-soilism
after that lssue becamqfimportant in the 1850%'s. Bryan, gquite
candidly, took up frggfsilver after he discovered that it was the
most popular lssue féong Nebrasks farmers. Theodore Roosevelt and
Woodrow Wilson, agéer many years of devotion to highly conservative
principles, disgévered the merits of progressivism when they were
thrust beforedﬁge public. Although these conversions were opportune,

I find it hafé to believe that they were inspired by calculating

self-interest elone. These men would not have had the force to

convince pthers of the importance of thelr ideas 1f they had not
first cgnvinced themselves. A margin of sincerity helps to select
such nfen out of the mass; there may be a premium on easy-goling
eynicism in the alderman, but not in the presidential aspirant,

[: One of the figures in this book, Wendell Phillips, 1s not
a politieian in the ordinary sense. I chose to include him in part
because I thought abolitionism was politically important enough to
warrant a représentetive in this study and because I found Phillips

the most lnteresting of the abolltionists; but also because I wanted

to contrast one agitator to my politicians, The agltator, in Karl




P ——

Mannheim's 1énguage, tends to be a utopian, the politicilan an
ideological thinker, The agitator sets a high value in imposing
his ideas upon the public (which he calls educating the masses)
rather than adapting popular ideas to the uses of his own career.
The power of persuasion, 1f he can exerclse it, satisfies him more
than the power of office. TWhere the politician 1s equivocal, the
agitator 1s forthright and uncompromising, He expects to allenate
many people in the course of his propagandising, and consoles him-
self with the thought that his ideas will prevail 1n the long run.
Of necessity, then, he values the long range of human development

rather than immediste or plecemeal accomplishment., He can see only

those forces at work which may undermine the existlng order and closes

his eyes to the things which are above all valuable to the politi-
clan--the things that make for stabllity. He has a small sense of
party but a large sense for prihciple, dogma, and doctrine; where
the politician may get into intellectual tangles from the effort to
combine conflicting Interests, the agitator does sco from the effort
to force 1life into an unduely logical pattern., The agitator, in-
stead of molding interests into workable compromises is forever
trying to bring into the open the latent confliets in aociety.;]

If the agitator has great, success in popularizing his

ideas they are likely to be takgfi over by the politician in some

dilute form., Sometimes an Intended, Informsl, unrecognized
collaboretion results., r example, Abraham Lincoln, was ddsigning
a new slave-cateching W for the District of Columbla while Wendell
Philllips was facing’mobs in the interest of abolition, but Linecoln
has passed into sMiythology as the Great Emanclpator, and Phillips

is rem&mbereq y historlans as an irresponsible fanatic. Actually

the task--of historic misslon as Marxists call it--of abolishing




slavery could not have been accomplished 1f both types of men had not

exlsted, The ldeas of a ators, In the hands of practical statesmen,

generally fall far short of aglitational ideals, Grant was to
‘Phillips and rrison what Napoleon was to Robesplerre and St. Just,
or Stalin fo Lenlin and Trotzky.

‘[;In each of these essays I have concentrated on a few
dominant ideas, a few 1llustrative phases of the subjects' careers,
mindful that brief studies must be done with few strokes. My
method has less 1n common with the glossy, palnstaking portrature
in official commissioned portraits than with caricature; but I have
tried to remember that the successful carlicaturlst stresses tralts
that are conspicuous in the subject and that good carlcature is
always ihstantly recognizable,

A word about the quality of the portraits. I am looking
upon these statesmen primarily as purveyors of ideas to the publie,
which is one of thelr more vulnerable aspecpé. Moreover, I am not
interested in adding to the already superaﬁﬁndant hero literature.
We are so saturated with hero mythology that it demands a certain
effort of the lmaglnation to accept obwlous and commonplace facts
about our statesmen. To recognize qﬁhaual qualities in publle
figures may be no more than accuraﬁg and just, but to celebrate them
endlessly and uncritically detracts from our knowledge of soclal
processes and even saps the will to action, by inducing a popular
feeling of complacency or depeﬁdence. After recent experience with
authoritarian states, it should hardly be necessary to point to the
dangers of the Leader cult, It may be g useful thing to emphasize
in addition that even when leaders are democratic in philosophy and

practice, hero cults have their pitfalls. To centralize one's con-

ception of social achlevement in a few personalities, to exaggerate




the beneficence, thoroughness, wisdom, or infallibility of graat'men,

is to minimize the role of the people themselves in pro ihg, train-

ing, and educating thelr leaders, pressing them on action, and

breaking through rigld barriers of outworn tra ion. In studying
eminent politicians who have "led" popular sentiment, I have been im-
pressed agaln and ageln not so much by at they have brought into
politlcs as what they have learned shere from exposurﬁ to the popular
will, There 1s a perpetual tenﬁéﬁéy for the exerclise of power to
create a psychological gap p‘%;een an offieclaldom and the people,

