
Senate, March 2, 1927.
Hie undersigned members of the Committee on

((institutional Law dissent from the unfavorable
report of the committee on the ground that the
short ballot, so called, is sound in theory and, we
believe, will work better in practice than the present
system. Democratic government can function ef-
fectively only in matters where the individual voter
is able and willing to gain the informa don necessary
to cast a reasoned ballot. It has been defined as
“government by public opinion” and it follows that
in cases where no public opinion has been formed,
democratic government results merely in a lottery
or in an example of the power of wealth and pub-
licity.

The time and energy which the average voter can
and will give to a consideration of his civic obliga-
tions is limited. If the duties placed upon him are
greater than he can or will perform, he will perform
those which he believes to be of most importance
and will neglect the others. It is true that each
citizen should inform himself on all the candidates
and all the offices on which he now must vote; but
the average citizen probably cannot and certainly

not do this. We must accept the fact rather
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than the theory, and adapt our system to the fact
by reducing the number of questions on which he
must form a decision to that number on which he is
willing to form a reasoned decision. This is no re-
flection on the morals or intelligence of the people.
It is simply a statement that under present condi-
tions the voter is asked to do more than, as a prac-
tical matter, he can do intelligently, and that, by
eliminating those questions on which experience has
shown he has no reasoned opinion, more attention
can be focused on the remainder and the public
welfare will better be conserved.

This system, known as the short ballot has
always been in operation in our national elections,
and no thinking voter would dream of suggesting
that in national elections he should retain the right
to vote for the secretary of state, the secretary of
the treasury, or the attorney-general. He realizes
that the people have in theory the right to do this;
but he realizes also that as a practical matter bettei
results will be obtained by r concentrating his atten-
tion on the election of a president and members of
congress rather than by diffusing such attention over

a larger number of offices.
The requirements of the offices of secretary of the

commonwealth, treasurer, auditor and attorney-

general, are largely technical, and their occupants
should be selected for technical, rather than for

political fitness. More and more the work of these
officials approximates that of the larger state de-

partments. No one contends that we should follow
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the practice of some states and elect these department
heads. The people have the right to do this, but
their good judgment dictates otherwise, and we
believe that that same good judgment will approve
the appointment of these other officials.

GEORGE K. POND.
CASPAR G. BACON.
JOSEPH EARL PERRY.




