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create permanent machinery in the industry for
making the audit continuous, so that everyone con-
cerned could test his opinions and his grievances
against a body of ascertained facts, against what
Valentine loved to call ** the brass tacks of the situ-
ation.” Experience showed that once such ma-
chinery was created, and accepted as authoritative,
both sides began to drop rhetoric and talk business.
Instead of permitting unions and manufacturers
to argue till they were angry whether one kind of
stitch was more difficult than another, Valentine
would set up a test machine with a test worker
under controlled conditions, and give a demonstra-
tion. He did not accept the guess of either side.

The introduction of objective standards into col-
lective bargaining is Valentine’s great contribution.
Unbhesitatingly one may say that no matter how
short the distance he was permitted to travel, Rob-
ert Valentine was moving along the high road.
Not only for the relationship of labor and capital,
but for all the aspects of government, his insight
holds. Without a disinterested inquiry to which
all parties can appeal, our democracy must welter
forever in its own prejudices and confusion. In a
particular field, without many theoretical precon-
ceptions, immersed every day in practical negotia-
tion, Valentine had hold of the largest truth which
inspires the experiment under which he lived. He
testified splendidly to the fact that opinion based
on class feeling, drawn from motives unanalyzed,
breeds tyranny and disorder, that science is the only
method of thought through which democracy can
be made workable.

The New Situation in Suffrage

HE bland manner is extremely useful in some
difficult situations, social and political, and
it is as foolish to criticize a man for employing it
as it would be to criticize a photographer for
working in a dim light. The bland manner en-
ables a physician to pursue his treatment without
defining its object too clearly, often the condition
of success. But there are other situations where
the attempt to deal in sedatives is peculiarly unsuit-
able. There are demands that cannot justly or
wisely be kept in abeyance, situations that ask for
the utmost directness, clarity and candor, that re-
quire a meeting of wills. To fail to meet such
situations is the temptation of all politicians and
it is a capital political offense.

The two main parties were of one mind last
June in regard to woman suffrage, if it can be
called a2 mind. They thought they could dispose
of the issue by administering a dose of sedative.
It was characteristic of the politician’s mind for
Mr. Roosevelt to suggest Henry Cabot Lodge, an

REPUBLIC

November 25, 1916

anti-suffragist, as the nominee of a Progressive
convention that itself had just endorsed unqualified
franchise. Mr. Roosevelt showed the respect in
which he held that Progressive endorsement of suf-
frage. When it came to the action of the sure-
enough Republicans it was Senator Lodge himself
who read the denatured Republican resolution on
suffrage and read it with his tongue in his cheek.
Later on there was to be pious testimony by Mr.
Hughes, an appeal for salvation by faith without
any assurance of good works, but the really graph-
ic action was the action of the party as a whole.
The convention whose nomination Mr. Hughes ac-
cepted threw a contemptuous sop to the woman
suffragists. The Republican leaders knew that the
women of one quarter of the states were to cast
a vote for President, and they yielded to the urg-
ency of a Westerner like Senator Borah up to the
point of admitting the “ principle.” But it was
cynically admitted, for the sake of placating vot-
ers, not for the sake of guaranteeing action. The
suffrage plank was a shelf.

With a plank precisely similar Mr. Wilson
equipped the Democratic convention, and dur-
ing the campaign he took occasion to address the
woman suffrage convention at Atlantic City in the
spirit of this earlier tepid recommendation. It is
not fair to make too much of Mr. Wilson's merely
verbal tricks. He is the kind of man who can say,
“it is delightful to fight the things that are
wrong,” and yet be anything but a nerveless ideal-
ist. But it is undoubtedly true that he has the
habit of blurring an indecisive position by a clever
diffusion of words and of compelling his unhappy
audience to grope after his uncertain figure in what
amounts to a bright verbal fog. From the center of
such a fog, as distinguished at any rate from a
burning bush, he spoke to the suffragists on suf-
frage. He was with them, he told them, but he
confessed to a ‘* little impatience” as to their
anxiety about method. He consolingly implied
that all would be well in the end. This confession
of “ impatience ” with the vital agitation of method
was equivalent, of course, to an impatience with
the vital agitation of woman suffrage. It showed
with utter distinctness that his assent to woman
suffrage was perfunctory, that he had decided to
carry suffrage in stock as part of his duty as a
practical political tradesman, but that he had at
best a vague, benign feeling about it, and no con-
viction whatever that woman suffrage was creat-
ing a national situation which called for thorough
sincerity, nerve and will.