for leadership to lose tg&gg with popular feelings and needs, to

grow contemptuous anqﬁéinical and take a cold manipulative attitude
toward the masses,x’This tendency is partlcularly dangerous in the
modern era of gprboratisn,capital, internatlional tenslion, centralized
communicatiqnﬁl and skilled propaganda. FPerhaps never in history has
there bqgﬁ/a more compellling need for constant critical evaluation

of thoég who hold power, One of the best guldes to such evaluation
is a cold appraisal of those who have held power In the past.

lesocietiea which are in good working order have about them
a kind of mute organic consistenecy. They do not foster ideas which
will revolutionize their fundamental working arrangements. Such
ideas are slowly and persistently lnsulated, as an oyster deposits
nacre around an irritant; they are(fgéz&%ggthe custody of small
groups of aglitators and elienated Iintellectuasls and, except in
revolutionary times, do not get into the hands of practical poli-
ticlans, Since practical politlfisns hardly dare to go outside
the climate of opinion which defines theilr culture, the range of

ideas which they can normally use is relatively narrow. When they

quarrel over rival interests they tend to dramatize the conflicts




in their ideas, but the similarities are just as Important because
the similsrities define the limits within which they can act. 1In
the course of time the rival material interests involved become
obsolete and are replaced by others; but men's minde do not change
as fast as the material facts: the rival ideas survive and are
used by the historlans who inherit them to reconstruct the original |
battles. The consequence is that historlans usually follow
politiclans in levelling the spotlight ondfferences and ignoring
the common climate of opinion. For example, traditional history
stresses bitter disagreements that had to be compromised in the
Constitutional Conventlion of 1787; onlylih the last generatigﬁ]did
philosophical historians begin to see how important it was that the
members of the conventlon, with very few exceptions, shared the same
general goals and a common political phlilospphy. Again, the
Jeffersonians and Federallists rapged at each other, but once Jeffer-
son took power practical differences in policy bolled down to & very

modest minimum. Few polltical battles in history have been as keen
t

YL

as the Lincoln-Douglas debates;ain our own time the foremost Lincoln
scholar, Professor James G, Randall, has commented more than once
that, considering the full range of possible policies on the issues,
Lincoln and Douglas were substantially on the same side of the
fence. To write about the history of political ideas from such a
standpolnt 1s to glve up most of the melodramatic values, but

history can be conceived as something other than melodrama.

In these essays I have thied to keep sight of what I be-

lieve to be the main thread in Ajerican political ideology--some-
thing shared in large part by men as diverse as Jefferson, Jackson,
Lincoln, Cleveland, Bryan, Wilson, and Hoover--and to show how it

was adapted to the needs of various interests. Thils central feith




has been a belief in property, individualism, and enterprise.
American political controversy in the past has always taken place
between propertied classes--farm property versus Industrial or
financial property, small property versus large property. Dom-

inant political ideclogies have been variants ?ihizwziizﬁigins
hilosophy of capitalist enterprlse, and at any piessssblme” in history

the real varlations in practical policy that have been possible

within the limits of this philosophy have been small/"‘f7){

‘ The American has always had faith in the sanctity of pri-
r ’«fﬂxlvate property, the right of the individual to dispose and invest it,

\Jéi and the natural evolution of self-interest and cupidity, within

broad legal limits, into a beneflcent order. The business of

politics--so the falth runs--is to protect this order, to foster it

m /,on occasion, to patch up its "incidental" abuseijbut not to cripple
: ﬁﬁ § it by interference, and above all not to replace it with a plan for
L’ﬁ” : common collectlive actlion. Amerilican traditions show a marked

)
, Yﬁ'g,prejudice in favor of equalitarlan democracy, but it has been a
( a0

democracy of cupidity rather than a democracy of fraternity.
\ﬂﬁ} The American worships new discoveries and new gimeracks,
W{%‘ In politics, however, hils reverence for the past 1s enormous, and
//// it has grown with each generation. The Founding Fathers dreamed
\ of and planned for the future, Webster and Clay's generation was
/) ebsorbed with the present. Lincoln believed that he was stabilizing
the America of his time. But beginning with the time of Bryan, the
American political idqal has been steadlly fixed in the past, and

the goal of action has been a restoration of past institutions. It

is striking how much American politlcal change has taken place in

the name of a return to a golden age. Lincoln, who helped to build
a new party, uprooted slavery and the aristocratic agrarian culture

of the South, led a revolutlionary change in the structure of national




political power, and paved the way for the success of Industrial
capitalism, did all these things in the name of restoring the Union
as 1t was, saving the common man's control of the government, and
protecting existing rights of free labor. After him Bryan,

