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ABSTRACT 
A new term, entitlement, has appeared in the federal lexicon with increasing frequency during 
the last few years. Although in common use, its definition receives little attention in agency 
glossaries and its impact even less by those who legislate and administer them. This article first 
considers the pragmatic meaning of the term and then analyzes the difficulty of limiting such 
benefits once they have been authorized, by examining a short-lived attempt to reduce entitlement 
benefits for veterans during the era of the Depression. After documenting the social and political 
conditions which facilitated the entitlement reduction, attention is directed to the process through 
which political pressure was mobilized and focused in order to force a reversal of congressional 
action. This historical episode is then compared to an ill-fated, modem-day attempt by DHEW 
to limit free social service programs under the terms of the Social Security Act. 

A new term, entitlement, has appeared in the federal jargon with increasing frequency 
during the last few years. By reason of the tremendous share of federal resources 
which entitlement benefits represent, their role in the effort to control federal spending 
is significant and worthy of examination. In particular, I shall consider here the 
difficulty of reducing an entitlement once it has been authorized. I shall examine one 
example of a short-lived reduction in entitlement benefits for veterans during the 
Depression. 

Entitlement Defined 
Budgetary authority made available by Congress is primarily of two One is 

a funding obligation for only the current fiscal year (or for a narrowly defined, 
longer period). Such obligations are considered funding under "current authority". 
Other budgetary authority for the spending of federal funds becomes available from 
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time to time without the need for annual action by the Congress. This kind of allocation 
is known as "permanent authority" and remains in effect until such time as Congress 
chooses to revise it. In cases where this permanent authority is mandated for a 
specified category of beneficiaries, e.g. for the poor, the aged, veterans, etc., it is 
considered an "entitlement." 

Although the exact definition of the term remains somewhat elusive, it clearly 
refers to benefits accruing to an individual as a result of a specific title, or section, in a 
particular piece of social legislation. For example, a citation from the current veterans' 
educational benefits entitlement, Chapter 35 of the War Orphans' and Widows' 
Educational Assistance Act, states that "each eligible person shall, subject to the 
provisions of this chapter, be entitled to receive educational assistance" (emphasis 
added).l But other portions of the same sections of the United States Code2 illuminate 
the fact that an entitlement really requires that two separate conditions be met: (1) 
eligibility-which must be fulfilled exactly as defined by the specific title of the law 
under which the benefits are mandated; and (2) formal application-the benefits do 
not accrue automatically but must be sought, through application, by the individual. 
If a person meets all of the eligibilibity requirements stipulated by the title, and if a 
proper application procedure has been completed, that individual becomes "entitled" 
to benefits under the terms of the law. 

Because most entitlements are legislated for federal programs of a continuing 
nature, it becomes extremely difficult to remove any significant part of such benefits 
once they have been approved. This difficulty may be seen to stem, in part, from the 
fact that Congress abdicates its right to annual or periodic program review by 
establishing comprehensive criteria by which individuals may become qualified for 
entitlement benefits. These criteria cannot, therefore, easily be changed. In addition, 
the constituency affected by such laws is generally large-though often unorgan-
ized-and the political impact of restricting this type of benefit is likely to be felt 
equally by every member of the Congress. Responsibility for the restriction of 
entitlements cannot, therefore, be shirked politically and, in fact, it is generally the 
opposite tendency which prevails. Politicians often find the expansion of entitlement 
benefits both expedient and irresistible. 

Expansion of Veterans' Benefits 
The passage of the World War Veterans Act of 1924 provides an excellent example of 
this historic Congressional tendency towards the expansion of benefits. Passed in the 
aftermath of the war, with many returning veterans needing medical attention and 
rehabilitation, the liberalized provisions of the bill dictated that all hospitals then 
under the supervision of the Public Health Service were to be transferred to the 
Veterans Bureau and all facilities were to be opened to any veteran of any war 
"without regard for the nature of origin of the disability, if such veterans have no 

I Title 38-United States Code; Veterans' Benefits. December 20, 1972, Section 1711, p. 171. 
2 See, for example, Title 38-United States Code; Veterans' Benefits. December 20, 1972, Section 

310, p. 53; or Section 315, p. 58; or Section 1802, p. 202. 
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adequate means of support and by reason of their disability are incapable of earning 
a living."3 