Yet but for woman suffrage, to which he tepidly
assents, Mr. Wilson would not have been con-
tinued in the White House. If the choice of Mr.

Wilson was a wise choice, it was due to the women



November 25, 1010 THE NEW

more particularly than the men. Mr. Wilson may
privately consider that he would have imperiled
his solid South if he had pushed the suffrage issue
hard. Perhaps he would. But it should open his
eyes to the consequences of the extension of the
franchise that his election was determined by his
margin in the doubtful suffrage states. Is the ex-
tension of the franchise a negligible, an unimpor-
tant consideration? Mr. Wilson can afford to be
less impatient with the practical issue now.

Whether or not Mr. Wilson is to go on regard-
ing woman suffrage as a foible, the election has
revealed a new national situation in respect to it,
one which professional politicians did not reckon
on, which the standpatters of Georgia and South
Carolina and Texas and the rest have never con-
templated, which the leaders in Congress have
hardly had time to grasp. The balance of power, so
far as Congress is concerned and so far as the rival
parties are concerned in national politics, is con-
ceivably in women’s hands. The women in the
suffrage states, that is to say, can be expected and
must be expected to turn the balance in 1918 and
1920, and the principal factor in their decision is
likely to be the party record on the federal suffrage
amendment.

To offer this as a threat is one way of playing
politics. The deeper force of the argument lies
in the probability of such a choice by the women,
regardless of any direct appeal to them in valida-
tion of a threat. Other issues may intervene to
distract the votes of women, to send one group
in the Republican direction and another canceling
group in the Democratic direction at the same
time. But the issue of suffrage is absolutely cer-
tain to have more prominence now than ever. It
is nearer the center of the arena of practical pol-
itics. 'The more prominence it has, the more the
women who vote are likely to register their favor
or disfavor in regard to a candidate’s suffrage rec-
ord and his party’s suffrage policy. No party that
refuses to meet the suffrage issue in the open can
hope for victory in a pivotal quarter of the states
in the Union.

In 1917 the Susan B. Anthony amendment comes
up in Congress. Parties as well as candidates may
expect to be put on record in this amendment cam-
paign. No suffragist contends against getting
parties on record but there are many arguments
against attempting to punish any recalcitrant party
by campaigning against it. The chief dispute re-
lates to winning suffrage state by state. It turns
on the danger of lining-up any given party against
woman suffrage and also lays stress on the exi-
gency of bringing into disfavor good suffragists
who support woman suffrage in Congress, while
still belonging to a party that refuses to adopt the
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issue. 'There is point in all these arguments. For
the suffragists to condense the opposition to their
issue might prove singularly unfortunate, consid-
ering that a federal amendment requires the sup-
port of all of one party and a large proportion of
the other, considering also that three-quarters of
the states are still non-suffrage states. But the
popular sentiment for woman suffrage in the
United States is great enough to justify the
espousal of the suffrage cause by one or other of
the great parties, and the suffragists have a right
to compel each party in turn to consider their
claims to its support. The politicians of either
party may hope to condense opposition against the
other in case the federal amendment is made a
party issue. But the wiser politicians fear the
outspoken and whole-hearted adoption of suffrage
by their rivals. They know the hope of condens-
ing opposition is vain. The suffrage leaders ought
to revise their non-partisan policy sufficiently
to avail of this party condition and make the rivals
bid for their support. Each party now needs the
suffragists, and each party knows it. There are
enough men voters in both parties who believe in
the justice of extending the franchise to keep op-
position from solidifying, especially since one quar-
ter of the states have such singular punitive power.