—heodogg Reswavelt, La Follette, and Wilson all proclaimed that
they were trying to undo the mlschlef of the previous forty years
and return to the past of limited and decentralized power, com-
petition, opportunity, and enterprise. Even Herbert Hoover, who 1s
not thought to have much in common with these men of the Progressive
era, and whose methods in fact were quite differént, accepted the
same goals,

The development of an Increasingly retrospective and
nostalgic cast of mind in American politics has gone hand in hand
with the decline of the traditional faith. When competition and
enterprise were rising, men thought of the future; when they were
flourishing, men thought of the present. wa--lgﬁ&%i{:ige of con-
centration, bigness, and corporate monopoly--when competition and
enterp?ise have gone inEo steep decline, men gaze wistfully back
toward a golden age./ The debacle of the Hoover Adminlstration was
the loglical consequence of trying to erect nostalgla into a
principle of action and gulde the future on assumptions that reach
two hundred years into ths pastf\>

Franklin D, Roosevg}EJI@ unique among the statesmen of
modern American llberalism--and indeed mmong all Amerlcasn statesmen
since Hamilton--in his recognition of the need for novelty and
daring, hls sense of the fallure of tradition. But his capacity
for in;o;lra“tl’ifogﬁﬁgai:e‘eﬁ ,hl:ar;q .;:he {";Iev;“ﬁveflm %};“ﬁgﬁé:ﬁ*s%x;;?ﬁrg a clean

ak with the traditions of the past ss 1inte
ﬂ'w &again and again that we need a new conception of the world

to replace the fading tradition of self-help, free enterprise,




competition, snd beneficent cupidity, but no new ldeas have yét

teken root. There is a genersal sense of the inadeguacy of the old,
but no conception of the new. Bereft of a coherent tradition, Amer-
jcans have become more receptive than ever to dynamlc perscnal leader-
ship as a substitute. This is a large part of the answer to 2 O-
Roosevelt's popularity and to the present rudderless and

demoralized state of American 1iberelism,




When { began writing these essays I was searching
not for a broad interpretation of American political traditians
but rather for specific insights into the thought and character

sevies - ! o L
of a seewy of influential men. FEach of these men was cliosen as

a figure of s%%ular numen interest who represented one of the

main currents in American political sentiment. With one exception,
¥endell Phillips--whom I included in part to introduce a contrast
between the agitator and the practical politiciaan and in part to

to represent the abolitionist movement--these men were practical
politicians and officeholders, who became eminent because taney

voiced the sentiments and aspirations of zreat humbers of Americans.




The personalities and ideas of such men are public
institutions. Much has been written ébout their ideas, but it
has been chiefly about political and legal theory in the narrow
sense——about federalism and sovereignty, natlonalism and unlon
and the it specific ;E;‘.g‘. ‘Z&?‘sfc{*/
political and legal ideas rest upon more sweeping assumptions--

, YUOCLIUS - 2 -
ideas about the preser-smims of f.ho economic classes_, about

labor and race, competition and monopoly, the function of govemn-
g/ Mo mw/h y :
ment Kthe very nature of maln himself. Whatever their limitations,

American poilitical leaders have been social as well as political

thinkers, and it is tulg I& that I have approached them.
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My essential interest was not to repeat familiar inter-
pretations, however true, but to emphasize interpretations impor-
tant to an urderstanding of our history which have been nezlected.
For example, in writing of Jefferson, I did not find it necessary
to restate at length the democratic and humanistic sentiments
which have made him a hero of modern liberal democrats. Instead
I attempted to place his ideas more closely in their historical
setting, to locate their specific meanings for his owm ::2:, to
indicate certain crucial changes of meaning which time has imposed
upon them, to examine Jefferson's inconsistencies and contradictions,
and to search out the sandkfdessswt difficulties which he encountered
when he tried to translate his moral preferences into political
realities. From tne beginning it seemed Ezkif trhat his economic
conceptions were of comparable importance % his political ideals
in ceciding not only his own coursé of action but also the con-
tinuing intellectual bias of the American democratic tradition.
Further, it seemed that there were some crucial incongruities in