However, roughly a decade later, in 1933, the financial and social gloom of the 
Depression had caused an extraordinary reversal of moods in Congress and even in 
some of the veterans' interest groups. With the general level of federal spending 
under increasing attack, many of the groups joined forces under the national campaign 
theme: "Justice to the war dead, justice to the war wounded, justice to the American 
people: repeal existing laws offering benefits for non-war disabilities and prevention of 
bonus prepayments."4 These claims were supported by the fact that expenditures for 
veterans in the 1933 fiscal year accounted for almost one-quarter of the total federal 
budget-$946 million out of $3.6 billion-which was paid out to only 1 % of the 
population.s It was in this climate that President Herbert Hoover, as one of his last 
acts before relinquishing office, pocket-vetoed a measure on March 5, 1933 which 
carried additional benefits for the veterans, thereby leaving the entire matter to the 
incoming Roosevelt Administration. 

The Economy Act 
One of Franklin Roosevelt's principal campaign themes in 1932 had been the need 
to introduce austerity measures into the federal budget. FDR believed that the out-
going Hoover Administration had wildly overspent, and he shortly begun to convert 
the negative public sentiment towards Hoover into support for his economy proposals.6 
"Speed was essential, could expect almost irresistible pressure upon 
Congress to oppose!decreases in both governmental and veterans' expenditures. He 
reasoned that he must send these measures to Congress without advance notice at the 
very beginning of his presidential honeymoon, while Congress was still disposed to 
vote for whatever he requested."? 

The Roosevelt strategy was designed to quickly obtain a blanket authorization to 
make whatever cuts were necessary, thereby circumventing "the enduring ties and 
powerful community of interest between congressional committee chairmen and 
bureau chiefs."s _.FDR reasoned that, by offering himself as the scapegoat for the cuts, 
Congress would jump at the chance to achieve economies which it was politically 
constrained from enacting on its own. Thus, as one of his first actions after assuming 
office, Roosevelt convened a surprise meeting of bi-partisan Senate leaders to convince 
them to support a radical proposal to slash $350 million from the veterans' entitle-
ment and to reduce federal employee wages up to a limit of 15 %-thereby saving an 
additional $150 million-for a total reduction of $500 million. 

Under the terms of the bill proposed by the President, only veterans' benefits for 
disabilities incurred while in service were to be retained. All other benefits to Veterans 

3 New York Times, April 3, 1924, p. 3, col. 6. 
4 Ibid., January 8, 1933, p. 12, col. 1. 
s Frank Freidel, (1973). Franklin Roosevelt-Launching the New Deal. Boston: Little, Brown and 

Co., p. 239. 
6 Ibid., p. 239. 
7 Ibid., p. 240. 
8 Ibid., p. 240. 
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of the World War, the Spanish-American War, the Boxer Uprising and the Philippine 
Insurrection were to be repealed. The measure proposed to designate the following 
groups as eligible for benefits: (1) veterans with service-connected disabilities; 
(2) veterans with non-service disabilities where the injury was permanent; (3) widows 
and children of veterans. In addition, Roosevelt proposed that, since prices had 
fallen drastically during the Depression, federal salaries should also be adjusted 
downwards by as much as 15% using 1928 prices as the base point. By White House 
estimations, the total package, if enacted, would reduce the 1934 federal budget by 
13%- Upon leaving the White House, the Senate leaders seemed shocked by the 
boldness of the President's action. 

The swift and unexpected nature of the move also caught most of the veterans' 
lobby groups by surprise. Although they acted quickly to shore up support in Congress, 
their effectiveness had been substantially reduced by the shaky state of the economy.9 
Many Congressmen did, in fact, begin to waver on the terms of the Economy Act as 
the expected deluge of veterans' telegrams poured in; but the President and his 
congressional lieutenants were in control of the situation. On the one hand, Congress-
men were warned of the consequences of voting against a new president who had 
been elected by a popular landslide. On the other, the bitter political pill was sweetened 
by the concurrent introduction of a highly popular bill, based on the 1932 Democratic 
campaign platform, to legalize 3.2% beer. 

Since the House had already voted overwhelmingly on March 12, 1933 to approve 
the Economy Act (266-138), the "beer bill" enticement proved irresistible to the 
Senate, which followed suit four days later by a vote of 62-13. When President 
Roosevelt signed the Economy Act into law on March 20, 1933, he received virtual 
"dictatorial powers"JO over the now totally uprooted system of veterans' compensa-
tionll as well as over federal employee wages. 

