
OUR REPUBLIC'S DECAY 
By the Hon. DAN R. SHEEN. 

In a report from Springfield it is stated that 
Edward J. King of Galesburg arraigned the 
"house ring.” assailed "machine rule,” and spoke 
of Speaker Shurtleff as a "Czar.” Speaker Shurt- 
lefT in reply to Representative King is credited 
with saying: *'No member ever went to that desk 
[speaker’s desk| and asked the privilege of call- 

ing up a bill before the house that his vote was 

asked or demanded on any proposition.” 
Thus, the speaker admits the fact to be that 

“calling up a bill" is a “privilege.” Why should 
it not be a right ? A “privilege” is defined to be 
a favor, a special grant, not generally accorded; 
and the speaker arrogates to himself the power 
of dispensing as privileges the right of the people 
through their representatives to act in a legisla- 
tive capacity, lie also pats himself on the back 
for not selling those “privileges” in exchange for 
votes. There is no denial reported in Speaker 
Shurtleff's reply that there is a “house ring” nor 

that there is “machine rule.” 
As one who knows let me state a few facts. 
A member who did not join either the Repub- 

lican “steering committee” that during the forty- 
fourth session of the house met behind closed 
doors at the Leland Hotel, or the “Democratic 
minority” that met behind closed doors at the St. 
Nicholas, was in that assembly a political pariah, 
and I am told such has been the case before then, 
and since. Such a member may offer a bill, and 
it would be read by title, and number, and re- 

ferred to a committee, the chairman of which 
is the obedient servant of the Speaker, and of “the 
ring" and “machine” of which the Speaker is 
chief. The bill might as well have been sent to 
the waste-basket as to the political graveyard of 
the ring-ruled, machine-made chairman of a com- 

mittee. 'l'he chairman of each committee is in 
duty bound to give a hearing to the author of 
each bill before that committee; but of the dozen 
bills that 1 introduced at that session I could not 
get a hearing on one. 

The “privilege” was not accorded me. All 
of my bills were foreordained to defeat from a 

certain day, when a member approached me say- 
ing: “You have several bills pending, and if you 
want any of them to go through you must help 
us with some of our bills. Here are two bills 
which we would like to have you support.” 

I took the hills, studied them carefully, and re- 

ported to the member that I did not think either 
bill honest, and that I would not vote for a dis- 
honest bill, knowingly, and explained why I 
thought they should not pass. One bill related 
specially to Chicago, and it was urged that I 
could afford to vote for it as it did not affect my 
constituency. I replied that while elected from 
a senatorial district I was there to legislate for 
the “people of the state of Illinois,” as every bill 
must on its face indicate, and that I would make 
no deal further than to support good measures, 
and oppose bad ones whatever might be the result 
to the bills I had offered. That settled my bills. 

My privilege to bask in the smiles of the 
Speaker was dashed to a “farewell” before the 
real work of the session began. A resolution was 

offered on January 18, 1905, as appears in House 
Journal, page 94. authorizing the Speaker to ap- 
point ten policemen at a per diem of $3; seven- 

teen pages at a per diem of $1.50; fifteen janitors 
at a per diem of $2, and I offered, so the record 
says, “an amendment to the foregoing resolution. 
Mr. Craig raised the point of order (I follow the 
record) that the amendment was not germane to 
the subject matter of the resolution; thereupon 
the Speaker ruled the point of order well taken, 
and declared the amendment out of order.” 

What was the amendment? It was that the 
number of policemen be three, the number of 

pages five, and flic number of janitors three. What 
the amendment was the record does not disclose; 
but. if any one will furnish me with any parlia- 
mentary law, or rule of order, outside of the 
sweet will of the Speaker that will sustain that 
ruling, or justify a record that will not report 
what the amendment was, 1 will be very grateful 
for the information. The reason for the amend- 
ment was that I thought then, a« I know now. 

that policemen were not needed to keep order 
among the "honorables” of the house, while those 
honorables stayed sober; and as the actual ses- 

sions of the house were in January less than fif- 
teen hours; in February less than fourteen hours; 
in March less than forty-three hours; in April 
less than sixty hours, making in these four months 
less than one hundred and thirty-two hours, or 
an average of but a trifle over an hour a day for 
each week day, I thought that five active pages 
and three able-bodied janitors could perform all 
necessary services along those lines, guarded by 
three policemen. 

I also, about the same time, learned that the 
respective candidates for speakers had been 
chosen for the “steering committee,” and the 
“minority” factions in secret session, and I re- 
fused to vote for either of them and my refusal 
was made matter of record on the Journal, 
page 12. My popularity got another jolt. 