his ideas which, as time passed, became increasingly important.
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Agzain, in treating Abraham Lincoln I assumed that
his sentiments about slavery, his nationalism, his conbteibwsTtn
hs—annnoiga&inﬁr'his stature a:z a wise and humane statesman, are
quite familiar. I turned instead to some of the poignant contra-
dictions in his 1life and work ,and in the waew Lincoln mytiology
itselﬁ,which struck me as egjually illuminating about American
experience. In dealing withk the lives and thought of such men as
Bryan, Theodore Roosevelt, and Wilson, I concluded that it would
be valuable to turn attention once again hmohine not so much to
thie fresh and challenzing impact of their more progressive ideas
as to the fundamentally tame impulses with which these ideas were
linked, the conservative and stabilizing efiects which they were
intended to have. Otherwise it scemed impussible to understand

the ultimate failure of Progressive America.




Woricing on such a plan made %jﬁecessary to leave much
out, not merely matters of detail, but impertant perspectives.
There is a school of biographical porﬁ?iture which is notable
for complete, faitaful, and somewhat glossy reproduction of
detail. However, it is dilficult, even in a full-length biog-
raphy, to see a human beinz whole, and doubly difficult when
the subject is one f:fiﬁﬁiiafﬁiﬁﬁEié career intersects with
public affairs of the mmeh broadest implicetions. I deckded
to abandon the goal of a complete and tempered perspective in
favor of seeing steadily something in particular and exploiting
as fulljas possible its implications for general understanding.
I have adhered, then, to the metnod of the caricaturist with his
deliberate exaggeration of salient features; but I have tried to
remember that a good caricature is instantly recognizable to

those who know the subject.




As tlese essays progressed, I fourd that the motive
which animated them--the search for the important and unfamiliar--
brought them into a more unified focus than I had anticipated: I
was forced again and again to place in tae foreground the common
climate of opinion which embraced both parties to political con-
flicts. It is generally recognised that American politics has
been a series of conflicts between special interssts--between
landed capital and financial or industrial capital, between old
and new enterprises, large and small property--and that it has
not shown, at least until recently, many signs of that struggle
between the propertied 'and uwpropertied classes which is fore-
cast in Marxian doctrine. What has not been sufficiently recog-
nized is the eifect of all this upon political thought. The
fieyceness with which some political strugzles have been waged
hasj'ggen ey nisleading; for the range of vision embraced
by the primary contestants in the major parties has always been
bounded by the horizons of property and enterprise. However much
at odds on other issues, the major political traditions have
shared a belief in the rights of property, the philosophy of
economicfindividualism, the value of competit.on; they have
aceepted the economic virtues of capitalist culture as necessary
qualities of man. Even when some property right has been
challenged--as it was by followers of Jefferson and Jackson-—
in the name of the rights of man or the rights of the community,
the challenge, when translated into practical policy, has

actually been urzed on behalf of some other kind of property.




a1most the entire span of American history under the
present Constitution has taken place during the rose and spread
of modem industrial capitalism. In material power and produc-
tivity tioe United ~tates has been a flourishing success. Now
docieties like this) ummsssbdsss which are in good working orderf_
have a kind of mute organic consistency. They do not foster ideas

which are hostile to their fundamental working arrangements. £uch

s

ideas may appear, but when they do they are slowly and persistently
insulated, as an oyster deposits nacre sround an irritantx. They
are confined to small zrouns of azitators and alien&ied intellec-
tuals, and except in revolutionary times they 4o not get into the
hands of practical politicians. The range of ideas which the

: . | : gy s S
practical} politicians can conveniently believe in 15411m1tea by

the common climate of opinion which sustains tiieir culture.




Lis time passes the rival materisl interests
in any politlcal strugsle are likely to Lecome obsolete add
to be replac:d by others: buit since men's minds do noy¥
change with Qompgrable rapdidity, the rival ideas survive and
are us=d by the historians whe inherit them to reconstruct the

original battles. The conseguence is th.t historian: usually
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follow polificians in levelling the spotliight on differenc
and ijnoring th: coumon climate of opinion. Keeewmammi-e
. "f//y o

'TJE;;dliioual history si-ﬁ-‘% the bitter disazreements that had
to be compromised in the Constitutional Convention of 1787:
only in recent times have philosophiéical h.storians begun to
see'how important it was that the members of the convention,
with very few exceptions, shared the came geheral goals and
a common poli¥yical philosophy. After the Constitution was
adopted the Jeliersonians and (ederalists rag;d‘at eagh other
with every appearance of - bitter and ihdissoluble difference:
but once Jeiferson took power, diftferences in practicable
policy boiled down to a very modest mini um, and b=fore long
the two parties were iindistinguishavle. It has been the custom