The Independent Offices Act Compromise 
The general reaction of many national veterans' organizations to the sharp cut in 
benefits was outrage.Jz By May 1933, a movement spearheaded by the American 
Legion had organized a massive march on Washington to demand bonus payments 
and the restoration of benefits. Under this intense lobbying pressure and in the face 
of the upcoming Congressional elections, the Senate acted against the Economy Act 

9 Frank Freidel suggests that in view of the disastrous economic situation, many veterans even 
supported the FDR economy policy. Many men wounded in battle did not feel that a veteran with 
a non-service related injury should be receiving a single penny of benefits (Ibid., p. 246). 

1o It is significant, as Freidel points out, that the question of expanded, budgetary powers for 
Roosevelt was being debated at the same time that Hitler was beginning his move to power. The 
juxtaposition was apparently so clear that General John Pershing was moved to emphatically deny 
in a magazine article that the United States was drifting towards a dictatorship, (Ibid., pp. 247-248). 

II This action was particularly revealing in light of the New York Times report that, as of March 1, 
1933, there was 46,357 veterans receiving federally supported hospital care-with veterans of ALL 
wars receiving treatment for non-service disabilities comprising 66 % of the total. 

12 Freidel notes that, in contrast to the rank and file, the National Commander of the American 
Legion, Louis Johnson, was actively working to persuade various Legion posts to support the Pres-
ident's position on the Economy Act, (Ibid., p. 247). 
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cuts by voting to attach an amendment to the annual Independent Offices Act of 1933, 
which was to limit to 25% the reduction in benefits paid to any veteran suffering from 
service-related disabilities. With the House showing signs of sustaining the Senate 
amendment, Roosevelt announced his intention to veto any such emasculating 
measure, and he issued a series of executive orders reducing the severity of the 
veterans' benefit reductions in hopes of pacifying the House. 

Confronted by the first major challenge as President, Roosevelt took even more 
direct action on June 10 when he engineered a special compromise with the House 
leadership concerning the major area of disagreement, the so-called presumptive 
disability cases, i.e. cases where the disability was presumed to be of service-related 
origin (of which there were estimated to be about 154,000). The compromise called 
for the creation of special boards of appeal to be established in each region of the 
country to judge the validity of presumptive disability claims. By June 15, pressure 
to adjourn had grown intense. The Senate, acting under pressure of veterans' lobbies 
and with Republican encouragement, voted to pass an anti-administration version 
of the 1933 Independent Offices Act. In conference, however, the Senate representa-
tives, when faced with strong House support for the President's compromise proposal, 
backed off from the broader Senate bill and recommended support for the original 
compromise worked out with Roosevelt.13 The resulting bill, signed by the President, 
called for all presumptive disability cases to be appealed through a regional review 
board structure by October 31, 1933, and for the continued funding of the 63,000 
Spanish War veterans over the age of 55. Although Roosevelt's budget-cutting 
policy had been severely tested, and modified to an extent, the few modest concessions 
exacted from the White House left the bulk of the veterans' entitlement reduction 
untouched by the Congress. 

Veteran Pressure and Congregational Reaction 
In October 1933, Roosevelt addressed the opening session of the American Legion 
convention in Chicago, at which time he gave a "straight from the shoulder" speech 
asserting that "the mere wearing of a uniform in the war years does not entitle a 
veteran to a pension from his government for a disability incurred after his period 
of service had ended." He suggested that veterans with nonservice related disabilities 
should first be the responsibility of their local communities, then of their states, and 
of the federal government only as a last resort.t4 

National opinion had continued to run strongly in favor of the President's cost-
cutting policy, due in large part to the support of the national press. Such nationally 
known commentators as Walter Lippman, Mark Sullivan, Frank Kent and others 
heartily endorsed Roosevelt's conservative insistence that "Too often in recent 
history, liberal governments have been wrecked on the rocks of loose fiscal policy."ts 

13 The Senate may also have been "convinced" to go along in view of the fact that FDR had been 
withholding many of the patronage positions. There were strong indications given that such jobs 
would be tied to favorable votes by Congressmen. 

14 Surprisingly, most of this unpalatable and rather contrary statement was passively accepted by 
those present, who actually interrupted the President some 39 times for applause. 