To force the punitive argument is not consid-
ered good-natured, and American politics pretends
to be good-natured. But is it good-natured to ex-
clude women from active citizenship? The pol-
iticians who feel impatience with women for wish-
ing to hasten their hour of grown-up participation
in a grown-up world may decline to face this ques-
tion. If they do decline to face it they should be
compelled to measure the penalties of evasion;
and practical penalties should be heavily attached
to this feebleness of democratic will.
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How QCalifornia Was Lost

O say that the Democrats won California is

I a perversion of terms. What really hap-

pened was that the Republicans lost the
state, and thereby, as matters turned out, the na-
tion. When, after the conventions, the Progres-
sives of California under the leadership of Gov-
ernor Johnson decided, however sullenly, to return
to the Republican ranks, no one doubted that
Hughes would carry the state. The Republicans
held the cards. They had only to refrain from
extreme bungling, but this they failed to do. And
the blame rests partly with the leaders of the Old
Guard faction, who were willing to risk the defeat
of Hughes if thus they might settle scores with
Johnson. In part the blame rests with Hughes,
who chose to direct his action while in California
according to the traditions of political correctness
instead of the canons of commonsense.

In no other state of the Union have party lines
been so badly shattered, in recent years, as in Cali-
fornia. ‘‘ Republican” and * Democrat” mean
hardly anything in the politics of the state. The
distinction that really signifies is that which is
drawn between the machine, supported by the
great corporations and the wide-open interests, and
the reformers, who have had much their own way
for the last six years, under the powerful leader-
ship of Governor Johnson. A study of votes in
the legislature during this period will show the
machine members of the several parties codperat-
ing harmoniously, and what is much more remark-
able, Republican, Democratic and Progressive re-
formers working faithfully together. The relaxa-
tion of party ties is not less obvious in the general
electorate. The * Progressive” following that
reélected Johnson governor in 1914 with a vote
exceeding by 72,000 the combined votes of his Re-
publican and Democratic opponents, was mostly
made up of Republicans and Democrats. At all
events, the preceding primaries had shown a regis-
tration of 388,000 Republicans, 206,000 Demo-
crats and only 184,000 Progressives. In 1912
Wilson had lacked less than 200 votes of carrying
the state, in spite of the fact that a part of the Dem-
ocratic vote had gone to Roosevelt. But this loss
had been greatly overbalanced by the old-line Re-
publicans, who sought to carry the state for Wilson
to punish the Progressives for keeping the Taft
electors off the ballot. Party regularity is ob-
viously not a force to be counted on in California.
About 2ll that is now certain is the immense popu-
larity of Johnson with the majority and the un-
dying hatred of him among the Old Guard.

Into this chaos of personal politics Mr. Hughes
was prompted by his evil genius to inject himself
and his conventional ideas of what is politically
correct. He found the state in the midst of an
exciting primary contest. Johnson, a registered
Progressive, was seeking the senatorial nomination
at the hands of the Republicans. It was an ir-
regular proceeding; he might with equal propriety
have sought the Democratic nomination—and the
chances are that he could have had it. For the
time being, Johnson obviously had no standing with
the Republican organization. The organization
leaders were straining every effort to prevent him
from capturing their party. Their situation was
really hopeless; this any one not blinded by hatred
of Johnson could see. Doubtless Mr. Hughes saw
it. No sooner had he crossed the state line than
he was forced to choose between Johnson and his
enemies. Johnson had the strength; his enemies
had the regularity, and of course Mr. Hughes
chose the latter.

And so the California Progressive voters, the
most irreconcilable and self-willed of American
citizens, were treated to the spectacle of a tri-
umphal tour of the state by Crocker, Keesling, De
Young and Harrison Gray Otis, with the Repub-
lican candidate in tow. Every morning newspaper
was spreading before them the joyously smiling
face of Mr. Hughes, in a group composed of the
very men whom they have fought for a decade,
and whom they have ruthlessly punished through
the last six years. Johnson’s face appeared in
none of these groups, though it would have saved
California to Hughes. Not only did Hughes
evince no desire to meet Johnson—in public—he
did not even find occasion to allude to the remark-
able progress in good government under Johnson.
So far as Hughes appeared to be concerned, Cali-
fornia Progressivism did not exist. It would not
have been fair to his Old Guard hosts to increase
Johnson’s chances of victory in the Republican
primaries by recognizing him or his work.

Mr. Hughes was governed in his action by prin-
ciples no doubt sufficiently lofty. But his managers
should never have permitted a candidate with such
principles to come to California, where they were
sure to be misunderstood. Men recalled the visit
of Taft to California in 1910, when Heney was
struggling to secure a popular mandate for the
continuance of the graft prosecutions in San Fran-
cisco. Taft was dined and féted by the same re-
actionary group now surrounding Hughes. Patrick
Calhoun, under indictment, was guest at a Taft