Representative Frank D. Comerford, of the 
second district in Cook county, had been expelled 
for saying to the students of the Illinois College 
of Law, among other things: “The Illinois Legis- 
lature is. a great public auction, where privileges 
are sold to the highest corporation bidders.” He 
was afterward reelected by his constituency, and 
with a certificate of reelection asked his friends 
and acquaintances in the house to move that he be 
restored to membership; but, under threat of not 

again being recognized by the Speaker during the 
session if they did so, they had refused. He 
then made the request of me, a comparative stran- 

ger, a new member, and one not of his political 
faith, who had also been served with notice of the 
threat. I agreed to make the motion. There was 

no other way for him to obtain the seat to which 
his certificate of reelection entitled him, and so 

I tried to get the eye or ear of the Speaker. 
Everybody else in the house saw and heard me, 
save the Speaker. He, officially, did not. The 
members of the house were greatly amused at 

my efforts to get recognition, and after I had 
taken my seat, feeling that “none are so blind 
as those who will not see,” and that now, as of 
old, there are those who have ears, “but they 
hear not,” the speaker sent a page to invite me 

to come to his desk. I went there and in a 

whispered conversation made known to him a 

desire that the people of the second district be 
shown the courtesy of having their duly elected 
representative given a seat. I secured a prom- 
ise that the matter would be attended to, and a 

few days later Mr. Comerford was seated. 
The only importance that I attach to these 

matters is that “free speech” and “equal rights” 
are abolished and the constitution ignored that 
requires a record of the proceedings to be kept, 
which means a truthful recital of what occurs in 
the course of business. My amendment under 
that constitution should have appeared; but to 
allow it to appear would show a total disregard 
of parliamentary law by the Speaker. The rec- 

ord referred to in its closing paragraph says: 
“So at the hour of 11:50 p. m. the house ad- 
journed sine die.” The morning after adjourn- 
ment the Springfield papers published that it 
was five o’clock Sunday morning (May 7, 1905) 
when the house adjourned, and that members 
who were not there were voted by the clerk to 

pass bills during the closing hours of the ses- 

sion. I stayed till 2 :30 o'clock, Sunday morning, 
and saw the house clock turned back twice. So 
much for a truthful or fair record. Some e.f_ 
the members were drunk on the floor during the 
sessions of the house, and so boisterous as to 

prevent members from hearing the proceedings. 
The people voted in favor of a primary bill 

by a majority of over five to one at the elec- 
tion in November, 1904, and ever since then the 

politicians have been trying to prevent such a 

bill from being passed. If a member of the 

house does not have “rights,” such as the right 
to speak, the right to have his bills heard by the 

house, the right to do what he deems his duty 
without being punished; in short, if he has only 
“privileges” which the Speaker may grant or with- 
liold, and the people's expressed will is deliberately 
disregarded, what has become of our boasted “free 
speech,” “equal rights” and republican form of 
government? If a member must “trade” his 
votes to pass a bill, and “bend the pregnant 
hinges of the knee” to secure “privileges” in our 

legislature, what has become of our boasted 
“representative government?” Suppose the other 
departments of government, the judicial and 
executive, pursued a like course, and the judges 
would not allow a case to be heard unless they 
wanted to show a favor to a litigant or his coun- 

sel, or suppose the sheriff would not serve a 

process, except for his special friends, how long 
would the people submit to such injustice? The 
legislative department is of equal importance 
with either of the other branches of government, 
and yet the people allow that department to 

trample on their expressed wishes, on the con- 

stitution, and the laws, and on every principle 
of a republican form of government. 

Not only this, but I have heard many voters 

say: “There is no use to send an inde- 
pendent member to the legislature, because he 
can do nothing when he gets there.” And so, 
such a voter deliberately votes for a member 
that can “do something” by joining the “gang,” 
and aiding the “machine.” 

He helps secure the privilege of licking the 
shell in return for giving the oyster to the lead- 
ers of “star chamber” schemes. 

Until the people refuse to be bamboozled by 
the statement: “You had better vote for our 

candidate because yours can’t be elected,” which 
means “You had better ask for what you do 
not want, because you cannot get what you do 
want by asking for it,” they will have such gov- 
ernment as they are being given now, and will 
aid in preventing a government “of the people, 
by the people, and for the people” from being 
again established in this state. 

Privileges belong to an aristocracy, or a mon- 

archy, where there are subjects; but rights be- 

long to a republic where there are citizens. The 

rights that are left in our legislature are nearly 
as scarce as hens’ teeth, and as valuable as a 

horse-tail weed in a goose pasture. 
Every bill, as the records will show, is called 

up “by unanimous consent,” which practically 
means that all our legislating is done in secret 

session, and ratified in our legislative halls. 
This precludes public discussion. It makes 

all our legislation factional. It leaves our laws 
to the hazard of barter and combine. It de- 
stroys the confidence of the people in the integ- 
rity of our government. It weakens confidence 
in popular sovereignty, and makes us the gibe 
and jest of monarchists. This state of affairs 
will continue until those who care more for 
patriotism than for partizanism will lay aside 
their political goggles and look at things in the 
sunlight of common sense. 

“Who would be free, themselves must strike 
the blow.” 

Peoria, 111., February 10, 1908. 