IS Freidel, op. cit., p. 244. 
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But in November 1933, the National Commander of the American Legion, the most 
influential veterans' lobby group, announced new opposition to FDR's policy-
particularly with regard to the radical idea that veterans with nonservice disabilities 
should look for assistance from their local communities first. The Legion considered 
this policy demeaning to the men who had served their country, and they demanded 
that service-related status be restored to pre-Economy Act levels. 

The American Legion attack was given added impetus by the preliminary results 
of the presumptive disability review boards. A total of 51,213 cases had been reviewed 
(far short of the 154,000 cases originally estimated) by 128 regional review boards, 
of which some 21,955 were found to be "service-connected" and were therefore 
allowed, while the boards disallowed fully 29,955 cases. The percent of cases allowed 
tended to vary greatly, with a low in Burlington, Vermont, of 23.43% to a high in 
Charlotte, North Carolina, of 74.68%. Besides receiving criticism for the non-
uniformity of their standards, the boards also encountered problems with determining 
acceptable levels of neuropsychiatric and tubercular standards, i.e. the manner in 
which symptoms that did not occur until after service were to be connected to service-
related conditions.16 

In January 1934, the new session of Congress began with yet another wave of 
assaults on the cuts in veterans' benefits enacted under the Economy Act. With many 
of the veterans' hospitals standing half empty, much of the same Senate coalition 
that had passed the Economy Act now called the decision of the previous session 
absurd. Similar sentiment was expressed in the House where "crimes committed 
against veterans in the name of the budget" were widely denounced.17 

In an effort to avoid another congressional revolt over the issue of veterans' 
benefits, a new compromise between the Senate and the White House was proposed in 
early February. The Senate majority was in no mood for compromise this time, 
however, and, after voting down an amendment which would have restored all 
benefits to their former levels, the Senate passed the 1934 Independent Offices Act 
with the following provisions: (a) Spanish War veterans were to get 90% of their 
former benefits; (b) presumptive disabilities were to be restored; (c) full aid to widows 
of all wars; (d) emergency aid to all veterans regardless of disability origin; and (e) 
special aid to blind veterans. 

With the Republican minority again pursuing the strategy of trying to discredit 
the Roosevelt Administration by allowing a raid on the federal treasury, the Demo-
cratic leadership decided to permit the measure to pass in an "overloaded" form, on 
the assumption that it would face a certain presidential veto. But the nature of the 
bill passed by the Senate left the House with a difficult dilemma. If they were to approve 
the Independent Offices Act as it then stood, it was sure to be the cause of massive 
fiscal problems during the period of the post-Depression recovery, but if they did not 
approve a similar measure, they were sure to anger and alienate a loud and powerful 
constituency in an election year. 

On February 28th the House leadership voted to take their political chances and 

16 New York Times, October 3, 1933, p. 1, col. 3 
17 Ibid., January 27, 1934, p. 30, col. 3. 
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oppose the restoration of special benefits to veterans by sending the bill back to the 
Appropriations Committee, to be completely reworked and held there until it was 
clear that the Senate would back down.lB But, in the first major defeat for the Roosevelt 
Administration since the passage of the Economy Act, the House Democratic caucus 
revolted against the leadership-in the face of the upcoming elections-and voted to 
endorse the same general restoration of benefits included in the Senate version of the 
bill. The more conservative House elements forced a new caucus, but again the vote 
was the same. As one caucus member put it: "They (the House Democrats) are 
getting tired of being driven (i.e. by the White House) and a grea·t many individuals 
have heard from home."19 

On March 12, 1934, the insurgent House Democrats permitted the measure to 
come to the floor-despite the presidential veto threat-and, after a series of parlia-
mentary maneuvers by the leadership had failed (and after an additional week of 
debate over conservative-backed amendments to limit the scope of the bill), the House 
gave final passage to a measure which, though reducing the Senate version of the 
1934 Independent Offices Act from $354 million to $243 million, did act to restore 
both the veterans' benefits and the federal employee pay cuts. Senate leaders immedia-
tely set to work searching for an acceptable compromise which Roosevelt would not 
veto, but the instructed conference committee could not possibly arrive at terms 
acceptable to FDR. Thus, on March 26, the Congress passed and sent to the White 
House a bill retaining the restoration of presumptive disability cases and increased 
benefits to Spanish War veterans. President Roosevelt prepared a veto message and 
sent the measure back to Congress the same day. 