,especially of the Jeffe sonian tradition,

of partisan historians/to exploit the crama of the conflict in
ideas between Jefégiéon and his opponents. But if i-rrvorru

L,g':"( ¥ Ts: - tl» eC

esbest-thesnpaeddead meaning of ideas, by “heir conseguences,
¥ | i Al N - L()" ¥ f« A
: )Apay further asttention to the fact that

the programmatic consequencesof these ideas were by no means

so different. Thes seems to m: to be one of the k=ys to an

understanding of ‘fmerican history.
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In thesé essays, therefore, 1 havgq witiout neglecting

or

the conflicts, e to keep sight of what 1 believe to be the
central fazit. in American political ideologies--sometiiing shared
in large part by men as diverse as Jeffeeson, Jackson, Lincoln,
Cyieveland, Bryan, ¥ilson, amd Hoover--and to show how it was
edapted to the needs af various interests. This has been a
faitir in the sanciity of private property, the right of the
individual to dispose and invest it, and thie matural evolution
of self-interest and self-assertio/, witan broad legal limits,
into a bteneficent orcder. The business of politics--so the
faitt runs--is t“o protect this order, to foster it on occasion,
to patch up its "incidental! abuses, but not to cripple it by
‘interference, and above all not to replace it with a plan for
common collective action. American traditions show a marked
prejudice in favor of eyualitarian democracy, but it has been
a democracy of cﬁpidity ratiier than a democracy of fraternity.
In science and technolopy the American worships new
discoveries and new gimcracks.]f in politics, however, he has
developed an enormous reverence ior the past. The Founding

Fathers dreamed of snd planned for thne future. The generation
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of Weusteg R Claxﬁwas bus(ly absorbed witi the present. Lincoln

believed that he was stabilizing his America and erecting bulwarks
against undesirable change. Altjough he helped to build a new
party, uprooted slavery and the aristocracy of the South, led a
revolutionary change in the structure of national power, and
paved the way for the success of industrial capitalism, he did
all these tiings in the name of restoring the Union as it was,
saving the common man's control of trne government, and protecting
existing rights of free labor. bezinning with: the time of Bryan
Awpa R
the American ideal,hao-boon-steadily fixed in the past,hits goal
2 restoration of past institutions and conditions. Among the
heroces of the Progrescive revival in American political culture,
Bryan, La Follgtte, and «#ilson proclaimed tnat they were trying
to undo tie mischief of the previous forty years and recreate
an America of limited and dzcentralized power, genuine compe-
tition, qpportunity, and gpte:gpise. Zven Theodore Roosevelt,
. 7, o £ :
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Svvii PRO-LE ‘batbe the o€1such
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/4 was careful to do things which would cause him to be

worf pod-uay 3 108 wef s " //
accepted as atrustbuster. "A.EH& ierbert Hoover, who is not i« 4
thougnt to have much in common witi: ti:ese men of tiie Progressive
era-—and whose methods and temper, in fact, were yuite different—-
still adhered to the same fundamental premises and accepted tre

same goals.




\
Jrourl”

\,
-

Harn

The development of sa-dpepemsimply retrospective
and nostalgic cast of mind in American politics hag gone hand
in hand witii the decline of tie traditional faith. When com-
petition and enterprise were rising, men thougzht of the future:
when they were flourishing, of the present. Now--in an age of
contentration, bignessy and corporate monopoly--when competition,

enterprise, and ol.)portunl‘*_ghavn gone into aecllne, men gaze
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wistfully back toward a golden age and M tne future with
anxiety. Franklin D. Roosevelt stands out among tie statesmen
of modern American liberalism--and indeed among sll statesmen
since Hamilton——ﬂ?’ﬁs neadmm recognition of t.e need for

novelty and sja.ring"fhis sense of the failure ofctradition) Dumbmgin

capacity -

for innovation in ideas did not compare witi, his capacity for

AL
umou&mon\, i practies’ d
” < Pl Wi b : /thac beem said again
w«\-c.w‘} s S
and again, thg t we need a new conception of the“world to replace
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the fading & of self-hekp, free enterprise, competition,

and benevolent cupidity, w no such concentlun has yet taken

root. ELereft of & coherent and plausible WJ Americans

have become more receptive than ever to dynamic personal leaci--

ership as a substitute. This is 2 bEHg2 part of tiie answer to
M‘u,(:uJ teld-

Franklin Roosevelt$s popularity and to the p-pe&-errt rudderless

and demoralized state of American liberalism.