Veterans' Benefits Restored 
The drama was quickly drawing to a conclusion. In what was termed a "shattering" 
defeat for the Roosevelt Administration, the House voted, on March 27, to override 
the President's veto by a vote of 310-72. The Senate followed the next day by a 
margin of 63-27 (3 more than required), as 29 Democrats deserted the administration 
on the final roll call in the upper chamber. It is not clear, however, whether this 
outcome did in fact represent the overwhelming rejection portrayed in the media. 
Rather, the President may have hoped that his large Democratic majority would 
sustain the veto, but he may have also realized that, in an election year, it was just not 
realistic to expect the Congress to bear up under the intense veterans' lobby pressure. 
His majority would do him more good in future votes on other issues than to be 
swept from office through the wrath of the veterans. In any event, the lobbying effort 
by the national veterans' groups had resulted in the near full-circle return to the 
situation which had existed some ten years earlier, at the time of the passage of the 
World War Veterans Act in 1924. 

Under the terms of the 1934 Independent Offices Act, the following items were 
enacted: (I) World War veterans benefits were to be restored to pre-March 1933 
levels; (2) the more than 29,000 presumptive disability cases who had been removed 

18 Ibid., February 28, 1934, p. 1, col. 1. 
19 Ibid., March 9, 1934, p. 1, col. 5. 
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from the rolls under the terms of the Economy Act were to be restored to 75% of 
their former compensation levels; (3) 190,000 Spanish War veterans were also to be 
restored to the pension rolls; (4) hospital benefits were to be extended to all veterans 
of all wars who were not dishonorably discharged-for those who could not pay-up 
to the limit of the V.A. hospital facilities; and (5) a so-called "5-5-5-system" of pay 
restorations (meaning in 5% increments) was to be implemented for federal employees 
affected by the Economy Act. The principal result of this abrupt, one-year congres-
sional reversal was to increase the federal budget immediately by some $228 million. 
In addition, the new law served to rewrite the theory of "presumption" into the law 
regarding ex-servicemen's compensation, thereby returning to Congress a large 
measure of control (i.e. in the sense of setting eligibility requirements) which had 
been given up to the President under the Economy Act.zo 

Was this simply an isolated example of a desperate cost-cutting initiative forced 
through by a president at the height of the single worst fiscal crisis in our nation's 
history? Or are there more recent parallels in the effort to curtail the spiraling costs of 
entitlement benefits? First, it is clear that all of the efforts by President Roosevelt to 
use veterans' benefits and federal employee wages as instruments of budget-balancing 
were effectively negated. In fact, the regulation concerning benefits to veterans with 
non-service related claims remains essentially the same today as that created by the 
1934legislation. 

In a recent study on this general subject by Harvey M. Sapolsky, it was pointed out 
that "the law does not require the federal government to honour each claim, with the 
exception of those made by veterans with service-connected disabilities. Rather, it re-
quires only that health care benefits be provided to applicants as treatment facilities are 
available . . . the technique for controlling veterans' health care expenditures is to 
limit the investments in beds, staff, and new equipment."2I This strategy is successfully 
employed today by the Veterans Administration to circumvent the full impact of the 
veterans' disability entitlement, not by confrontation as Roosevelt attempted, but by 
subtle, budgetary legerdemain. 

It is important to note, however, that this technique is not generally available in the 
case of most other entitlements, e.g. welfare or social security, where the majority of 
benefits are provided not in the form of "hard" (i.e. tangible) services or facilities, but 
rather in the form of "soft" (and therefore less manipulatable) cash payments. In 
these cases one would expect it to be much more difficult, if not impossible, to restrict 
the flow of entitlement benefits. This proposition is supported by the weight of recent 
evidence. 

In a survey by the author of recent congressional decisions on the regulation of 
entitlement-type benefits, i.e. veterans, social security, and the various types of welfare, 
there were no significant examples of entitlement benefits in the form of cash payments 
being reduced. The only recent case which even remotely resembles the 1933-34 

20 Figures released by the V.A. indicated that 230,000 World War Veterans, 180,600 Spanish War 
veterans, and 34,900 dependents of Spanish War veterans would ultimately be affected by the restora-
tion of the entitlement. 

21 Harvey M. Sapolsky (1974). "The Allocation of Resources within the Veterans' Health Care 
System." Unpublished paper quoted by permission of the author. 
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veterans' benefit reduction-and which is not strictly an entitlement according to the 
sense of the term here-was an attempt by the Department of Health, Education and 
Welfare, during 1973-74, to restrict sharply the number of persons who would be 
eligible for free social service programs under the terms of the Social Security Act.22 

After the announcement of the proposed rule changes by H.E.W., however, a 
thirty-day period of comment brought in to the agency some 208,515letters protesting 
the revisions.23 In addition, pressure groups interested in social services, which included 
the National Governors' Conference, the National Association of Counties, the 
AFL-CIO, the National Council on Aging, the National Association for Retarded 
Children, the National Council of Social Workers, the United Way of America, and 
others, came together in an informal coalition to bring pressure on Congress to 
change the regulations. Early in 1973, the coalition drew up a memorandum outlining 
what the members believed were the basic requirements for a set of social service 
regulations.24 

H.E.W. was thus forced to enter into an extraordinary, 18-month period of nego-
tiations with all of the parties concerned with the social service debate. The result 
was a compromise which, while forcing greater accountability on state agencies, 
removed the two most unpopular features of the regulations: (I) an attempt to limit 
the beneficiaries of social services to past, current or potential welfare recipients; and 
(2) an effort to further slash the congressionally set $2.5 billion spending ceiling on 
social service programs.25 The bill, known as H.R. 17045, was passed by the House 
on the last day of the 93rd Congress and signed by President Ford on January 4, 1975.26 

Thus, we are presented here with a roughly analogous modern-day example of an 
attempt to restrict benefits which failed due to the efforts of a well-mobilized, clearly 
identifiable constituency. It becomes apparent, therefore, that, from the congressional 
perspective, it is always easy and inviting to expand the terms of such social legislation, 
but the reduction of benefits can be successfully achieved only under the most extra-
ordinary political, social or economic conditions. Yet, as we have observed in the 
course of events during 1933-34, even the overwhelming need for fiscal austerity 
growing out of the Depression was in the end not persuasive enough to insure the reten-
tion of the newly enacted restrictions. The powerful veteran constituency, once fully 
mobilized, convincingly demonstrated the political vulnerability of Congress in this 
respect, especially in an election year. 

In contrast to the necessary congressional sensitivity to interest group pressure as a 
fundamental principle of political survival, presidents-even from before the time of 
Franklin Roosevelt-have rarely hesitated to take on the special interests when the 
stakes were high enough. There is, as Schattschneider has suggested, "no evidence 
that any President who vetoed bonus legislation ever suffered politically as a result 

22 These social service programs included: child day care, foster care, family planning, programs 
for the elderly, the blind, alcoholics, drug abusers, mentally retarded, emotionally disturbed, and 
mentally ill. 

23 National Journal Reports (1973), Vol. 5, No. 31, August 4, p. 1133. 
24 For a list of the recommendations see, Ibid., p. 1137. 
25 National Journal Reports (1974), Vol. 6, No. 49, December 7, p. 1841. 
26 Published in the Federal Register, Vol. 211, p. 1682, as PL 93-647. 
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of the action".27 Unlike the situation in congressional election politics, the veterans 
have never directly challenged a president in a national election. No major party 
candidate has ever tried to make an issue of a presidential veto of a bonus bill and no 
veterans' organization has ever tried to run a candidate of its own.2s Thus, while 
powerful interest group constituencies such as the veterans may be capable of influenc-
ing the outcome of certain congressional contests, they do not have the political 
resources to complete directly with the national parties in a presidential election. 

It is unclear whether social or economic conditions may once again precipitate 
some future assault on selected "sacred cow" entitlements in the federal budget. 
There is mounting evidence, however, that Congress has grown increasingly wary of 
such carte blanche spending. With so much of the annual federal budget "sunk" in 
the spiraling costs of previously enacted benefits, Congress is caught in an untenable 
conflict between the need to maintain a more cost-conscious position with respect to 
federal spending and the need to satisfy the demands of the many constituents who 
are affected by and dependent upon the various entitlements for their continued 
existence. 

27 E. E. Schattschneider (1942). Party Government. New York: Farrar and Rinehart, p. 194. 
2s Ibid., p. 195. 
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